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ABSTRACT 

 

 This past decade has seen an increase in the use of an interesting approach to 

facilitate the humanization of human-computer interaction (HCI): the use of animated 

characters, or agents, as interfaces that mediate between the human being and the 

machine. The design of animated agents has been, in general, based on human 

characteristics, such as gender, age, ethnic representation, and personality traits, as well 

as the use of gestures, facial expressions, and emotions. The challenge so far has been to 

identify what characteristics work better in what types of environment. 

 In order to determine what kind of agents and what type of instructional contexts 

(ICs) would be more suitable for computer-assisted language learning (CALL) purposes, 

an experiment was designed to investigate the effect of agent accent (Anglo, Hispanic), 

appearance (Anglo, Hispanic), and type of instructional activity (Grammar-based, 

Communication-oriented) on student performance, motivation, and perception of agent. 

The study was conducted on a population of 212 college students enrolled in a basic 

Spanish class at a large southeastern university in the United States.  

 Results indicated that there were no differences in performance, motivation or 

perception of agent between students exposed to the matching attributes (MA) agents 

(i.e., Anglo accent + Anglo appearance, and Hispanic Accent + Hispanic appearance) and 

students exposed to the non-matching attributes (NA) agents (i.e., Anglo accent + 

Hispanic appearance, and Hispanic accent + Anglo appearance). In addition, there were 

no differences in performance or motivation between students who worked with the 

Anglo (AA) agent and students who worked with the Hispanic (HH) agent in the 

grammar-based activity or the communication-oriented activity. 

 Results did show a significant difference in motivation ratings between the AA 

and HH agents when the two types of instructional activity were merged into one dataset 

(HH > AA). Students felt more satisfied when they received positive feedback from the 

HH agent, and they were more willing to repeat the experience. Data analysis also 

indicated significant differences in student perception of agent. Participants who worked 

with the AA agent in the grammar-based activity rated that agent higher in terms of 

communicative ability (in spite of both agents using exactly the same script to deliver 



 xiii

instruction), while students who worked with the HH agent in the communication-

oriented activity thought that agent was more knowledgeable about the Hispanic culture, 

was better prepared to function in both Hispanic and Anglo cultures, had a more friendly 

attitude, and was more willing to answer student questions. 

 These results seem to indicate that students tended to use their previous beliefs 

about language instructors to assign human-like qualities to the animated agents. As a 

consequence, some agent characteristics had either positive or negative effects on the 

students, in line with previous research on classroom interactions. Similarly, some 

motivational interventions had a positive effect on the students, as expected based on 

previous studies. Although more data are needed to strengthen the significance of these 

findings, these results have important practical and theoretical implications for the use of 

animated agents in language learning environments. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Context of the problem 

 Professionals in the field of foreign and second language teaching have diverse opinions 

about the identifying characteristics of effective language instructors (Bernhardt & Hammadou, 

1987; Borg, 2006; Driscoll, Jones, Martin, Graham-Matheson, Dismore, & Sykes, 2004). Among 

those characteristics (e.g., formal training, instructional skills, knowledge about the target 

language and culture, etc.) there is one that for decades has been relied upon by an important 

number of administrators, practitioners, and students: the native speaker (NS) or non-native 

speaker (NNS) status of the instructor (Filho, 2002; Mahboob, 2003; Medgyes, 1994; 

Widdowson, 1992). 

 Accounts from language instructors reveal that NS/NNS status is assigned based on 

appearance and accent. Oladejo (1997) narrates how his students did not believe he was an 

English teacher due to his ethnicity. Amin (1997) and Thomas (1999) discuss how students 

assumed that a NS instructor of English was likely to be a white person. Lin (2005) reports how 

her students would assign NS status based mostly on race. Braine (1999) describes the confusion 

experienced by his interlocutors by the fact that his name, accent, and appearance did not seem to 

match. Thomas (1999) and Saito (2003) describe how the language instructors’ NNS status is 

revealed through their accents. 

 There is an abundance of evidence that shows a general tendency, mainly in the field of 

English Language Teaching (ELT), to assign higher value to NS instructors over NNS 

instructors, often placing language fluency above language pedagogy (Amin, 1997; Braine, 

1999; Canagarajah, 1999; Ferguson, 2005; Murdoch, 2002; Phillipson, 1992; Rampton, 1990; 

Widdowson, 1992). First-hand accounts from NNS English instructors applying for teaching 

positions reveal a frequent practice by administrators of hiring only native speakers because that 

is what students prefer (Amin, 1997; Braine, 1999; Cook, 2000; Mahboob, 2003; Maum, 2002; 

Thomas, 1999). Studies on student perceptions of language instructors have indicated that 

students tend to prefer NS teachers to their NNS colleagues (Hata, 2003; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 

2002; Murdoch, 2002; Oladejo 1997; West-Torres, 2004).  
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 Other researchers, however, consider these perceptions to be the result of stereotypes and 

preconceived notions (Maley, 1992; Phillipson, 1992; Widdowson, 1992). Medgyes (1994) 

conducted an extensive study on NS and NNS language instructors in different countries. His 

comparison of NS and NNS instructors’ strengths and weaknesses lead him to believe that both 

types of instructors may not significantly differ in terms of training and experience, or in the way 

they relate to their students. Furthermore, Medgyes claims, the one area where NS instructors are 

reportedly perceived as having an advantage, language proficiency, can even be considered a 

NNS instructor’s advantage.  Language instructors who themselves had to formally study the 

language they teach may be better learner models, and may be better prepared to teach learning 

strategies, explain grammar rules, and describe differences between the students’ first language 

(L1) and the target language (TL). Similar research supports the claim that both NS and NNS 

instructors have an equal chance of managing a successful classroom and improving their 

students’ performance in the target language (Katz, 1988; Maum, 2002; Rampton, 1990). 

 A number of studies suggest that both NS and NNS instructors have strengths and 

weaknesses, and that students express preferences for one type of instructor or the other 

depending on the area of expertise. Oladejo (1997) found his students believed NS instructors 

were more knowledgeable about the target language and better able to explain language content 

clearly, but NNS instructors were considered as having a better educational background and 

being more understanding of students’ difficulties. Medgyes (1992) reported students preferred 

NNS instructors to acquire learning strategies, but the same students preferred NS instructors to 

learn about the target culture. Likewise, Murdoch (2002) found students preferred NNS 

instructors to learn formal grammar, but they preferred NS instructors when cultural content was 

covered.  

 Regardless of whether NS and NNS instructors are believed to have comparable skills or, 

conversely, to be proficient in different but complementary areas, it has been shown that these 

beliefs have an influence on the students’ learning experience in the classroom (Ferguson, 2005; 

Tajino & Tajino, 2000). The extent to which instructor characteristics may affect student 

perception is of special interest to computer-assisted language learning (CALL), given that 

technological advancements in this field have resulted in educational applications that include 

animated agents (i.e., life-like characters that interact with the student) as virtual presenters, 

tutors, and teachers (Maldonado, Lee, Brave, Nass, Nakajima, Yamada, Iwamura, & Morishima, 



 

 3

2005; Massaro & Light, 2003; Prendinger & Ishizuka, 2001; Wik, 2004). Research on human-

computer interaction (HCI) suggests individuals tend to view computers as social actors, and 

social expectations and stereotypes developed in the real world are activated in computer-based 

environments (Nass & Moon, 2000; Reeves & Nass, 1996). These findings support the 

hypothesis that the influence of instructor characteristics (such as NS/NNS status) on student 

perceptions in a language classroom setting may also be present in a CALL environment which 

uses animated agents. 

 Studies on animated agents in language learning settings have explored the role of agent 

social intelligence in English conversation training (Prendinger & Ishizuka, 2001); the use of 

agent visible speech articulation in English pronunciation training (Massaro & Light, 2003; 

Massaro, 2004); and the effect of colearner agent type on student understanding, recall, 

recognition, and motivation (Maldonado, Lee, Brave, Nass, Nakajima, Yamada, Iwamura, & 

Morishima, 2005). These studies, however, have paid little or no attention to how the 

characteristics of the animated agents may have affected the learning experience of those 

language students.  

 Animated agent characteristics have been studied in areas other than language learning. 

Researchers have investigated the effect of agent appearance on perceived intelligence, 

credibility, and likeability (Hietala & Niemirepo, 1998; Lester, Converse, Kahler, Barlow, Stone, 

& Bohgal, 1997; Moreno, 2001); the influence of agent voice, facial expressions, and body 

gestures on user affect (Picard, 1995); and the impact of agent role and pedagogical style on 

student performance and motivation (Baylor, 2001; Pérez & Solomon, 2005; Prendinger & 

Ishizuka, 2001). Although these studies have indicated that a realistic appearance elicits higher 

credibility ratings and a human voice is better than a synthesized one, none of them were carried 

out in a CALL setting. Thus, research on agents in that specific setting is needed to determine if 

those findings are useful for CALL development purposes.  

 Additionally, student perception of NS and NNS instructors in the classroom seems to be 

related to the type of task at hand. Thus, the prospect of NS and NNS instructors presenting a 

grammar-based activity (with a focus on rules) or a communication-oriented activity (with a 

focus on authentic language use) has prompted different student reactions based on perceived 

subject-matter expertise (Oladejo, 1997; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Murdoch, 2002; Reves & 

Medgyes, 1994). This relationship between perception of instructor and type of task seems to 
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have a correlate in computer-based environments. Dehn & van Mulken (2000), in the most 

comprehensive review so far of empirical studies on animated agents, have suggested there 

might be a connection between the kind of agent used, the type of task to complete, and the way 

users perceive that agent.  

As Wik (2004) has pointed out, studies that combine different aspects of computer-

assisted language learning (CALL) and animated agents are just starting to emerge. 

Contributions to this field of research can be made by sound, robust studies that look at different 

characteristics of animated agents with a language learning setting in mind.  

  

Purpose of the Study 

 There are indications that beliefs about NS and NNS language instructors affect students’ 

classroom experiences (Murdoch; 2002; Medgyes, 1992; Oladejo, 1997).  Instructor and student 

accounts have shown that NS/NNS status is generally perceived through accent and appearance 

(Amin, 1997; Braine, 1999; Lin, 2005; Thomas, 1999). Similar accounts have revealed that 

student perceptions of NS and NNS instructors are influenced by the type of instructional activity 

presented by the instructor (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; West-Torres, 2004). Finally, some 

researchers have proposed the idea that social beliefs and expectations developed in the real 

world can influence the way people interact with computers (Nass & Moon, 2000; Reeves & 

Nass, 1996). There is, however, a lack of research that looks at these factors combined, in order 

to explore their interrelation in a computer-assisted language learning (CALL) environment. 

Thus, the purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of animated agent accent, appearance, 

and type of language learning activity on student performance, motivation, and perception of 

agent.  

 

Research Questions 

 This study will be designed to answer three main research questions. Specifically, in a 

computer-assisted language learning (CALL) setting, how do agent accent, agent appearance, 

and type of instructional activity affect student: 

1. performance, 

2. motivation, and 

3. perception of agent? 
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Significance of the study 

This study will make a significant contribution to the field of computer-assisted language 

learning (CALL) by adding to current literature on the design and development of animated 

characters in language learning applications. Although materials developers have created 

commercial applications that make use of animated characters (e.g., Vista Higher Learning’s 

Profesor Pedro Gómez Laserna), those implementations may be based more on intuition than on 

scientific research. Findings from this study will provide insights on whether animated agents’ 

characteristics such as NS/NNS status affect students differently when combined with certain 

instructional practices. This information can then be used to design and develop animated agents 

that are portrayed in such a way that they help achieve pedagogical objectives and instructional 

goals in a more efficient way.  

Additionally, this research will contribute to the field of human-computer interaction 

(HCI) by examining current notions that people tend to interact with computers the same way 

they interact with other people (Reeves & Nass, 1996). Results from this research will provide 

evidence as to whether users apply socially constructed beliefs, such as perceptions of NS/NNS 

instructors’ performance, in a computer-based language learning setting.  

Finally, this study will add to the body of knowledge on animated agents and educational 

technology implementations. In spite of the amount of research that has looked at technical, 

social, and instructional issues, there are areas that have not been sufficiently explored, for 

instance, the connection between type of agent and type of task suggested by Dehn & van 

Mulken (2000). Results from the present study will expand the knowledge in this area, which 

may eventually be useful for the design of CALL applications. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

Introduction 

Instructor characteristics are an important component of the social dynamics of a 

language classroom, and those characteristics may play a significant role in how students 

experience the language learning process (Driscoll, Jones, Martin, Graham-Matheson, Dismore, 

& Sikes, 2004; Tajino & Tajino, 2000). Research in the field of foreign and second language 

teaching has indicated that the instructor’s native speaker (NS) or non-native speaker (NNS) 

status is often relied upon to form an impression of his/her knowledge and skills (Braine, 1999; 

Brutt-Griffler, 1999; Ferguson, 2005; Filho, 2002; Kahmi-Stein, 1999; Liaw, 2004; Oladejo, 

1997).  

When animated characters are employed in a computer-assisted language learning 

(CALL) environment to perform an instructor role, designers and developers need to decide what 

instructor characteristics to incorporate into their creations. It is important, then, to examine 

different characteristics in order to determine which ones facilitate the perception of those 

animated agents as proficient language instructors. 

This chapter will examine the existing literature on one of those characteristics: the 

NS/NNS status of the language instructor. First, the characteristics of effective language 

instructors will be discussed, with special attention to language competency, instructional skills, 

and socio-affective qualities. Then, the role of nativeness will be introduced, and definitions of 

this concept will be provided. After that, a theoretical framework of language instructor 

nativeness will be presented. Finally, the transition will be made to human-computer interaction 

(HCI) and the design, development, and implementation of animated agents as foreign and 

second language instructors in a computer-assisted language learning (CALL) environment. 

Desirable characteristics that may render those animated agents more effective will be described, 

and the rationale for the selection of certain animated agent features and functions will be 

discussed.  
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Characteristics of Effective Language Instructors 

 A number of studies have been carried out to determine the identifying characteristics of 

effective language instructors. Information on perceptions, preferences, and attitudes has been 

collected from both language teachers and students (Borg, 2006; Brosh, 1996; Girard, 1977; 

Promodou, 1991). Some studies have used open-ended questions to elicit desirable instructor 

characteristics, while others have presented lists of characteristics that students would rank in 

order of importance.  

 In some instances instructor characteristics have been organized around a general topic or 

theme. For example, Oladejo (1997) grouped the characteristics in his list into three categories: 

classroom performance, training and professional expertise, and affective qualities. Yu-Hsin 

(1999) classified his results into four categories: instructional skills, professional abilities, 

psychological traits, and miscellaneous qualities. Park & Lee (2004) used three categories: 

English proficiency, pedagogical knowledge, and socio-affective skills. In spite of different 

labels and groupings, three main categories of language instructor characteristics seem to emerge 

from these studies: language competence, instructional skills, and socio-affective qualities. Each 

of these three areas is discussed in detail below. 

Language Competency 

 The linguistic ability of a language teacher generally appears at the top of the list of 

desirable characteristics. Girard (1977) surveyed 1,000 students taking English classes in France 

and found that, among the different grades and age groups, being a good model of the foreign 

language (especially the spoken language) was one of the most important instructor 

characteristics for those students. Brosh (1996) provided a list of 20 language instructor 

characteristics to 200 foreign language teachers and 406 language students in Israel. Both groups 

indicated the most important characteristic of an effective language instructor was “…knowledge 

and command of the target language” (p. 133).  Park & Lee (2004) surveyed 169 language 

teachers and 339 high school students in Korea on their perception of language teachers. The 

survey included questions about English language proficiency, pedagogical knowledge, and 

socio-affective skills. Results showed that teachers assigned more importance to language 

proficiency than students did. The researchers hypothesized that difference was due to the fact 

that language instructors needed to feel confident about the subject matter in order to ascertain 

their authority in the field and, thus, considered language proficiency an essential component.   



 

 8

 The importance attributed to language competency can be understood not only in terms 

of knowledge of the subject matter (a quality expected from any instructor in any content area), 

but also in terms of the specific nature of language teaching. In the language classroom, the 

linguistic code is at the same time the object of teaching and the medium used to teach it, a 

situation that is unique to foreign and second language teaching (Borg, 2006; Brosh, 1996). 

Additionally, current teaching methods focus on the use of language for the purposes of 

communication, which requires instructors to display a vast array of linguistic resources in 

communicative language settings (Medgyes, 1994; Widdowson, 1992). 

Instructional Skills 

 The ability to manage a classroom and deliver instruction that is effective and engaging is 

often mentioned as a desirable teacher characteristic. Promodou (1991) gathered the opinions of 

40 English language students in Greece by means of an interview and two essay assignments. 

His findings indicated that important characteristics of good language teachers were knowledge 

of the language and of language teaching theories. He related this to a general ability to manage 

the foreign language classroom, with the capacity to perform different roles, implement diverse 

activities, and provide guidance and support. Similarly, Girard (1977) found that the second most 

important instructor characteristic mentioned by his participants was good language teaching 

skills. Students wanted their language instructor to help them understand the content, facilitate 

the development of communicative skills, and stimulate them to participate in the different 

activities. Brosh (1996) also found that pedagogical skills, e.g., the ability to prepare and deliver 

good, well-organized lessons, was the second most important effective instructor characteristic 

mentioned by his participants. Park & Lee (2004) discovered that while teachers placed more 

value on knowledge of the language, students assigned more importance to pedagogical 

knowledge. The researchers also reported that low-level students considered pedagogical 

knowledge as more important than high-level students did, which seemed to indicate a need of 

beginner students for good, effective language teaching activities. 

Socio-affective Qualities 

 Another effective language instructor characteristic mentioned in the literature is the 

ability to create a positive environment in the classroom, where students’ feelings are respected 

and needs are addressed. Girard (1977) stated that language teachers were expected to be good 

psychologists, so that they could be aware of their students’ problems and could cope with them 
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to create a supportive, sympathetic classroom atmosphere. Promodou (1991) included counselor 

and social worker among the roles expected from a language teacher, while stating that good 

language teachers were empathetic towards their students. Brosh (1996) found that students 

placed socio-affective characteristics, such as being treated fairly, third in their list of identifying 

features of effective language instructors. He highlighted that it was only the students (not the 

instructors surveyed) who assigned such a high value to social and affective factors. In a similar 

trend, Park & Lee (2004) found that their teachers’ and students’ opinions differed sharply when 

it came to the social dynamics in the classroom. Thus, it was mostly students who placed a high 

value on instructor characteristics such as being a good listener, being able to help students lower 

their anxiety, being friendly to students, and having a good sense of humor. 

 

The Role of Nativeness 

 The inherent characteristics of second and foreign language teaching creates a unique 

situation where the notion of nativeness, i.e., whether the instructor is a native speaker (NS) or a 

non-native speaker (NNS) of the language being taught, acquires a special role. Nativeness, a 

concept some scholars relate to linguistic ability, has often been used - albeit improperly – as an 

indicator of instructional ability, with a marked tendency to consider native speakers (NSs) as 

more effective instructors (Medgyes, 1992; Phillipson, 1992; Liaw, 2004; Rampton, 1990; 

Widdowson, 1992).  

Definitions of a Native Speaker (NS) 

 The notion of what constitutes a native speaker is so multifaceted that there is no 

universally accepted, agreed upon, standard definition of that term (Davies, 2004; Ferguson, 

2005; Filho, 2002; Liaw, 2004; Mahboob, 2003; Medgyes, 1992; Saito, 2003; West-Torres, 

2002). Definitions have been proposed that put the emphasis on aspects so dissimilar as the right 

of birth, early acquisition, degree of language proficiency, or identification with the language 

community. 

 One of the oldest definitions was formulated by Bloomfield (1933), who proposed that an 

individual was a NS of the language first learned in his/her childhood. Similarly, Edge (1988) 

believed that a person was a NS of the language learned first as a mother tongue, and viewed 

nativeness as an “…accident of birth and growing up” (p. 154). Cook (1999) agreed with the 

widespread notion that an individual is a NS of the language learned first. These right of birth 
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definitions, however, do not account for the many instances where speakers are exposed to more 

than one language simultaneously, or where speakers move away to a different language 

community at a very early age and become fluent in the new language. 

 Paikeday (1985) stated that a person is a NS of the language or languages that individual 

has used since his/her infancy. He also claimed, in an additional definition, that a NS is someone 

who is competent in that language and “…who uses it idiomatically” (p. 10). In those definitions, 

Paikeday replaced the right of birth component proposed by previous scholars by an early 

acquisition one, while at the same time introducing the dimension of language proficiency. 

Similarly, Lightbown & Spada (2003) defined the NS as someone who learned the language at 

an early age and who has achieved full mastery. These definitions take into account the 

possibility of an early exposure to more than one language, and establish the condition that the 

early-acquired language has to develop fully.  

 The idea of language proficiency and the NS as a standard measure of language mastery 

has been addressed by other scholars. Chomsky (1968) believed in the existence of the ideal NS, 

i.e., an individual who has developed an accurate mental representation of a given language (the 

linguistic competence), and who uses the language in the absence of distraction or carelessness 

(the linguistic performance). Selinker (1972) proposed the existence of a language continuum, 

from zero to full competence. On the zero end we find the absolute beginner second or foreign 

language learner, and on the opposite end we find the NS. 

 Phillipson (1992) agreed with the conception that views the NS as someone who is a 

model of standard grammar and vocabulary. However, he expanded the definition to include the 

social dimension: the NS has to exhibit language that is “…idiomatically appropriate” in that it 

conveys the “…cultural connotations of the language” (p. 14). The social dimension was also 

addressed by Kramsch (1997) who, in addition to considering NS status “…a privilege of birth or 

even of education” (p. 363), also believed that such status could be achieved through acceptance 

by the group who originally created the distinction between the NS and NNS categories. 

 Taking into account the difficulty of finding an all-inclusive definition, some scholars 

prefer to consider the different characteristics someone would possess to be categorized as a 

native speaker.  Hyltenstam & Abrahamsson (2000) suggested that an individual can be 

considered a NS by birth (including early exposure); by being a native user; by being an 

exceptional learner (in the case of second language learners); by going through the educational 
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system in the language community; and by long-term residency in the language community. 

Their views address both individuals born in the language setting and those who arrive from a 

different community (e.g., immigrants). Davies (2004) proposed six characteristics that identify a 

NS: early acquisition; possession of intuitions about the standard language; possession of 

intuitions about deviations from the standard language; capacity to produce fluent spontaneous 

discourse; capacity to write creatively; and capacity to translate to the native language (L1). The 

key characteristic in his list is the presence of intuitions, which are difficult for second language 

learners to develop. Finally, based on his review of current and past literature, Lee (2005) 

suggested that the defining features of a NS included early acquisition; intuitive knowledge of 

the language; fluent, spontaneous discourse; communicative competence; identification with or 

by the language community; and absence of a foreign accent. His compilation addressed the 

social context by highlighting the role of the members of the language community in determining 

NS status. Additionally, he introduced the notion that mastery of the phonological system, 

something that is best achieved at an early age, is a significant indicator of NS status.  

 For the purposes of this dissertation, a native speaker (NS) will be defined as someone 

who has learned the language at an early age and who has maintained that language as his/her 

dominant one, who is able to produce fluent, spontaneous discourse with accurate grammar and 

pronunciation, and who exhibits a socially constructed knowledge of the cultural practices of the 

language community. This definition is not intended to solve the elusiveness of this concept, but 

to set the criteria on which NS/NNS status is assigned to the specific type of virtual instructors 

used in the current study. 

Perception of Non-native Speaker (NNS) Status  

 As Kramsch (1997) suggests, members of the language community that originally created 

the distinction play an important role in assigning NS/NNS status to speakers of that language. 

Perception of NS/NNS status may be based on a number of factors, among them, national origin, 

ethnic affiliation, and accent. 

 National Origin. Through an apparent natural connection between a given country and its 

official language, NS/NNS status can be assigned (correctly or not) based on a speaker’s country 

of origin. Moussu (2000) reported how her job application as an English teacher was rejected as 

she disclosed she was a French national (thus, a NNS of English). Murdoch (2002) described the 

findings of her study where student perceptions about Korean foreign language teachers and 
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native speaker teachers were collected and compared. Her use of labels follows the assumption 

that a Korean foreign language teacher is also a NNS of the language being taught. This 

connection between nationality and NS/NNS status can also be observed in government-

supported language initiatives. For example, the Japan Exchange and Teaching (JET) program, 

whose goal is to promote foreign language education, only hires native speakers. Thus, only 

English teachers from the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, and New 

Zealand are eligible to participate (McConnell, 2000). In a similar initiative, the English Program 

in Korea (EPIK), sponsored by the Korean Ministry of Education, only hires English teachers 

from the United States, England, Scotland, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. 

Ethnic Affiliation. The concept of ethnicity is normally associated with culturally 

constructed artifacts such as language, religion, and traditions, which become accepted and used 

in a given social group. Social groups may also be considered in terms of race, a biological 

concept normally associated with physical features such as skin color, eye color, hair color, eye 

shape, and hair type, among others (Bobo, 2001; Fought, 2006). It is a common occurrence that 

members of a given ethnic group will also show a dominant set of racial features, so that both 

ethnicity and race may be used to ascribe membership to a given language group. Oladejo 

(1997), a native of Nigeria, reported how his college students in Australia did not believe him 

when he introduced himself as the English instructor, and he was taken for an exchange student 

from Africa instead. The students told him that was an English class, not a Swahili one. Thomas 

(1999) recounted how disappointed her students were when they first saw her, an ESL instructor 

of Indian/Singaporean origin teaching a writing class at a U.S. university. Kahmi-Stein (1999) 

carried out a qualitative study of NNS graduate students in a teaching of English to speakers of 

other languages (TESOL) program in the U.S. She found instances where the Asian students 

were told that a TESOL instructor should be “…a blonde American”, and where institutions in 

their home countries favored “…the blonde and blue-eyed [teacher], the typical stereotype of the 

American” (p. 151) instead of an Asian-looking one. Kahmi-Stein’s findings imply that the non-

White Anglo-Saxon ethnicity of these students deviated from the expected standard for English 

language teachers. Liu (1999) conducted a similar study with NNS ESL college instructors in the 

U.S. She found that those instructors’ NNS status was being assigned on the basis of a non-

European appearance and a non native-like Asian appearance. She suggested that looking like a 

typical White Anglo-American played an important role in being accepted as an ESL instructor. 
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Amin (1999) studied minority ESL instructors in a Canadian university. Her participants 

expressed that one major assumption held by their students was that “…only White people can 

be native speakers of English” (p. 94).  She reported that some learners believed there was an 

intrinsic connection between race and language ability.  The referent of the ESL classroom in 

Canada, Amin said, is the White, Anglo, and male instructor. Shawn (2001) collected student 

opinions in an intensive English program at a U.S. university. Her findings indicated that some 

of those learners did not readily accept English teachers who did not look like U.S. Americans or 

Northern Europeans. 

These studies show that, in spite of the many possible combinations of ethnicity, race, 

and language, there is a tendency to assign NS/NNS status based on a specific combination of 

certain ethnic and racial characteristics that are believed to be associated with a given language. 

Accent. The term accent refers to the pronunciation patterns (e.g., vowel and consonant 

sounds, rhythm, intonation) used by a speaker or by the community or social group that speaker 

belongs to (Wells, 1982). A foreign accent is a set of pronunciation patterns that indicate an 

individual is not a native speaker of that language, and it normally reflects several of the 

characteristics of that person’s mother tongue (Wells, 1982). A person’s accent, then, provides 

and indication of that speaker’s place of origin or social background. A number of studies have 

demonstrated that foreign accent can be recognized and identified by speakers of a language, 

even those with no formal training in linguistics, from a very early age (Flege, 1984; Flege, 

1988; Varonis & Gass, 1982). 

Evidence of assignment of NS/NNS status through accent abounds in first-hand accounts 

from NNS language teachers as well as in classroom studies. Braine (1999) reported how his 

interlocutors were confused by his accent and they asked for his real (i.e., foreign) name. 

Thomas (1999) tells us about how her students relied on her accent, in combination with her non-

White appearance, to view her as a foreigner, i.e., a NNS. Amin (1999) described the dominant 

belief in a Canadian ESL setting that only a White accent marks a NS of Canadian English. Liu 

(1999) found that some of the ESL teachers she studied were usually perceived as NSs because 

of their oral English proficiency, although they were NNSs who had come to the U.S. at an early 

age. Saito (2003) explored NNS instructor’s perception in an English composition college class. 

Her findings provide indications that identification of NNSs is performed through the presence 

of a foreign accent. 
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A Conceptual Framework of Language Instructor Nativeness 

 As a result of the presence of both NS and NNS instructors in the field of language 

teaching, there has been a growing interest in the last decade to determine how language 

instructors are perceived based on their NS/NNS status. Although the majority of the studies 

have been conducted in English language teaching (ELT) settings (Amin, 1997; Braine, 1999; 

Filho, 2002; Hata, 2002; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Lin, 2005; Mahboob, 2003; Murdoch, 

2002; Oladejo, 1997; Saito, 2003; Thomas, 1999), the interest has spread over to other languages 

and a few studies are starting to emerge, for instance, in Spanish language teaching settings 

(Edstrom, 2005; Ferguson, 2005; Pérez, 2007). 

 Given the emergent nature of this area of research, there are currently no theoretical 

models or paradigms that can be used as a basis to analyze and understand the interrelations of 

student perceptions and language instructor nativeness. However, there exist a number of studies, 

concepts, and hypotheses which, considered as a whole, provide the proper framework to 

examine this area of research. 

The Native Speaker (NS) Language Instructor 

 Traditionally, linguists have given the NS a very important role as the only truly valid 

and reliable source of language data (Amin, 1999). As such, NSs are often perceived as having 

more ownership of the language than NNSs (Nayar, 1994; Phillipson, 1992). Chomsky’s (1968) 

ideas on first language (L1) acquisition support the notion that a NS is the ultimate authority on 

language, thus entitled to the position of ideal informant in relation to language use. Davies 

(1991), although pointing out the limited validity of the NS construct, agreed that the NS should 

be seen as a language model by the second language learner. Medgyes (1992), supporting the 

need for the existence of the NS/NNS categorization, expressed that linguistic competence is a 

substantial advantage of the NS, one that cannot be outweighed by any other factor.  

 Quirk (1990) supported the value of the NS of English, not only as a point of linguistic 

reference, but also as a teacher of his/her native language. The benefits of having a NS teach the 

English language, in Quirk’s views, are the standardization of the linguistic code and the 

containment of the spread of different varieties of English that may eventually affect 

intelligibility among the speakers. Widdowson (1994) was convinced that, in the ELT 

profession, the NS is perceived as having the “…authenticity and authority” (p. 386) in linguistic 
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matters. Furthermore, he claimed, the expertise the NS is invested with is also extended (whether 

appropriately or not) to his/her ability to teach the language. 

 Medgyes (1992, 1994) conducted a series of survey-based studies exploring NS and NNS 

English language instructors’ self-perceptions. His research included ESL professionals in ten 

countries (the United States, Hungary, Nigeria, Israel, and Sweden, among others). Subsequent 

studies were conducted to focus on specific research questions (Reves & Medgyes, 1994) and to 

include additional data collection instruments, such as in-depth personal interviews (Brutt-

Griffler & Samimy, 1999) and video-taped lessons (Árva & Medgyes, 2000). Results from these 

studies support the notion that NS and NNS instructors have different characteristics and engage 

in different classroom practices, thus bringing different assets to the profession. Similar 

differences were reported by Liaw (2004), who explored the concept of teacher efficacy among 

104 NS and NNS language instructors working in six different language departments at the same 

U.S. university. Her results showed that NS and NNS instructors were different in terms of the 

types of activities they implemented in their language classrooms. 

 One of the characteristics of NS language instructors, Medgyes (1994) claimed, is that 

they reflect the language model or standard to be acquired. Árva & Medgyes (2000) found that 

the NS instructors in their study displayed a wider variety of idiomatic expressions and a better 

use of phrasal verbs. Similarly, the NS instructor’s language competency allows for the modeling 

of appropriate language for different contexts and social situations (Widdowson, 2002). Finally, 

the NS instructor provides a model of standard pronunciation, i.e., a native accent, an ability that 

most NNS instructors are very unlikely to acquire (Flege, 1984, 1988; Medgyes, 1994). The 

reason for the central role assigned to language proficiency, Kramsch (1997) says, is the growing 

importance of communicative language teaching (CLT), where student have to “…emulate the 

communicative skills of native speakers” (p. 359).  

 Another characteristic attributed to NS instructors is a set of specific pedagogical 

practices that seem to be reflective of their knowledge of the subject matter (i.e., their native 

language). Samimy & Brutt-Griffler (1999) reported that NS instructors preferred more flexible 

methods and approaches, with the use of informal, conversational English. The focus of these 

classes was more on communication and less on exam preparation. Likewise, Árva & Medgyes 

(2000) discovered that their NS participants tended to implement less structured activities in 

pairs or small groups, and encouraged a more spontaneous use of the language with a focus on 
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oral communication skills and colloquial registers. These instructors also tended to assign less 

homework, and to put a lesser emphasis on testing. Liaw (2004) found that the NS instructors in 

her study chose classroom activities that involved dialogues and role-play. The same instructors 

did not like having students learn from textbooks or tapes on their own outside of the classroom.  

 A third characteristic of NS language instructors is their first-hand knowledge of cultural 

icons, practices, and traditions, acquired through early exposure and social interaction in the 

language community. Phillipson (1992) pointed out that NSs possess an extensive knowledge of 

their culture, which is normally reflected in linguistic content and communicative contexts. Liaw 

(2004) found higher levels of efficacy for NS instructors when they had to cover the cultural and 

social background of the target language. Post-hoc qualitative measures showed that NS 

instructors felt their advantage was their “…cultural authority” (p. 121) and their capacity to 

make cultural content more authentic. 

The Non-native Speaker (NNS) Language Instructor 

 Non-native language instructors have their own unique qualities that differentiate them 

from their NS colleagues (Medgyes, 1992). These instructors are often perceived as having a 

linguistic system that is still under development, which reveals their status as language learners 

of the language they teach. Different studies have reported NNS instructors’ concerns about their 

language competency, and recommendations have been made to improve that aspect of their 

professional development (Amin, 1999; Kahmi-Stein, 1999; Medgyes, 1994; Liu, 1999). 

 Although some scholars (Quirk, 1990) have claimed a NS is better equipped to teach 

his/her native language, Phillipson (1992b) believed the assessment of a language instructor’s 

competency should not be based on his or her NS/NNS status. He disagreed with the proposition 

that a NS makes a better teacher, a notion he called the native speaker fallacy.  

 The fact that some instructors are not native speakers of the language they teach can 

actually be one of their strengths. As second language learners themselves, NNS instructors have 

an important characteristic: they are a good learner model (Braine, 1999; Liu, 1999; Medgyes, 

1992; Kamhi-Stein, 1999; Tarnopolsky, 2000; Widdowson, 1992). Having gone through the 

process of successfully learning the language they teach, NNS instructors offer an attainable 

model to their students.  

 Another characteristic of NNS language instructors is the use of certain teaching practices 

and strategies that take advantage of the common ground between them and their students. For 
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instance, if NNS instructors share the same L1 with their students, rational use of the L1 can 

become a classroom resource to support the teaching/learning process (Canagarajah, 1999; 

Medgyes, 1992; Samimy & Brutt-Griffler, 1999; Tang, 1997; Tarnopolsky, 2000). Additionally, 

drawing from their own experience as language learners, NNS instructors are better able to 

predict the language areas that may be problematic for their own students and teach accordingly 

(Cook, 1999; Kamhi-Stein, 1999; Saito, 2003; Tarnopolsky, 2000; Thomas, 1999). Finally, NNS 

instructors can include, as part of their lessons, the language learning strategies and study skills 

they developed as students of that language (Liaw, 2004; Medgyes, 1992). 

 A third characteristic frequently attributed to NNS language instructors is a highly 

developed metalinguistic awareness of the language they teach (Britten, 1985; Canagarajah, 

1999). This results in a well organized knowledge of grammar rules, an expertise they developed 

and expanded through their formal education as second language learners. Medgyes (1992) 

stated that grammar is the hunting ground of the NNS instructor, since that is a familiar area 

where they feel in charge. Liaw (2004) found that NNS instructors were aware of that strength, 

and their grammar knowledge of the target language (TL) influenced their preference for more 

structured language learning activities that were linguistic-oriented (i.e., with a significant 

grammar component). 

Differential Perception of Performance (DPoP) 

 In addition to research focusing on teachers’ self-reported perspectives, opinions, and 

experiences, studies have been conducted to explore student perceptions of both NS and NNS 

instructors. Findings indicate that students tend to perceive NS and NNS instructors’ 

performance differently in terms of their effectiveness in the classroom as a function of the skill 

area that is being considered, for instance, the use of authentic language vs. the knowledge of 

grammar rules (Ferguson, 2005; Filho, 2002; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Murdoch, 2002; 

Oladejo, 1997; Pérez, 2007; West-Torres, 2004). Although this tendency has been widely 

reported in the literature, no name has yet been given to it. Thus, the tendency to associate higher 

classroom effectiveness with either a NS or a NNS instructor based on skill area will be referred 

to as Differential Perception of Performance (DPoP) in this dissertation.  

 Oladejo (1997) surveyed 144 English as a Second Language (ESL) students in Australia 

on their perceptions of NS and NNS language teachers. He used a list of sixteen language teacher 

characteristics covering performance, expertise, and affective qualities. His findings indicated 



 

 18

that students had a strong preference for NS teachers. Further analysis revealed that students 

viewed NS teachers as better able to use the target language accurately, communicate clearly, 

and explain ideas properly, while NNS teachers were considered better at understanding 

students’ difficulties, and motivating and challenging learners. Filho (2002) conducted a 

qualitative study with 16 ESL students in the United States to examine their perceptions of NNS 

teachers. Data gathering techniques included class observations, a 23-item questionnaire, and a 

20-question interview.  In his analysis of the results, Filho noted there was a tendency among 

those students to place a higher value on NS teachers to learn American culture, communication 

skills, pronunciation, and writing. The NNS teachers were valued for the purposes of learning 

grammar and vocabulary. The students also acknowledged the study skills they could get from 

NNS teachers as part of their Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) preparation 

classes. West-Torres (2004) surveyed 102 ESL students, also in the United States, to gather their 

opinions about studying with NS and NNS language teachers. She used a 34-item questionnaire 

followed up by individual interviews. Her participants indicated a general preference for NS 

teachers, although preferences in specific skill areas showed different tendencies. Thus, students 

expressed higher interest in NS teachers to learn language skills (writing and speaking) and U.S. 

culture. A moderate value was placed on NS teachers in the areas of speaking, listening, and 

reading. The lowest value to NS teachers was attributed in the area of grammar teaching, a task 

that follow up interviews revealed as something for which NNS teachers were preferred.  

 Other studies have been conducted with English classes in non English-speaking 

countries. Murdoch (2002) explored the beliefs of 514 English language students in Korea about 

the contributions made by NS and NNS language instructors. She asked participants to describe 

the things they could learn from a Korean language instructor that they could not learn from a 

NS instructor, and vice versa. Responses showed the main contributions by NS instructors were 

their use of authentic language with accurate syntax and pronunciation, and their knowledge of 

culture, customs, and traditions.  On the other hand, NNS instructors could provide simplified 

language with reliance on the L1 as necessary, together with better knowledge of idioms, 

grammar, and vocabulary. Lasagabaster & Sierra (2002) investigated expectations about NS and 

NNS teachers as expressed by 76 English language students in Spain. The researchers 

administered a survey asking students if they thought they would learn more from a NS or a 

NNS instructor in the areas of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, listening, reading, speaking, 
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learning strategies, culture and civilization, attitudes, and assessment. Besides a general 

preference for NS teachers, participants expressed a NS teacher would be better to teach them 

language skills (vocabulary, pronunciation, listening, reading, and speaking) and culture and 

civilization, while a NNS teacher would do better at teaching them grammar and learning 

strategies.  

 In recent years, a few studies have been carried out with Spanish language classes in non 

Spanish-speaking countries. Ferguson (2005) explored the beliefs and preferences of college 

students enrolled in Spanish classes in the United States. She employed a combination of 

questionnaires, individual interviews, group interviews, and classroom observations to 

triangulate her data. Participants were asked whether they believed either NSs or NNSs of 

Spanish were, in general, better instructors. The students were also asked if they thought 

different Spanish  instructors (NSs or NNSs) were better in specific content areas. Finally, they 

were asked to express their preference for either a NS or a NNS Spanish instructor, and to give 

reasons for their opinion. Results showed that students did not believe a NS or a NNS was a 

better teacher overall, and that instructor perception was linked to different areas of expertise. 

Thus, NS instructors were considered better at teaching language skills (pronunciation, speaking, 

reading, listening, vocabulary, colloquial language use) and cultural knowledge, while NNS 

instructors were perceived as better with grammar and writing skills. Also, students expressed 

their preference for NS instructors based on content expertise, such as language fluency and 

knowledge of the target culture, while preference for NNS instructors was based on affective 

elements, such as the ability to understand students’ difficulties, and pedagogical elements, such 

as the existence of shared language learning experiences. Pérez (2007) investigated student 

perception of and opinions about NS and NNS Spanish instructors at the college level in the 

United States. A survey was used to collect students’ opinions about Spanish language 

instructors based on three main areas: content knowledge, professional skills, and personality 

traits. The instrument also asked participants to rank language instructor characteristics in order 

of importance, and to provide examples of what the strengths and drawbacks of NS and NNS 

Spanish language instructors could be. Data analysis indicated that, in general, students did not 

perceive significant differences among NS and NNS instructors. However, students did perceive 

NNS instructors as better able to communicate (due to their use of L1), and better able to explain 

language content clearly. NS instructors, on the other hand, were perceived as having better 



 

 20

knowledge of the target language and the target culture. When asked to rank the most important 

language instructor characteristics, students chose knowledge of the target language and culture, 

and ability to teach study skills, as their top items. Regarding their opinions about strengths and 

drawbacks of NS and NNS instructors, almost half of the participants mentioned the linguistic 

competency of the NS instructor as an advantage, while a similar number listed knowledge of 

grammar rules as the main advantage of NSS instructors.  

 These studies seem to indicate that DPoP is a reality in the language classroom, and that 

it is as common in the field of Spanish language teaching as it is in ELT. Even though in some 

cases students were not of the opinion that a NS instructor was inherently superior, there were 

clear indications that perception of performance was affected by NS/NNS status in combination 

with skill area. Thus, DPoP was more prevalent in areas such as language proficiency and 

knowledge the target culture, with NS instructors perceived as superior, and knowledge of the 

grammatical system, with NNS instructors seen as having a higher metalinguistic awareness.  

 DPoP and the role of Instructional Context (IC). Previous research suggests that NS and 

NNS language instructors also engage in different instructional practices: NSs tend to rely on 

activities that make use of conversational language, communication skills, and colloquial 

registers (Medgyes, 1994), while NNSs tend to choose more structured activities with a 

significant grammar component (Liaw, 2004). This preference for one instructional approach or 

another seems to go along with the areas of expertise noted by both instructors and students, 

namely authentic, conversational language use for NS instructors and formal grammar rules for 

NNS instructors (Ferguson, 2005; Filho, 2002; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Murdoch, 2002; 

Oladejo, 1997; Pérez, 2007; West Torres, 2004). For the purposes of this dissertation, the term 

Instructional Context (IC) will be used to denote the combination of a given instructional 

approach (e.g., a communication-oriented approach), an instructional activity (e.g., exchanging 

impressions about tourist attractions) and instructional content (e.g., conversational language 

denoting certain linguistic features and functions).    

 An examination of existing studies, then, provides evidence to propose the hypothesis 

that DPoP is activated by IC in combination with the instructor’s NS/NNS status. For the 

purposes of determining desirable language instructor characteristics, then, it would be necessary 

to analyze and describe the relationship between NS/NNS status and IC further. Yet, current 

research has not produced experimental studies where both types of instructor (NS and NNS) 
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operate in different types of ICs (e.g., communication-oriented, grammar-oriented) in order to 

examine their effect on student perception. This kind of research, currently unavailable, would 

provide the empirical evidence needed to assess the real impact of NS/NNS status on student 

perception of language instructor as mediated by IC. Results would then be used to determine 

what instructor characteristics may contribute to more positive perception of effectiveness in 

different instructional environments. 

 

The influence of language instructor nativeness 

 As Tajino & Tajino (2000) suggested, student perceptions and beliefs about the language 

instructor can affect the classroom environment. Ferguson (2005) claimed that instructor 

characteristics such as nativeness could affect student motivation to participate in instructional 

activities. It is important to consider the role of instructor nativeness as it might affect student 

perception, motivation, and performance. 

Perception 

 The influence of a language instructor’s NS/NNS status on student perception of 

credibility and professional competence has been reported in the literature. Amin (1999) 

describes how the minority NNS English teachers who participated in her study were usually 

compared, unfavorably, with white English teachers. Students assumed those minority teachers 

were not real ESL teachers and, as such, did not have the right knowledge and skills to perform 

that job. Other authors (Kahmi-Stein, 1999; Thomas, 1999) have mentioned the fact that NNS 

ESL instructors find themselves having to work twice as hard as their NS colleagues to gain the 

same acceptance from their students. At the same time, their authority is often questioned and 

their knowledge challenged by their students (Samimy & Brutt-Griffler, 1999; Saito, 2003), who 

are skeptical of the competencies those teachers bring to the classroom (Liu, 1999).  Thus, 

Thomas (1999) says, NNS instructors have to establish their credibility with their students before 

they can proceed with their language instruction. 

 As studies on student perception of instructors have indicated, student opinions may be 

different according to the content area a given type of instructor is addressing (the DPoP 

phenomenon). However, those opinions may sometimes refer just to preferences, i.e., a general 

statement of what is thought of as a better alternative without an actual knowledge of the real 

benefit of one type of instructor or another, something which is akin to a grass-looks-greener-on-
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the-other-side effect. These studies, then, have not attempted to contrast student perceptions with 

observable, measurable instructional activities as performed by both types of instructors in 

different kinds of instructional contexts (ICs). 

Motivation 

 The role of motivation in second language acquisition (SLA) has been studied by a 

number of researchers, and several perspectives have been put forward that consider instructor 

variables as motivational components. The seminal work by Gardner & Lambert (1972) explored 

the construct of motivation within a socio-psychological framework. They proposed the concepts 

of integrative motivation (e.g., the desire to be accepted by speakers of the language community) 

and instrumental motivation (e.g., the desire to use language to achieve professional 

development goals). With a focus on the socio-educational aspects of motivation, Crookes & 

Schmidt (1991) developed a more comprehensive analysis with three levels:  the micro level, the 

classroom level, and the syllabus level. Their classroom level addressed the effect of instructor 

behaviors, such as introductory remarks and feedback, and instructor preferences, such as choice 

of classroom activities, on student motivation. In Ferguson’s (2005) view, this level would also 

comprise instructor characteristics, including native language, as a component that would affect 

student motivation.  

 Integrating concepts from previous research, Dörnyei (1994) conceptualized a general 

framework to account for motivation in SLA which consisted of three levels: the language level, 

the learner level, and the learning situation level. Each of those levels, he explained, corresponds 

with the social dimension, the personal dimension, and the educational subject matter dimension. 

Within that framework, the learning situation level addresses the role of the language instructor 

in student motivation. This level describes the direct socialization of motivation, which refers to 

the function the instructor has as the person to develop and stimulate student motivation. The 

instructor can perform this function by being a model of attitudes and orientation towards 

learning; by presenting tasks in such a way that attention, interest, and metacognitive awareness 

is raised; and by providing informational and/or controlling feedback when appropriate. 

Ferguson (2005) suggested that the language background of the instructor is also to be 

considered within this level, since instructor NS/NNS status may influence how these activities 

(e.g., being a role model, presenting tasks, providing feedback) are perceived and may eventually 

affect student motivation. 
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 The effect of instructor nativeness on student motivation, either in a negative or a positive 

direction, has been reported by a number of scholars. Amin (1999) recounted how over the years, 

and after teaching English in a number of countries, she was left with the impression that her 

students felt shortchanged because they had a NNS language instructor, i.e., “…not a real ESL 

teacher” (p. 95). Those expressions of student dissatisfaction were echoed by Thomas’ (1999) 

experiences as an instructor of English to speakers of other languages (ESOL). She described 

how her student evaluations often alluded to the fact that they felt disappointed when they 

entered her classroom for the first time and saw they would be taught by a NNS instructor.  On 

other occasions, the effect of instructor NS/NNS status on student motivation may be a positive 

one. Liu (1999) reported how some language teachers motivated their students by revealing their 

NNS status, thus presenting themselves as attainable learner models. Student reacted positively 

to this information, achieving the sense that they, too, could develop good language skills 

without being NSs themselves. However, Liu also reported the case of one NNS language 

instructor who was so accomplished in his language skills that his students felt hopeless and 

demotivated, thinking they would never be able to achieve that level of linguistic ability. 

 Ferguson (2005), based on her review of the literature on motivation and SLA, stated that 

motivation can be affected by instructor characteristics such as “…gender, age, teaching style, 

L1, and native culture” (p. 21). She suggested that language instructor NS/NNS status may be 

one of the elements that play a role in increasing or lowering student motivation. Yet, current 

literature does not provide specific evidence of the degree to which nativeness affects what kinds 

of students under what kinds of circumstances. 

Performance 

 Student expectations of achieving better performance as a result of their interaction with 

certain types of instructors (NSs vs. NNSs) have been reported in several studies. Oladejo (1997) 

found that 98% of his ESL students preferred NS instructors. The main reason provided for that 

preference was the expectation that being taught by those instructors would lead to native-like 

language competence. Similarly, Lasagabaster & Sierra’s (2002) English language students 

expressed a general preference for NS instructors. Results showed that the students who 

expressed the strongest preference were the ones enrolled in English programs, as opposed to 

other programs at the same university. This seems to indicate that, due to their English language 

orientation, those students wanted to perform better and thus wanted the instructors who were 
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perceived as better language models. However, Ferguson (2005) found that her participants did 

not express a strong preference for one type of Spanish instructor or another based on nativeness 

alone. Pedagogical knowledge, participants said, was also an important instructor characteristic 

to consider. Additionally, there were no differences in preference between participants who 

planned to be Spanish majors and those who did not, thus contradicting the relation between 

preference for NS instructors and language major found by Lasagabaster & Sierra. In his study 

on Spanish students, Pérez (2007) did not find a strong preference for one type of instructor or 

another, although participants did express their expectation to learn more about one language 

aspect or another (e.g., conversational language vs. grammar rules) based on instructor 

nativeness. 

 One of the limitations of the studies reviewed so far is that they rely mostly on self-

reported opinions, beliefs, and preferences. For example, in several studies students indicated 

their expectation that they would learn a great deal of authentic language from a NS instructor 

and, consequently, they expressed their preference for that type of instructor. However, it is not 

known whether, in the long run, those student expectations were met and their language 

performance improved as they anticipated, or whether in expressing those opinions, students 

were just perpetuating a stereotype that was culturally and socially transmitted. None of these 

studies has addressed that issue by, for instance, obtaining student performance measures and 

matching them with student expectations or student assessment of language instructors, in order 

to determine whether expectations regarding performance levels were eventually met. 

 

From Face-to-Face to Computer-Based 

 The use of computers in language learning has opened up numerous possibilities to 

complement classroom instruction with the goal of improving performance and enhancing 

motivation (Chapelle, 2001). Computer-based instructional applications have grown from basic 

drill-based exercises to complex implementations that support the use of interactive activities to 

develop communication skills (Hanson-Smith, 2002; Warschauer & Healey, 1998). New 

learning environments, however, bring about new challenges and new ways of looking at how 

learners interact with the content (Warschauer, 1996). In a scenario where a computer is used to 

perform some of the tasks that have traditionally been fulfilled by teachers in a face-to-face 

environment, such as presenting information, guiding practice, and providing feedback, the 
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question arises of how the interpersonal communication and social interaction characteristic of 

that face-to-face environment are realized in a computer-based setting. A related question is, how 

students will process their perceptions about the instructor when the content is delivered by a 

machine. 

Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) 

 The field of human-computer interaction (HCI) is devoted to the study of human users 

and computer systems with the purpose of making their interactions easier and more satisfying 

(Faulkner, 1998). One way to achieve that goal is to make the interaction more effective, so that 

using a computer becomes easier and the overall experience is more satisfying. As a discipline, 

HCI is concerned not only with technical issues but also with the social implications of this 

relationship, for example, the extent to which principles of human-human interaction (HHI) 

affect the relationship between users and computers (Dix, Finlay, Abowd, & Beale, 1998; 

Preece, Rogers, Sharp, Benyon, Holland, & Carey, 1994). In one of the earliest works on social 

factors in HCI, Nass, Steuer, & Tauber (1994) carried out a series of five experiments to test the 

proposition that the interaction between a person and a computer is fundamentally a social one. 

They investigated politeness, praise and criticism, voice, gender, and social attribution in 

different human-computer interaction situations. The researchers first identified existing findings 

from social science research involving HHI, and then created situations where similar behaviors 

would be elicited (or not) in HCI settings. Their findings indicated that, as expected, users were 

compelled to be more polite and positive when providing feedback about the computer to the 

computer itself, but less so when providing feedback about the computer to someone else. They 

also found that participants felt praise offered by the computer was more valuable than self-

praise, and that criticism offered by the computer was harsher than self-criticism, a finding that 

was similar to results from HHI studies. A subsequent experiment determined that the locus of 

the otherness represented by the computer was on the voice used in the experiment. A follow-up 

study on voices (male vs. female) indicated that praise coming from a male voice was more 

convincing and was valued more than praise coming from a female voice. Participants, reflecting 

beliefs from HHI settings, considered the male voices as more assertive, dominant, and forceful. 

This might have led those users to think the computers with male voices were more difficult to 

please, thus explaining why praise coming from computers with male voices was valued more. 

Finally, the researchers determined that social attribution (i.e., the assignment of social 
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characteristics) was made towards the computer, not the programmer who had created that 

particular application. 

 Considering the role of cultural differences in HCI practices, Takeuchi, Katagiri, Nass, & 

Fogg (2000) examined how social norms of reciprocity were used by individuals from Japan and 

the United States in a HCI setting. The researchers hypothesized that, if HCI followed the same 

patterns as HHI, participants would feel more indebted towards the computer that offered them 

the most help, and they would be compelled to reciprocate by continuing with the interaction. At 

the same time, it was expected that Japanese participants would display reciprocal behaviors 

towards other computers in general, while U.S. participants would reciprocate only to the helpful 

computer, thus reflecting the group-oriented and individual-oriented nature of their 

corresponding cultures. Results indicated that participants did engage in reciprocal behaviors that 

resembled HHI practices, and that those behaviors matched what had been hypothesized for each 

cultural group. 

    In a study that combined HCI and language learning, Alvarez-Torres, Mishra, & Zhao 

(2001) investigated whether ESL students attributed nativeness or non-nativeness to a computer 

program and how this ascription affected information recall and student perception of credibility. 

In this experiment, two computers were used to provide the same English language tutorial to all 

students. The program in one computer was given an Anglo-Saxon name, was introduced as 

created in the U.S., and had instructions that were read with a Midwestern accent. The program 

in the other computer was given a Hispanic name, was introduced as created in Mexico, and had 

instructions that were read with a Hispanic accent. The language tutorial itself was not read 

aloud, so the accent did not play a role in information intelligibility. Results indicated that 

students exposed to the computer presented as Anglo obtained significantly higher recall scores 

than students exposed to the Hispanic computer. The researchers claimed this showed the 

students’ assumption that “…a native speaker knows better” (p. 172). Consequently, students 

paid more attention to the Anglo computer, which resulted in a better performance in the recall 

task. An assumption about an instructor characteristic that existed in a face-to-face classroom 

setting, the researchers stated, was applied to a computer-based environment. A self-reported 

evaluation showed no differences in perception of credibility, though. The researchers 

hypothesized that, in line with previous studies on social stereotypes, participants might have not 
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been aware of their own stereotyping, or they might have been reluctant to provide responses that 

could be construed as unfair stereotyping (thus providing socially expected answers instead). 

Animated Pedagogical Agents 

 A special interest of HCI is the design of effective user interfaces which sometimes take 

advantage of metaphors, i.e., screen elements, such as a folder or a trash can, that rely on 

previous user knowledge or mental representations (Berg, 2000). In the past decade, a number of 

computer applications have made use of animated characters to serve as conversational interfaces 

between the human user and different computer functions. These characters, generally referred to 

as animated agents, are anthropomorphized interface components used as a metaphor for HHI to 

create a persona with whom computer users can interact (Lester, Converse, Kahler, Barlow, 

Stone, & Bhogal, 1997; Moreno, 2001). Modeled after patterns of HHI, animated agents are seen 

by many as an effective metaphor that can enhance the HCI experience (Shneiderman, 1997). 

Animated agents can perform the roles of desktop assistants, personal assistants, presenters of 

information, learning companions, mentors, pedagogical assistants, and virtual reality 

environment assistants (Dehn & Van Mulken, 2000). 

 Research on different types of animated agent environments has been carried out to 

determine the characteristics of effective agents. Lester et al (1997) investigated the impact of 

agent expressiveness on student perception of learning. Results revealed a persona effect, by 

which the presence of the animated agent had a positive impact on student perception of the 

learning task. Additionally, students perceived the animated agent as helpful, credible, and 

entertaining, assigning him human-like qualities. Lester et al. reported that a well designed 

animated agent with the right combination of expressiveness and types of advice could improve 

both perception of agent and student performance. In order to investigate the persona effect 

further, van Mulken, André, & Müller (1998) incorporated objective measures, i.e., a 

comprehension and recall test, in addition to subjective measures. Participants in this study were 

given two different multimedia presentations covering a technical and a non-technical topic. 

Results showed higher ratings about the learning experience when the animated agent covered 

the technical topic, which indicates how student perception can be dependent on subject matter. 

Contrary to Lester et al.’s proposition, there were no significant differences in comprehension 

and recall among the groups. 
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 Moreno, Meyer, & Lester (2000) carried out a series of experiments to investigate the 

effect of animated agent social cues (i.e., image, voice, and language style) on student motivation 

and performance. Their findings indicated that the presence of the agent had a positive overall 

effect on student motivation and recall of information. They also found the students seemed to 

rely more on the auditory cues provided by the voice than on the visual cues provided by the 

image. Finally, students obtained higher retention and transfer scores when the language of the 

animated agent resembled a conversation than when it was delivered as a monologue (what the 

authors call a dialogue effect). Similarly, Baylor, Ryu, & Shen (2003) examined the effect of 

animated agent voice quality (human vs. computer-generated) and use of gestures (animated vs. 

not animated) on student motivation, learning, and perception of agent. Their results confirmed 

that the use of a human voice enhanced the agent persona effect, with positive perception of the 

animated agent as engaging and human-like. The researchers also found that, although the 

presence of agent animation rendered higher learning gains, students perceived the animated 

agent was actually less facilitative of learning than a static agent image, which resulted in a 

negative impact on student motivation. Due to some interesting interactions detected among type 

of voice and type of animation, the researchers expressed the connection between perception of 

agent, combination of voice and image, and student motivation, was worth investigating further. 

Studies where several elements are looked at simultaneously may also require the use of multiple 

sources of data to triangulate findings properly. 

 Results from these studies indicate tendencies (e.g., the importance of voice and type of 

language), interrelations (e.g., perception of agent and type of content), and even contradictions 

(e.g., whether animated agents help students learn better). Although some of these results may 

have a direct application in the choice of animated agent characteristics (as modeled after 

corresponding human characteristics), there is still a need for further research to determine how 

specific combinations of these characteristics (e.g., voice, appearance, subject matter) affect the 

learning experience. It is possible, for instance, that some combinations that are frequently 

observed in instructors in face-to-face settings would not translate adequately to computer-based 

environments, and would result in outcomes that are opposite to what was expected. 

Additionally, some of these findings are based on generic knowledge, but not on specific models. 

For instance, motivation has sometimes been measured just by asking students if they were 

interested in the content, or satisfied with the experience, without relating those questions to a 
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well established model of human motivation to create survey instruments or analyze results in a 

more systematic way. Finally, none of these animated agents delivered foreign or second 

language instruction, where the connection between animated agent NS/NNS status (as 

represented by accent and appearance) and type of content (conversational language vs. grammar 

rules) may prove to be an important one. There is a need, then, to investigate interactions 

between different animated agent characteristics and instructional contexts (ICs) in order to 

determine, as Dehn & van Mulken (2000) suggest, what kind of animated agent works better in 

what context performing what kind of task. 

 

Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) 

 The search for and the analysis of the different uses the computer can have in language 

teaching and learning is the concern of computer-assisted language learning (CALL), a field that 

relies on language learning theories in addition to computer science principles (Levy, 1997).  

Within this field, the use of animated agents in a pedagogical role (e.g., tutors, instructors, 

colearners) has captured the interest of some scholars, and research and applications are starting 

to emerge (Wik, 2004). 

Animated Pedagogical Agents as Language Instructors 

 Prendinger & Ishizuka (2001) conducted an exploratory study to analyze social role 

awareness in animated conversational agents used for language conversation training. 

Participants were Japanese students learning English who were exposed to different modes of 

oral communication (e.g., employee-to-employee, employee-to-boss, etc.) in a CALL 

environment. The language learning activity employed a role-play technique to represent the 

status of different animated agents in a social setting as they demonstrated communication 

maintenance and turn-taking strategies. Findings indicated that participants were able to 

recognize social roles and violations of conventional social practices from the animated agents’ 

linguistic behavior. The incorporation of personality, emotion, and social role awareness into the 

animated agents rendered them more believable to the students. Students were more motivated 

by the use of individual animated agents than individual video clips that exemplified the same 

language output and the same behaviors. The researchers attributed this to the fact that 

interaction with an animated agent was more dynamic and more resembling of natural 

communication than playing video clips one after another. However, due to the exploratory 
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nature of the study, those perceptions were not measured with standard instruments so that 

statistical analyses could be conducted. Additionally, students did not receive any achievement 

test to measure the effect of animated agent language instruction on language performance.  

 With a focus on a different language skill, Massaro & Light (2003) investigated the use 

of an animated agent for English language pronunciation training. Their tutor agent was designed 

to teach American English pronunciation by displaying both external face features (e.g., lips, lip 

rounding) and internal articulators (e.g., mouth cavity, tongue, palate). A study conducted with 

Japanese learners of English learning phonetic contrasts such as  / l / and / r /  showed that 

perception and production of all sound pairs covered in the study improved after a three-session 

period. A transfer test indicated that students were able to transfer those sounds to new 

phonological environments. Participants reported high levels of enthusiasm and motivation 

towards the animated agent. They also reported higher confidence in producing the items 

covered in the training sessions. Although this study did not use a control group taught by a 

traditional, face-to-face method, results did show a positive effect of animated agents on student 

achievement. 

 Considering the role of colearners, Maldonado, Lee, Brave, Nass, Nakajima, Yamada, 

Iwamura, & Morishima (2005) developed a language learning application that included not only 

an animated agent as a tutor, but a second animated agent as a learning companion. As students 

interacted with the system, they had to answer questions both from the tutor and the colearner 

agent. The colearner also answered questions from the tutor, showing emotional reactions (e.g., 

surprise, joy) as feedback was received, and making comments about its own performance. The 

application relied on principles of cooperative learning and its main goal was to examine the 

influence of peer learners’ emotions on student learning gains. Maldonado et al. used this 

application with Japanese learners to see how these students performed in a language learning 

task covering American English idiomatic expressions. Conditions in the experiment included 

Emotional Colearner, Non Emotional Colearner, and No Colearner. Results indicated no 

learning gain differences among a colearner who did not express emotions and an absent 

colearner. Participants in the emotional colearner condition, however, did perform significantly 

better in a final test on idiomatic expressions than participants in the other two conditions. This 

group also found the emotional animated agent as warmer, and more cooperative and caring, 

which lead the researchers to ascertain that the learners felt more supported through the 
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interaction by this type of animated agent. Although this study focused on a colearner’s, not an 

instructor’s characteristics, it still contributes interesting insights into the dynamics of a language 

classroom, and the extent to which some social elements from a face-to-face environment (e.g., 

the influence of a peer learner) are transferred to a computer-based setting.  

 These studies exemplify both the various possible applications of animated agents in 

language learning and the different kinds of issues that need to be considered when developing 

an application of this type. As some of these studies are preliminary investigations, researchers 

have concentrated on one feature at a time to build a corpus of knowledge that may guide design, 

development, and implementation efforts. Issues not covered by current studies, such as 

animated agent representation of nativeness, are a necessary addition to this corpus. There is, 

then, a need for comprehensive studies which combine findings from different fields such as HCI 

and SLA to get a better understanding of the interrelations of different factors and their effect on 

learners (Wik, 2004). 

 

The Design of an Animated Pedagogical Agent for CALL 

 As previously discussed, there are social and pedagogical elements in face-to-face, 

classroom interaction, such as instructor characteristics and type of instructional activity, that 

play a role in shaping the students’ learning experience. When a face-to-face instructional 

activity is implemented in a computer-based setting with animated agents in pedagogical roles, 

designers and developers need to determine what elements from face-to-face environments to 

recreate in the computer-based setting in order to achieve optimal results. For proper decisions to 

be made, research needs to be done on certain animated agent characteristics and certain types of 

instructional activities to determine their effect on student perception, motivation, and 

performance. Based on previous studies in this area, there are two important aspects worth 

looking at for an animated agent used in a CALL environment to teach Spanish: nativeness 

(operationalized by accent and appearance) and type of instructional activity. For the purposes of 

doing research on those two aspects, it would also be advisable to control for the motivational 

impact of the animated agent by including specific motivational interventions as part of its 

actions. This section, then, discusses the desirable characteristics of an animated agent as a 

Spanish instructor in a CALL environment in view of existing literature. References to previous 
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studies are used to support proposed animated agent features and to provide justification for 

expected outcomes. 

Accent 

 The use of accent is a characteristic that can be included to convey animated agent 

nativeness. Thuy (1979) described how Anglo-Americans could form positive or negative 

impressions of the bearer of a foreign English accent, according to whether that accent was 

associated with a successful ethnic group or not. Thus, a foreign accent could be a “…stamp of 

approval” (p. 5), or it could lead to a negative social stigma. English instructors who are NNSs of 

the language have reported that they are readily identified as foreign-born by their accents, and 

that often their performance in the classroom is assessed based on the NNS status conveyed by 

the accent, not on their actual instructional skills (Amin, 1999; Murdoch, 2000; Thomas, 1999). 

In an instructional setting based on the teaching of a language other than English (LOTE) 

in an English-Speaking environment the students’ native language (L1) may be used to convey 

information and instructions or to provide motivational support. If English is the L1 of most of 

the students, they will be more likely to recognize accented and non-accented English rather than 

Spanish, the target language (TL). For this reason, with the purpose of examining the 

relationship between nativeness and an animated agent performing a Spanish instructor role, 

there should be two types of English accent: an American English (AmE) one, and a Spanish-

accented one. In this way, an English accent recognized as AmE or, to use labels consistently, 

Anglo, will help identify the animated agent as a NS of English, and an accent perceived as 

Spanish-accented, or Hispanic, will help identify the animated agent as a NS of Spanish. Based 

on previous research, it would be expected that NS/NNS animated agents will have different 

effects on students, and that animated agent performance will be perceived differently based on 

NS/NNS status in combination with IC (the DPoP hypothesis).  

Appearance 

 The inclusion of this characteristic would contribute to perception of animated agent 

nativeness. Accounts from NNS language instructors reflect the widespread expectation that an 

English teacher must have a Northern European or White Anglo-Saxon appearance, represented 

by features such as blonde hair and light-colored eyes (Amin, 1999; Filho, 2002; Moussu, 2000; 

Shaw, 2001). English language instructors who, on the other hand, display physical features 

characteristic of other ethnic groups (e.g., Asian, Pakistani, Indian, etc.) have reported that their 
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students identify them as NNSs and, as such, less capable than their native-speaking colleagues 

(Amin, 1994; Brutt-Griffler, 1999; Khami-Stein, 1999; Shaw, 2001). A mismatch between an 

instructor’s perceived native language and his/her expected appearance is often a source of 

confusion on the part of the students (Braine, 1999; Liu, 1999). Instructors whose appearance 

suggest they are not native speakers of the language they teach may have to work harder to gain 

recognition and establish credibility (Ferguson, 2005; Thomas, 1999).  

 In order to examine the connection between nativeness (as represented by ethnic 

appearance) and perception of animated agent in a Spanish language instructor role, the physical 

appearance of the agent should be of two types: Anglo and Hispanic. Physical features of each 

type of animated agent should match what previous studies on student perceptions have 

determined to be the salient characteristics of one ethnic group or the other. Thus, the Anglo 

animated agent should be White, with blonde hair and light-colored eyes (Amin, 1999; Filho, 

2002; Moussu, 2000; Shaw, 2001). The Hispanic animated agent, on the other hand, could 

display the features suggested by Herrera, McQuiston, MacLin, and Malpass (2000) for Hispanic 

facial composites, namely darker complexion, dark hair, and dark eyes. The choice of these two 

physical appearances would match the choice of accents for a study like the current one. Thus, an 

Anglo-looking animated agent with English-accented Spanish will be construed as a NNS of 

Spanish, while a Hispanic-looking animated agent with Spanish-accented English will be 

construed as a NS of Spanish. As indicated by previous studies, this feature would reinforce the 

perception of NS/NNS status and thus affect student perception of the animated agent. 

Instructional Activity  

Research on the social dynamics of the language classroom has indicated that instructor 

expertise may be regarded differently according to NS or NNS status (Ferguson, 2005; 

Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Liu, 1999; Moussu, 2000; West-Torres, 2004). Thus, NNS 

instructors have been perceived as more knowledgeable about formal grammar rules (Murdoch, 

2002; Reves & Medgyes, 1994) and more familiar with learning strategies (Filho, 2002; 

Medgyes, 1992), while NS instructors have been regarded as more knowledgeable about 

authentic language use (Oladejo, 1997; Pérez, 2007) and more familiar with the target culture 

(Mahboob, 2003; Medgyes, 1992; Murdoch, 2002; Pérez, 2007). Amin (1999) suggested that the 

classroom experience of NS and NNS ESL instructors seemed to be so different that they had to 

use different pedagogical approaches. This is in line with the differential perception of 
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performance (DPoP) notion, by which language instructors are likely to be perceived differently 

as a function of their NS/NNS status in relation to the instructional context (IC). Evidence from 

existing literature seems to indicate two particular ICs where NS/NNS status may influence 

perception of language instructor: formal grammar rules and communicative language use. 

Target Language (TL) as Grammar Rules. The tradition of teaching a language through 

explanation of grammar rules dates back to the teaching of classical languages such as Greek and 

Latin in the 17th, 18th, and 19th centuries with what was known as the Grammar-Translation 

method (Brown, 2007). Newer language teaching methods developed in the 20th century still 

kept grammar as a component, either by addressing it inductively (first examples, then rules) or 

deductively (first rules, then examples). Long (1991) proposed the distinction between Focus on 

Forms (FonFs) and Focus on Form (FonF). In FonFs, the emphasis is on the explicit teaching of 

grammar structures, and the role of the instructor is to provide explicit grammar rules followed 

by controlled practice through manipulative exercises (e.g., substitution drills, transformation 

drills, etc.). In FonF, the focus is on meaning, and the role of the instructor is to switch attention 

to grammar forms only when communication problems arise (Long & Robinson, 1998). 

Evidence has been provided for and against the value of grammar in the language classroom: 

while some believe  that grammatical competence and knowledge of language rules do not 

translate into the ability to use the language in real situations (Krashen, 1981, 2003; Shrum & 

Glisan, 2000) and that explicit grammar teaching does not alter the developmental stages of 

language acquisition (Cadierno, 1992; Ellis, 1994; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991), others have 

concluded that both FonFs and FonF seem to be beneficial for students to raise their awareness 

of certain grammar forms and yield learning gains (Norris & Ortega, 2000).  

In spite of this debate, different flavors of grammar-based instruction have survived the 

changing tides of educational paradigms and remained a common approach to foreign and 

second language teaching (Klapper & Rees, 2003; Pascual, Puchmüller, Páez Logioia, & Suárez, 

2006; Shrum & Glisan, 2000). Moreover, findings from research on NS/NNS instructors have 

shown that students do place value on grammar and they expect grammar rules to be part of their 

language lessons (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Murdoch, 2002; Pérez, 2007; Reves & Medgyes, 

1994). As Lightbown & Spada (2003) state, learner beliefs are generally based on the assumption 

that there is a particular type of instruction that works better for them, and those beliefs definitely 

shape learners’ preferences in the language classroom.  
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For the purposes of investigating student perception of a particular animated agent (NS or 

NNS), the grammar-based instructional context (IC) would be composed by a Presentation- 

Practice-Production (PPP) instructional approach, with grammar rules as the instructional 

content, and rule presentation / sentence completion as the instructional activity. The PPP 

approach is a teaching paradigm characterized by focus on grammar forms, deductive 

introduction of content, and manipulation of language items in a controlled framework (Evans, 

1999; Ur, 1988). During the presentation stage, the instructor introduces a discreet language form 

(e.g., direct object pronouns) explicitly, explaining the rules behind its use, and providing 

pertinent examples. At the practice stage, students are provided with a controlled, mechanical 

practice environment, covering one target form at a time, and receiving instructor support and 

feedback. During the production stage, students use the target form on their own, deciding when 

a given rule applies and manipulating items according to the language model presented during 

the introduction stage. This traditional version of the approach has been criticized because of its 

lack of communicative tasks, and revised versions have been proposed that add meaningful 

contexts and group work at the practice and production stages (Daventry, 2001; Gabrielatos, 

1994; Spratt, 1985). Still, the traditional view of the PPP will be adopted in this dissertation to 

allow for clear contrast between a grammar-based and a communication-oriented instructional 

context. 

Target Language (TL) as Communication. The last two decades of the 20th century have 

witnessed a preoccupation from language teaching professionals with the role of communication 

in the second and foreign language classroom. This trend is generally referred to as the 

Communicative Approach which, as the name suggests, is not a specific method but a set of 

principles that reflect a communicative view of language (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Carroll 

(1980) highlighted the importance of language as a communication tool, one which allowed 

individuals to share knowledge and ideas with each other. Hymes (1972) introduced the notion 

of communicative competence, i.e., the ability humans have to use language to express and 

interpret messages and negotiate meanings in social contexts. Canale & Swain (1980) elaborated 

on this concept and proposed four types of communicative competence: grammatical (knowledge 

of the rules); discourse (ability to interconnect sentences to form discourse); sociolinguistic 

(sociocultural rules of language use); and strategic (ability to repair breakdowns in 

communication). Savignon’s (1972) empirical evidence that communicative activities were the 
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most beneficial if the goal was to teach students how to communicate in the target language 

provided the motivation for increased interest in communicative language teaching (CLT). 

Recommendations for CLT activities include presentation of dialogues; use of questions based 

on dialogue topics; use of authentic language; study of particular expressions in the dialogue; and 

inductive presentation of language structure, among others (Brown, 2007; Lee & VanPatten, 

2003; Richards & Rodgers, 2001). As research on student perception has shown that NS 

instructors are better regarded when they teach authentic language in conversational settings 

(Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Oladejo, 1997; Pérez, 2007), a communicative IC would provide 

the needed framework to investigate those findings using animated agents as language instructors 

in a CALL environment.  

The communicative instructional context (IC) would be based on Communicative 

Language Teaching (CLT) as the instructional approach, with intersentential cohesion markers as 

the instructional content, and dialogue analysis / dialogue completion as the instructional 

activity. In this context, CLT would be implemented through the use of a meaningful context, 

inductive presentation of structure, and authentic language use. Following CLT principles, the 

instructor presents a series of dialogues on a specific notion (e.g., traveling). The dialogues show 

examples of intersentential cohesion markers (e.g., direct object pronouns). The instructor 

describes the context, the participants, the topic, the type of dialogue, and provides 

comprehension questions. Attention is then brought to specific discourse markers, and how they 

are used to make reference to previously mentioned items (anaphoric reference). The instructor 

then presents additional examples to facilitate perception of a pattern. After enough practice has 

been provided, students engage in written production where they have to read a new dialogue 

and provide the missing discourse markers to add cohesion to that text.  

Given the limitations of current technology in the area of natural language processing, 

though, this communicative IC would have to be limited in nature. Thus, instructional activities 

would concentrate on grammatical and discourse competence, while spontaneous language use 

(e.g., confirmation checks, comprehension checks, clarification requests, and recasts) would not 

be included at this time. 

Motivational Interventions 

Different models of motivation in the SLA classroom have included instructor 

characteristics and behaviors as important elements that affect student motivational levels 
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(Ferguson, 2005). For example, instructors are responsible for introducing content, choosing 

instructional activities, and providing feedback (Crookes & Schmidt, 1991), as well as helping 

students maintain attention, interest, and metacognitive awareness (Dörnyei, 1994). These 

models, however, have been created with a face-to-face environment in mind, where a live 

instructor may make decisions according to the changing conditions in that environment (e.g., 

different student reactions, class mood, etc.). Although this ability to adapt to the situation is 

definitely a positive characteristic, there are too many variables in those models for a computer 

to account for so that the models are applied effectively.  

Some elements in those models were inspired by Keller (1983), who proposed a theory of 

motivation as it related to learning. In his conception, motivation is defined as the type of choices 

a person makes regarding a goal, and the degree of effort that individual puts into achieving that 

goal. Subsuming notions and concepts from psychology, he identified four areas that had a 

critical impact on learners’ arousal and maintenance of motivation:  Interest, Relevance, 

Expectancy, and Outcomes. Based on those areas, he developed his four-dimensional Attention-

Relevance-Confidence-Satisfaction (ARCS) model for the motivational design of instruction, 

thus providing a practical way to bridge the gap between theories of motivation and principles of 

instructional design (Keller, 1987). The ARCS model provides specific motivational strategies 

that can be integrated into the instruction, implemented either through actions performed by the 

instructor or features included in the materials. For example, novel presentation techniques help 

capture and maintain students’ attention; a match between a student’s goals and the content 

presented helps make the instruction relevant; repeated opportunities for successful performance 

help build up student confidence; and positive consequences towards the end of the lesson (e.g., 

verbal praise) help students develop a feeling of satisfaction. This model, with its clearly-defined 

dimensions and easy-to-implement strategies, lends itself well to being implemented in a CALL 

environment where an animated agent delivers motivational interventions during the instruction. 

Song & Keller (2001) investigated the effect of motivationally adaptive computer-

assisted instruction (CAI) on student motivation, performance, and efficiency. They used the 

ARCS model to create three versions of their computer application: a motivationally adaptive 

one, where motivational interventions in each of the four categories would be held or delivered 

based on student motivational state; a motivationally saturated one, with both enhancement and 

maintenance motivational interventions; and a motivationally minimized one, with only 
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maintenance motivational interventions. Their findings indicated that global motivation and 

attention-getting strategies were better when delivered through adaptive CAI, while relevance 

strategies worked better both in the adaptive and the enhanced CAI. Regarding achievement and 

efficiency, students in the adaptive CAI obtained higher scores than students in the other two 

CAI types, thus suggesting a connection between global motivation and performance. 

Studies like that one illustrate the benefits of using a well-established model of 

motivation in a CAI environment: in addition to overall motivation (the most common measure 

used in agent-based research), a model like ARCS allows researchers to focus on specific areas 

and specific strategies. Then, as a study is implemented, different instruments can be used to 

measure those specific areas so that their unique effect on students can be assessed properly. In 

the case of a CALL application with an animated agent as a language instructor, motivational 

interventions could be provided by the agent in all four of the ARCS categories. Unlike the 

studies described previously, where different degrees of motivational support were being 

compared, this implementation of ARCS would serve the purpose of standardizing the 

motivational impact of the different animated agents in the CALL environment. In this way, if 

both the NS and the NNS animated agents deliver the same instruction with the same 

motivational strategies and their impact on student motivation is statistically different, then the 

causes of those differences could be traced not to what the animated agents did or said, but to 

who they were. 

 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 This study investigated three interrelated research questions. In a scenario where an 

animated agent is used as a Spanish instructor in a computer-assisted language learning (CALL) 

setting, how do agent accent, agent appearance, and type of instructional activity affect student: 

1. performance, as measured by a discrete-point, fill-in-the-blank final test covering the 

target form; 

2. motivation, as indicated by self-reported ratings in the four categories of the ARCS 

model ; and 

3. perception of agent, as measured by a questionnaire on instructor expertise, pedagogical 

skills, and personality traits? 

  



 

 39

 Based on existing literature, a number of hypotheses were proposed for each of the three 

areas of interest. In some cases, those hypotheses are directional, indicating the expected 

outcome of a given comparison. Other times, given the exploratory nature of some aspects of this 

study, a hypothesis is non-directional. Animated agents in these hypotheses are grouped 

according to their attributes, i.e., accent + appearance. Thus, a Matching Attributes (MA) 

animated agent has Anglo accent + Anglo appearance (AA), or Hispanic accent + Hispanic 

appearance (HH). A Non-matching Attributes (NA) animated agent, on the other hand, has 

Anglo accent + Hispanic appearance (AH), or Hispanic accent + Anglo appearance (HA).  

Student Performance 

 Hypothesis 1.1: Students who work with an MA animated agent will achieve 

significantly higher performance scores than students who work with an NA animated agent. 

 Language instructors have reported how students are sometimes confused when attributes 

like name, appearance, or accent do not seem to match to clearly indicate nativeness (Braine, 

1999; Thomas, 1999). Nass & Brave (2005) reported similar confusion when participants in their 

study received a sales presentation from an Anglo and a Korean agent with their accents 

switched (e.g., Anglo-looking agent with Korean English accent and viceversa). As a result, the 

ambiguous agents received the lowest scores regarding their presentation performance. Given 

previous findings in CAI that relate student perceptions with performance (Song & Keller, 

2001), it was hypothesized that an MA animated agent would have a more positive impact on 

student performance. 

 Hypothesis 1.2: Students who work with the AA animated agent will achieve 

significantly higher grammar-based performance scores than students who work with the HH 

animated agent. 

 As indicated by previous findings (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Oladejo, 1996; Pérez, 

2007), students have expectations about how much they can learn from either a NS or a NNS 

instructor based on the type of instructional context (IC).Thus, students have expressed their 

belief that they can learn more grammar from a NNS language instructor. Given the incentive 

created by those beliefs, students were expected to perform better when exposed to a NNS 

animated agent teaching a grammar lesson.  
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 Hypothesis 1.3: Students who work with the HH animated agent will achieve 

significantly higher communication-oriented performance scores than students who work with 

the AA animated agent. 

 For similar reasons as those stated in the previous hypothesis, students believe they can 

learn more in terms of authentic language for communicative purposes from a NS instructor. It 

was expected, then, that students would perform better when exposed to a NS animated agent 

teaching a communication-oriented language lesson. 

Student Motivation 

 Hypothesis 2.1: Students who work with an MA animated agent will report significantly 

higher motivation scores (Attention, Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction) than students who 

work with an NA animated agent. 

 This hypothesis is based on previous findings that indicate students are confused when 

instructor characteristics seem to contradict each other in terms of conveyed nativeness. Findings 

have also indicated that students can be motivated if they can identify themselves with a NNS 

instructor (Liu, 1999), an identification that, in an overwhelmingly white Anglo-Saxon 

environment, would be more likely to happen with one of the MA animated agent. 

 Hypothesis 2.2: Students who work with the AA animated agent in the grammar-based 

instructional activity will report higher motivation scores (Attention, Relevance, Confidence, 

Satisfaction) than students who work with the HH animated agent. 

 When students believe they can learn more about grammar rules from a NNS language 

instructor, and they have the opportunity to work with a NNS animated agent teaching grammar, 

it is expected that those students will put the extra effort into completing that activity properly. 

As a consequence, students are more likely to pay attention, see the relevance of the instruction, 

develop higher confidence, and be more satisfied at the end of the instruction. 

 Hypothesis 2.3: Students who work with the HH animated agent in the communication-

oriented instructional activity will report significantly higher motivation scores (Attention, 

Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction) than students who work with the AA animated agent. 

 For the same reasons expressed in the previous hypothesis, it was expected that students 

working with a NS animated agent in a communication-oriented language activity would be 

more likely to pay attention, see the instruction as relevant, be more confident, and express more 

satisfaction at the end of the experience. 
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Student Perception of Agent 

 Hypothesis 3.1: Student perception of agent scores (Educational Background, 

Instructional Skills, Personality) for the Anglo accent group will be significantly different from 

scores for the Hispanic accent group. 

 Amin (1999), Braine (1999), and Thomas (1999) reported how students relied mainly on 

accents to determine NS/NNS status, and how those accents influence students’ perceptions in 

terms of acceptability and credibility. This hypothesis will explore the role played by accent 

alone, and is it then expressed as non-directional. The importance of accent can be considered in 

two ways: having an acceptable L1 accent, so that communication with the L1 learner 

community is smooth and effective, and having an acceptable target language (TL) accent, so 

that credibility and subject-matter expertise are established. 

 Hypothesis 3.2: Students who work with an MA animated agent will report significantly 

higher perception of agent scores (Educational Background, Instructional Skills, Personality) 

than students who work with an NA animated agent. 

 As indicated elsewhere, language instructors whose visible characteristics such as accent 

and appearance seem to be a mismatch in terms of NS/NNS status may generate confusion in 

their students, and thus may cloud the perception of other characteristics such as personality and 

instructional skills. Likewise, studies on ethnic-looking agents with their accents swapped did 

result in negative perception on the part of the users (Nass & Brave, 2005). It was then expected 

that students exposed to the MA animated agent would have a more positive perception of that 

agent. 

 Hypothesis 3.3: Students who work with the AA animated agent in the grammar-based 

instructional activity will report significantly higher perception of agent scores (Educational 

Background, Instructional Skills, Personality) than students who work with the HH animated 

agent. 

 Previous research has indicated that students tend to perceive the skills and expertise of 

language instructors differently based on nativeness, which has been referred to as the 

Differential Perception of Performance (DPoP). Thus, it was expected that students who worked 

with the AA animated agent during a grammar lesson would report a more positive perception of 

that instructor’s performance. 
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 Hypothesis 3.4: Students who work with the HH animated agent in the communication-

oriented instructional activity will report significantly higher perception of agent scores 

(Educational Background, Instructional Skills, Personality) than students who work with the AA 

animated agent. 

 The DPoP proposes that students perceive NS language instructors as better for activities 

that include authentic language in communicative settings. For this reason, it was expected that 

the group working with the HH animated agent in a communication-oriented language lesson 

would perceive that instructor’s performance higher than the other group. 

 

 



 

 43

CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

 

Overview 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of agent accent, agent appearance, 

and type of instructional activity on student performance, motivation, and perception of the 

agent. The instructional environment was a Spanish Computer-Assisted Language Learning 

(CALL) module featuring an animated pedagogical agent as a Spanish language instructor. The 

pedagogical agent’s accent and appearance was used to establish its status as a native speaker 

(NS) or a non-native speaker (NNS) of the target language (TL). 

 

Participants 

 This experiment was conducted on a population of undergraduate college students 

enrolled in beginner-level Spanish classes in a large public university in the southeastern United 

States. These classes were compulsory for students in the College of Arts and Science as part of 

their language requirement. Students from other colleges took Spanish classes as an optional 

subject. A total of 212 students participated in this study but only 183 completed all three parts 

required.  

 Participants included 90 males (49 %) and 93 females (51 %). There were three freshmen 

(2 %), 77 sophomores (42 %), 76 juniors (41 %), 25 seniors (14 %), and two graduate students (1 

%). Reported races were:  131 White non-Hispanic (72 %), 26 Black non-Hispanic (14 %), 10 

Hispanic or Latino (5 %), four Asian or Pacific Islander (2 %), and 12 Other (7 %). 

 

Study Design 

This study used a 2x2x2 factorial design. The three factors were Agent Accent (Anglo, 

Hispanic), Agent Appearance (Anglo, Hispanic), and Type of Instructional Activity (Grammar-

based, Communication-oriented). Figure 1 illustrates the design of this study. 
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 This factorial design established four possible combinations of animated agent accent and 

appearance that determined agent NS/NNS status:  

 Matching Attributes (MA) 

o Anglo: Anglo accent + Anglo appearance (AA) 

            NS of English; NNS of Spanish 

o Hispanic: Hispanic accent + Hispanic appearance (HH) 

     NNS of English; NS of Spanish 

 Non-matching Attributes (NA) 

o Unclear: Anglo accent + Hispanic appearance (AH) 

     NS/NNS status not determined 

o Unclear: Hispanic accent + Anglo appearance (HA) 

    NS/NNS status not determined 

 

 All four resulting agent types delivered two types of instructional activities, for a total of 

eight conditions. Students in ten sections of a beginner-level Spanish class were randomly 

assigned to each of the eight conditions. 

 

Figure 1: Factorial design with three independent variables 
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Independent Variables 

Agent Accent. This independent variable was the first of two components that modeled 

the NS or NNS status of the animated agent. Studies on perception of accents have shown that 

native speakers of a language (whether trained in linguistics or not) have the ability to recognize 

global foreign accent in a person’s speech and to assign NS or NNS status to that individual 

(Flege, 1984, 1988; Varonis & Gass, 1982). Additionally, the type of accent a voice carries may 

convey a specific meaning as part of embedded social stereotypes that value native speakers 

(NSs) and non-native speakers (NNSs) differently (Flege, 1987; Maley, 1992).  

The two levels of this independent variable were Anglo and Hispanic. The Anglo accent 

level was consistent with General American (GA) as described by Crystal (1997), Wells (1982, 

2000), and Labov (2006). The Hispanic accent level was consistent with Spanish-accented 

English as described by Brennan (1977) and Brennan & Brennan (1981). Both accents were 

validated through a global accent perception activity by a group of naïve (i.e., untrained) 

listeners whose L1 was American English (AmE). Previous studies have found that naïve 

listeners can provide reliable measures of global foreign accent (Brennan et al., 1975; Brennan & 

Brennan, 1981; Fledge, 1988; Varonis & Gass, 1982). The validation procedure was 

implemented to facilitate the selection of human, recorded voices for each agent. The goal of the 

validation procedure was to ensure the agent voices selected for this study contained the features 

associated with the two levels of this independent variable. The Materials section later in this 

chapter provides a detailed description of the accent validation procedure. 

Agent Appearance. This independent variable was the second of the two components 

used to model the animated agent as a NS or a NNS. Membership to a group can be denoted by 

shared physical characteristics such as skin color, facial features, hair style (Bobo, 2001) as well 

as shared cultural artifacts, such as language (Crystal, 1997). The ethnic features of the animated 

agents, then, can be instrumental in affecting the students’ perceptions so that a given agent is 

associated with one language group or another. 

The two levels of this independent variable were Anglo and Hispanic. The Anglo 

appearance level included the following physical characteristics: light skin color, blond hair 

parted on the side, and light-colored eyes. These physical features have been noted by Bobo 

(2001) as usually associated with an individual of White Anglo-Saxon origin. The Hispanic 

appearance level incorporated the following physical characteristics: darker skin tone, dark hair 
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combed backward and dark eyes. These physical features were used by Herrera, McQuiston, 

MacLin, and Malpass (2000) to create the facial composites used in their studies on 

identification of ambiguous racial features. The renditions with the Hispanic features listed 

above were consistently identified as Hispanic and received the highest raceness scores in the 

studies carried out by Herrera et al. It is important to mention that these features refer to a U.S.-

based view of the concept of Hispanic, and the same conceptions may not apply for individuals 

who are members of a Spanish-speaking population located in a Spanish-speaking country. 

A validation procedure was implemented to assess the appearance of each agent during 

the materials development stage. The goal of the validation procedure was to ensure the 

perception of agent appearance was in line with the two levels of this independent variable. The 

Materials section later in this chapter provides a detailed description of the appearance validation 

procedure. 

Instructional Activity. This independent variable reflects findings from previous research 

that indicated a differential perception of performance (DPoP) of language instructors based on 

NS/NNS status and instructional contexts (Ferguson, 2005; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Liu, 

1999; Moussu, 2000; West-Torres, 2004). According to DPoP, NNS instructors are regarded 

better at teaching grammar rules while NS instructors are considered better at teaching language 

for conversational purposes (Murdoch, 2002; Oladejo, 1997; Pérez, 2007; Reves & Medgyes, 

1994). 

The two levels of this independent variable were Grammar-based and Communication-

oriented. The Grammar-based level consisted in a language learning activity designed around a 

grammar point: Direct Object Pronouns. The activity included rule explanation, example 

presentation, and drill practice. The focus of the activity was rule learning and application. The 

structure of the activity followed the Presentation, Practice, Production (PPP) approach, a 

standard method for grammar instruction (Evans, 1999; Gabrielatos, 1994; Read, 1985; Spratt, 

1985; Ur, 1996). The Materials section later in this chapter provides complete a complete 

description of this activity.  

The Communication-oriented level consisted in a language learning activity designed 

around a communicative situation. The activity included a number of dialogues in a travel-

related situation, so that students were exposed to the target form, Direct Object Pronouns, in a 

communication-oriented scenario. The focus of this activity was authentic language use in a 
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meaningful context. The activity followed Shrum & Glisan’s (2000) interactive model, which is 

based on general principles of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) (Brumfit, 1979; 

Canale & Swain, 1980; Nunan, 1989; Savignon, 1983, 2005). This model was implemented 

within the restricted communicative features allowed by the technology used in this study. The 

Materials section later in this chapter provides a complete description of this activity. 

Dependent Variables 

Student Motivation. Motivational interventions were delivered by the animated agents to 

the students throughout the instructional activities. These motivational interventions were based 

on Keller’s (1987) ARCS model categories: Attention, Relevance, Confidence, and Satisfaction. 

The interventions remained consistent across different conditions so that the animated agents 

would provide the same level of motivation to all participants.  

Student motivation was measured with a self-reporting questionnaire consisting of six 

sections. The first four sections measured whether the animated agents captured and maintained 

the students’ attention, helped students see the relevance of that instructional activity, made the 

students feel confident, and made the students feel satisfied. A fifth section asked whether 

students would be willing to complete similar modules with the same animated instructor. A 

sixth section asked for an overall rating of how motivational the animated agent was. All sections 

in this instrument used 5-point Likert scales and open-ended questions. 

The Materials section later in this chapter provides a detailed description of the 

motivation instrument. Appendix P shows the complete motivation questionnaire. 

Student Performance. Performance was operationalized as the students’ ability to use the 

target form (Direct Object Pronouns) correctly. Student performance was measured by a fill-in-

the-blank posttest covering the target form (in the grammar-based condition) and a reading 

activity that presented the target form in context (in the communication-oriented condition). The 

posttest was administered at the end of the main instructional activity, and it consisted of 8-10 

items. Students had to provide the appropriate answer for each of the items for a total possible 

score of 10 points.  

The Materials section later in this chapter provides a detailed description of the posttests 

that were used to measure student performance. Appendix N shows the complete grammar-based 

posttest, while Appendix O shows the complete communication-oriented posttest. 
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Student Perception of Agent. Perception was determined in terms of the impression 

students formed of the animated agent’s educational, pedagogical, and personal qualities. Student 

perception of agent was measured with a self-reporting questionnaire consisting of four sections. 

The first section included six items to address the animated agent’s perceived educational 

background and knowledge of the subject matter. The second section included eight items to 

address the animated agent’s perceived pedagogical skills. The third section included eight items 

to address the animated agent’s perceived personality traits. The fourth section summarized all 

previous sections by requesting an overall impression of how knowledgeable, skilled, and 

likeable the animated agent was. All items in this instrument collected information using 5-level 

Likert scales. 

The Materials section below describes the sources used and the process followed to 

create the questionnaire, including sample questionnaire items. Appendix Q shows the complete 

questionnaire. 

 

Materials 

Agent Accent  

 Selection. Speakers for the Spanish-accented voice were recruited from a population of 

international graduate students, staff members, and faculty members at one of the local 

universities. Recruitment procedures included word-of-mouth, personal knowledge, and contacts 

with Hispanic student associations. The targeted individuals were males in their late 20’s or 

early-to-mid 30’s, mostly with classroom experience at the college level, mainly in the teaching 

of Spanish as a foreign language. Recruitment efforts concentrated on Spanish speakers of 

Mexican origin in order to standardize the type of accented English study participants would be 

exposed to. There were three main reasons for choosing Mexican Spanish: a) Mexicans form one 

of the largest groups of Spanish speakers in the US; b) there is a steady flow of international 

students from Mexico who enroll in US universities; and c) at the time this study was designed 

the number of international graduate students from Mexico in the local area was larger than 

students from other Spanish-speaking countries.   

 Speakers for the General American (GA) voice were recruited from a population of 

graduate students and faculty members at one of the local universities and one of the local 

community colleges. Recruitment procedures were based on personal knowledge of potential 
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voice talent. The targeted individuals were males in their late 20’s or early-to-mid 30’s with 

classroom experience at the college level, either in the Teaching of English as a Second 

Language (TESL) or the teaching of Spanish as a foreign language. Recruitment efforts 

concentrated on speakers of American English (AmE) with a Midwestern accent, as well as 

speakers who did not have a distinct regional accent. This helped standardize the type of English 

students would be exposed to during the study. 

 Validation. The accent validation procedure consisted of a recording phase and an accent 

judgment phase. During the recording phase, selected speakers recorded a 570-word text in 

English called “A New Dawn for Aspirin”. Appendix B shows the complete text. This text was 

originally used by Brennan et al. (1975) to create a Preliminary Accentedness Scale to rate 

Spanish-accented English based on the accent judgment of trained listeners.  The scale is based 

on 18 phonological features present in the text which are characteristic of Spanish-accented 

English. Each feature is present a minimum of ten times. Follow-up studies showed naïve, 

untrained listeners’ perception of global accent was positively correlated with ratings provided 

by trained listeners along the Preliminary Accentedness Scale (Brennan & Brennan, 1981). Other 

studies have shown that naïve listeners can recognize global foreign accents with a high degree 

of accuracy (Flege, 1984, 1988; Varonis & Gass, 1982). These studies support the use of naïve 

listeners in accent judgment studies.  

 The text was recorded both by native speakers of AmE and native speakers of Mexican 

Spanish. In order to record the text, each reader was taken to an independent room where a 

computer was set up with recording software and hardware. The text was recorded with Sound 

Forge 6 as a 16-bit stereo, 44,100 MHz WAV file. The readers were allowed one silent reading 

of the text. Average length of silent reading was 4:12 minutes. The readers were then asked to 

read the text aloud as if they were delivering a lesson on that topic to an audience of 20 to 30 

undergraduate students. Average length of the recorded text was 5:10 minutes.  

 During the accent judgment phase, each recording was played for a different 

undergraduate Spanish class. Different speakers were randomly assigned to various sections of 

the class, one speaker per section. First semester classes were chosen to minimize the chance that 

students could have already met any of the speakers. The activity was presented to the students 

as a regular listening comprehension task. A questionnaire was distributed to the class at the 

beginning of the activity. Students were asked to complete the first part of the questionnaire with 
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their demographic information. They were also asked to read over the second part to become 

familiar with the kind of information they had to look for in the recording (e.g., topic, origin of 

the speaker, type of accent, etc.). A first segment of 1:30 minutes was played, and students were 

instructed to only listen to it, without answering any item in the questionnaire. The reason for 

this instruction was to prevent students from rushing into a conclusion about the speaker with 

only a few seconds of exposure to the accent. A five-minute pause followed the first segment, 

and students were asked to use that time to provide their initial reactions by completing the 

second part of the questionnaire. After the pause, a second segment of 1:30 minutes was played 

for students to add to, modify, or confirm their responses. An additional 10 minutes were 

allowed after the second segment for students to finish the questionnaire. Appendix A shows the 

whole questionnaire used in the validation procedure. 

 Criteria to select a final voice for each of the animated agents included a clear ethnic 

identification of the speaker (either as having a GA accent or a Hispanic accent); clear 

assignment of age (i.e., early-to-mid 30’s); clear speech; and absence of negative features 

conveyed by the tone and type of voice (e.g., unfriendliness, impatience). A total of four native 

speakers of Spanish and five native speakers of English were recorded. One speaker from each 

group was finally selected to record the full script for each of the agents. Final voices selected 

were comparable in terms of age and student perception, but opposite in terms of perceived 

accent. 

Agent Appearance 

 Design. The animated agents were designed and developed as full-bodied 

anthropomorphic agents. The full height for each agent was 310 pixels measured from the top of 

the head to the bottom of the shoes. This size was considered adequate when tested on a 17-inch 

flat panel monitor at a resolution of 800 x 600 True Color (32 bit). 

 Body proportions were determined using the Vitruvian measures applied to the human 

body by Leonardo Da Vinci and exemplified in his Vitruvian Man. This is a standard widely 

used by artists to create human figures. The standard specifies that total body height should be 

equal to eight heads, and total shoulder width should be equal to three heads. Figure 2 shows the 

original Vitruvian measures with anchor points (top of the head, chin, pectorals, navel, top of the 

thighs, knees, and bottom of the feet). 
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Figure 3: Animated agents Steven and Eduardo with modified Vitruvian proportions,   
                schematics, and reference points. 
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The animated agents in this study were developed based on a modified Vitruvian model 

where total body height was equal to seven heads. While anchor points remained almost the 

same, these modified proportions facilitated the use of a larger head to allow for clearer facial 

expressions. Figure 3 shows the Anglo agent, the Hispanic agent, and a schematic figure with the 

modified Vitruvian proportions.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Da Vinci’s Vitruvian Man, Vitruvian proportions, schematics, and reference points. 
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 The ethnic group affiliation of the animated agents was represented through facial 

appearance: hair color, eye color, and skin tone. Table 1 displays the features used to define the 

Anglo and the Hispanic appearance. The Anglo features follow Bobo’s (1991) descriptions of 

physical characteristics normally attributed to individuals of White Anglo-Saxon origin. The 

Hispanic features are based on Herrera et al.’s (2000) renditions of Hispanic faces created for 

their ambiguous racial faces studies.  

 

Table 1 

Anglo and Hispanic features by types of physical components 

Component Anglo  Hispanic  

Hair blonde, short, parted on the side black, short, combed back 

Eyes blue black 

Complexion fair darker than Anglo version 

Nose thin somewhat wider than Anglo 

Lips thin somewhat fuller than Anglo 

 

 Figure 4a shows a headshot of Steven, the Anglo agent, as created in Hash-3D animator. 

Figure 4b shows a headshot of Eduardo, the Hispanic agent. The attire of the animated agents 

was formal and it consisted of black dress shoes, loose fit black dress pants, light blue dress shirt, 

and a dark tie. This type of clothing was selected to give the animated agents a professional look. 

Both animated agents were developed with the same type, style, and color clothes to control for a 

possible effect of attire on student perception.  

 

 
Figure 4a: Steven, the Anglo agent. Figure 4b: Eduardo, the Hispanic agent 
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 Non-verbal communication was incorporated into the agents in the form of facial 

expressions and body gestures. Facial expressions communicate the mood of animated agents 

and add to their appeal, thus improving their emotive believability (Lester et al., 1997). Gestures 

accompany discourse to complement or reinforce the message, which results in a multimodal 

type of communication that renders the animated agent more believable and human-like (Merola 

& Poggi, 2004; Pelechaud & Poggi, 2001). 

 There were four facial expressions available to the animated agents: neutral, mild smile, 

wide smile, and pensive. This basic set of neutral to positive expressions allowed the animated 

agent to convey an overall positive mood, while avoiding the monotony of displaying the same 

facial expression throughout the instructional intervention. Appendix C shows the complete 

facial expression inventory.  

 The gestures incorporated into the animated agents were based on existing gesture 

inventories developed for use in the English as a Second Language (ESL) and Spanish 

classrooms (Andrade, 1979; Bunker, 1978; Green, 1968). A selection was made to include those 

gestures that had shared meanings in different cultures, for instance, waving a hand to greet or 

bid farewell. Similarly, general principles from research on gestural communication were 

implemented, for example, the use of a palm up with forearms parallel to the floor to assert a 

point (McNeill, 1992; Merola & Poggi, 2004). There were a total of 14 gestures available in the 

animated agents. These gestures were synchronized with verbal communication to emphasize or 

complement the message. Appendix D shows the complete gesture inventory. 

 The animated agents also incorporated various actions that were necessary for 

implementation purposes. These actions included the following: Show, Announce, Move Left, 

Move Right, and Hide. Appendix E shows the complete action inventory. 

 Validation. The appearance validation procedure consisted of a class activity where 

undergraduate Spanish students provided their impressions on the agents. Each agent was 

randomly assigned to a different section of the class. Students were given a brief introduction as 

to the purpose of the activity, which was to gather information conveyed by physical appearance. 

A questionnaire was distributed and students were asked to complete the first part with their 

demographic information. Average time for completion of this part was 3:23 minutes. Students 

were also asked not to turn over the page, so that they could not see the second part of the 
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questionnaire. After all students completed the first part, a screenshot of the agent (either Anglo 

or Hispanic) was projected on the main screen, and students were asked to turn over the page and 

answer the second part of the questionnaire. This second part asked about the agent’s gender, 

age, ethnicity, perceived subject-matter expertise, perceived instructional skills, and perceived 

personality. Average time for completion of the second part was 12: 59 minutes.  

 The questionnaire was based on a 5-level Likert scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” 

(coded as 1) to “Strongly Agree” (coded as 5).  The items in this questionnaire were reviewed by 

three volunteers and revised according to comments and suggestions received. Appendix G 

shows the full questionnaire used in this validation procedure. 

 Results show that the gender of both agents was validated as male by 100 % of the 

participants. The average age of the Anglo agent, Steven, was validated as 30.6 years old (Range 

= 20-38; Mode = 30), and the average age of the Hispanic agent, Eduardo, was validated as 30.9 

years old (Range = 24-40; Mode = 30). Table 2 summarizes those results. 

 

Table 2 

Perceived Animated Agent Gender and Age 

Animated Agent Gender Age (average) 

  Steven Male: 100%  

Female: 0% 
30.6 

  Eduardo Male: 100%  

Female: 0% 
30.9 

 

 Participants who were exposed to Steven agreed it appeared to be of Anglo origin (M = 

4.36), and disagreed that it appeared to be of Hispanic origin (M = 2.00). Participants exposed to 

Eduardo mildly disagreed that it appeared to be of Anglo origin (M = 2.57), and their opinion 

regarding the Hispanic origin of the agent was close to “Agree” (M = 3.90). Participants were 

also asked to choose a name for the agents (the animated agents were only introduced as “virtual 

instructors”). Sixteen participants (80%) in Eduardo’s group chose a Hispanic name for him, and 

4 participants (20%) chose a “multiracial” name (i.e., one that could be used in both Anglo and 

Hispanic cultures). This information indirectly supports the assumption that Eduardo was indeed 
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perceived as having a Hispanic appearance. The results for perceived ethnic/language 

background are displayed in Table 3 below. 

 

 A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conducted to compare the 15 

questionnaire items (5a through 7c) that elicited information on the agent’s perceived personal 

and professional traits. A Levene’s test of equality of variances indicated no significant 

differences between the groups. Wilk’s overall test of significance indicated a statistically 

significant difference in at least one of the items (Wilk’s Lambda = .024). A univariate test 

revealed a significant main effect of appearance on intelligence (item 5b) with p = .019, α = .05.  

Table 4 shows selected output for this data. 

 Students who were exposed to the Anglo agent (M =  4.14, SD =  .535) rated it as more 

intelligent than students exposed to the Hispanic agent (M =  3.67, SD =  .577) with p = .019. 

This perception is certainly an interesting one, but considering that all other items in the 

questionnaire showed no statistically significant differences, it is safe to assume that both agent 

appearances made similar impressions on the students, i.e., students did not develop radically 

different perceptions of one agent with respect to the other based on their appearances.  

 

Table 4 

Univariate Analysis of Variance for Perception of Agent Questionnaire 

Source Questionnaire Items df MS F p-value 

Well Educated 1 .933 3.440 .073Agent Appearance 

(Anglo vs. Hispanic)  Intelligent 1 1.905 6.055 .019 *

 
 

Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for Perceived Ethnic/Language Background 

 Steven Eduardo Total 

Perceived Bkg. N M SD N M SD N M SD 

  Anglo 14 4.36 .633 21 2.57 .926 35 3.46 .779 

  Hispanic 14 2.00 .555 21 3.90 .700 35 2.95 .627 
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Table 4 (continued) 

Univariate Analysis of Variance for Perception of Agent Questionnaire 

Source Questionnaire Items df MS F p-value 

Friendly 1 .305 .943 .339

Helpful 1 .305 .812 .374

Patient 1 .076 .141 .710

Understanding 1 .019 .034 .854

Willing to Answer 1 1.905 2.960 .095

Clear 1 .576 1.081 .306

Organized 1 .119 .277 .602

Skilled 1 .019 .050 .825

Engaging 1 2.305 4.138 .050

Enjoyable 1 .000 .000 1.000

Knowledgeable 1 .386 1.080 .306

Good Person 1 .576 1.725 .198

 

Good Teacher 1 .119 .302 .587

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

 Overall, these results indicated that Steven was validated as Anglo (of English-speaking 

background) and Eduardo was validated as Hispanic (of Spanish-speaking background). Ages 

were comparable at around 30 years old for both agents, and perceptions of personal and 

professional characteristics were equally comparable across agents.  

Student Information, Beliefs, and Preferences (SIBP) Instrument 

 Design. The instrument used to collect students’ opinions about native and non-native 

speaker instructors was the Student Information, Beliefs, and Preferences (SIBP) questionnaire. 

Information from this instrument was used to verify (i.e., triangulate) information gathered on 

student motivation and perception of animated agent. The design of this instrument was based on 

questionnaires used in previous studies by Oladejo (1997), Murdoch (2002), Lasagabaster and 

Sierra, (2002), and Torres (2004).  Oladejo’s instrument included 16 language teacher 

characteristics organized in three groups: classroom performance, training and professional 
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expertise, and affective qualities. Murdoch’s instrument included two open-ended items asking 

what respondents thought they could learn from a native speaker that they could not learn from a 

non-native speaker, and vice versa. Lasagabaster and Sierra’s instrument included 42 items 

measured with 5-level Likert scales comparing native and non-native speaker language 

instructors in eight areas: language skills, grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, learning 

strategies, culture and civilization, attitudes, and assessment. Finally, Torres’ instrument 

consisted of 34 items measured with 5-level Likert scales to elicit student perceptions on native 

and non-native speaker language instructors. 

 The SIBP questionnaire had four sections: Language Instructor Characteristics, Types of 

Language Instructor, Language Instructor Preferences, and Demographic Information. The first 

section included 19 instructor characteristics regarding educational background (e.g., 

“Knowledge of the target language”), instructional skills (e.g., “Ability to present instructional 

activities”), and personality (e.g., “Friendliness”). Students weighed the importance of those 

characteristics using a 5-level Likert scale ranging from “Not at All Important” (coded as 1) to 

“Very Important” (coded as 5). The second section consisted of four open-ended questions where 

students described the advantages and drawbacks of native and non-native speaker language 

instructors. The third section had two open-ended questions to elicit student preferences on being 

taught by native or non-native speaker language instructors. The fourth section collected student 

demographic information (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity) as well as information on previous 

exposure to native and non-native speaker instructors. Appendix I shows the complete SIBP 

instrument.  

 Validation. The instrument was examined by three reviewers who provided feedback on 

wording, length, and structure. Suggestions for modifications were incorporated as necessary to 

ensure item validity and to improve content organization. 

Pretest 

 An initial quiz was administered four weeks prior to implementing the instructional 

modules. This quiz served as the pretest to assess the students’ previous knowledge of the 

content to be covered in the instructional intervention. There were two pretests: one matched the 

grammar-based instructional module in structure and content, and the other one matched the 

communication-oriented instructional module. Both pretests are described below. 



 

 58

Figure 6: Excerpt from Communication-oriented pretest. 

Alberto:  ¿Claudia encontró el libro en la biblioteca? 
Esteban:   Sí, lo encontró. 
  Sí, la encontró. 
  Sí, los encontró. 
  Sí, las encontró. 
Alberto:  ¿Y completó los ejercicios de italiano?  
Esteban:   Sí, lo completó sin problema. 
  Sí, la completó sin problema. 
  Sí, los completó sin problema. 
  Sí, las completó sin problema. 

Claudia en la biblioteca 

Based on the previous dialogue and the picture below, complete the following 
dialogue with the most appropriate options. 

 Grammar-based. The pretest for the Grammar-based module consisted of a fill-in-the-

blank activity. The activity included 10 individual, disconnected sentences with a missing Direct 

Object pronoun. Students had to supply the correct pronoun by selecting it from a list. Each 

correct selection received one point for a total possible score of 10 points. Figure 5 below shows 

sample pretest items. Appendix J shows the complete pretest for the grammar-based module. 
 

 
 

 Communication-oriented. The pretest for the Communication-oriented module consisted 

of conversational excerpts where students had to attend to meaning in order to a) answer 

comprehension questions, b) find the proper referent, c) interpret the meaning of a sentence, and 

d) choose the appropriate answer in a question/answer exchange. All these items required 

students to process Direct Object pronouns within a meaningful context. An additional two items 

asked for cultural content that had been covered in the instruction. Each correct item in the four 

language processing categories received a point and a half, while the items in the cultural content 

category received half a point. The total possible score was 10 points. Figure 6 below displays an 

excerpt of this pretest. Appendix K shows the complete pretest for the communication-oriented 

module. 
 

1- Claudia mira una película.  
 
     Claudia   ____  mira. 

8- Pedro lee un mensaje. 
 
     Pedro  ____  lee. 

Figure 5: Sample items from the Grammar-based pretest. 
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Instructional Module 

 The instructional materials consisted of a module to teach Spanish using a grammar-

based method, and a second module to teach the same content using a communication-oriented 

method. Both instructional modules are described in detail below. 

 Grammar-based. The Grammar-based instructional module covered Direct Object 

Pronouns, a grammatical form that has been used in previous Second Language Acquisition 

(SLA) studies (DeKeyser & Sokalsky, 1996; VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993; VanPatten & 

Oikkenon, 1996). The animated agent used the Presentation-Practice-Production (PPP) approach 

(Gabrielatos, 1994; Evans, 1999; Read, 1985; Spratt, 1985; Ur, 1996) to present rules, provide 

examples, and provide drill practice on rule application with fill-in-the-blank exercises. The 

sequence of instructional activities partially incorporated Gagné’s (1985) events of instruction: 

getting student attention, stating objectives, presenting information, providing learner guidance, 

eliciting student performance, and providing feedback. The purpose of these events of instruction 

is to activate processes needed for effective learning (Gagné, Wager, Golas, & Keller, 2004). 

The instructional module consisted of the following sections: 

 

1. Introduction: get attention, state goals, state objectives. 

2. Presentation:  present Direct Objects, provide learning guidance; present singular Direct 

Object Pronouns, provide learning guidance. 

3. Practice: demonstrate practice activity, perform practice activity, provide feedback. 

4. Presentation:  recall, present plural Direct Object Pronouns, provide learning guidance. 

5. Practice: demonstrate practice activity, perform practice activity, provide feedback. 

6. Production:  complete quiz (as a post-test activity). 

  

The animated agents also delivered motivational interventions throughout this instruction. 

These interventions were consistent with the four categories of the ARCS model: Attention, 

Relevance, Confidence, and Satisfaction. Table 5 below shows each of the ARCS categories with 

an example of the corresponding motivational intervention.  
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Table 5 

ARCS categories and motivational intervention examples 

 ARCS category   Motivational Intervention 

 Attention  “Here are a couple more examples…” 

 Relevance  “This practice will definitely help you with your Spanish language 

skills…” 

 Confidence   “Both Spanish and English use direct objects in a similar way, so it will 

be really easy for you to understand how they work …” 

 Satisfaction  “This is fun, isn’t it!” 

 

 The animated agents displayed a multimodal communication style, by which speech and 

gestures were combined to allow for a more natural interaction (Cassell, Steedman, Badler, 

Pelachaud, Stone, Douville, Prevost, & Achorn, 1994; Pelechaud & Poggi, 2001). Appendix L 

provides the complete script (scene, part, segment, animations, speech) that was be followed by 

the animated agents during this activity.  

 Communication-oriented. The Communication-oriented instructional module covered 

conversational language used in a travel situation. The animated agents followed Shrum & 

Glisan’s (2000) interactive model to apply general communicative language teaching (CLT) 

principles (Brumfit, 1979; Canale & Swain, 1980; Nunan, 1989; Savignon, 1983, 2005) while 

presenting dialogues between a couple of tourists. Students were exposed to Direct Object 

Pronouns embedded in a communication-oriented, meaningful context. It is to be noted that, 

given the limitations of the technology used in this study, areas of CLT that involved discourse, 

sociolinguistic, or strategic competence (Canale & Swain, 1980; Savignon, 1983) were not 

implemented. 

Examples and practice in this activity were presented as dialogues between two travelers, 

husband and wife, flying from Mexico City, Mexico, to Machu Picchu, Peru. The dialogues took 

place at the airport in Mexico and in downtown Lima, Peru. The animated agents introduced the 

characters, Raquel and Jorge, who were at the airport in Mexico City, waiting for their flight to 

Peru. The couple talked about their tickets, documents, and luggage. A second dialogue took 

place in Machu Picchu. The couple talked about the different buildings in that area. The third 
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dialogue was part of the final quiz. The couple, after having visited Machu Picchu, talked about 

their recent experience and their immediate plans. The target form was introduced inductively, 

and the animated agents analyzed the dialogues to check for student understanding, and to help 

students recognize and produce the right target form within a meaningful context.  

The animated agents displayed the same multimodal communicative style as in the 

grammar-based instructional module, and they provided the same type of motivational 

interventions. Appendix M includes the complete script (scene, part, segment, animations, 

speech) that was followed by the animated agents during this activity. 

Posttest 

 A final quiz followed each of the instructional modules. This quiz served as the posttest 

to measure student performance. There were two versions of the posttest, each matching its 

corresponding instructional module in structure and content. Both posttests are described in 

detail below. 

 Grammar-based. The posttest for the Grammar-based module was structured as a fill-in-

the-blank drill. There were a total of 10 individual, unrelated sentences, and students had to 

supply the missing Direct Object pronoun for each sentence by selecting the correct pronoun 

from a list. Each correct answer received one point for a total possible score of 10 points. Figure 

7 below shows sample items from this test. Appendix N includes the complete posttest for the 

Grammar-based module. 

 

 

  

Communication-oriented. The posttest for the Communication-oriented module was 

structured in the form of a dialogue with a travel-related unifying theme. Based on the content of 

the dialogue, students had to provide cultural information; find the correct referents; provide the 

meaning of selected sentences; and select appropriate question/answer sequences containing the 

target form. Each correct answer in the cultural information category received half a point, while 

5- Ella hizo las reservaciones. 
 
     Ella  ____  hizo. 

6- Él prepara una comida especial.  
 
     Él  ____  prepara. 

Figure 7: Sample items from Grammar-based activity test. 
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each of the other answers received a point and a half, for a total possible score of 10 points. 

Figure 8 below shows an excerpt of this posttest. Appendix O includes the complete posttest for 

the Communication-oriented module. 

 

 

 

Student Motivation Instrument 

 Design. Student motivation was measured using categories from the ARCS model. This 

model is based on theories and research on the psychology of motivation, and it provides a series 

of components to incorporate motivational strategies in instructional interventions (Keller, 1987). 

The ARCS model is composed of four strategy components: Attention, Relevance, Confidence, 

and Satisfaction. Each component has strategies that can be used in different settings with 

different kinds of learners. These strategies have been successfully used to incorporate 

motivation in computer-based instruction (Keller & Suzuki, 1988, 2003; Song & Keller, 2001). 

The animated agents incorporated motivational strategies in the ARCS model to deliver 

motivational interventions throughout the instruction. Student motivation was measured with a 

questionnaire that covered each of the four ARCS categories.  

The questionnaire consisted of six sections. The first section of the instrument addressed 

the Attention component of the ARCS model. One item measured with a 5-level Likert scale 

evaluated whether the student thought the animated agent helped maintain his/her attention. An 

open ended item invited additional comments. The second section addressed the Relevance 

component of the ARCS model. One item measured with a 5-level Likert scale evaluated 

whether the animated agent made the student feel the activity was relevant. An open ended item 

 

Raquel says:  “Quiero conocer la capital, caminar por la plaza  
                         San Martín,  y comprar artesanías. ¿Dónde las  
                         podemos encontrar?.” 
 

3- When Raquel says “¿Dónde las podemos encontrar?”,  

     what does she mean?: 
 

□ ¿Dónde podemos encontrar  la plaza? 
□ ¿Dónde podemos encontrar artesanías? 

Figure 8: Excerpt from the Communication-oriented activity test. 
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invited additional comments. The third section addressed the Confidence component of the 

ARCS model. One item measured with a 5-level Likert scale evaluated whether the animated 

agent made the student feel confident about him/herself. An open ended item invited additional 

comments. The fourth section addressed the Satisfaction component of the ARCS model. One 

item measured with a 5-level Likert scale evaluated whether the animated agent made the student 

feel satisfied about his/her performance in that activity. An open ended item invited additional 

comments. All Likert scales in those sections ranged from “No, not at all” (coded as 1) to “Yes, a 

lot” (coded as 5).  The fifth section had two items measured with 5-level Likert scales asking 

whether the student would like to be instructed by that animated agent again, and asking for a 

general assessment of the student’s state motivation. The sixth section used open-ended 

questions to inquire about specific agent language and behaviors that motivated or demotivated 

the student. Appendix P shows the complete motivation questionnaire. 

 Validation. The instrument was examined by two reviewers who provided their 

impressions on how well the items addressed each of the targeted ARCS components. Feedback 

was incorporated as necessary to improve item validity.  

Perception of Agent Instrument 

Design. Student perception of agent was measured by a subset of the Student Perception 

of Language Instructor (SPLI) instrument (Pérez, 2007). The SPLI instrument was developed to 

assess student perception of professional qualities and personal traits of Spanish language 

instructors, and it was based on instruments used by Oladejo (1997) and West-Torres (2004) to 

measure similar perceptions about English as a Second Language (ESL) instructors.  The SPLI 

also incorporates items from the Agent Persona Instrument (API) developed by the Pedagogical 

Agent Learning System (PALS) lab to measure student perception of animated agents (Ryu & 

Baylor, 2005). The API addresses perceived agent characteristics in areas such as Facilitation of 

Learning (e.g., “The agent presented the material effectively”), Credibility (e.g., “The agent was 

credible”), and Engagingness (e.g., “The agent was friendly”). API items were incorporated 

because a) they applied both to live instructors and to animated agents performing an instructor 

role, and b) they were in line with the items used in Oladejo’s (1997) and West-Torres’ (2004) 

instruments, which facilitated the seamless integration of items from different sources. 

The subset of the SPLI used in this study consisted of four sections. The first section 

addressed the animated agent’s educational background/qualifications and it included six items 
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measured with a 5-level Likert scale. Example items included “I believe the instructor had a 

good educational background” and “I believe the instructor was familiar with good teaching 

methods.” The second section addressed the animated agent’s performance as an instructor and it 

included eight items measured with a 5-level Likert scale. Example items included “I think the 

instructor explained language content clearly” and “I think the instructor presented instructional 

activities effectively.” The third section addressed the animated agent’s personality and it 

included eight items measured with a 5-level Likert scale. Example items included “I feel the 

instructor had a friendly attitude” and “I feel the instructor was understanding of students’ 

difficulties.” The fourth section included an overall assessment of the previous areas with one 

item per section measured with a 5-level Likert scale. A fifth section asked participants about the 

animated agent’s gender, age, and NS/NNS status. All Likert scales in this instrument ranged 

from “Strongly Disagree” (coded as 1) to “Strongly Agree” (coded as 5). Appendix Q shows the 

adapted SPLI instrument used in this study. 

 Validation. The original SPLI instrument used by Pérez (2007) showed moderate to high 

internal consistency as estimated with Cronbach’s alpha. The scale reliability coefficients for 

each underlying construct were .85 for Educational Background; .86 for Personality; and .88 for 

Instructional Performance. The original API instrument developed by Ryu & Baylor (2005) 

showed high reliability coefficients as estimated with Cronbach’s alpha. The subscale reliability 

coefficients were .93 for Facilitation of Learning; .93 for Credible; and .90 for Engaging. 

 The SPLI instrument used in this study was examined by two reviewers and their 

suggestions for modifications were incorporated as necessary. Cronbach’s alpha was used to 

assess internal consistency. The test showed high reliability coefficients with .94 for Educational 

Background, .92 for Instructional Performance, and .93 for Personality.  

 

Procedure 

 This study consisted of a Spanish language learning activity that presented students with 

language structure and vocabulary following grammar-based and communication-oriented 

approaches. Students from a total of 10 sections of beginner-level Spanish were assigned to one 

of the eight conditions in the study. For the purposes of tracking individual student data, a unique 

ID was be issued for each participant in the study based on class level and section. 
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The study started with the administration of the Student Information, Background, and 

Preferences (SIBP) questionnaire during the fourth week of classes of the semester where the 

study was carried out. The SIBP questionnaire was captured and stored as an online database 

using the students’ assigned access codes.  

One week later a pretest was administered to assess students’ language level and previous 

knowledge of the topic to be covered in the language learning activity. The pretest consisted of 

fill-in-the-blank and text analysis activities. The results of this pretest were used to identify those 

students who were already familiar with, or knowledgeable about, the language content included 

in the instructional activity. 

Four weeks later the main experiment took place. On the day of the study, each section 

went to the computer lab where students were randomly assigned to a computer as they entered 

the room. A proctor greeted each student, gave him/her a computer number, and an instructions 

slip. Each computer had already been set up so that a specific experimental condition had been 

selected and the login screen was the only thing visible on the monitor. The instructions slip 

provided some background information about the activity, and asked the students to put on the 

headphones, enter their access code, and start their individual work to complete the Spanish 

language learning activity. The activity included a final quiz, which served as the posttest to 

measure student performance. After the final quiz students completed the Student Motivation 

questionnaire (see Appendix P) followed by a subset of the SPLI instrument (see Appendix Q). 

Table 6 shows the different parts of this study in chronological order. 

Table 6 

Summary of Activities and Data Collection by Week 

Semester  Activity Data Collection 

Week 4 Collect student demographics and 

perspectives. 

SIBP Questionnaire 

Week 5 Verify student knowledge of the content. Pretest 

Week 9 Implement instructional module. 

Measure student performance. 

Assess student motivation. 

Determine student perception of agent. 

 

Post-test 

Motivation Questionnaire 

SPLI Questionnaire  
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Data Analysis 

 This study employed a 2x2x2 factorial design. The independent variables were Agent 

Accent (Anglo vs. Hispanic), Agent Appearance (Anglo vs. Hispanic), and Type of Instructional 

Activity (Grammar-based vs. Communication-oriented).  

 A preliminary analysis was conducted to verify data integrity (e.g., missing cases) and 

problematic observations (e.g., outliers). Independence, normality, and homogeneity of variances 

assumptions were tested prior to performing other statistical procedures. Descriptive statistics 

were generated only for the 183 students who completed all three parts of the study. 

Student Performance 

 This variable was measured with a final quiz with a total possible score of 10 points. 

There were three hypotheses for this dependent variable: 

 Hypothesis 1.1: Students who work with an MA animated agent will achieve 

significantly higher performance scores than students who work with the NA animated 

agent. 

 Hypothesis 1.2: Students who work with the AA animated agent will achieve 

significantly higher grammar-based performance scores than students who work with the 

HH animated agent. 

 Hypothesis 1.3: Students who work with the HH animated agent will achieve 

significantly higher communication-oriented performance scores than students who work 

with the AA animated agent. 

  

 Hypothesis 1.1 was tested with a two-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) procedure 

using agent type (MA, NA) and type of instructional activity as factors. Hypotheses 1.3 and 1.4 

were tested with a t-test to compare performance means for the AA and HH groups, with a 

separate test for each type of instructional activity.  

Student Motivation 

 This variable was measured with a twelve-item questionnaire using 5-level Likert scales. 

There were three hypotheses for this dependent variable: 

 Hypothesis 2.1: Students who work with an MA animated agent will report significantly 

higher motivation scores (Attention, Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction) than students 

who work with an NA animated agent. 
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 Hypothesis 2.2: Students who work with the AA animated agent in the grammar-based 

instructional activity will report higher motivation scores (Attention, Relevance, 

Confidence, Satisfaction) than students who work with the HH animated agent. 

 Hypothesis 2.3: Students who work with the HH animated agent in the communication-

oriented instructional activity will report significantly higher motivation scores 

(Attention, Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction) than students who work with the AA 

animated agent. 

 

 Hypothesis 2.1 was tested with a two-way Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

(MANOVA) to determine the effect of agent type (MA, NA) on the six Likert items in the 

questionnaire. Hypotheses 2.3 and 2.4 were tested with one-way Multivariate Analysis of 

Variance (MANOVA) to compare motivation ratings for the AA and HH agent groups for each 

type of instructional activity. 

Student Perception of Agent 

 This variable was measured with a 25-item questionnaire using 5-level Likert scales. 

There were four hypotheses for this dependent variable: 

 Hypothesis 3.1: Student perception of agent scores (Educational Background, 

Instructional Skills, Personality) for the Anglo accent group will be significantly different 

from scores for the Hispanic accent group. 

 Hypothesis 3.2: Students who work with an MA animated agent will report significantly 

higher perception of agent scores (Educational Background, Instructional Skills, 

Personality) than students who work with an NA animated agent. 

 Hypothesis 3.3: Students who work with the AA animated agent in the grammar-based 

instructional activity will report significantly higher perception of agent scores 

(Educational Background, Instructional Skills, Personality) than students who work with 

the HH animated agent. 

 Hypothesis 3.4: Students who work with the HH animated agent in the communication-

oriented instructional activity will report significantly higher perception of agent scores 

(Educational Background, Instructional Skills, Personality) than students who work with 

the AA animated agent. 
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 Hypothesis 3.1 was tested with a two-way Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

(MANOVA) to determine the effect of agent accent and type of instructional activity on the 

perception items in the questionnaire. Hypothesis 3.2 was tested with a two-way MANOVA 

procedure to compare perception items across agent type (MA, NA) and type of instructional 

activity. Hypotheses 3.3 and 3.4 were tested with one-way MANOVA procedures to compare 

perception scores in the AA and HH groups for each of the types of instructional activity. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 

Process Outline 

 A total of ten research hypotheses were proposed to investigate the effect of animated 

agent accent, appearance, and type of instructional activity on student performance, motivation, 

and perception of agent. Data collected in this study were analyzed to determine whether the 

research hypotheses were supported. A preliminary data analysis was performed to identify 

missing data, outliers, and problematic observations. Statistical tests performed as part of the 

main analysis included t-tests, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), and Multivariate Analysis of 

Variance (MANOVA). In addition to the statistical procedures implemented to answer the 

research hypotheses, some additional tests were performed to further explore any interesting 

patterns in the data. The application used for data analysis was the Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSS) version 14. 

 

Preliminary Data Analysis 

Missing data 

 Individual records were visually inspected to determine whether each participant had 

completed all required parts of the study properly. A number of cases with missing pretests were 

identified, which resulted in the number of valid observations to decrease from 212 to 183. The 

remaining records contained information for all fields in the performance (pre and posttests), 

motivation, and perception instruments, as well as complete student demographics.  

Case analysis  

 A visual inspection of records was performed to detect any potentially problematic 

observations. Three cases were detected that contained seemingly unusual data patterns. In one 

case, a participant answered one instrument within expected ranges, but answered the other one 

only with neutral responses (i.e., “3” in the Likert scale). In a second case, the initial responses to 

an instrument were within expected ranges, but responses to the last section were all neutral. In 

the third case, the reported agent age seemed to be too high. In all cases, the other parts of each 

participant’s data seemed to fit expected patterns. In order to determine the influence of these 

observations on the results, statistical tests were run with and without these cases. It was 
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determined that the cases exerted no excessive influence on the results, so they were kept in the 

dataset, which allowed for the non-problematic portions of the data (e.g., performance scores, 

open-ended responses) to be used too. 

 An inspection of box plots was performed to identify possible outliers. While most 

observations clustered around level 4, a few observations with a score of 1 were detected. As 

before, an excessive influence test was performed and it was determined the presence or absence 

of the records with low ratings did not change test results significantly. A decision was made to 

keep those records.  

 

Pretest Analysis 

 A pretest was administered to determine whether this population was already familiar 

with the instructional content of the tutorials. The pretest had the same format, type of activity, 

and length as the final quiz (or posttest). There were two types of pretest: a grammar-based and a 

communication-oriented. Each pretest had a maximum score of 10 points. Results from each test 

group were analyzed separately. 

Grammar-based 

 Based on their pretest scores, students were classified as low (0-5.99), mid (6-7.99), and 

high (8-10) performers. There were a total of 58 students performing at the low level, 3 at the 

mid level, and 14 at the high level. Since 81% of the students performed at the low or mid levels, 

it was considered this instructional content was new enough for this population, and any previous 

knowledge or intuition they might have on this subject was still rudimentary for the group as a 

whole. 

Communication-oriented 

 The same classification of low, mid, and high performers was used for the 

communication-oriented pretest. There were a total of 43 students who performed at the low 

level, 18 at the mid level, and 20 at the high level. As indicated by the results, students obtained 

higher scores in this type of activity. This can be explained by the nature of the instructional 

materials, which included illustrations, contextual clues, and other elements that allowed students 

to draw information from different sources of input, thus facilitating an inductive reasoning 

approach that lead to a higher number of correct answers. Since 75% of the students performed 
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at the low or mid levels, it was considered these instructional materials were appropriate for this 

study. 

Pretest-Posttest 

 The data, separated by pretest level (low, mid, high) as well as by pretest type (grammar-

based, communication-oriented), was tested for significant differences between pre- and post-

tests using repeated measures t-tests. Results indicated students in the low-level group showed a 

significant increase in both the grammar-based activity (N=58, mean difference = 5.75, p < .05) 

and the communication-oriented activity (N=43, mean difference = 2.52, p < .05). Students from 

the mid-level score group, though, did not exhibit a significant change on either the grammar-

based (N=3, mean difference = 2.67, p = .094) or the communication-oriented activity (N=18, 

mean difference = -1.11, p = .078). The high-level group in the grammar-based activity did not 

display a significant change from pre- to post-test (N=14, mean difference = 0.73, p = .102), but 

the high-level group in the communication-oriented activity exhibited a significant decrease in 

scores (N=20, mean difference =  -1.65, p = .004).  

 In order to investigate whether the decrease in test scores for those in the high-level 

group was indicative of a lack of enthusiasm and effort on the part of students who already knew 

the material and still had to go through the instruction, a Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

(MANOVA) was performed on the motivation questions with pretest levels as the independent 

variable. The tests were separated by pretest type. Results indicated no observable statistically 

significant difference in the motivation scores reported across the pretest score levels in either 

the grammar-based or the communication-oriented groups, with all p-values larger than the .05 

threshold. As the open-ended motivation responses did indicate that some of the high-performing 

students (though not all of them) were frustrated having to go through the activity because they 

already knew that content, and given that the items in the posttest were not substantially different 

(in terms of complexity or difficulty) from the items in the pretest, it can be assumed that the 

decrease in performance on the part of the high-level students was more related to individual 

circumstances (e.g., boredom, frustration) than to posttest features. 
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Assumptions 

Independence 

 This assumption refers to the expectation that each observation is independent from one 

another, and that no participant has an influence on another participant’s responses. The study 

followed a between-subjects design where students interacted with the materials individually and 

only once. During the experiment, students sat at individual computer desks and wore 

headphones, which prevented them from interacting with other participants. Additionally, the 

study was completed by one section of Spanish immediately after another, which limited the 

chances students had to tell others about the content and nature of the study. Thus, it can be 

safely concluded that the independence assumption was satisfied. 

Normality 

 This assumption states that all observations are normally distributed along a bell curve. 

An examination of histograms revealed that, due to clustering of records around level 4 of the 

Likert scale, some dependent variables showed a moderate skewness of data. This, however, is 

not considered a problem with a large enough sample size (as the one in the present study). 

Additionally, this assumption is robust to moderate violations in both Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) and Multivatiariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) if sample sizes are not small 

(e.g., smaller than 20). It was therefore concluded that normality did not pose a threat to this 

data. 

Homogeneity of Variances 

 This assumption expects that observed variances in the dependent measures are equal 

across groups. In the case of univariate procedures (e.g., ANOVA), this assumption is assessed 

with Levene’s test. This is a test that is run for each separate instance of a univariate procedure. 

Results for each Levene’s test are included whenever applicable in the rest of this chapter, with a 

discussion of how each test met this assumption. 

 In the case of multivariate procedures (e.g. MANOVA), this assumption entails 

homogeneity of the variance-covariance matrix, and it is assessed with Box’s M test. Again, 

these tests are run for each individual instance of a multivariate procedure. Such tests are 

included in the remaining sections of this chapter as applicable, together with a brief discussion 

of how they met the assumption.  
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Effect on Performance 

Accent and Appearance 

 In order to address the research hypotheses pertaining nativeness, the Native Speaker/ 

Non-native Speaker (NS/NNS) status of the agents was portrayed as a combination of accent and 

appearance. So, these characteristics were combined to form Matching Attributes (MA) groups 

(AA= Anglo accent + Anglo appearance; HH= Hispanic accent + Hispanic appearance) and 

Non-matching Attributes (NA) groups (AH= Anglo accent + Hispanic appearance; HA= 

Hispanic accent + Anglo appearance). Hypothesis 1.1 stated that students who worked with an 

MA animated agent would achieve significantly higher performance scores than students who 

worked with the NA animated agent. Two independent variables were used to test this 

hypothesis: attribute type (MA, NA) and instructional activity (Grammar-based, 

Communication-oriented). A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze the 

effects of the independent variables on performance scores. Table 7 displays the descriptive 

statistics for those groups. Table 8 displays the results of the homogeneity test.  
 

Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics of Performance by Activity and Agent Type 

 Task M SD N 

Gramm-Based 9.46 .83 46 MA 

Comm-Oriented 5.73 2.47 47 

Gramm-Based 9.25 1.28 44 NA 

Comm-Oriented 5.53 2.55 46 

Gramm-Based 9.36 1.07 90 Total 

Comm-Oriented 5.63 2.50 93 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

F df1 df2 p-value 

28.127 3 179 .000 * 

* significant at alpha < .05 

** significant at alpha < .01 
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Results from Levene’s test indicated that the data was not homogeneous; that is, the 

assumption of equal variances was violated, (F(3,179) = 28.127, p < .05). However, with a 

sample size of 183 subjects ANOVA is robust to violations of the homogeneity assumption, and 

so its output was considered valid for the purposes of this study. Table 9 displays the results of 

this ANOVA. 

 

 Results indicated no statistically significant effect of attribute type on student 

performance, F(1, 179) = .50, p = .48. Similarly, there was no interaction effect of attribute type 

and instructional activity on student performance, F(1,179) = .00, p = .99. Type of instructional 

activity did have a significant effect on performance, F(1,179) = 168.09, p < .05, with posttest 

scores in the grammar-based group (M = 9.36, SD = 1.07) being higher than scores in the 

communication-oriented group (M = 5.63, SD = 2.50). These results did not support hypothesis 

1.1 that students would perform better with an MA agent. 

Accent, Appearance, and Instructional Activity 

For these analyses the categories of AA (Anglo accent + Anglo appearance) and HH 

(Hispanic accent + Hispanic appearance) were used, to portray a NNS and a NS of Spanish, 

respectively. Hypothesis 1.2 stated that students who worked with the AA animated agent would 

achieve significantly higher grammar-based performance scores than students who worked with 

the HH animated agent.  The analysis for this hypothesis included the independent variable agent 

type (AA, HH) and performance scores in the grammar-based activity group.  Thus a t-test was 

Table 9 

ANOVA Comparing Performance, Instructional Activity, and Attribute Type 

Source df Mean Square F p-value 

Attribute Type (AT) 1 1.90 .50 .48 

Inst. Act. (IA) 1 632.72 168.09 .00 * 

AT x IA 1 .000 .000 .99 

Error 179 3.76   

* significant at alpha < .05 

** significant at alpha < .01 
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considered appropriate to compare the means of the groups. Table 10 shows the descriptive 

statistics for these groups. Table 11 shows the results of the t-test. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

The test showed the difference of means between the AA (M = 9.50, SD = .86) and HH 

(M = 9.42, SD = .83) groups was not significant, t(44) = .33, p = .74, at the α = .05 level. 

Therefore, it can be concluded there was no statistically significant difference between the 

grammar-based performance scores when students were taught by an AA or an HH agent. The 

data gathered, then, did not support Hypothesis 1.2. 

The third hypothesis of this study, Hypothesis 1.3, proposed that students who worked 

with the HH animated agent would achieve significantly higher communication-oriented 

performance scores than students who worked with the AA animated agent. This hypothesis 

could be tested, as the previous one, with a t-test used to compare group means. Table 12 

displays the descriptive statistics for these groups. Table 13 displays the results of this t-test. 

 

Table 10 

Mean Performance Scores on Grammar-based Posttest by Agent Type 

 Agent Type M SD N 

Performance 

(Grammar-based) 
AA 9.50 .86 22 

 HH 9.42 .83 24 

Table 11 

T-test Comparing Mean Performance Scores on Grammar-based Posttest by Agent Type 

 t-test for Equality of Means 

 95% CI of the Diff.

 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Diff. Std. Error Diff. 

Lower Upper 

Performance .33 44 .74 .08 .25 -.42 .59 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 
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Table 12 

Mean Performance Scores on Communication-oriented Posttest by Agent Type 

 Agent Type M SD N 

AA 5.63 2.65 27 Performance 

(Communication-oriented) HH 5.87 2.26 20 

 

Table 13  

T-test Comparing Mean Post-Scores on Communication-oriented Posttest by Agent Type 

 t-test for Equality of Means 

 95% CI of the Diff.

 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Diff. Std. Error Diff. 

Lower Upper 

Performance -.33 45 .74 -.245 .736 -1.73 1.24 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

Data indicated there was no significant difference in performance scores between the AA 

(M = 5.63, SD = 2.65) and the HH (M = 5.87, SD = 2.26) group mean scores, t(45) = -.33, p = 

.74, at the α = .05 level.  It can be concluded, then, that there was no statistically significant 

difference in communication-oriented performance scores between students who worked with 

the AA agent and students who worked with the HH agent. These data, therefore, did not support 

hypothesis 1.3.  

 

Effect on Motivation 

Accent and Appearance 

 The same previous categories of MA and NA to represent matching and non-

matching attributes (accent and appearance) were used in this analysis. Hypothesis 2.1 suggested 

that students who worked with an MA animated agent would report significantly higher 

motivation scores (Attention, Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction) than students who worked 

with an NA animated agent. In order to test this hypothesis, attribute type (MA, NA) and 
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instructional activity (Grammar-based, Communication-oriented) were selected as the 

independent variables, and the six Likert-type questions of the motivation survey as the 

dependent measures (motiv1, motiv3, motiv5, motiv7, motiv9, and motiv10).  Given a scenario 

with two independent variables that could be interacting and six dependent variables to consider, 

a Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) procedure was selected. In order to achieve 

more robust results, a protected method was implemented, by which an omnibus test was run to 

determine overall significance. Only if significance were found would the test be followed by 

univariate analyses (Tate, 1996). Table 14 displays the results of Levene’s test of homogeneity of 

variances. Table 15 displays the results of Box’s test of homogeneity of variance-covariance 

matrix.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 15 

Box's  Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices 

Box's M    F df1 df2 p-value 

106.87 1.59   63  74767.17 .002 * 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

  

Levene’s test suggested that there was no significant difference between variances of the 

motivation scores: F(3,179) ranged from 0.31 (motiv10, p = .817) to 1.67 (motiv1, p = .176). 

Box’s M test for equality of covariances reported a significance of .002, F(63,74767.17) = 1.59. 

Table 14 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

 F df1 df2 p-value 

motiv1 1.67 3 179 .176 

motiv3 1.16 3 179 .325 

motiv5 .34 3 179 .793 

motiv7 .36 3 179 .784 

motiv9 .99 3 179 .398 

motiv10 .31 3 179 .817 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 
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This test can be sensitive to violations of the homogeneity assumption. A more stringent 

threshold of .001, instead of the traditional .05 level, is frequently used to address this issue 

(Stevens, 2001). Using that threshold provided adequate confidence that covariances were not 

significantly different across groups (p > .001) and, thus, the output of the MANOVA procedure 

was meaningful. Table 16 displays the results of the MANOVA.  

 

Table 16 

MANOVA Comparing Motivation Scores, Instructional Activity, and Attribute Type 

Effect 
Wilks' 

Lambda
F 

Hypothesis 

df 

Error  

df 
p-value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Attribute Type (AT) .98 .55 6.00 174.00 .77 .02 

Inst. Act. (IA) .84 5.52 6.00 174.00 .00 * .16 

AT x IA .96 1.16 6.00 174.00 .33 .04 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

As Table 16 reports, there was no significant effect of attribute type on motivation scores, 

Wilks’ Lambda = .98, F(6, 174) = .55, p = .77, partial eta squared = .02. Likewise, there were no 

interaction effects of attribute type and instructional activity on motivations scores, Wilks’ 

Lambda = .96, F(6, 174) = 1.16, p = .33, partial eta squared = .04. There were, however, 

differences in motivation ratings between students who worked with one type of instructional 

activity or the other, Wilks’ Lambda = .84, F(6, 174) = 5.52, p < .05, partial eta squared = .16. 

Given the results related to attribute type, it was concluded there was no statistically significant 

difference in motivation scores between students who were exposed to MA and NA agents.  

There was no evidence, therefore, to support hypothesis 2.1.  

Accent, Appearance, and Instructional Activity 

The categories AA and HH were used again to denote the NS/NNS status of the agents. 

Hypothesis 2.2 conjectured that students who worked with the AA animated agent in the 

grammar-based instructional activity would report higher motivation scores (Attention, 

Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction) than students who worked with the HH animated agent. For 

the purposes of testing this hypothesis agent type (AA, HH) was used as an independent variable, 
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with six items in the motivation survey as dependent variables. The procedure chosen was a 

MANOVA, and the test was restricted to those participants who took a grammar lesson from the 

agent, as per the hypothesis. Table 17 displays the results of Levene’s test of homogeneity of 

variances. Table 18 displays the results of Box’s test of homogeneity of variance-covariance 

matrix. 

 

Table 17 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

 F df1 df2 p-value 

motiv1 1.10 1 44 .299 

motiv3 .07 1 44 .798 

motiv5 .26 1 44 .609 

motiv7 .01 1 44 .917 

motiv9 2.91 1 44 .095 

motiv10 .30 1 44 .588 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

Table 18 

Box's  Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices 

Box's M F df1 df2 p-value 

41.952 1.702 21 6999.398 .024 * 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

 Levene’s test showed the variances did not violate the assumption of homogeneity, p > 

.05.  Box’s test indicated no significant differences of covariances across groups, p > .001. Thus, 

the output of the overall MANOVA can be trusted for robustness. Table 19 displays the results 

of the MANOVA procedure. 
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 As Table 19 indicates, there was no significant effect of agent type on motivation scores, 

Wilks’ Lambda = .85, F(6, 39) = 1.16, p = .34, partial eta squared = .15. Students who worked in 

the grammar-based activity with the AA agent did not report significantly different motivation 

ratings than students who worked with the HH agent. It was then concluded there was no 

evidence to support Hypothesis 2.2. 

 In the same scenario that combines accent, appearance, and instructional activity, 

Hypothesis 2.3 proposed that students who worked with the HH animated agent in the 

communication-oriented instructional activity would report significantly higher motivation 

scores (Attention, Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction) than students who worked with the AA 

animated agent. This analysis used the same independent and dependent variables as in the 

previous hypothesis testing. The procedure was also a MANOVA, but this time only students 

who worked with the communication-oriented activity were included. Table 20 presents the 

results of the homogeneity of variances test. Table 21 presents the results of the homogeneity of 

variance-covariance matrix test. 

 
 

Table 20 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

 F df1 df2 p-value 

motiv1 1.60 1 45 .212 

motiv3 .34 1 45 .564 

motiv5 .12 1 45 .734 

 

Table 19 

MANOVA Comparing Motivation Questions by Agent Type (Grammar-based) 

Effect 
Wilks' 

Lambda
F 

Hypothesis 

df 

Error  

df 
p-value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Agent Type .85 1.16 6.00 39.00 .34 .15 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 
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Table 20 (continued) 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

 F df1 df2 p-value 

motiv7 1.35 1 45 .251 

motiv9 2.65 1 45 .111 

motiv10 .16 1 45 .690 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

Table 21 

Box's  Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices 

Box's M F df1 df2 p-value 

27.000 1.09 21 6152.56 .346 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

 Levene’s test indicated no violation of the homogeneity of variances assumption at alpha 

= .05. Box’s test indicated no violation of the homogeneity of variance-covariance matrix 

assumption at alpha = .05. The MANOVA test was then used to determine overall significance 

effects for these data. Table 22 displays the results of the MANOVA procedure. 

 

Table 22 

MANOVA Comparing Motivation Questions by Agent Type (Communication-oriented) 

Effect 
Wilks' 

Lambda
F 

Hypothesis 

df 

Error  

df 
p-value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Agent Type .90 .75 6.00 40.00 .61 .10 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

 The overall test indicated there was no significant effect of agent type on motivation 

ratings, Wilks’ Lambda = .90, F(6, 40) = .75, p = .61, partial eta squared = .10. Students who 
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worked with the HH agent in the communication-oriented activity did not report significantly 

different ratings from students who worked with the AA agent. Therefore, it was concluded that 

the data gathered did not support Hypothesis 3.3.  

 In line with the partially exploratory nature of this study, the univariate tests were 

examined to detect any interesting pattern. That examination revealed that two questionnaire 

items in the communication-oriented activity, motiv7 and motiv9, were close to significance. The 

first items referred to “Satisfaction”, and the second one corresponded to “Willingness to repeat 

the experience”. In the spirit of finding any trend that could be worthy of attention, data from 

both instructional activities were merged (so as to increase sample size and power), and an 

exploratory analysis was run on that dataset. Table 23 displays the results of the univariate tests 

for the combined data.  

 Result from this exploratory test confirmed that item 7 was statistically significant, F(1, 

91) = 6.93, p < .05. Likewise, item 9 was also confirmed as statistically significant, F(1, 91) = 

5.54, p < .05. Descriptive statistics indicated that students in the HH group (M = 4.50, SD = .76) 

reported higher satisfaction than students in the AA group (M = 4.02, SD = .97). Similarly, 

students in the HH group (M = 4.32, SD = .80) rated their willingness to repeat the learning 

experience with the same instructor as higher than students in the AA group (M = 3.84, SD = 

1.12) 
 

Table 23 

Univariate Analysis of Motivation Questions by Agent Type (both activities) 

Dependent 

Variable 
 df 

Mean 

Square 
F p-value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

motiv1 Contrast 1 1.90 2.37 .13 .025 

  Error 91 .80    

motiv3 Contrast 1 .46 .82 .37 .009 

  Error 91 .57    

motiv5 Contrast 1 .75 1.04 .31 .011 

  Error 91 .72    
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Table 23 (continued) 

Univariate Analysis of Motivation Questions by Agent Type (both activities) 

Dependent 

Variable 
 df 

Mean 

Square 
F p-value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

motiv7 Contrast 1 5.33 6.93 .01 * .071 

  Error 91 .77    

motiv9 Contrast 1 5.37 5.54 .02 * .057 

  Error 91 .97    

motiv10 Contrast 1 .76 .88 .35 .010 

  Error 91 .87    

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

 Although these results constitute interesting findings, they do not change the decision to 

reject or fail to reject the original hypotheses proposed regarding the effect of accent, 

appearance, and type of instructional activity on motivation. These additional data, then, have to 

be considered only as extra information that can be beneficial for the purposes of getting a better 

understanding of the interplay of independent and dependent variables in this study. 

 

Effect on Perception of Agent 

Accent 

Hypothesis 3.1 proposed that student perception of agent scores (Educational 

Background, Instructional Skills, Personality) for the Anglo accent group would be significantly 

different from scores for the Hispanic accent group. In order to test this hypothesis, the 

independent variables agent accent (Anglo, Hispanic) and instructional activity (Grammar-based, 

Communication-oriented) were used, with the 25 Likert-type items of the SPLI questionnaire as 

dependent measures (percep1a through 1f, percep2a through 2h, percep3a through 3h, and 

percep4a through 4c). Given the multiple dependent variables, a MANOVA was selected as the 

statistical procedure. Table 24 shows the results of the homogeneity of variance test. Table 25 

displays the results of Boxes’ test of homogeneity of covariance matrices.  
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Table 24 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

 F df1 df2 p-value 

percep1a .911 3 179 .437 

percep1b 1.976 3 179 .119 

percep1c .347 3 179 .791 

percep1d .892 3 179 .447 

percep1e .530 3 179 .662 

percep1f .296 3 179 .828 

percep2a 1.700 3 179 .169 

percep2b 1.030 3 179 .381 

percep2c 2.452 3 179 .065 

percep2d 2.349 3 179 .074 

percep2e 2.245 3 179 .085 

percep2f 1.632 3 179 .184 

percep2g .630 3 179 .597 

percep2h 1.207 3 179 .309 

percep3a 1.313 3 179 .272 

percep3b 1.346 3 179 .261 

percep3c .900 3 179 .442 

percep3d .403 3 179 .751 

percep3e 1.807 3 179 .148 

Percep3f .455 3 179 .714 

percep3g .692 3 179 .558 

percep3h .566 3 179 .638 

percep4a .802 3 179 .494 

percep4b .895 3 179 .445 

percep4c .344 3 179 .794 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 
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Table 25 

Box's  Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices 

Box's M F df1 df2 p-value 

2104.35 1.61 975 65788.21 .000 * 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

 Levene’s test shows the variances did not violate the assumption of homogeneity, p > .05. 

An inspection of the Box’s Test of equality of covariances reveals a violation of the homogeneity 

assumption, p < .001. As Box’s is a sensitive test, a reported violation of the homogeneity 

assumption may be related to several causes, among them, moderate violations of the normality 

assumption (which were present in this dataset), and a smaller dataset in relation to a large 

number of dependent measures (which was the case in this study). To address this issue, Olson 

(1976) recommends using Pillai-Bartlett trace, a more robust test provided sample sizes are fairly 

equal (which they are in the present study). Taking that extra precaution, then, the statistics 

provided by MANOVA can be considered meaningful for the purposes of comparing groups, 

with the caveat that if results were too close to the significance threshold a larger sample size 

would be desirable to increase power. Table 26 displays the results of the MANOVA procedure. 

 

Table 26 

MANOVA Comparing Perception of Agent, Instructional Activity, and Agent Accent 

Effect 

Pillai's 

Trace 
F 

Hypothesis 

df 
Error df p-value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Inst. Act. (IA) .17 1.23 25.00 155.00 .18 .17 

Accent (Ac) .16 1.18 25.00 155.00 .27 .16 

IA x Ac .12 .88 25.00 155.00 .64 .12 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

The overall test showed no significant effect of instructional activity, Pillai's Trace = .17, 

F(25, 155) = 1.23, p = .18, partial eta squared = .17,  or agent accent, Pillai's Trace = .16, F(25, 
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155) = 1.18, p = .27, partial eta squared = .16, on perception ratings. In addition, there was no 

significant interaction effect of instructional activity and agent accent, Pillai's Trace = .12, F(25, 

155) = .88, p = .64, partial eta squared = .12. These results indicated there were no statistically 

significant differences in perception ratings between the students who were exposed to the Anglo 

and the Hispanic accents. Hence it can be concluded that data did not support Hypothesis 3.1.  

Accent and Appearance 

 As before, the categories of MA and NA were used to denote matching and non-matching 

attributes (i.e., accent and appearance). Hypothesis 3.2 proposed that students who worked with 

an MA animated agent would report significantly higher perception of agent scores (Educational 

Background, Instructional Skills, Personality) than students who worked with an NA animated 

agent. The independent variables used to test this hypothesis were attribute type (MA, NA) and 

instructional activity (Grammar-based, Communication-oriented). The dependent variables were 

again the 25 items in the SPLI questionnaire. Given the multiple dependent variables, a 

MANOVA procedure was selected. Table 27 displays the results of Levene’s test for these 

groups. Table 28 displays the results of the Box’s M test associated with this procedure.  

 

Table 27 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

 F df1 df2 p-value 

percep1a 2.53 3 179 .059 

percep1b 3.33 3 179 .021 * 

percep1c 2.28 3 179 .081 

percep1d .42 3 179 .737 

percep1e 1.73 3 179 .162 

percep1f 1.23 3 179 .300 

percep2a 1.33 3 179 .266 

percep2b 1.42 3 179 .238 

percep2c 2.75 3 179 .044 * 

percep2d 1.84 3 179 .142 

percep2e 1.05 3 179 .370 
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Table 27 (continued) 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

 F df1 df2 p-value 

percep2f .57 3 179 .633 

percep2g 2.34 3 179 .075 

percep2h 1.17 3 179 .322 

percep3a 1.44 3 179 .233 

percep3b .90 3 179 .440 

percep3c 1.97 3 179 .120 

percep3d 1.19 3 179 .316 

percep3e 1.28 3 179 .284 

percep3f .36 3 179 .781 

percep3g 1.40 3 179 .243 

percep3h .59 3 179 .623 

percep4a .90 3 179 .440 

percep4b .51 3 179 .677 

percep4c .58 3 179 .626 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

Table 28 

Box's  Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices 

Box's M F df1 df2 p-value 

2155.41 1.65 975 66736.30 .000 * 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

   Levene’s test indicated two of the questions as possibly exhibiting unequal variances: 

1b, F(3,179) = 3.33, p = .021; and 2c, F(3,179) = 2.75, p = .044. The other 23 items did not show 

significant differences, p > .05. Given that univariate tests are robust to violations of the 

homogeneity of variance assumption when sample sizes are similar, it was decided these two 

items did not pose a problem overall. Box’s test  reported a violation of the homogeneity 
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assumption, p < .001, which was expected due to the large number of dependents and small 

(relative to number of dependents) sample size. As recommended by Olson (1976) Pillai-Bartlett 

trace was used to obtain a more robust overall test. Table 29 displays the results of the 

MANOVA procedure. 

 

Table 29 

MANOVA Comparing Perception of Agent, Instructional Activity, and Attribute Type 

Effect 
Pillai's 

Trace 
F 

Hypothesis 

df 

Error  

df 
p-value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Attribute Type (AT) .24 2.01 25.00 155.00 .005 * .24 

Inst. Act. (IA) .16 1.22 25.00 155.00 .223 .16 

AT x IA .16 1.17 25.00 155.00 .278 .16 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

As Table 29 indicates, there was a significant effect of attribute type on student 

perception of agent, Pillai's Trace = .24, F(25, 155) = 2.01, p = .005, partial eta squared = .24. 

There were no significant main or interaction effects for instructional activity. In view of the 

significant results, a post-hoc analysis was performed to discern which items in the SPLI 

questionnaire exhibited a significant difference between the MA and MA groups. Table 30 

contains the results of that analysis.  

 

Table 30 

Post-hoc Analysis of Perception of Agent Questions based on Attribute Type 

Source 
Dependent 

Variable 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F p-value

Partial Eta 

Squared 

percep1a 1 .38 .42 .519 .002 

percep1b 1 .28 .30 .58 .002 

Attribute Type 

percep1c 1 1.46 1.81 .18 .010 
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Table 30 (continued) 

Post-hoc Analysis of Perception of Agent Questions based on Attribute Type 

Source 
Dependent 

Variable 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F p-value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Percep1d 1 .21 .196 .66 .001 

percep1e 1 .76 .736 .39 .004 

Attribute Type 

percep1f 1 .06 .059 .81 .000 

percep2a 1 .39 .58 .45 .003 

percep2b 1 .01 .01 .90 .000 

percep2c 1 .00 .00 .98 .000 

percep2d 1 .11 .21 .65 .001 

percep2e 1 .88 1.24 .27 .007 

percep2f 1 1.61 1.57 .21 .009 

percep2g 1 2.00 1.75 .19 .010 

 

percep2h 1 .71 .65 .42 .004 

percep3a 1 .58 .84 .36 .005 

percep3b 1 .64 .75 .39 .004 

 

percep3c 1 1.70 2.60 .11 .014 

percep3d 1 .01 .02 .88 .000 

percep3e 1 .21 .27 .60 .002 

percep3f 1 .18 .26 .61 .001 

percep3g 1 1.20 1.26 .26 .007 

 

percep3h 1 2.43 2.12 .14 .012 

  percep4a 1 .21 .36 .55 .002 
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Table 30 (continued) 

Post-hoc Analysis of Perception of Agent Questions based on Attribute Type 

Source 
Dependent 

Variable 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F p-value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

percep4b 1 .01 .01 .92 .000  

percep4c 1 .00 .00 .95 .000 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

This post-hoc indicated that, although when the questions were considered as a whole the 

groups did have a significant difference, on any given questionnaire item the responses between 

the MA and NA groups do not differ significantly, p > .05. An examination of partial eta squared 

provided a measure of how much each independent variable contributed to explaining the 

differences in the dependent variables. As shown in Table 29, attribute type (Partial Eta Squared 

= 0.24) did not have a much larger contribution than instructional activity (Partial Eta Squared = 

0.16) or attribute type x instructional activity (Partial Eta Squared = 0.17), so that even if the 

differences were statistically significant, the differences that did exist were not large enough to 

be described properly. This was also clear from the breakdown of the dependent variables in 

Table 30 where it is shown that none of those variables, individually, exhibited a measurable 

difference between MA and NA. In light of these results, a decision was made that data did not 

support Hypothesis 3.2. 

Accent, Appearance, and Instructional Activity 

The categories of AA and HH were used once more to compare agent groups based on 

their NS/NNS status. Hypothesis 3.3 stated that students who worked with the AA animated 

agent in the grammar-based instructional activity would report significantly higher perception of 

agent scores (Educational Background, Instructional Skills, Personality) than students who 

worked with the HH animated agent. In order to test this hypothesis the independent variable of 

agent type (AA, HH) was used, with the 25 items in the SPLI questionnaire as dependent 

measures. A MANOVA was employed to address the multiple dependent variables. The test 

included only those students who worked through the grammar-based module. Table 31 displays 
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the results of Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances. Table 32 displays the results of Box’s 

test of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrix. 

 

Table 31 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

 F df1 df2 p-value 

percep1a .035 1 44 .852 

percep1b 4.49 1 44 .040 * 

percep1c 1.13 1 44 .294 

percep1d .74 1 44 .395 

percep1e .20 1 44 .656 

percep1f .79 1 44 .378 

percep2a .34 1 44 .564 

percep2b .84 1 44 .364 

percep2c .05 1 44 .815 

percep2d 1.34 1 44 .253 

percep2e 1.07 1 44 .308 

percep2f 3.20 1 44 .081 

percep2g .78 1 44 .381 

percep2h .02 1 44 .887 

percep3a 2.44 1 44 .125 

percep3b 2.72 1 44 .106 

percep3c 2.60 1 44 .114 

percep3d 1.03 1 44 .316 

percep3e .83 1 44 .367 

percep3f .73 1 44 .397 

percep3g 1.05 1 44 .312 

percep3h 3.45 1 44 .070 

percep4a .69 1 44 .411 

percep4b .11 1 44 .741 
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Table 31 (continued) 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

 F df1 df2 p-value 

percep4c .06 1 44 .812 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Levene’s test indicated percep1b, F(1,44) = 4.49, p < .05, did not meet the assumption of 

equality of variance. However, given the robustness of univariate tests to violations of this 

assumption when sample sizes are similar, it was decided that result would not pose any 

problems.  None of the other dependent measures showed significant differences in variances, p 

> .05. Box’s M indicated a significant difference in covariance matrices, p < .001. In view of 

this, Pillai-Bartlett trace was used in the overall test to achieve more robust results as suggested 

by Olson (1976). Table 33 shows the results of the MANOVA with overall significance tests. 

 

Table 33 

MANOVA Comparing Perception of Agent by Agent Type (Grammar-based) 

Effect 
Pillai's 

Trace 
F 

Hypothesis  

df 

Error  

df 
p-value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Agent Type .76 2.49 25.00 20.00 .020 * .76 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

  

Table 32 

Box's  Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices 

Box's M F df1 df2 p-value 

649.283 1.79 190 5831.62 .000 * 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 
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As shown in Table 33, there was a significant overall effect of agent type on perception 

of agent, Pillai's Trace = .76, F(25, 20) = 2.49, p < .05, partial eta squared = .76, with students 

who worked in the grammar-based task. A univariate test was conducted to identify which 

individual questionnaire items contributed to this difference. Table 34 breaks down the results by 

dependent variable, including only those items that tested significant at the α = .05 level. Table 

35 shows descriptive statistics for those same items. 

 

Table 34 

MANOVA Results by Perception of Agent Question (Significant Results Only) 

Source 
Dependent 

Variable 
df 

Mean  

Square 
F p-value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Agent Type percep2a 1 2.95 4.79 .034 * .10 

Error percep2a 44 .62    

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

Table 35 

Mean Scores for Question 2a on Perception of Agent Questionnaire, by

Agent Type 

 

 
N Mean SD 

Std. Error 

Mean 

AA 22 4.59 .59 .13 percep2a 

HH 24 4.08 .93 .19 

 

These results showed a significant difference between the means of the AA and HH 

groups for question percep2a, F(1, 44) = 4.79, p < .05. Question 2a asked whether the student 

thought that the agent communicated effectively in English. An examination of the descriptive 

statistics in Table 35 indicated the AA responses were higher and more clustered (M = 4.59, SD 

= .59) than the HH responses (M = 4.08, SD = .93), suggesting that participants in the grammar-
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based activity felt the AA agent communicated more effectively in English than the HH agent. 

These findings provided partial support for Hypothesis 3.3. 

The last hypothesis proposed in this study was Hypothesis 3.4 that students who worked 

with the HH animated agent in the communication-oriented instructional activity would report 

significantly higher perception of agent scores (Educational Background, Instructional Skills, 

Personality) than students who worked with the AA animated agent. An analysis similar to the 

one in the previous hypothesis was performed, i.e., a MANOVA with agent type (AA, HH) as an 

independent variable and 25 items of the SPLI questionnaire as dependent measures. This 

analysis included only those students who worked through the communication-oriented module. 

Table 36 shows the results of Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances.  Table 37 shows the 

results of Box’s test of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrix. 

 

Table 36 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

 F df1 df2 p-value 

percep1a .00 1 45 .951 

percep1b .65 1 45 .423 

percep1c 8.05 1 45 .007 * 

percep1d 1.32 1 45 .257 

percep1e .63 1 45 .431 

percep1f 1.83 1 45 .183 

percep2a 4.05 1 45 .050 

percep2b 4.79 1 45 .034 * 

percep2c 1.30 1 45 .260 

percep2d .60 1 45 .442 

percep2e .37 1 45 .546 

percep2f .14 1 45 .714 

percep2g .04 1 45 .838 

percep2h .36 1 45 .551 

percep3a 1.94 1 45 .171 
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Table 36 (continued) 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances 

 F df1 df2 p-value 

percep3b 2.25 1 45 .140 

percep3c .29 1 45 .594 

percep3d 2.59 1 45 .115 

percep3e .151 1 45 .699 

percep3f .64 1 45 .428 

percep3g .44 1 45 .507 

percep3h .51 1 45 .477 

percep4a .70 1 45 .406 

percep4b .44 1 45 .510 

percep4c .00 1 45 .972 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Levene’s test indicated two questions that could have unequal variances: 1c, F(1,45) = 

8.04,  p < .05; and 2b, F(1,45) = 4.79, p < .05. If any of these were to turn up significant 

differences, further analysis would be required. Since univariate tests are robust to violations of 

this assumption, and none of the other variances showed any significant difference, p < .05, it 

was considered these values satisfied the homogeneity assumption. Box’s M test showed a 

significant difference in covariances across groups, p < .001. Pillai-Bartlett trace was then used 

in the overall MANOVA to address that issue. Table 38 displays the results of this MANOVA 

procedure. 

Table 37 

Box's  Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices 

Box's M F df1 df2 p-value 

504.641 1.88 190 5183.33 .000 * 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 
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Table 38 

MANOVA Comparing Perception of Agent by Agent Type (Communication-oriented) 

Effect 
Pillai's 

Trace 
F 

Hypothesis 

df 

Error  

df 
p-value 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared

Agent Type .93 8.92 25.00 21.00 .000 * .93 

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

 The MANOVA results in Table 38 indicated a main effect of agent type on perception of 

agent, Pillai's Trace = .93, F(25, 21) = 8.92, p < .05, partial eta squared = .93 , for students in the 

communication-oriented task. In order to identify the specific items that contributed to this 

difference, a univariate test was conducted. Table 39 displays the results of that test.  

 

Table 39 

MANOVA Results by Perception of Agent Question (Significant Results Only) 

Source 
Dependent 

Variable 
df Mean Square F p-value

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

percep1d 1 7.08 9.14 .004 * 1.7 

percep1e 1 3.62 4.33 .043 * .08 

percep1f 1 6.21 8.46 .006 * .15 

percep3d 1 1.99 4.13 .048 * .08 

Agent Type 

percep3h 1 5.31 4.32 .043 * .08 

percep1d 45 .77    

percep1e 45 .84    

Error 

percep1f 45 .73    
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Table 39 (continued) 

MANOVA Results by Perception of Agent Question (Significant Results Only) 

Source 
Dependent 

Variable 
df Mean Square F p-value

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

percep3d 45 .48    Error 

percep3h 45 1.23    

* significant at alpha < .05 
** significant at alpha < .01 

 

This test revealed significant differences between AA and HH in five questionnaire 

items: 1d, F(1, 45) = 9.14, p < .05; 1e, F(1, 45) = 4.33, p < .05; 1f, F(1, 45) = 8.46, p < .05; 3d, 

F(1, 45) = 4.13, p < .05; and 3h F(1, 45) = 4.32, p < .05.  The first three items belonged to the 

“Educational Background” subset: item 1d asked whether the agent had a good knowledge of the 

target culture (Hispanic); item 1e asked whether the agent was well prepared to function in the 

local (Anglo) culture; item 1f asked whether the agent was well-prepared to function in the target 

culture (Hispanic). The last two items belonged to the “Personality” subset: item 3d asked 

whether the agent had a friendly attitude, and item 3h asked whether the agent was willing to 

answer student questions. Table 40 summarizes the post-hoc calculation of means and standard 

deviations for the significant items.  

 

Table 40 

Mean Scores for Significant Questions on Perception of Agent 

Questionnaire, by Agent Type 

 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

AA 27 3.81 1.04 .20 percep1d 

HH 20 4.60 .60 .13 
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Table 40 (continued) 

Mean Scores for Significant Questions on Perception of Agent 

Questionnaire, by Agent Type 

 
 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

AA 27 3.89 1.09 .21 percep1e 

HH 20 4.45 .60 .13 

AA 27 3.81 1.04 .20 percep1f 

HH 20 4.55 .51 .11 

AA 27 4.33 .83 .16 percep3d 

HH 20 4.75 .44 .10 

AA 27 3.37 1.21 .23 percep3h 

HH 20 4.05 .94 .21 

 

 The participants rated the HH agent (M = 4.60, SD = .60) as having a better knowledge of 

Hispanic culture than the AA agent (M = 3.81, SD = 1.04). Additionally, they thought the HH 

agent (M = 4.55, SD = .60) was better prepared to live in an Anglo culture than the AA agent (M 

= 3.89, SD = 1.09).  Participants also tended to believe that the HH agent (M = 4.55, SD = .51) 

was more suited to live in a Hispanic culture than the AA agent (M = 3.81, SD = 1.04). 

Regarding personality traits, the students thought the HH agent (M = 4.75, SD = .44) was 

friendlier than the AA agent (M = 4.33, SD = .83). Additionally, participants believed the HH 

agent (M = 4.05, SD = .94) was more willing to answer student questions than the AA agent (M 

= 3.37, SD = 1.21). These results provided partial support for hypothesis 3.4. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 

Introduction 

This study investigated the effect of animated agent accent, animated agent appearance, 

and type of instructional activity on student performance, motivation, and perception of agent in 

a Spanish Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) module. The goal of the study was to 

examine the role of the Native Speaker/ Non-native Speaker (NS/NNS) status portrayed by the 

animated agents (denoted by agent accent and appearance) in relation to the type of instructional 

activity being presented by them. 

Performance was measured with either a Grammar-based or a Communication-oriented 

posttest, depending on the condition assigned to each particular student. Motivation was 

measured with a questionnaire that included four items to assess Keller’s (1999) ARCS model 

categories (Attention, Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction), one item to evaluate willingness to 

repeat the experience, and one item to determine overall motivation. Open-ended questions 

invited further comments about each of the ARCS categories. Perception of agent was measured 

with a subset of Pérez’ (2007) Student Perception of Language Instructor (SPLI) questionnaire. 

The subsets included knowledge of subject matter (six items), instructional skills (eight items), 

and personality traits (eight items). Three additional items were included as overall assessments 

of each of the individual subsets. 

Since no previous research had looked at the particular variables included in this 

experiment, this study could also be considered exploratory in nature. Thus, in addition to the 

specific procedures implemented to answer specific research questions, other procedures were 

run when applicable to try to uncover interesting patterns in the data.  

 

Effect on Performance 

Accent and Appearance 

 The categories of matching and non-matching accent and appearance attributes (i.e., MA 

and NA) were used to portray the NS/NNS status of the animated agents. Thus, the MA group 

included those combinations that could be clearly identified as a NS (Hispanic accent + Hispanic 

appearance) or a NNS (Anglo accent + Anglo appearance) of the target language (TL), while the 



 

 100

NA group included those combinations whose NS/NNS status would be unclear to the students. 

Data indicated there was no significant difference in performance scores between students who 

worked with the MA agents and students who worked with the NA agents. This result did not 

support hypothesis 1.1 that students working with the MA agents would achieve higher 

performance scores. 

 The rationale to compare MA vs. NA agents was based on student expectations regarding 

their English language teachers that they would conform to a certain (i.e., Anglo) ethnic and 

linguistic background (Amin, 1999; Kahmi-Stein, 1999; Liu, 1999; Oladejo, 1997; Shawn, 2001; 

Thomas, 1999). Similary, Nass & Brave (2005) found that computer users expected a match 

between a virtual character’s accent and appearance, and developed a negative perception when 

exposed to non-matching agents. A possible explanation for the lack of differences in student 

performance in the present study is that students were cognitively resilient, i.e., they learned no 

matter what. Hampton (2001) recounts an interesting finding in his study that, although 

undergraduate students reported lower ratings for their international teaching assistants (ITAs) 

based partly on substandard language ability (e.g., accent and delivery speed), those same 

students ended up performing better that the other groups (i.e., they learned in spite of 

unfavorable environmental variables). A second explanation can be related to the portrayed 

NS/NNS status of the agents. Previous research in the field that supports the idea that NS/NNS is 

linked to a specific ethnic and linguistic background has been carried out mainly in the field of 

English as a second language (ESL). Since this study was conducted with English-speaking 

students in a Spanish as a foreign language setting, there may be other, sociocultural factors in 

this specific environment (such as language prestige, or the social importance assigned to that 

language community) that made the role of  MA and NA attributes of secondary importance 

when it came to student performance. 

Accent, Appearance, and Instructional Activity 

 In order to investigate the combined effect of nativeness and type of instructional activity 

on student performance, the AA agents (NSs of English) and HH agents (NSs of Spanish) were 

selected for the analysis.  Results indicated that there was no statistical difference between 

students who were exposed to the AA agents as compared to students who were exposed to the 

HH agents in the grammar-based activity. Similar non-significant results were found for students 

who worked with AA and HH agents in the communication-oriented activity. Thus, results did 
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not support hypotheses 1.2 that students exposed to the AA agent would obtain higher 

performance scores in grammar-based activities than students in the HH group, or hypothesis 1.3 

that students exposed to the HH agent would obtain higher performance scores in 

communication-oriented activities than the AA group. 

 A possible reason for these results may be the simplicity and short duration of the task at 

hand. In each of the two types of instructional activities, students were exposed to only a few 

concepts or rules, and they interacted with the module for just 15-20 minutes. Thus, they could 

focus only on the learning part of the activity, making a full cognitive commitment to the task, 

instead of being drawn to other, environmental factors, such as the NS/NNS status of the agents. 

It is possible, then, that students did not spend enough time with the NA agents to develop a 

negative attitude of such a magnitude that would affect their learning process (nor did they spend 

enough time with the MA agent to develop an equally intense, but positive, attitude). As was 

mentioned in the previous section regarding hypothesis 1.1, it is also possible that the MA/NA 

construct does not play an important role here, and that the combination of accent, appearance, 

and type of instructional activity have a more important role in influencing affect than cognition. 

 

Effect on Motivation 

Accent and Appearance 

 As before, accent and appearance was used to classify agents as having either a clear 

NS/NNS status (the MA group) or an unclear status (the NA group). As indicated by the data, 

there were no differences in motivation levels (Attention, Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction) 

between students exposed to the MA group and students exposed to the NA group. Additionally, 

there were no differences between those same students regarding their willingness to work with 

their assigned agents again in the future. Finally, overall motivation scores did not indicate a 

difference between students in the MA group and those in the NA group. These results did not 

support hypothesis 2.1 that students working with the MA agents would report higher motivation 

scores than students working with the NA agents. 

 As stated for previous findings, a reason for the absence of significant differences could 

be found in the nature of the MA vs. NA distinction, and the fact that the setting in which this 

construct was applied (i.e., a Spanish language instruction one) was different from previous 

settings (i.e., English as a second language). Still, results indicated that the ratings for each of the 
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items in the motivation questionnaire were positive overall, which might indicate that the 

motivational interventions implemented by each type of agent was effective enough to override 

the potential negative effects of the NS/NNS status ambiguities in the NA conditions. As a result 

of the similar motivational interventions, then, both the MA and NA agents may have been 

considered as equally effective in addressing the individual categories of Attention, Relevance, 

Confidence, and Satisfaction. 

Accent, Appearance, and Instructional Activity 

 The effect of the NS/NNS status of the agents (either AA or HH) in combination with 

type of instructional activity was also analyzed. Data indicated that there was no difference in 

motivation levels (Attention, Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction) between students who worked 

with the AA agent and students who worked with the HH agent in the grammar-based activity. 

Likewise, data indicated no difference in willingness to work again with the same agent in the 

future and no difference in overall motivation ratings among students in each NS/NNS agent 

group. Similar non-significant results were obtained for the same motivation measures from 

students who worked with the communication-oriented activity. The results, then, did not 

support hypothesis 2.2 that students working with the AA agent in the grammar-based activity 

would report higher motivation scores than the HH agent group, and hypothesis 2.3 that students 

working with the HH agent in the communication-oriented activity would report higher 

motivation scores than the AA agent group. 

 Under the rationale that this study was partially exploratory in nature, the ratings of two 

motivation items (7 and 9) in the communication-oriented group were further examined because 

they were close enough to significance to merit a second look. In this additional analysis, 

motivation ratings from the students in both the grammar-based and communication-oriented 

activities were combined together (which resulted in a larger sample size and increased power). 

This time, the analysis revealed a statistical significance for the two items of interest. The 

combined data, then, showed a difference in item 7 (satisfaction) and item 9 (willingness to work 

with that agent again) between the AA and the HH agent groups (HH > AA).   

 Although the results of the combined data do not change the final assessment of 

hypotheses 2.2 and 2.3, they present an interesting tendency in the expected direction. A possible 

explanation for this tendency might be found in previous research on classroom instructors that 

has indicated NS instructors are better regarded when they cover conversational language and 
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cultural content (Mahboob, 2003; Medgyes, 1992; Murdoch, 2002; Oladejo, 1997; Pérez, 2007). 

Additionally, the SIBP survey found that students considered NSs of Spanish teaching their own 

language as stricter and less patient, because they were not aware of how difficult it was to learn 

Spanish as a foreign language. With these two results in mind, it is not surprising then that 

students may have found the feedback from the HH agent (a NS of Spanish) more rewarding 

than the feedback provided by the AA agent. After all, students expressed their belief that a NS 

of Spanish would be more difficult to please. So, when the students realized the HH agent was 

giving them positive feedback and was encouraging them, they felt more confident (item 7), and 

they were more willing to interact with that agent in the future (item 9). As these results were 

only tendencies, more data would be needed to ascertain the importance of positive feedback 

from a seemingly more difficult-to-please agent. 

 

Effect on Perception of Agent 

Accent 

 Data analysis revealed no statistical difference between students exposed to the Anglo 

accent and students exposed to the Hispanic accent. This result did not support hypothesis 3.1 

that perception of agent scores for the Anglo Accent groups would be significantly different from 

scores for the Hispanic Accent groups.  

 The rationale to investigate the overall effect of accent on student perception of agent was 

based on the notion that accents have a social value as they convey information about the 

speaker’s origin, social level, and educational background (Wells, 1982). Additionally, a foreign 

accent may activate social stereotypes by which speakers are judged positively or negatively 

according to the ethnic group associated with that accent (Thuy, 1979). Finally, previous 

research with language instructors has shown their NS/NNS status was often determined by their 

accents, and that same status sometimes influenced how their instructional performance was 

judged (Amin, 1999; Liu, 1999; Murdoch, 2000; Saito, 2006; Thomas, 1999).  

 A possible explanation for the lack of significant results is that the research cited 

previously on the social value of accents and the influence of a foreign accent on perception of 

language instructors has been conducted in regards to English. This means that any findings, 

conclusions, or observed phenomena have to consider the place English occupies as an 

international language, the prestige it has as a second language, and the sociocultural 
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characteristics of English-speaking societies. At the same time, while in most of previous 

research NNS instructors did not share their native language (L1) with their students, that was 

not the case in the current study, where the AA Spanish instructor and its students shared English 

as the L1.  

 These results, then, reinforce the idea that sociolinguistic phenomena that occur in one 

language setting will not necessarily happen in another. Specifically, the fact that English 

instructors may be judged by their native (or not) accents does not lead to the assumption that 

Spanish instructors may be judged by their accents too. In this connection, it is very likely then 

that Phillipson’s (1992b) native speaker fallacy concept, which originated in the field of English 

language teaching (ELT), may not be applicable to Spanish language teaching, which would 

explain why perception of agent was not affected by accent as a marker of NS/NNS status.   

Accent and Appearance 

 The classification of animated agents as MA and NA was again used to compare those 

that embodied a clear NS status (matching accent and appearance) against the ones that portrayed 

an unclear status. Results indicated there was an overall difference in Perception of Agent 

between students who were exposed to the MA agents and students who were exposed to the NA 

agents. However, that difference was not upheld by the individual questionnaire items once 

further tests were conducted.  Then, although there was overall support for hypothesis 3.2 that 

students working with the MA agent would report higher perception ratings than students 

working with the NA agent, any difference that may have existed between individual 

questionnaire items was so minimal that the decision was made to consider this hypothesis not 

supported.  

 As previous hypotheses have shown, the combination of accent and appearance to 

compare MA vs. NA groups has not proved to be a useful one in the case of Spanish language 

animated instructors. A possible explanation for this finding, and assuming responses are 

influenced by notions about human instructors, is that students have not reported a general 

expectation that Spanish instructors (unlike ESL instructors) should have a specific ethnic 

appearance. Instead, and in view of the significant results for hypothesis 3.1, also supported by 

the SIBP survey, the Spanish instructors are expected to have a good command of the learners’ 

L1 (in this case, English), with the appearance being of secondary or even negligible importance.  

Accent, Appearance, and Instructional Activity 
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 The AA and HH agent groups delivering a grammar-based lesson were compared to 

determine their effect on student perception of agent. Results indicated a significant difference 

for item 2a of the SPLI survey regarding the ability of the agent to effectively communicate in 

English. Students who worked through the grammar-based lesson delivered by the AA agent 

perceived it as communicating more effectively in English than the HH agent. This partially 

supported hypothesis 3.3 that students working with the AA agent in a grammar-based activity 

would report higher perception scores than students working with the HH agent.  

It is important to highlight that those results only support one of the items in the 

pedagogical qualities subset. The results showed no perceived difference for other individual 

indicators in that subset, nor did they show differences in the other two subsets (i.e., educational 

and personal qualities). At the same time, it is also important to note that, as will be discussed in 

the next paragraphs, the students in the communication-oriented lesson did not perceive any 

differences in communicative skills based on the use of L1, even though the agents in both types 

of activities used the same (English) statements to introduce the activities, to provide 

motivational support, to give instructions, and to conclude the module. 

 There are several facts to consider as this difference in perception of agent is analyzed. 

First, given that both agents in the grammar-based condition delivered the same (scripted) oral 

instruction, with similar explanations and examples, communicative ability should not have been 

perceived so differently. At the same time, during the voice validation process, the speaker used 

for the Hispanic accent received a mean score of 4.15 in item 5b (“The speaker’s English is easy 

to understand”), which was slightly above the “Very Easy” level. Furthermore, item 5a (“The 

speaker’s English is accented”) was only rated at 2.5, between the “Not Very” and “Moderately” 

levels. However, as Fledge (1987) states, there is a tendency in L1 listeners to associate foreign 

accents with low intelligibility. Students, then, may have listened to two identical sets of oral 

instruction, but may have perceived the one delivered in accented speech as less clear even when 

the accent itself was not so heavy to the point of rendering speech unintelligible. Support for this 

interpretation of results can be gathered from the initial survey students completed, where they 

were asked about their preferences for NS/NNS language instructors. Out of 214 responses to the 

question “Do you prefer a native speaker? Why? Why not?”, 43 (20%) included English ability 

and accent as reasons to not prefer a NS of Spanish as a language instructor.  This tendency to 

assess communication skills based on accent has also been noted by research on international 
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teaching assistants (ITA’s) at American universities, where it has been found that American 

students tend to provide lower overall ratings to ITA’s based on their perceived communicative 

ability which is in turn affected by the presence of a foreign accent (Delamere, 1986; Plakans, 

1997;Rubin, 1992). 

That explanation can be further enhanced with the concept of accent hallucination 

proposed by Fought (2006). In her book, the author discusses a series of experiments where 

students were presented with a speech recorded by three native speakers: half of the students 

were told the speakers were international teaching assistants (ITAs), while the other half were 

not given any information about the background of the speakers. The students had to assess the 

accent of the speakers by completing an accentedness scale. The researcher found that the 

students who thought they were listening to ITAs rated those speakers as having a noticeable 

foreign accent (to different degrees), while the second group of students did not report any 

perceived accent. In the case of the HH agent used in the present study, it can be observed that 

although his communicative ability was questioned, other items in the same questionnaire, such 

as 2c (“Explained language content clearly”) and 2e (“Presented instructional activities 

effectively”), were not significantly different from the AA agent. If the English of the HH agent 

was so poor, how could that same agent be clear when presenting content, or effective when 

providing instruction? The concept of accent hallucination could help explain how the students, 

knowing they were interacting with a NNS of English, concentrated on the accent, and rated that 

agent’s communicative skills based not on the ideas that were being transmitted (and, judging 

from 2c and 2e, properly transmitted), but on the purported presence of a strong foreign accent. 

As the type of instructional activity is added to the analysis, we can see that lower 

communicative skills are assigned to HH instructors only in the grammar-based task. There are 

two possible explanations for this: a) students are more capable of assessing the accuracy of 

English (their L1) than of Spanish (the TL); considering that the grammar-based activity was 

mostly in English, while the communication-oriented activity was mostly in Spanish, we can 

then see how the former activity provided enough English output to allow students to make a 

judgment and decide the HH instructor was less than fluent in that language; and b) the 

grammar-oriented activity was already considered the area where a NNS would excel (Britten, 

1985; Canagarajah, 1999; Medgyes, 1992; Widdowson, 1994) and ,for that reason, students may 
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have been better predisposed to listen to the AA agent’s explanations, without being picky about 

the accent. 

 The effect of the AA and HH agents on student perception was measured separately for 

the communication-oriented activity. Results indicated a significant difference for items 1d (how 

much knowledge the agent had about the target culture that was based on personal experience), 

1e (how well the agent was prepared to function in the local culture), 1f (how well the agent was 

prepared to function in the target culture), 3d (whether the agent had a friendly attitude), and 3h 

(whether the agent was willing to answer student questions). In all of those items, the HH agent 

received higher ratings than the AA agent, which supports hypothesis 3.4 that students working 

with the HH agent in a communication-oriented activity would report higher perception scores 

than students working with the AA agent.  

 In this instance, again, the partial support to this hypothesis corresponds to only some 

items in specific subsets of the questionnaire. In hypothesis 3.4, then, differences were found 

regarding the animated agents’ educational and personal qualities. In the case of educational 

qualities, the subset tries to determine how the students perceive the educational level of the 

agent in terms of knowledge of the subject matter (grammar, culture), familiarity with good 

teaching methods (which might indicate good training or education), and ability to function in 

both the local and the target cultures (which would indicate first hand experiences in those 

cultures). It was revealing here to see how the students assigned a higher cultural knowledge to 

the HH agent, although the agent never said he was coming from any of the Spanish-speaking 

countries mentioned in the instruction (Mexico and Peru). Furthermore, the HH agent did not 

provide any information about the target culture beyond what was included in the written 

materials, which students had to read on their own. Thus, there were no actual indicators 

anywhere that the HH agent had any knowledge about the cultures of any Spanish-speaking 

countries. This finding seems to support the idea that perceptions about language instructors in 

classroom settings may still be prevalent in computer-based settings. As revealed by previous 

research (Phillipson, 1992; Liaw, 2004), NS instructors are perceived as having extensive 

knowledge of the target culture, and they are regarded as more effective when they cover cultural 

and social topics in the language classroom. These same notions, thus, were applied by students 

to the animated agents that performed the role of language instructors in the computer-based 

module.   
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 In the case of personal qualities, the subset tries to determine how the students perceive 

the personality of the agent in terms of positive demeanor and general predisposition towards 

being helpful and supportive. The results were worthy of note because they actually contradicted 

previous findings that NS instructors in the Spanish classroom were perceived as not being 

understanding of the difficulties their students went through as they learned a foreign language, 

and as being more rigorous when it came to evaluating students’ language production (Pérez, 

2007). The same perceptions about Spanish instructors’ patience and understanding of student 

difficulties (or lack thereof) were present in the answers to the SIBP survey used in this study. 

Out of 197 responses to the question about NS (Spanish-speaking) instructors’ drawbacks, 46 of 

those answers (23 %) mentioned those instructors were not aware of their students’ difficulties 

learning the language, and 9 of them (4.5 %) indicated those instructors were too impatient with 

students. Thus, it is interesting to see that, after students interacted with the HH animated agents, 

they actually perceived those agents as more friendly and approachable than the AA agents.  

 What makes this finding even more interesting is the fact that there were no instances in 

the instruction where students could stop and ask questions to the agent, so the students’ 

perception that the agents were willing to answer questions can not be based on actual agent 

behavior. It is true that the agents, at several points, would ask a question, or provide instructions 

for a task to be completed, and then wait on the side as the students provided an answer or 

completed the task. Yet, both agents (AA and HH) behaved identically, so there should be no 

differences in the way they were perceived. A possible explanation for this difference in 

perception, then, could be related to the combination of NS status and type of task. As mentioned 

before, NS instructors are believed to have a more complete knowledge about the target culture, 

and about the conversational aspects of the target language (Ferguson, 2005; Lasagabasater & 

Sierra, 2002; Phillipson, 1992; Liaw, 2004). Furthermore, results from various studies seem to 

suggest a connection between positive perceptions of a NS or NNS language instructor and the 

type of instructional context (IC) where the language learning experience takes place (Filho, 

2002; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2002; Murdoch, 2002; Oladejo, 1997; Pérez, 2007; West-Torres, 

2004). It could be presumed, then, that the HH agents in a communication-oriented activity were 

already being considered in a more positive light (as indicated by items 1d, 1e, and 1f), and this 

positive perception made students develop a more positive attitude towards those specific agents, 
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to the point that student perception of friendliness and willingness to answer questions was also 

affected in a positive way. 

 This finding can be further understood in connection with Bates’ (1994) concept of 

suspension of disbelief, by which a person interacting with an animated character has to, at some 

point, inhibit the disbelief that an animated figure can have human-like feelings and emotions, 

and can exhibit human-like behaviors and personality traits. In the process of suspending their 

disbelief, people assign human qualities to what is basically an inanimate being. This concept is 

related to Reeves & Nass (1996) idea that human-computer interaction (HCI) is basically social 

in nature, and that users tend to relate to computers the same way they relate to other people. The 

animated agents, then, were treated on the same social bases as their human counterparts, and 

they received different perception ratings, based on NS/NNS status and instructional context 

(IC), just as their human colleagues would have in similar classroom situations.  

 An important point to make when perception of agent is discussed is that the students 

who participated in this study were in their initial stages of learning the language. Previous work 

by Pérez (2007), as well as answers to the SIBP survey, indicate that at this level language 

learners place a high importance on the affective components of the experience over the 

cognitive ones. Thus, students tend to prefer instructors who can provide them with a supportive 

environment (e.g., through positive feedback, availability outside the classroom, ample 

opportunities to ask questions in a stress-free environment, etc.). This preference, then, may be a 

factor that influences student perception of language instructors so that the quantity and quality 

of knowledge and skills a given type of instructor may be able to offer are not so important as 

their perceived potential to understand the issues students go through as novel language learners.  

 

Implications 

 The results described so far have a number of implications both for the theoretical 

foundations on which this research is based, and for the practical aspects of animated agent 

design and development. The importance of these implications must be assessed taking into 

consideration the contents in the “Limitations” section later in this chapter.  

 One important implication for the theoretical bases of this research is that participants in 

this study seemed to use their previous conceptions of human instructors when assessing the 

animated agents. In other words, perception of agent was based on the same notions students 
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would employ when evaluating human instructors. The assumption that human instructor 

characteristics were transferred from face-to-face instruction to a computer-based environment 

and applied to animated characters is supported by the results in some of SPLI survey items. 

Statements such as 1a (“The animated tutor had a good educational background”) and 1e (“The 

animated tutor was well prepared to function in the local culture”) should have been rated as “3” 

(“Neutral”) in the 5-level Likert scale for two reasons: one, there were no indications in the 

materials about the educational level or the acculturation level of the agents, and two, they were 

obviously animated characters that did not have an existence beyond the computer-based Spanish 

module. Yet, the total mean score for item 1a was 4.17 (SD = .95; N = 183) and the total mean 

score for item 1e was 4.10 (SD = 1; N = 183), both between “Agree” and “Strongly Agree”. This 

implication is closely related to Reeves & Nass’ (1996) proposition that, when interacting with 

computers, people tend to draw from their previous human-human interaction (HHI) experience 

and assign human qualities to what is otherwise an inanimate object.  

 Another, equally important, theoretical implication is that some phenomena that have 

been described in the literature of English as a second language (ESL), such as the perception 

that native speakers may be considered better instructors, do not seem to be prevalent in the field 

of Spanish as a foreign language. In line with previous findings by Ferguson (2005) and Pérez 

(2007), participants in this study did not believe NSs of Spanish were better teachers of that 

language, nor did they express an overall preference for NS instructors. Thus, Phillipson’s 

(1992b) native-speaker fallacy (i.e., that NSs are believed to make better language instructors) 

does not seem to apply to a college-level Spanish class in the English-speaking environment of 

our study.  

 Current findings also have a theoretical implication for the Differential Perception of 

Performance (DPoP) hypothesis. As expressed in Chapter 2, previous research seems to indicate 

that students tend to perceive the effectiveness of NS and NNS language instructors differently 

based on the skill area being considered (Ferguson, 2005; Filho, 2002; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 

2002; Murdoch, 2002; Oladejo, 1997; Pérez, 2007; West-Torres, 2004). Thus, a NNS of the 

language may be considered more effective when teaching grammar rules, while a NS may be 

seen as more effective when teaching culture and communication.  It was also proposed that the 

DPoP was likely activated by the instructional context (IC), a combination of instructional 

approach, instructional activity, and instructional content. Although results did not show a 
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difference in student perception of the agents’ instructional actions per se (e.g., explaining 

language content clearly, or presenting instructional activities effectively) student did see the 

communicative abilities of the Anglo agent as higher in the grammar-based activity, and the 

cultural knowledge and willingness to help of the Hispanic agent as higher in the 

communication-oriented activity. The implication, from a theory-generation perspective, is that 

there are grounds to support the DPoP hypothesis, although more data are necessary to further 

refine that proposition.   

 A last theoretical implication is associated with the notion of effective communication 

and how that notion was defined. Students in the grammar-based activity perceived the Anglo 

agent as communicating better in English, although both agents followed the same script as they 

delivered the instruction. The only difference was that the Anglo agent spoke with a General 

American (GA) accent and the Hispanic agent spoke in Spanish-accented English. The 

implication is that students reinterpreted communicative ability as presence of foreign accent 

and, consequently, rated Hispanic instructors as exhibiting lower communication skills in 

English. The notion of communicative ability and how it is defined, then, will have to be 

revisited. Other indicators, such as proper grammar, clarity of concepts, lack of ambiguity, etc., 

might need to be used to separate perceived from actual communicative ability. 

 Regarding the practical implications of this study, the important role played by accent 

seems to suggest that even in a foreign language classroom, instructors are expected to have a 

good mastery of the students’ L1 so that communication (e.g., about housekeeping issues, rules, 

schedules, etc.) can happen in an acceptable manner. Animated agents performing the role of NS 

language instructors, then, may need to incorporate appropriate L1 skills to reassure students that 

good communication can take place between them and the agents. An associated practical 

implication is that if animated agents are designed with an L1 voice that is TL-accented for the 

purposes of portraying a NS of the target language, such voice should only be slightly accented 

to avoid negative perceptions of communicative ability. 

 Another practical implication, given the fact that the MA / NA distinction did not yield 

significant differences, is that maybe animated agents should be portrayed as something 

different, perhaps a heritage speaker (i.e., someone whose appearance may indicate one NS/NNS 

status but whose accent may indicate another). This would entail rethinking the design process 
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and gathering more data on other combinations of accent and appearance, including instances of 

native accents in both the L1 and the target language.  

 In terms of perception of the animated agent, the type of instructional activity has 

practical implications regarding the design of instructional settings. Given the fact that the 

Hispanic agent in the communication-oriented activity was perceived in a positive light, while 

the same type of human instructors were regarded negatively, it seems to be that the right match 

of agent type + type of instructional activity may be instrumental in changing preconceived 

notions about language instructors. Additionally, in view of the findings that the Hispanic agent 

received more positive ratings in some items of the SPLI survey when delivering the 

communication-oriented lesson, the consideration of what type of instructional activity should be 

delivered by what type of agent (to be decided during the design of agent-mediated computer-

based modules) acquires special importance. 

 Finally, in terms of cognitive gains, the type of instructional activity per se had the 

highest influence on this student population. Although perception of agent was affected, to a 

degree, by a combination of agent type + type of instructional activity, the use of one teaching 

method over another resulted in very different performance measures. The practical implication 

of these results is that, in the end, what instructional strategies are chosen has a more direct 

impact on learning than how the animated agents are portrayed. In practical terms, this finding 

brings pedagogy to the forefront of the animated agent design process.   

 

Limitations 

 There are several limitations in this study that should be considered if results and findings 

were to be used for future research or for agent design purposes. To begin with, there was no 

control group in this study, so that presence vs. absence of agent could be compared to determine 

if the agent actually had an effect on the students. Although the benefits of having a control 

group cannot be denied, the goal of the present study was not to determine how the presence or 

absence of an agent might influence students. Instead, the goal was to determine, once an agent 

was present, if there were specific agent characteristics (e.g., accent and appearance) or specific 

environmental variables (e.g., type of instructional activity) that influenced students differently 

in a language learning environment. Additionally, given that there was no previous research that 

looked at the particular combination of variables in this experiment, exploring the ethnic 
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representation of animated agents was more central to this study than their presence or absence. 

Thus, although the use of a control group would have provided some insights as to the benefits 

and drawbacks of using an animated agent, for the purposes of the present study, such control 

group was not a critical element. 

 Second, it is clear from the description in the “Methods” section that only male agents 

were used in this study. The reason for that was mostly practical: adding a gender variable would 

have made the design more complex than it already was. Previous studies with animated agents 

have provided evidence to vouch for the importance of agent gender. Kim (2004) investigated 

the role of gender and affective expression in a computer-based instructional design lesson. 

Students working with either male or female pedagogical agents had to change a course from a 

face-to-face, instructor-lead format to an e-learning delivery system. Results indicated that 

gender had a significant effect on student learning, interest, and perception of agent persona. The 

researcher hypothesized that this effect was a transfer from similar learning environments 

involving real human instructors. As a result of the decision not to use gender as a variable in the 

present study, the potential influence of agent gender on performance, motivation, and 

perception was not investigated . 

 Third, the role of student ethnicity in relation to instructor ethnicity was not examined. 

Given the several instances in the SIBP survey that indicated instructor preference based on 

personal identification (e.g., “I want someone I can relate to” or “a non-native speaker will be 

able to relate with the American students better.”), the ethnic affiliation of students is something 

that could very well be a factor in how NS and NNS language instructors were perceived. The 

present study did not attempt to look at that variable, which might have contributed interesting 

information regarding student perception of language instructor. 

 Fourth, a communication-oriented instructional activity was implemented as part of this 

study. This activity followed some general principles of communicative language teaching 

(CLT), such as the use of communicative contexts, the inclusion of culture, and the exchange of 

information between interlocutors (in this case, the students and the agents). Still, there were 

CLT principles that could not be implemented due to the restrictions of a computer-based 

environment: collaborative tasks such as pair work and group work; impromptu, unscripted 

interactions between the student and the agents; and actual negotiation of meaning via 

confirmation checks, comprehension checks, and clarification requests. The communication-
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oriented activity, however, still had enough communicative features to be different enough from 

the grammar-based activity, which relied mainly on lecturing. 

 Last, the use of survey instruments with a large number of items (e.g., the SPLI 

questionnaire) created some problems when a Multivariate Analysis of Variable (MANOVA) 

was used in the analysis. Although MANOVA is the proper test to use for designs with multiple 

dependent variables, the power of the test gradually decreases as more dependent variables are 

added (Stevens, 2001). In order to account for that, a composite measure for each of the three 

sub-measures of the questionnaire (i.e., subject-matter expertise, pedagogical skills, and 

personality traits) could be used, so that the MANOVA is run only on those sub-measures. 

However, in order to facilitate comparison of the results with previous research, it was necessary 

to analyze each of the individual items in the instruments. Additionally, given the exploratory 

nature of this study, having information about each specific item was considered as more 

valuable than having results about fewer, overall measures. An alternative way of dealing with 

the MANOVA issue is to have a partial factorial design, by which only some of the conditions 

(the ones that present the most interesting possibilities in view of previous research) are 

implemented. This results in a larger number of subjects per condition, with the corresponding 

increase in power (Glass & Hopkins, 1996). Again, given the exploratory nature of this study, it 

was decided that all eight cells would be implemented in order to gather as much variety of data 

as possible.  This limitation can be addressed in future studies by increasing the total number of 

participants (e.g., by collecting data two consecutive semesters), as well as decreasing the 

number of items in the instruments to select only those that, in view of current results, have a 

higher chance of explaining variance. 

 

Future Research 

 The use of animated agent in computer-assisted language learning offers a number of 

potential areas of research that could be explored with variations of the current study. Given that 

some of the results show that the Phillipson’s (1992b) native-speaker fallacy, which operates in 

the field of English as a second language (ESL), may not be prevalent in the field of Spanish as a 

foreign language, one question to ask is whether the perception that the NS instructor is a better 

teacher may hold true for other languages, for example, the increasingly popular Mandarin. In 

that case, a comparison could be made between an Anglo instructor teaching Mandarin and an 
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Asian instructor teaching the same language. If the results show student perceptions that are 

similar to general beliefs in the field of ESL, then we could think of language prestige as one of 

the reasons behind that. If, on the other hand, the results show students still perceive the Anglo 

instructor (i.e., the language learner model) in a more positive light, then we could hypothesize 

the native-speaker fallacy is more likely to occur in language immersion scenarios, where the 

language is being taught as a second language, not as a foreign language. 

 A second area of future research can focus on the ethnicity of the students in relation to 

the ethnicity portrayed by the agents. Some of the qualitative answers in the SIBP survey 

revealed the need of some students to be able to relate to the agents as an important element that 

would determine preference for one agent or another. Given the low number of Hispanic students 

in the current study, it was not possible to determine if students of Hispanic background would 

also feel they could relate to one agent more than the other based on perceived similarities. A 

future study could be conducted in a different area of the country where the target population is 

composed by a larger number of Hispanic students. 

 Another interesting area for future research is the role of agent gender, and how the 

perception of female and male agents would compare in a language learning environment. As 

suggested by Kim (2004), gender may play an important role in student learning, interest and 

perception of agent persona. As hypothesized by the researcher, that effect may be a transfer 

from perceptions of human instructors in traditional classroom setting to perceptions of animated 

agents in computer-based environments. Further research, designed specifically with a language-

learning setting in mind, would provide additional data to allow for a closer examination of the 

role of animated agent gender.   

 One other area for additional research is the role of animated agent accent. Given the 

significant role played by accent in student perception of agent, further studies could be set up to 

determine what makes a foreign accent acceptable enough so that communicative ability is 

perceived in a positive light. Such studies, which can be linked to the concept of accent 

hallucination (Fought, 2006) would try to determine what elements, in an agent’s discourse, are 

the markers of intelligibility. Students in the present study, for instance, indicated low 

communicative ability for the HH agent (the one with accented English). Several scholars 

(Canale & Swain, 1980; Hymes, 1972; Savignon, 1972) have defined the different components 

of communicative performance as grammatical, discourse-related, sociolinguistic, and strategic. 
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Future studies, then, could use that theoretical framework to break down communicative ability 

into smaller component parts, to identify how each component (accent being one of them) affects 

student perception of agent communication skills.  

 In view of the importance instructional strategies had in terms of student performance, 

another future area of research is the nature and sequence of the instructional components of the 

language learning module. For instance, the grammar-based instruction followed a sequence of 

instructional events within the framework of the PPP method. Further studies could investigate 

the role and importance of each of those instructional events to determine whether, in a 

computer-based environment, some (if any) have a more critical role than others, so that the 

sequence can be modified as needed to improve instructional effectiveness. 

 Lastly, given findings that indicate the communication-oriented activity played a 

significant role in student performance and perception of agent, this area presents itself as worthy 

of further research. In order to deepen our understanding of this variable future studies could use 

natural language processing algorithms to add conversational features to the agents, so that 

simple, basic dialogues can be held with the agent, either orally or in writing. This would 

enhance the communicative nature of the task, and it would add other measures of performance 

(e.g., oral or written production) that could be used to determine the effect of the animated agents 

on learning.  

 

Conclusion 

 The goal of this study was to test specific hypotheses regarding the effect of animated 

agent NS/NNS status (denoted by accent and appearance) and type of instructional activity on 

student performance, motivation, and perception of agent. As part of the study, some exploratory 

analyses were carried out to uncover interesting patterns in the data. Results indicated partial 

support for some of the hypothesis, and they also uncovered additional areas for future research. 

Those findings have a number of important implications both for the theoretical bases of 

animated agent research and for the practical aspects of agent design and development.  

 There were several limitations in this study which should be taken into account when 

assessing the value of the results and findings. Still, given the scarcity of research in the area of 

animated agents used as foreign language instructors, this study has accomplished the goal of 

contributing meaningful data to the field. It is hoped that future studies will follow-up on some 
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of the lines of research proposed in this dissertation in order to close some gaps and add to the 

body of knowledge of animated agent design and development. 
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ACCENT VALIDATION SURVEY 

 
 



 

 119

Current Views and Perspectives 

A Listening Activity 
 

Thank you for your participation. In this activity you will listen to someone giving a talk. 
We would like you to give us your impressions and reactions about that speaker by completing 
the questionnaire on the next page.  
 

Before we start, we would like to collect some demographic information about you. This 
information is completely anonymous (e.g., no name is requested), and it will not be seen by any 
faculty or staff in this Department. 
 
 
 

Age:   
 
Gender: 
  Male  Female 
 
Ethnicity:   White – Not Hispanic 

Black – Not Hispanic 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Other (please specify):   

 
College level:   

Freshman Sophomore           Junior  Senior 
 
Class level:  

SPN1120     SPN1121         SPN1130             SPN2200 
 
Is your Spanish class Hybrid (Technology Enhanced)?   
 

Yes  No           I don’t know 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

If you are done, please wait for further instructions from the activity coordinator.

DA-1AH
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You are done ☺    Please turn in this questionnaire to the activity coordinator. 

  Please listen to the speaker once before completing any items below. 
 

Now share your impressions of the speaker by completing the following questionnaire. 
 

      1. The general topic of this talk is: 

    2. The speaker is:             Male         Female 

    3. The speaker’s age is:      

    4. The speaker is a native speaker of English:           Yes     No    I Can’t tell 
 

    5. The speaker’s English … 
 Not At All Not Very Moderately Very Extremely

a.  is accented.      

b.  is easy to understand.      
 

    6. The speaker has… 
 Strongly 

Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

a.  an American (U.S.) English accent.      
b.  a Hispanic accent.      

 

    7. I would say the speaker is originally from:  
 
 

    8. The speaker seems to be … 
 Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly
Agree 

a.  an individual with a good educational background.      
b.  an intelligent person.      

 

    9. The speaker sounds like someone who is… 
 Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly
Agree 

a.  friendly.      
b.  patient.      

 

    10. The speaker, in my opinion, … 
 Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly
Agree 

a.  explained the topic clearly.      
b.  delivered the talk in an engaging way.      

 

    11. The speaker strikes me as someone who… 
 Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly
Agree 

a.  is knowledgeable about the subject matter (credible).      
b.  has positive personal characteristics (likeable).      
c.  has good presentation skills (a good presenter).      

 

    12. Any other comments about the speaker? 
 
 
 

DA-2AH

(provide anything from a continent to a region, state or city)  
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ACCENT VALIDATION TEXT 
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A New Dawn for Aspirin 
 

 

Have you ever wondered what one medicine a doctor would like to have with him if he 

were stranded on a desert island? 

 Chances are his choice would be aspirin, and the reason is simple. Man’s oldest wonder 

drug can do so many things - kill pain, reduce fever, relieve the miseries of the common cold, 

and ease swelling that it is far more useful than any other drug. 

 Scientific researchers are just amazed by the powers of strong aspirin. If their latest 

findings should prove to be correct, a doctor stranded on a desert island would very wisely take 

with him a pill that may help prevent heart attacks, blindness, and kidney damage caused by 

diabetes, mild tension, and blood disease. 

 The National Heart and Lung Institute is setting up a nationwide project to study whether 

two aspirin a day are good for keeping heart attacks away. Other interesting tests on aspirin’s 

newly found powers have been started this year. 

 But medical experts say don’t start medicating yourself with more aspirin until the 

scientific proof comes in. Besides, aspirin is not altogether harmless. Though regarded as one of 

the safest drugs, it can cause stomach bleeding. Moreover, it is a chief cause of accidental 

childhood poisoning. 

 It is amazing that the world’s most widely used drug is so little understood by scientists. 

Nobody yet knows how it really works, although researchers are finding that it has many modes 

of action. 

Aspirin belongs to a family of drugs which were brewed by early man from willow bark. 

Ancient Greeks advised the bark potions for the pangs of childbirth and relief of other pain. 

These chemicals are also found - in small amounts- in oranges, apples, and certain flowering 

plants. 

 Aspirin was made in eighteen fifty-three by a French chemist. Apparently this scientist 

never had a headache since he found no use for his snowy-white discovery. The new compound 

remained a laboratory curiosity for almost fifty years until Professor Hoffman, a young German 

chemist, found it mentioned in a dusty old chemistry book and decided to make some. 

 In a true scientific fashion, Hoffman first tested the white powder on animals, and when 

they didn’t drop over dead, took some himself. But it wasn’t until Hoffman gave the compound 
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to his father, who was complaining of pain in his joints, that the first miraculous powers of 

aspirin were noticed. 

 His father’s pain stopped. Soon friends with similar pains joined him in using the 

compound. When some of them also suffered from headaches, they found those discomforts 

would vanish too. Hoffman told his superiors at the Bayer Company about the effects of the 

white powder. After a very long time of testing, they patented it. 

 Aspirin has increased in popularity ever since. Americans consume more than forty-three 

tons of it a day. In terms of the typical five grain tablet, that would be more than one hundred and 

twenty million pills each day. However, much of it is taken in the more than five hundred other 

medications that contain aspirin as an active ingredient. In nineteen seventy-two Americans 

spent six hundred and thirty-one million dollars for aspirin and products containing it. 

 So common has aspirin become that it is often taken for granted. Yet the little white pill 

that is taken by millions of Americans daily is the subject of a scientific rebirth that may make it 

“medicine’s newest wonder drug.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright © 1974 Chicago Tribune - Chicago, Ill.   
Author: Ronald Kotulak  
Date: Aug 18, 1974  
Start Page: G24  
Section: Section 9  
Document Types: article  
Text Word Count: 2063 
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1- Ackowledge 

 Facial Expression:  

 Mild smile. 
 Description: 

 Lips stretch in mild smile. 

 Mood conveyed: 
 Friendly, positive. 
 Concurrent gesture(s): 
 Head nods. 

 
2- Pleased 

 Facial Expression:  
 Wide smile. 
 Description: 
 Mouth opens in wide smile. 
 Mood conveyed: 

 Happy, positive. 

 Concurrent gesture(s): 

  None. 

 
3- RestPose 

 Facial Expression:  
 Neutral. 
 Description: 

 Lips remain together in natural position. 

 Mood conveyed: 

 Serious, neutral. 
 Concurrent gesture(s): 
  None. 

 
4- Uncertain 

 Facial Expression:  
 Pensive. 
 Description: 
 Eyelids slightly lower, eyebrows slightly 

lower. 
 Mood conveyed: 

 Pensive, thoughtful. 

 Concurrent gesture(s): 

  Right hand touches right side of the chin. 
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GESTURE INVENTORY 
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1- Acknowledge 

 Description:  

 Head bows slightly. Eye contact is kept. 
Mild smile. 

 Context: 
 Reassurance is offered. A correct answer 

is confirmed. An assertive instruction is 
provided. 

 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “You’ll do great.” 

 “Yes, that’s correct.” 
 “Go ahead and click on…” 
 

 
2- Acknowledge2 

 Description:  
 Arms open and spread, with elbows close 

to the body. Upper torso is slightly bent 
forward to create a stance that is closer to 
the interlocutor. 

 Context: 
 Emphasis is added to the message. 

Connection with the user is increased with 
the closer stance. Encouragement is 
provided. 

 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “We’re gonna have fun!” 

 “Right! You got it!”. 

 
3- Blink 

 Description:  
  Eyes blink at normal speed. 
 Context: 
 A natural transition is provided. A pause is 

made while waiting for user input. 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  None. 
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4- Decline 

 Description:  

 Head tilts slightly to the right, eyes are 
closed, head shakes twice. Hands are 
brought together to the front. Eyes open 
and eye contact with interlocutor is made  
before speaking. 

 Context: 
 Feedback for an incorrect answer is 

offered. A reprobatory remark is made, 
e.g., if interlocutor is not taking the 
interaction seriously. 

 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “No, try again.” 

 “Please don’t do that again.” 
  

5- Explain 

 Description:  
 Arms open and spread, elbows are close 

to the body. Upper body is straight. 
 Context: 
 A concept or process is explained. 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “…the phrase ‘the movie’ is the object.” 

 

 
6- Explain2 

 Description:  
 Right forearm extends towards 

interlocutor with palm up. Left hand closes 
and rests on waist. 

 Context: 
 A concept or process is explained. 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “In this case, ‘her’ is the direct object.” 
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7- Explain3 

 Description:  

 Hands rest one over the other at above-
waist level. 

 Context: 
 A concept or process is explained. 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “As I mentioned before, an object can...” 

 

 
8- GestureRight 
 Description:  
 Right forearm extends towards the 

general location of an element mentioned 
in the conversation. Right palm is up, 
elbow is slightly away from the body. Left 
forearm accompanies, also with palm up. 

 Context: 
 Attention is called to a general spatial 

location or a general idea expressed by 
visible elements (e.g., a chart). 
 

 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “This also works with people. Consider …” 

 

 
9- GestureRight2 

 Description:  
 Right forearm extends half way to indicate 

a more or less specific physical location. 
Head turns slightly and eyes look in the 
same direction indicated by hand. Palm 
faces up, elbow is slightly away from 
body. Left hand is closed and it rests on 
waist. 

 Context: 
 Attention is called to a specific spatial 

location. An example is offered. 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “Let’s consider this sentence.” 

 “Here’s a couple more examples:” 
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10- Idle1_1 

 Description:  

 Arms hang at the sides, chest moves up 
and down slightly to indicate breathing. 

 Context: 
 A pause is made while waiting for a user 

response. 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  None. 

 

 
11- Idle1_2 

 Description:  
 Arms are put on the back, head turns left 

and down, then back to interlocutor, 
RestPose is resumed. 

 Context: 
 A pause is made while waiting for a user 

response. 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  None. 

 

 
12- RestPose 

 Description:  
  Arms hang at the sides. 
 Context: 
 A default position is provided from which 

all other gestures can be started. Generic 
statements are uttered. 

 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “Before we continue, let me summarize…” 

 “I’ll help you complete some sentences…” 
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13- Uncertain 

 Description:  

 Right hand touches chin, head tilts slightly 
to the right, left hand is closed and it rests 
on waist. 

 Context: 
 Feedback of a tentative nature is 

provided. A hypothetical scenario is posed 
to the interlocutor. 

 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “Not really, try another option.” 

 “What do you think would happen if…” 

 
14- Wave 

 Description:  
 Right arm is raised, right hand waives 

twice. Left hand is closed and it rests on 
waist. 

 Context: 
 A welcome or greeting is offered. Farewell 

is bid to interlocutor. Attention is sought 
from user. 

 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “Hi, welcome to the Spanish tutorial.” 

 “Bye now, come back soon!” 
 “Hello? Are you still working on your …” 
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1- Announce 

 Description:  

 Index cards/notes are pulled from back  
pocket. Cards are returned to back pocket 
after speaking. 

 Context: 
 Attention is sought from user while 

introducing a new topic, listing items, or 
reviewing content. 

 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  “Today we will cover…” 

 
 

2- Hide 

 Description:  
 Character turns around and walks away 

as size decreases. 
 Context: 
 Character leaves the screen. Interaction is 

ended. 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  None. 

 

3- MoveLeft 
 Description:  
 Character turns left and takes a step with 

right foot. 
 Context: 
 Physical relocation on screen is carried 

out. 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  None. 
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4- MoveRight 
 Description:  

 Character turns right and takes a step with 
left foot. 

 Context: 
 Physical relocation on screen is carried 

out. 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
  None. 

 
5- Show 

 Description:  
 Small-sized character appears and walks 

towards the user as size increases. 
 Context: 
 Character is displayed on the screen. 

Interaction can be started. 
 Matching verbal behavior(s): 
 None. 
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APPEARANCE VALIDATION SURVEY 
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A Virtual Language Instructor 

An Evaluation Activity 
 

Thank you for your participation. In this activity you will be presented with a prospective 
Virtual Instructor of Spanish. We would like you to help us evaluate this Virtual Instructor by 
telling us about your impressions and reactions.  
 

Before we start, we would like to collect some demographic information about you. This 
information is completely anonymous (e.g., no name is requested), and it will not be seen by any 
faculty or staff in this Department. 
 
 
 

Age:   
 
Gender: 
  Male  Female 
 
Ethnicity:   White – Not Hispanic 

Black – Not Hispanic 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Other (please specify):   

 
College level:   

Freshman Sophomore           Junior  Senior 
 
Class level:  

SPN1120     SPN1121         SPN1130             SPN2200 
 
Is your Spanish class Hybrid (Technology Enhanced)?   
 

Yes  No           I don’t know 
 
 

If you are done, please wait for further instructions from the activity coordinator.

DA-1AH
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You are done ☺    Please turn in this questionnaire to the activity coordinator. 

You should now see the Virtual Instructor projected on the main screen. 
 
Please share your impressions of the virtual instructor by completing the questionnaire below. 
 

    1. The Virtual Instructor is:             Male         Female 

    2. The Virtual Instructor’s age is:      
 

    3. The Virtual Instructor  appears to be… 
 Strongly 

Disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

a.  of Anglo origin (from an English-Speaking background)      
b.  of Hispanic origin (from a Spanish-speaking background)      

 

    4. What prompted your choices in 3 above?  
 
 

    5. The Virtual Instructor looks like someone who is… 
 Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly
Agree 

a.  of a good educational background.      
b.  intelligent.      
c.  friendly.      
d.  helpful.      
e.  patient.      
f.  understanding of students’ difficulties.      
g.  willing to answer student questions.      

 

    6. The Virtual Instructor seems to be someone who would… 
 Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly
Agree 

a.  explain language content clearly.      
b.  work through tutorials in an organized way.      
c.  present instructional activities properly.      
d.  engage students.      
e.  make learning Spanish enjoyable.      

 

    7. The Virtual Instructor strikes me as someone who… 
 Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly
Agree 

a.  is knowledgeable about the subject matter (credible).      
b.  has positive personal characteristics (likeable).      
c.  embodies my idea of a good teacher (a good learning  facilitator).      

 

    8. Choose a First Name for the Virtual Instructor: 
    9. Any particular reason for the choice? 
 
 

    10. Comments: 
 
 
 
 

DA-2AH
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STUDENT INFORMATION, BELIEFS, AND PREFERENCES (SIBP) SURVEY 
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(If you have misplaced your access code, or if you are having problems 
accessing the survey, get in touch with me at rgp6722@mailer.fsu.edu. 
Please include your first and last name, Spanish course and section, and a 
brief description of your problem) 

Welcome to the SIBP survey 
 

To participate in this survey, you must be a current student in the 
Spanish Division, Department of Modern Languages, Florida State 
University. Additionally, you must have been selected and must have 
received a special access code. 

If you are ready to start the survey, please type your access code below and click 
the Enter button. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Access Code:

Enter 
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Continue 

 

Language Instructor Characteristics      1 of 3 
 

In this section we would like you to look at the language instructor characteristics below, 
and to tell us how important you think they are for an effective language instructor to 
have. Indicate your opinion by clicking the appropriate circle in the columns on the right.  
 

   1. How important do you think these characteristics are in a language instructor? 

 
    2. Any other important characteristic(s) you want to add? 

 

 
 
 

 Not at all 
important 

Not very 
important 

Neutral Important 
Very 

important 

a. Communication skills in English.      
b. Communication skills in the target  
    language (e.g., Spanish). 

     

c. Ability to function in both cultures (e.g.,  
    Anglo & Hispanic cultures). 

     

d. Ability to explain language content  
    clearly. 

     

e. Ability to work in an organized way.      
f.  Ability to present instructional activities.      
g. Knowledge of the target language.      
h. Knowledge of the target culture.      
i. Ability to teach study skills for language    
   learning. 

     

j. Ability to engage students to learn the  
   language. 

     

k. Educational background.      
l. Enthusiasm about teaching.      
m. Hard-working habits.      
n. Intelligence.      
o. Friendliness.      
p. Helpfulness.      
q. Patience.      
r. Understanding of students' difficulties.      
s. Willingness to answer student questions.      

 

 
Not at all 
important 

Not very 
important 

Neutral Important 
Very 

important 

t.       
u.       
v.       
d.       
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Types of Language Instructor       2 of 3 
 
 

In this section we would like to know what, in your opinion, are the strengths and 
drawbacks of different types of language instructors. Please take your time to give us as 
much insight as possible.  
 
 
    3. In your opinion, what are the strengths / benefits (if any) of: 
 
      a. an instructor of Spanish who is a native speaker of that language? (type your answer below) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
      b. an instructor of Spanish who learned it as a second language? (type your answer below) 
 
 
 
 
 
     
   4. In your opinion, what are the drawbacks (if any) of: 
 
     a. an instructor of Spanish who is a native speaker of that language? (type your answer below) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     b. an instructor of Spanish who learned it as a second language? (type your answer below) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue 
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Language Instructor Preferences         3 of 3 

 
 
In this part of the survey we would like to know about your preferences for one type of 
language instructor or another. Please provide as much information as possible in your 
answers.  
 
 
    5. When you take a language class, do you prefer to have a native speaker as an 
instructor? Why? Why not? (type your answer below) 

 
 
    6. When you take a language class, do you prefer to have a non-native speaker as an 
instructor? Why? Why not? (type your answer below) 

 
 
 
 

Submit Survey 
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Demographic Information       Final Section 
 
 
In this final section, we would like to know about you. Please take a few minutes to 
provide us with some background information. As with all data in this survey, the 
information you provide in this last section will be kept completely confidential.  
    
 
     7. Undergrad. Level:     8. Major:  
 
     9. Age:             10. Gender:             11. Ethnicity: 
 
 
     12. How many years of formal Spanish instruction have you had? 
         (including College) 
 
     13. Approximately how many teachers of Spanish did you have 
         in those years? 
 
     14. Of those teachers, approximately how many were native speakers and how many    
        were non-native speakers of Spanish?  
 

• Native speakers  (those from a Spanish-speaking country) 
• Non-native speakers (those who learned Spanish as a second language) 

       
 
     15. Your Current Course:         Section:     
 
       
              
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue 
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Thank you  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
         You can close this browser window now to conclude this session. 
 

 

 
 
 
 

Your survey has been submitted. We appreciate your participation. 
If you have any inquiries regarding this survey, please contact 
Roberto Pérez via email at rgp6722@mailer.fsu.edu or by phone at 
(850) 513 9967 
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 146

 

 
Diagnostic Test 

 
Complete each sentence below by writing the appropriate Direct Object Pronoun in the 
blank line. (Note: if you do not know an answer, that is ok; just leave that blank line 
empty).  
 
 
 
1-  Claudia mira una película. 
 

     Claudia  _____  mira. 
 
2-  Mi hermano escucha música clásica.  
 

     Mi hermano  _____  escucha. 
 
3-  Ellos tienen una lista de invitados. 
 

     Ellos  _____  tienen. 
 
4-  Carlos y María tienen los boletos.  
 

     Carlos y María  _____  tienen. 
 
5-  Ella hizo las reservaciones. 
 

     Ella  _____  hizo. 
 
6-  Él prepara una comida especial. 
 

     Él  _____  prepara. 
 
7-  María y yo visitamos el monumento a Lincoln.  
 

     María y yo  _____  visitamos. 
 
8-  Pedro lee un mensaje.  
 

     Pedro  _____  lee. 
 
9-  Ella hace los ejercicios de Italiano.  
 

     Ella  _____  hace. 
 
10-  Nosotros practicamos español en México. 
 

       Nosotros _____  practicamos en México. 

A.- 

Direct Object Pronouns: lo los la las 

Date: ___ /___ /_____ 
dd mm yyyy 

Time Started: ___:___ 
hh mm 

Access Code
(1) 

: ___________________________
please write clearly, use large type 

(1)
 Forgot your access code? Enter this: 

    Home Town _____________________    
   Month/Year of Birth: ______/________
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COMMUNICATION-ORIENTED PRETEST 
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Complete the sentences below with the appropriate information. (Note: if you do not 
know the information, that is ok; just leave the question unanswered).  

 

1-  The capital of Peru is _______________________. 
2-  The name “La ciudad perdida de Los Incas” refers to _________________________. 
 
 
Read the dialogue on the left and answer the questions on the right. (Note: if you do not 
know an answer, that is ok; just leave that question unanswered).  
 

 
 
Based on the previous dialogue and the picture below, complete the following dialogue 
with the most appropriate options. (Note: if you do not know an answer, you can skip it)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

A.- 

B.- 

1-  In Claudia’s answer (line 2), what does the 
word “lo” refer to? 
___________________________. 

2-  In Alberto’s answer (line 5), what does the 
word “la” refer to? 
___________________________. 

3-  When Alberto says “las entendí” (line 8), 
what does he mean? 
       Entendí las preguntas. 

Entendí la tarea. 

4-  When Claudia asks “dónde lo encontraste” 
(line 13), what is she asking? 
       ¿Dónde encontraste los ejercicios? 
 ¿Dónde encontraste el libro? 

Alberto:   ¿Tienes el libro de Matemática? 
Claudia:   Sí, lo tengo. Aquí está. 
Alberto:   Gracias.  
Claudia:  Dime, ¿hiciste la tarea de italiano? 
Alberto:   Sí, la hice.  
Claudia:  ¿Y entendiste todas las preguntas  
       de la tarea? 
Alberto:   Sí, las entendí todas. ¿Por qué? 
Claudia:  Bueno … yo no las entendí todas. 
Alberto:  Yo encontré un libro de ejercicios, 
      “Italian for  Dummies”, que es muy 
      bueno. 
Claudia: ¿Dónde lo encontraste? 
Alberto:  Lo encontré en la biblioteca, en la    
     sección “Idiomas”. 

1 

5 

10 

15 

C.- 

Vocabulary       encontré: I found      entendí: I understood        hice: I did                   ejercicios: exercises

          encontraste: you found       entendiste: you understood         hiciste: you did         tarea: homework

Alberto:  ¿Claudia encontró el libro en la biblioteca? 
Esteban:   Sí, lo encontró. 
  Sí, la encontró. 
  Sí, los encontró. 
  Sí, las encontró. 
Alberto:  ¿Y completó los ejercicios de italiano?  
Esteban:   Sí, lo completó sin problema. 
  Sí, la completó sin problema. 
  Sí, los completó sin problema. 
  Sí, las completó sin problema. 

Claudia en la biblioteca 
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GRAMMAR-BASED LESSON SCRIPT 
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Acronym Guide: 
 

DO: Direct Object 
DOP: Direct Object Pronoun 
ID: Input Directions (user is instructed to click on buttons to provide input or to navigate forward) 
FB: feedback (user is given confirmatory/remedial feedback) 
LI: Language Instruction (language content is explained) 
M-A: Motivational comment on Attention. 
M-R: Motivational comment on Relevance. 
M-C: Motivational comment on Confidence. 
M-S: Motivational comment on Satisfaction. 
PD: Practice Directions (used is instructed on how to perform a drag-and-drop practice activity)  
 
 
 

Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

1 Show Wave  Hi. Welcome to the Spanish 
Tutorial. 

M-A  1  
Greet. 

2  RestPose  My name is Steven / Eduardo, and 
I’ll be your tutor today. 

  

3  Explain1  I’ll help you with your Spanish, M-C  

4   blink we’ll do some practice together, M-C  

5  RestPose  and we’ll have lots of fun. M-C 
M-S 

 

2 
Goals 

6    When you’re ready to start this 
tutorial, click the “Let’s Start” 
button. 

ID Display button 

7  Announce1  Ok. Today we will work on Direct 
Object Pronouns in Spanish. 

  

1 
Introduc. 

3  
Objectives 

8   blink By the end of this tutorial, you M-R  
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

 will be able to correctly use direct 
object pronouns in a sentence. 

9  RestPose  Before we talk about direct object 
pronouns in Spanish,  

  

10  Explain3  we need to understand the use of 
direct objects. 

  

11    Both Spanish and English use 
direct objects in a similar way, 

M-C  

12  RestPose  so they should be really easy to 
understand. 

M-C  

13  Explain1  Let’s go ahead, then,   

 

4 
Transition 

14    and review the concept of direct 
objects in English first. 

  

15  Explain3  A direct object is the thing or 
person that receives the action of 
the verb 

LI  

16    or, in other words,   

17    the thing or person the verb refers  
to. 

  

1 
Content: 
English 

DO 

18    The direct object answers the 
question “what?” or “whom?”. 

LI  

19    For example, in a sentence like:   

20  GestureRight1  “We read a book”,  Display sentence 

21  RestPose  “a book” receives the action of the 
verb “read”. 

LI Circle “a book” 

2 
Present. 

2 
Learning 

Guidance: 
English 

DO 

22    Thus, “a book” is the direct 
object. 
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

23    “What” did we read? “A book”. LI  

24    Similarly, in a sentence like:   

25  GestureRight1  “We watched a movie”,  Display sentence 

26  RestPose   “a movie” is the direct object. LI Circle “a movie” 

27    “What” did we watch? A movie. LI  

 

28  Explain1 smile Pretty easy, huh? M-C  

3 
Content: 
English 

DO 

29  RestPose neutral As I said before, a direct object 
can also be the person who 
receives the action of the verb. 

LI 
Restate, 
recall 

 

30    So, in a sentence like:   

31  GestureRight1  “The dog chased Alice”  Display sentence 

32  RestPose  “Alice” receives the action of the 
verb “chase”.  

LI Circle “Alice” 

33    Thus “Alice” is the direct object.   

34    “Whom” did the dog chase? 
“Alice”. 

LI  

35    Similarly, in the sentence:   

36  GestureRight1  “The car hit Andrew”,  Display sentence 

37  RestPose   “Andrew” is the direct object. LI Circle “Andrew” 

 

4 
Learning 

Guidance: 
English 

DO 

38    “Whom” did the car hit? Andrew. LI  

5 
Transition: 

English 
DOP 

39    Now, where do direct object 
pronouns enter the scene, you may 
wonder? 

M-A  

 

6 
Content: 

40    When we refer to the same thing 
or person several times, 

LI  
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

English 
DOP 

41    we use a direct object pronoun, 
like “it”, “her”, or “him”, to avoid 
repetition. 

LI  

42  RestPose  Thus, we say:   

43    “We checked out a book, and 
after we read it, we returned it.” 

  

44  Explain3  In that sentence, the word “it” is 
the direct object pronoun. 

LI Circle “it” 

45    We use “it” to replace “a book”, 
the thing we keep referring to. 

LI  

46    This also works with persons. 
Consider the sentence: 

LI  

47    “The dog heard Alice, and when 
he saw her, he chased her.” 

  

48  RestPose blink Here, the word “her” is the direct 
object pronoun. 

LI Circle “her” 
 

7 
Learning 

Guidance: 
English 
DOP 

49    We use “her” to replace “Alice”, 
the person we keep referring to. 

LI  

8 
Transition: 
Spanish  

DOP 

50    In Spanish, direct object pronouns 
work in a similar way, with minor 
differences.  

LI  

51  RestPose  Let’s consider this sentence:    

52    “Leo el libro”   

53   blink In that sentence, “el libro”, the 
thing the verb “leo” refers to, is 
the direct object. 

LI Circle “el libro” 

 

9 
Content: 

Masculine 
Spanish 

DOP 

54    ¿Qué “leo”? “El libro”.   
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

55    So, to avoid repetition, we  
replace “el libro” with the 
corresponding direct object 
pronoun,  

LI  

56    and we can say:   

57  Explain1  “Lo leo” LI  

58    …where “lo” is the direct object 
pronoun that refers to “el libro”. 

LI Circle “lo” 

59    Have you noticed? In general, the 
Spanish direct object pronoun 
goes before the verb. 

M-A 
LI 

Highlight “lo” and the 
verb 

60    It is important to know how to use 
direct object pronouns, 

M-R  

 

61    because they help your Spanish 
look more natural. 

M-R  

62    Here are a couple more examples:  Examples display on 
the screen 

63    “Escribo un mensaje”    

64    “Lo escribo”    

65    “Lo” is the direct object pronoun 
that replaces “un mensaje”.  

LI “lo” is circled 

66    “Leo el libro de español”   

67    “Lo leo”   

9 
Learning 

Guidance: 
Masculine 
Spanish 

DOP 

68    “Lo” is the direct object pronoun 
that replaces “el libro de español”. 

LI “lo” is circled 

 

10 
Content: 

69  RestPose  If the direct object is feminine, we 
replace it with “la”. 

LI  
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

70    In a sentence like:   

71    “Leo la novela”   

72  Explain3  … the direct object, the thing the 
verb refers to, is “la novela”. 

LI Circle “la” 

73    So we can replace it with the 
feminine direct object pronoun, 
and say: 

LI  

74    “La leo”   

75  RestPose  …where “la” replaces “la novela”. LI  

76  GestureRight1  Notice how direct object pronouns 
have to match in gender 
(masculine or feminine) 

LI Display chart 

Feminine 
Spanish 

DOP 

77    with the direct object they are 
replacing. 

LI  

78    Here are a couple more examples:  Examples display on 
the screen 

79    “Ellos compran una postal”    

80    “Ellos la compran”    

81    “La” is the direct object pronoun 
that replaces “una postal”.  

LI Highlight “la” 

82  RestPose  “Hago la tarea de español”   

83    “la hago”   

11 
Learning 

Guidance: 
Masculine 
Spanish 

DOP 

84    “La” is the direct object pronoun 
that replaces “la tarea de español”. 

LI Highlight “la” 

 

12 
Content  

85    Before we continue, let me 
summarize what we just covered: 

M-A  
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

86  RestPose  the direct object pronoun is used 
to replace the direct object. 

LI  

87    The masculine direct object 
pronoun is “lo”, as in: 

LI  

88    “Leo el libro”  A table displays on the 
screen 

89    “Lo leo”   

90    The feminine direct object 
pronoun is “la”, as in: 

LI  

91    “Leo la novela”   

92    “La leo”   

 Summary 

93    Unlike English, the direct object 
pronoun in Spanish generally goes 
before the verb. 

LI  

94  Explain3  Now let’s do some practice.   1 
Introduction 

95    I’ll help you complete some 
sentences with the proper direct 
object pronoun. 

  

96    I need you to pay close attention 
as I demonstrate the activity for 
you.  

M-A  

97  GestureRight1  You will be presented with a 
sentence like this one: 

  

98    “La profesora lee una historia”.   Display sentence 

99  RestPose  You will also have a list of direct 
object pronouns. 

 Display list of 3rd 
person, singular and 
plural Spanish DOPs 

3 
Practice 

2 
Demonstr. 

100    You will have to decide what   
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

pronoun to use to replace the 
object. 

101    In this example, because the verb 
refers to “una historia”, which is 
feminine ,  

 Underline “una historia” 

102    you would say:   

103    “La profesora la lee”.   

104    So, you click on “la”,  
drag it,  

PD Show simulation of 
cursor dragging object 

105    and drop it in the blank space, like 
this.  

PD Show simulation of 
cursor dropping object 

 

106    “La profesora la lee”  Display completed 
sentence 

107    In this practice activity, you will 
be presented with eight sentences, 

  

108    where you have to choose the 
correct direct object pronoun 

  

109    and drag it to the blank space.   

110    I’ll stay with you and help you 
during the activity 

M-C  

111    by giving you feedback on your 
performance. 

  

112    When you are ready, ID Display button 

3 
Directions 

113    click the “Let’s do it!” button to 
get started. 

ID Display button 

114    Here we go:  student clicks button 

 

4 
Activity 

115    “Él escribe el cuento”  Display sentence 
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

student drags object – 
feedback provided 

116  RestPose  ¡Sí, muy bien! “Él lo escribe”. FB 
M-C 

if ‘lo’ is dragged 

117  Decline  “Los” is a plural pronoun. Go 
again. 

FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

118  Decline  You chose a feminine pronoun. 
Choose again. 

FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

119  Decline  “Las” is a feminine pronoun. Try 
again. 

FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

120    “Escucho música clásica”  Display sentence 

121    No, you chose a masculine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 

122    Sorry, no. “Los” is a masculine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

123    ¡Sí, muy bien! “La escucho”. FB  
M-C 

if ‘la’ is dragged 

124  Restpose  No, sorry. ‘Las” is a plural 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

125    “Veo el auto de mi amigo”  Display sentence 

126    ¡Sí, exacto! “Lo veo”. FB  
M-C 

if ‘lo’ is dragged 

127    “Los” is a plural pronoun. FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

128  Decline  You selected a feminine pronoun. FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

129    “las” is a plural pronoun. FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

130    “Ellos miran la telenovela”  Display sentence 

  

131    You chose a masculine pronoun. 
Try again. 

FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

132    “Los” is a masculine pronoun. Try 
another one. 

FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

133    ¡Muy bien! “Ellos la miran”. FB  
M-C 

if ‘la’ is dragged 

134    “las” is a plural pronoun. Choose 
again. 

FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

135    “Mi esposa compra un recuerdo 
de Machu Picchu” 

 Display sentence 

136    ¡Bien, bien! “Mi esposa lo 
compra”. 

FB  
M-C 

if ‘lo’ is dragged 

137    Not quite. “Los” is a plural 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

138    Sorry, you selected a feminine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

139    No, sorry. ‘Las” is a feminine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

140    “Carlos tiene la agenda en su 
mochila” 

 Display sentence 

141    No, you chose a masculine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 

142    Sorry, no. “Los” is a masculine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

143    ¡Sí, muy bien! “Carlos la tiene en 
su mochila”. 

FB 
M-C 

if ‘la’ is dragged 

144    No, sorry. ‘Las” is a plural 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

  

145    “María escribe una lista de lugares  Display sentence 
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

interesantes” 
146    No, you chose a masculine 

pronoun. 

FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 

147    Sorry, no. “Los” is a masculine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

148    ¡Bien, bien! “María la escribe”. FB 
M-C 

if ‘la’ is dragged 

149    No, sorry. ‘Las” is a plural 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

150    “Carlos gastó el dinero de su 
cuenta bancaria” 

 Display sentence 

151    ¡Excelente! “Carlos lo gastó”. M-C if ‘lo’ is dragged 

152    Mmm, no. ”Los” is a plural 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

153    Not really. ‘La” is a feminine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

 

154    No. “Las” is a plural pronoun. FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

155  Explain1  Great job! FB 
M-C 

 

156    That was fun, wasn’t it! M-S  

157    Your Spanish will look more 
authentic 

M-R  

 

6 
Wrap up 

158    when you incorporate these direct 
object pronouns into it. 

M-R  

159  Explain3  As we just saw, M-A  4 
Present. 

1 
Recall 

160    if the direct object is masculine, 
you can replace it with “lo”. 

LI  
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

 161    And if it is feminine, you can 
replace it with “la”. 

LI  

2 
Transition: 

Plural 
Spanish  

DOP 

162    Now, what happens if the direct 
object is a plural? 

M-A  

163    In that case, you use the plural 
pronouns “los” or “las”. 

LI  

164    For example, the sentence:   

165    “Alberto hace los ejercicios”  Display sentence 

166    can be expressed as:   

167    “Alberto los hace”.  Display sentence 

168    where “los” replaces “los 
ejercicios”. 

LI  

169    And the sentence:   

170    “Tú lees las páginas de gramática”  Display sentence 

171    can be rephrased as:   

172    “Tú las lees”  Display sentence 

3 
Content: 

Plural 
Spanish 

DOP 

173    where “las” replaces “las páginas 
de gramática”. 

LI  

174    Here are a couple more examples:  Examples display on 
the screen 

175    “Alejandro tiene los boletos de 
avión” 

  

176    “Alejandro los tiene.”   

 

4 
Learning 

Guidance: 
Plural 

Spanish 
DOP 

177    “Los” is the direct object pronoun 
that replaces “los boletos de 

LI  



 

 162

Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

avión”. 
178    “Mi amigo mira unas fotografías 

de Perú.” 

  

179    “Mi amigo las mira.”   

  

180    “Las” is the direct object pronoun 
that replaces “unas fotografías de 
Perú”. 

LI  

1 
Introduction 

181  Explain3  Let’s practice the plural forms.   

182    As before, you will be presented 
with several sentences. 

  

183    For each sentence,   

184  GestureRight1  drag the correct direct object 
pronoun 

  

185    and drop it in the blank space.   

186    When you are ready, ID Display button 

2 
Directions 

187    click the “Let’s do it!” button to 
get started. 

ID Student clicks button 

188  RestPose  Here we go:   

189    “Carlos escribe las oraciones.”  Display sentence 

190    No, you chose a singular pronoun. FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 

191    Sorry, no. “Los” is a masculine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

192    No, sorry. ‘La” is a singular 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

5 
Practice 

3 
Activity 

193    ¡Sí, correcto! “Carlos las escribe.” FB 
M-C 

if ‘las’ is dragged 
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

194    “Ellos traen sus cuadernos de 
ejercicios.” 

 Display sentence 

195    No, you chose a singular pronoun. FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 

196    ¡Exacto! “Ellos los traen.” FB 
M-C 

if ‘los’ is dragged 

197    Oops! “La” is a singular pronoun. FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

198    No, sorry. ‘Las” is a feminine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

199    “Ana compra los regalos”  Display sentence 

200    Not really. “Lo” is a singular 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 

201    ¡Correcto! “Ana los compra” FB 
M-C 

if ‘los’ is dragged 

203    Sorry, no. “La” is a singular 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

204    No, sorry. ‘Las” is a feminine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

205    “Yo entiendo las instrucciones”  Display sentence 

206    No, this is a singular pronoun. FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 

207    Sorry, no. “Los” is a masculine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

208    No, sorry. ‘La” is a singular 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

209    ¡Exacto! “Yo las entiendo”. FB 
M-C 

if ‘las’ is dragged 

  

210    “La profesora pone los libros en la 
mesa”. 

 Display sentence 
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

211    Mmm, no. “Lo” is a singular 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 

212    ¡Sí, excelente! “La profesora los 
pone en la mesa”. 

FB 
M-C 

if ‘los’ is dragged 

213    No, sorry. You chose a feminine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

214    Sorry, no. ‘Las” is a feminine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

215    “Claudia estudia las lecciones de 
gramática” 

 Display sentence 

216    You chose a masculine pronoun. FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 

217    “Los” is a masculine pronoun. FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

218    “La” is a singular pronoun. FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

219    ¡Sí, exacto! “Claudia las estudia”. FB 
M-C 

if ‘las’ is dragged 

220    “Los turistas visitan las montañas 
de Wyoming” 

 Display sentence 

221    No, this is a singular pronoun. FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 

222    Sorry, no. “Los” is a masculine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘los’ is dragged 

223    No, sorry. ‘La” is a singular 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

224    ¡Exacto! “Los turistas las visitan”. FB 
M-C 

if ‘las’ is dragged 

225    “Ramón tiene unos folletos de la 
ciudad de Washington” 

 Display sentence 

  

226    Not really. “Lo” is a singular FB if ‘lo’ is dragged 
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

pronoun. 
227    ¡Correcto! “Ramón los tiene.” FB 

M-C 
if ‘los’ is dragged 

228    No, sorry. “La” is a singular 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘la’ is dragged 

  

229    Sorry, no. ‘Las” is a feminine 
pronoun. 

FB if ‘las’ is dragged 

230 Move 
center 

Explain1  You have done a great job! FB 
M-C 
M-S 

Erase content 

231  Restpose  You have learned about direct 
objects in Spanish, 

M-C 
M-S 

 

232    and you have been able to use 
direct object pronouns correctly. 

M-C 
M-S 

 

233    This will definitely help you 
improve your performance in 
future tests and compositions. 

M-R  

234    You should feel really confident 
about this topic now, 

M-C  

1 
Wrap up 

235    and you should be proud of your 
achievement! 

M-S  

236  RestPose  Now you are ready to complete a 
final practice activity. 

PI  

237    You will do it on your own,   

238    so I’ll leave you to it.   

239  Explain3  But don’t worry, M-C  

8 
Concl. 

2 
Transition 
Final Quiz 

240    you have all the skills you need to 
complete that activity with no 

M-C  
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Scene Part Seg. Agent Animations Agent Script On Screen 

   Action Gesture Expression Text Purpose  

problem. 
241    When you are ready to start the 

final activity, 

ID Display button 

  

242  RestPose  click the “Start Practice Activity” 
button. 

ID  
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APPENDIX K  

 

COMMUNICATION-ORIENTED LESSON SCRIPT 
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A Communication-oriented Lesson - Script 
 
 
A. Preparation Phase (1) 
 
 
1- ¡Hola!  
1bM- Bienvenido a la lección de español. 
1bF- Bienvenida a la lección de español. 
1bMP- Bienvenidos a la lección de español. 
1bFP- Bienvenidas a la lección de español. 
 
2- Mi nombre es Steven / Eduardo,  
3- y soy tu instructor.  
 
4- During this lesson I will help you with your Spanish,  
5- we will do some practice together,  
6- and we will have lots of fun. 
 
7- When you are ready to start this lesson,  
8- click the “Let’s Start” button. 
  
9- Ok. Today we will talk about traveling to Latin America,  
10- and we will cover useful vocabulary and expressions.  
11- By the end of this lesson  
12- you will be able to identify key information in a conversation,  
13- and complete basic dialogues in Spanish.  
14- You will also become familiar with ancient Latin American civilizations.    
 
15- As we go through this lesson,  
16- check the “Vocabulary” section at the bottom of the screen  
17- for help with vocabulary items. 
 
 
B. Comprehension Phase (2) 
 
18- Muy bien.  
19- Esta lección se llama  
20- “Un viaje al Perú”. 
 
21- Estos son mis amigos,  
22- Jorge y Raquel.  
23- Ellos viven en la ciudad de México.  
24- Jorge y Raquel son marido y mujer.  
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25- Observa la figura y dime:  
26- ¿Dónde están Jorge y Raquel?   (Select an option) 

- [Están en un restaurante] 
- [Están en el cine] 
- [Están en el aeropuerto] 

 
27- [wrong answer] No, no están en un restaurante.  
27b- Choose again.  
27c- [wrong answer] No, no están en el cine.  
27d- Choose again. 
 
28- [correct answer] ¡Sí, exacto!  
29- Están en el aeropuerto.    
 
30- ¿Y cómo se llama el aeropuerto?  
31- ¿Cuál es el nombre del aeropuerto?  (Select an option) 
 

[“Aeropuerto Internacional de Miami”] 
[“Aeropuerto Internacional de la Ciudad de México”] 
[“Aeropuerto Internacional de Barcelona”] 

 
32- [wrong answer] No, no. Elige otra vez.  
33- Choose again.  
 
34- [correct answer] Sí, muy bien.  
35- Es el Aeropuerto Internacional de la Ciudad de México.  
 
36- Hoy, Jorge y Raquel viajan a Perú,  
37- a visitar las ruinas de Machu Picchu.  
 
38- Dime:  
39- ¿Cuál es la capital de Perú?  (Select an option) 

Lima 
Santiago 
Bogotá 

 
40- [wrong answer] No es Santiago.  
40b- Elige otra vez. Choose again. 
 
41- [wrong answer] No es Bogotá.  
41b- Elige otra vez. Choose again. 
 
42- [correct answer] Sí, muy bien.  
43- La capital de Perú es Lima.  
44- La ciudad de Lima. 
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45- Jorge y Raquel conversan sobre su viaje a Perú.  
46- Vamos a ver qué dicen.  
 
47- Don’t worry if you don’t understand everything they say 
48- the first time around.  
49- We will go over the conversation a second time  
50- and I will help you identify important information. 
 
51- Ésta es la conversación: 
 
52- 1. Raquel: ¿Escuchaste el anuncio, Jorge? 

53- 2. Jorge:   Sí, lo escuché.  

54-   El avión parte en una hora.  

55- 3. Raquel: Finalmente, hoy viajamos a Perú.  

56-   Oye, ¿tienes tu mochila? 

57- 4. Jorge:   Sí, la tengo.  

58-   Aquí está. 

59- 5. Raquel:  ¿Y tienes el boleto, no? 

60- 6. Jorge:   Sí, lo tengo.  

61-   No hay problema. 

62- 7. Raquel: ¿Y la cámara fotográfica?  

63-   ¿La tienes?  

64- 8. Jorge:   Sí, la tengo.  

65-   No te preocupes.  
66-   Y también tengo el pasaporte con la visa. 

67- 9. Raquel: ¿Dónde lo tienes? 

68- 10. Jorge: Lo tengo en la mochila.  

69-   Tengo todo listo. 

70- 11. Raquel: Excelente.  

71-   Estoy tan ansiosa por el viaje. 

72- 12. Jorge: ¡Ah! ¿Sabes qué?  

73-   Alquilé un auto en Lima. 

74- 13. Raquel: ¿Sí?  

75-   ¿Por cuánto tiempo lo alquilaste? 

76- 14. Jorge: Lo alquilé por tres días.  

77-   Suficiente para visitar Machu Picchu. 

 
 
C. Interpretation Phase (3) 
 
78- Now we will look at their conversation more carefully.  
 
79- Take a couple of minutes  
79b- and go through the dialogue  
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79c- to become familiar with its contents. 
 
80- Remember,  
81- the goal is not for you to understand every single word,  
82- but to get the main ideas.  
 
83- Also, remember to check the Vocabulary section 
84- at the bottom of the screen. 
 
85- When you are ready to continue,  
85b- click the "Let's Continue" button. 
 
86- We will start with some simple comprehension questions.  
87- For each question,  
88- look back at the dialogue to find the correct answer. 
 
89- There was a flight announcement (anuncio).  
90 Did any of them hear it?   (Select an option) 

Sí, Raquel escuchó el anuncio. 
Sí, Jorge escuchó el anuncio. 
No, no escucharon el anuncio. 

 
91- [wrong answer] Raquel only asks about that, but  in line 2 Jorge says “lo escuché”. 
91b- [wrong answer] Actually, in line 2 Jorge says “lo escuché”. 
92- Look at lines one and two and choose again. 
 
93- [correct answer] Sí, muy bien. Jorge says “lo escuché”,  
94- that is to say, “escuché el anuncio”. 
 
 
95- One of them has a camera.  
96- Who does?  (Select an option) 

Raquel tiene una cámara fotográfica. 
Jorge tiene una cámara fotográfica. 

 
97- [wrong answer] Raquel asks about that.  
98- but Jorge says, in line eight  
98b- Sí, la tengo 
99- Look at lines seven and eight and choose again.  
 
100- [correct answer] Sí, excelente.  
101- Jorge says “Sí, la tengo”,  
102- that is to say, “Sí, tengo la cámara fotográfica.” 
 
 
103- Jorge rented (alquiló) a car in Lima.  
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104- For how long did he rent it?  (Select an option) 
Jorge alquiló el auto por 3 días. 
Jorge alquiló el auto por 5 días. 

 
105- [wrong answer] Not really.  
106- Look at Jorge’s answer in line 14,  
107- and choose again. 
 
108- [correct answer] Sí, muy bien.  
109- Jorge says “lo alquilé por tres dias”,  
110- that is to say, “alquilé el auto por tres días”. 
 
111- Now, this is an important concept.  
112- As you may have realized,  
113- both Jorge and Raquel are using lo and la constantly  
114- to refer to things they have already mentioned,  
115- so as to avoid repeating those things over and over. 
 
116- For instance, in line 1 Raquel asks  
117- “¿Escuchaste el anuncio?”  
118- and Jorge answers  
119- “Sí, lo escuché”.  
120- That “lo” refers to “el anuncio”. 
 
121- Likewise, in line 3 Raquel asks  
122- “¿Tienes tu mochila?”  
123- and Jorge answers  
124- “Sí, la tengo”.  
125- That “la” refers to “la mochila”. 
 
126- The use of those words  
127- to refer to things already mentioned in the conversation  
128- makes your Spanish look more natural.  
129- You should try and incorporate those words into your speech  
130- as often as you can. 
 
131- Now we will look at some portions of this conversation 
131b- paying attention to meaning in context. 
132- When you are ready to continue,  
133- click the “Let’s Continue” button. 
 
134- In line 6 Jorge answers "lo tengo".  
135- What does that "lo" refer to?   (Selecciona una opción) 

El viaje 
El anuncio 
El boleto. 
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136- [wrong answer] Look at Raquel’s question in the previous line.  
137- Which of the options is she referring to?  
 
138- [correct answer] Sí, exacto.  
138b- "Lo" refers to "el boleto".  
 
 
139- In line 7  Raquel asks “¿La tienes?”.  
140- What does that “La” refer to? (Selecciona una opción) 

La cámara fotográfica. 
El boleto. 

 
141- [wrong answer] The word "La" has to match in gender and number  
142- with the word referred to.  
143- Which of the options matches "la"?  
 
144- [correct answer] Sí, exacto.  
145- "La" refers to "la cámara fotográfica". 
 
 
146- En la línea 9, Raquel pregunta:  
147- "¿Dónde lo tienes?".  
148- What does she mean in that sentence?  (Selecciona una opción) 
 ¿Dónde tienes el pasaporte? 
 ¿Dónde tienes la visa? 
 
149- [wrong answer] The "lo" has to match in gender and number  
150- with the thing referred to.  
151- Which of the options matches "lo"? 
 
152- [correct answer] Sí, excelente.  
153- Raquel meant  
154- "¿Dónde tienes el pasaporte?" 
 
155- En la línea 13 Raquel pregunta:  
156- “¿Por cuánto tiempo lo alquilaste?”.  
157- What does she mean in that sentence?  (Selecciona una opción) 
 ¿Por cuánto tiempo alquilaste el auto? 
 ¿Por cuánto tiempo alquilaste la mochila? 
 
158- [wrong answer] No, Raquel is not asking about the backpack.  
159- What is Jorge talking about in the previous sentence? 
 
160- [correct answer] Sí, exacto.  
161- Raquel meant:  
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161b- “¿Por cuánto tiempo alquilaste el auto?”. 
 
B. Comprehension Phase (4) 
 
1611- That was fun, wasn’t it! 
162- Muy bien.  
163- Ahora, veamos el viaje de Jorge y Raquel.  
164- Ellos viajan por avión  
165- de la ciudad de México a la ciudad de Lima, en Perú.  
166- En Lima, alquilan un auto,  
167- y viajan a las ruinas de Machu Picchu.  
 
168- ¿Tú has visitado las ruinas de Machu Picchu?  (Selecciona una opción) 
 Sí, las he visitado. 
 No, no las he visitado. 
 
169- [“Yes” answer] Ah, Machu Picchu es fascinante,  
170- ¿verdad?  
171- Está escondida en las montañas.  
172- Por esta razón,  
173- la gente la llama “la ciudad escondida de los Incas”. 
 
174- [“No” answer] Machu Picchu es una antigua ciudad Inca.  
175- Está en los Andes,  
176- escondida en las montañas.  
177- Por esta razón,  
178- la gente la llama “la ciudad escondida de los Incas”. 
 
179- En este momento,  
180- Jorque y Raquel están en las ruinas de Machu Picchu.  
181- Ésta es su conversación: 
 
182- 1. Jorge: Este lugar es fantástico.  

183-   ¿Sabes cuándo construyeron [2] estos edificios? 

184- 3. Raquel: Los construyeron antes de la conquista española.  

185-   La época exacta [4] es un misterio. 

186- 5. Jorge: ¿Y esos edificios en forma de pirámide?  

187-   ¿Los ves? 

188- 6. Raquel: Sí, los veo.  

189-   Son templos religiosos.  

190- ¿Y ves esas terrazas, a la [7] izquierda? 

191- 8. Jorge: Ah, sí, las veo.  

192-   ¿Para qué son? 

193- 9. Raquel: Las construyeron para cultivar.  

194-   Son un antiguo sistema de cultivo. 

195- 10. Jorge: ¿Ah, sí?  
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196-   Yo las miro, y las miro,  

197-   y me parecen escaleras grandes…  
 
 
C. Interpretation Phase (5) 
 
198- Vamos a analizar la conversación.  
199- As before,  
200- take a couple of minutes to go over the dialogue. 
 
201- When you are ready to continue,  
202- click the "Let's Continue" button. 
 
203- Muy bien. 
204- Primero, unas preguntas de comprensión. 
 
205- What did we learn, from the conversation?  
206- about the construction of those ancient buildings? (Selecciona una opción)  

Construyeron los edificios antes de la conquista de los españoles.  
Construyeron los edificios a la izquierda de las escaleras grandes.  

 
207- [wrong answer] Not quite.  
208- Look at Raquel’s answer in line 3  
209- and try again.  
 
210- [correct answer] Sí, perfecto.  
211- Raquel dice: 
212- "Los construyeron antes de la conquista española".  
 
 
213- What did they build the terraces (las terrazas) for?  (Selecciona una opción) 

Construyeron las terrazas para cultivar. 
Construyeron las terrazas para usar como escaleras. 

 
214- [wrong answer] Not really.  
215- Look at Raquel’s sentence in line 9  
216- and choose again.  
217-  
218-  
 
219- [correct answer] Sí, excelente.  
220- Raquel dice:  
221- "Las construyeron para cultivar". 
 
 
222- En la línea 5 Jorge pregunta:  
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223- “¿Los ves?” 
224- What does he mean in that sentence?  (Selecciona una opción) 
 ¿Ves las pirámides? 
 ¿Ves los edificios? 
 
225- [wrong answer] Not quite.  
226- "Los" has to refer to a masculine and plural noun. 
 
227- [correct answer] Sí, correcto.  
228- Jorge meant:  
229- “¿Ves los edificios?” 
 
 
230- En la línea 8 Jorge dice:  
231- “Ah, sí, las veo” 
232- What does he mean in that sentence?  (Selecciona una opción) 
 Sí, veo las terrazas. 
 Sí, veo los templos religiosos. 
 
233- [wrong answer] No, Jorge is not referring to religious temples.  
234- What does Raquel ask him about in the previous sentence? 
 
235- [correct answer] Exacto!  
236- Jorge meant  
237- “Sí, veo las terrazas”. 
 
 
D. Application Phase (6) 
 
238- Now let’s see if you can complete Jorge and Raquel’s conversation.  
239- Read the following interaction,   
240- and choose the most appropriate option. 
 
Raquel: ¿Dónde tienes los folletos turísticos? 

Jorge:  Lo tengo en el bolsillo. 

 La tengo en el bolsillo. 

 Los tengo en el bolsillo. 

 Las tengo en el bolsillo. 
 
241- [wrong answer] No.  
242- Raquel is talking about "los folletos turísticos".  
243- Try again. 
 
244- [correct answer] Muy bien. 
245- Continúa. 
[maybe show the second, or “add it”, after the first one is completed] 
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Raquel: Y según esos folletos… ¿para qué usaban las terrazas? 

Jorge:  Lo usaban como sistema de cultivo. 

 La usaban como sistema de cultivo. 

 Los usaban como sistema de cultivo. 

 Las usaban como sistema de cultivo. 
 
 
246- [wrong answer] No.  
247- Raquel is asking about "las terrazas".  
248- Try again. 
 
249- [correct answer] Muy Bien!  
 
 
Conclusion (7)  
 
250- You have done a great job! 
 
251- You have learned about the Inca city of Machu Picchu in Peru,  
252- you have been able to understand Spanish conversations,  
253- and you have completed dialogues using the correct language.  
254- This will definitely help you improve your performance  
255- in future tests and assignments.  
 
256- You should feel really confident about this topic now,  
257- and you should be proud of your achievement! 
 
258- Now you are ready to complete a final activity.  
259- You will do it on your own,  
260- so I’ll leave you to it.  
261- But don’t worry,  
262- you have all the skills you need  
263- to complete that activity without any problem.  
 
264- When you are ready to start the final activity,  
265- click the “Let’s Start” button. 
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APPENDIX L  

 

GRAMMAR-BASED LESSON SCREENSHOTS 

(ANGLO AGENT) 
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1- The initial login screen. 

2- The animated agent 
explains the concept of direct 
objects in English first. 

3- The animated agent 
introduces the concept of 
direct object pronouns in 
Spanish. 
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4- A drag-and-drop (i.e., fill-in-
the-blank) activity is performed 
by the student. 

5- The animated agent 
summarizes what he has just 
covered. 

6- The animated agent checks 
that the student is ready for the 
next activity, a final quiz. 



 

 181

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX M  

 

COMMUNICATION-ORIENTED LESSON SCREENSHOTS 

(HISPANIC AGENT) 
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1- The initial login screen. 
 

2- The animated agent greets 
the student and introduces the 
module. 

3- The animated agent 
introduces the context and 
asks comprehension 
questions. 
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4- A dialogue is presented 
containing vocabulary and 
structures in context. 

5- The animated agent guides 
the student through the 
dialogue to make form-
meaning connections. 

6- The animated agent checks 
that the student is ready for the 
next activity, a final quiz. 
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APPENDIX N  

 

GRAMMAR-BASED POSTTEST 
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Instructions: Please fill in the blank with the appropriate Direct Object Pronoun from 
the list below. 
    lo,  la,  los,  las 
 
1- Ella hace las maletas. 
 
    Ella _ _ _  hace. 
 
2- Mi hermano escucha la radio.  
 
      Mi hermano  _ _ _   escucha. 
 
3- Ellos tienen una lista de regalos. 
 
   Ellos _ _ _  tienen. 
 
4- Carlos y María tienen los pasaportes.  
 
    Carlos y María _ _ _   tienen. 
 
5- Ella hizo las reservaciones. 
 
    Ella _ _ _  hizo. 
 
6- Él prepara una cena especial. 
 
   Él _ _ _  prepara. 
 
7- María y yo visitamos el monumento a Washington.  
 
    María y yo _ _ _   visitamos. 
 
8- Pedro escribe un mensaje.  
 
    Pedro  _ _ _   escribe. 
 
9- Ella completa los ejercicios de Español.  
 
    Ella  _ _ _   completa. 
 
10- Nosotros practicamos nuestro español en Perú. 
 
   Nosotros _ _ _ practicamos. 
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APPENDIX O  

 

COMMUNICATION-ORIENTED POSTTEST 
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Instructions: Complete the sentences below with the appropriate information.  
 

1-  The capital of Peru is _______________________. 
2-  The name “La ciudad perdida de Los Incas” is used to refer to __________________. 
 
 
Raquel and Jorge are now in Lima. Read their conversation on the left and answer the 
questions on the right.  
 

 
 
Based on the previous dialogue and the picture below, complete the following dialogue 
with the most appropriate options.  

 
 

A.- 

B.- 

C.- 

1-  In Raquel’s sentence (line 1), what does the 
word “lo” refer to? 
___________________________. 

2-  In Jorge’s answer (line 7), what does the 
first “la” refer to? 
___________________________. 

3-  When Raquel says “¿Dónde las podemos 
encontrar?” (line 11), what does she mean? 

¿Dónde podemos encontrar  la plaza? 
¿Dónde podemos encontrar artesanías?

4-  When Raquel says “Los compraremos en el 
mercado” (line 15), what is she saying? 
      Compraremos los regalos en el mercado. 
      Compraremos los amigos en el mercado. 

Raquel:   El viaje estuvo espléndido. Lo 
planeaste muy bien. 
Jorge:   Sí, todo estuvo perfecto. ¿Tomaste 
muchas fotografías? 
Raquel:   Muchísimas. Machu Picchu, oculta 
en las montañas, es casi mágica. 
Jorge:  Es cierto. La llaman "La ciudad 
escondida de los Incas". Oye, ¿qué quieres 
hacer en Lima? 
Raquel:   Quiero conocer la capital, caminar 
por la plaza San Martín,  y comprar artesanías. 
¿Dónde las podemos encontrar? 
Jorge:  Posiblemente en el mercado. Además, 
necesitamos regalos para nuestros amigos. 
Raquel:   Buena idea! Los compraremos en el 
mercado.  

1 

5 

10 

15 

Vocabulary       comprar: to buy  encontrar: to find   escondida: hidden                    muchísimas: a lot 
          conocer: to know   entradas: tickets     escuchar: to listen necesitamos: (we) need

Jorge:  ¿Quieres visitar el Museo de Ciencias Naturales?  
Raquel:   Ay, sí, lo quiero visitar. 
  Ay, sí, la quiero visitar. 
  Ay, sí, los quiero visitar 
  Ay, sí, las quiero visitar 
Jorge:  ¿Dónde venden las entradas para el museo? 
Raquel:   Lo venden aquí, en el hotel. 
  La venden aquí, en el hotel. 
  Los venden aquí, en el hotel. 
  Las venden aquí, en el hotel. 
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MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Module Questionnaire        1 of 6 
 
We would like to hear about your experience with the Spanish module. Please complete 
the following questionnaire. Any information you provide will be kept confidential, so be 
as honest and thorough in your answers as you can. 
 
    1. Did Steven help you keep your attention during this activity? 
 

  
No, not at all 

  
Not much 

  
Neutral 

  
To some extent  

  
Yes, a lot  

 
 
    2. Any additional comments on Steven’s help regarding keeping your attention? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Module Questionnaire        2 of 6 
 
 
    3. Did Steven help you feel this activity was relevant to you for the purpose of learning 

Spanish? 
 

  
No, not at all 

  
Not much 

  
Neutral 

  
To some extent  

  
Yes, a lot  

 
    4. Any additional comments on Steven’s help regarding relevance? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Next 

Next 
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Module Questionnaire        3 of 6 
 
 
    5. Did Steven help you feel confident about succeeding in the activities in this module? 
 

  
No, not at all 

  
Not much 

  
Neutral 

  
To some extent  

  
Yes, a lot  

 
 
    6. Any additional comments on Steven’s role in your confidence level? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Module Questionnaire        4 of 6 
 
 
    7. Did Steven make you feel satisfied with your performance in the activity? 
 

  
No, not at all 

  
Not much 

  
Neutral 

  
To some extent  

  
Yes, a lot  

 
 
    8. Any additional comments on Steven’s role in your satisfaction level? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Next 

Next 
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Module Questionnaire        5 of 6 
 
 
    9. Would you like to complete other Spanish tutorials with Steven as your instructor in   
       the future? 
 

  
No, not at all 

  
Not much 

  
Neutral 

  
To some extent  

  
Yes, a lot  

 
 
 
    10. In general, how motivated were you with Steven as your instructor in this activity?  
          

  
Not at all 

  
Not much 

  
Neutral 

  
To some extent  

  
A lot  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Module Questionnaire        6 of 6 
 
 
    11. What things did Steven do or say that motivated you during this activity?  
        Please describe. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    12. What things did Steven do or say that demotivated you during this activity?  
          Please describe. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Next 

Submit
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STUDENT PERCEPTION OF LANGUAGE INSTRUCTOR (SPLI) 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
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About the Virtual Spanish Instructor      1 of 5 
 
Please share your perception of the virtual instructor’s expertise. Mark your opinion in 
the right-hand columns in the questionnaire below. 
 
    1. I believe the instructor … 

 
 
 
 
 About the Virtual Spanish Instructor (cont.)     2 of 5 
 
Now tell us what you think of the virtual language instructor. Mark your opinion in the 
right-hand columns in the questionnaire below. 
 
    2. I think the instructor … 

 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree  

a.  had a good educational background.      
b.  was familiar with good teaching methods.      
c.  had good knowledge of the target 
language (Spanish). 

     

d.  had good knowledge of the target culture 
(Hispanic). 

     

e.  was well prepared to function in the local 
culture (the Anglo culture). 

     

f. was well prepared to function in the target
culture (the Hispanic culture). 

     

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  

Strongly 
Agree  

a.  communicated  properly in English.      
b.  communicated  properly in the target  
     language (Spanish). 

     

c.  explained language content clearly.      
d.  worked through a tutorial in an organized 
     way. 

     

e. presented instructional activities effectively.      
f. taught good study skills for language  
   learning. 

     

g. engaged students  in learning activities.      
h.  made learning Spanish enjoyable.      

Next 

Next 
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About the Virtual Spanish Instructor (cont.)     4 of 5 
 
Please give us your overall impression of the virtual instructor in this activity. 
 
    4. I find the instructor was… 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  

Strongly 
Agree  

a.  credible (he was knowledgeable about  
     this subject) 

     

b.  likeable (he had positive personal   
     characteristics).      

c.  a good professional (he embodied my  
     idea of a good teacher) 

     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  

Strongly 
Agree  

a. was enthusiastic about teaching.      
b. had hard-working habits.      
c. was intelligent.      
d. had a friendly attitude.      
e. was helpful.      
f. was patient.      
g. was understanding of students' difficulties.      
h. was willing to answer student questions.      

About the Virtual Spanish Instructor (cont.)     3 of 5 
 
In this section, please tell us how you feel about the virtual instructor. Mark your opinion 
in the right-hand columns in the questionnaire below. 
 
    3. I feel the instructor … 

Next 

Next 
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About the Virtual Spanish Instructor (cont.)     5 of 5 
 
 
In this final section, please provide the following information about the virtual instructor. 
 

    5. The Virtual Instructor was:             Male       Female 
 

    6. The Virtual Instructor’s age was: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _     
 

    7. The Virtual Instructor  appeared to be… 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

a.  a native speaker of English      
b.  a native speaker of Spanish      

 
    8. What prompted your choices in 7.a and 7.b above?  

 
 

 
Submit
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HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
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Office of the Vice President for Research 
Human Subjects Committee 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 10/1/2007 
 
To: Roberto Perez Galluccio 
 
Address: 307 Stone Bldg.    
MC: 4453 
Dept.: EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY AND LEARNING SYSTEMS 
 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Animated Pedagogical Agents as Spanish Language Instructors 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 
proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of 
the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR § 
46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 
and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 
required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 
form is attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 
used in recruiting research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 9/29/2008 you must request a renewal of approval for 
continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 
expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 
renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 
the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol 
change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, 
federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 
unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 
the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 
Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: John Keller, Advisor 
HSC No. 2007.668 
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Consent Form 
 
 
 
Dear Student, 
 
       My name is Roberto Pérez, and I am a Ph.D. student in the Department of Educational 
Psychology and Learning Systems at Florida State University under the direction of 
Professor John Keller. I am conducting a study on student perception of language 
instructors. The study consists of a) a survey where you will be asked your opinion on 
different aspects and characteristics of language instructors, b) an instructional Spanish 
module, and c) a final survey to assess your experience in this module. 
 
      I am requesting your participation, which involves completion of this online survey. 
Completion of the whole survey is expected to take approximately 20 minutes. Participation 
is voluntary. If you choose not to participate or to withdraw from the study at any time, there 
will be no penalty (it will not affect your grade). There are no foreseen risks to you by 
participating in this survey. You must be at least 18 years old to participate. You may benefit 
from participation by reflecting upon types of instructors in the language classroom. In 
addition, your participation will contribute to the body of knowledge on the dynamics of the 
language classroom.  
 
      The results of the study may be published but your name will not be known. The survey 
is anonymous, i.e., no name, SSN, or other identifying information will be requested. 
Information obtained during the course of the study will remain confidential, to the extent 
allowed by law. Data will be collected online, and there will be no identifiers that could link 
you to a completed survey. Instructors will not see the raw data collected in this survey. 
Data will be stored in a secure location to ensure confidentiality. By participating in this 
survey you are giving your consent.  
 
      If you have any questions, concerns, or requests for more detailed information, please 
contact Roberto Pérez at (850) 513-9967 or e-mail address rgp6722@mailer.fsu.edu. 
Additionally, if you have any questions about your rights as a subject/participant in this 
research, or if you feel you have been placed at risk, you can contact the Chair of the 
Human Subjects Committee, Institutional Review Board, through the Vice President for the 
Office of Research at (850) 644-8633. I really appreciate your time and cooperation. 
 
 

○ Yes! 
I'd like to participate and 
I'm at least 18 yo 

 ○ No 
I won't be able to 
participate at this time 

 
 Submit 
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