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Abstract—Second language (L2) acquisition has become a 

popular and important topic nowadays because of the rapid 

globalization. This study focuses on Dutch learning for adults, 

since there is a large number of immigrants and international 

students coming into the Netherlands every year. This population 

normally needs to acquire Dutch in a relatively short term. Given 

the situation of this population, there is a need for a self-reliant 

and easily held way for them to get use to the language 

environment. Motivated by this need, this study inspect into the 

impact of recreational video watching. Another drive is that 

watching recreational video is a popular but unevidenced method 

of self-studying of a foreign language. With this purpose, based 

on Krashen’s Affective Filter Theory, this study takes the 

Foreign Language Anxiety and the Utterance Fluency as the 

measurements for the impact, and a non-laboratorial 

observational controlled experiment was conducted with the 14 

participants who were attending “Nederlands voor 

Buitenlanders, de Delftse Methode” course in Delft University of 

Technology. The participants were divided into a experiment 

group and the a group, both having 7 people. The experiment 

time span is four weeks. During these four weeks, the experiment 

group participants would watch recreational videos in Dutch 

with captions every week, whereas the control group participants 

were asked to avoid watching recreational video in Dutch. 

Questionnaires for assessing the Language Anxiety were handed 

out before and after the experiment to all the participants to 

evaluate the change of it during the four weeks, and eight real 

classroom recordings were acquired during the eight class 

sessions of the four weeks. In this way the impact of recreational 

video watching in Dutch on the Language Anxiety and Utterance 

Fluency was evaluated. The results show that there is a 

meaningful reduction in the experiment group’s Language 

Anxiety where as there is no meaningful reduction in the control 

group’s Language Anxiety. Moreover, the experiment group was 

making a more rapid progress on the Utterance Fluency during 

the eight class sessions than the control group. Thus the 

conclusion can be drawn that the recreational video watching has 

helped with reducing the Language Anxiety and promoting the 

Utterance Fluency, and this self-teaching or exercise method is 

recommendable. However, further research is needed to reach a 

more generally applicable conclusion. 

 

Index Terms—Video watching, Dutch learning, DE DELFTSE 

METHODE, Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety, Affective 

Filter, Utterance Fluency 

I. INTRODUCTION  

The number of immigrants coming into the Netherlands has 

increased sharply since 1995 [1]. According to the estimation 

of Statistics Netherlands, until 2014 August, 440 immigrants 

are registered in the Netherlands every day on average [31], 

which is a rather noticeable number compare to the number of 

newborns every day, which is 470 on average. According to 

the Dutch government, there are three ways to meet the civic 

integration requirement: to pass the civic integration exam 

(inburgeringstoets) within three years, to pass the state 

examinations in Dutch as a L2 (NT2), or to take a course of 

vocational or professional education. In any case, immigrants 

have to show their fluency in Dutch language. Also, more than 

one fifth of students in higher education in 2007 have a foreign 

background, and it is still a growing number [2]. Most of these 

immigrants and international students come to the Netherlands 

with English as their main communication tool, but there is a 

need of acquiring Dutch for this population within a relatively 

short period for an academic purpose or for the residence 

purpose.  

On a larger scope; with the progress of globalization, 

international business and knowledge exchange, overseas 

studying, and migration have been making foreign language 

acquisition an increasingly popular and important topic. 

Various foreign language teaching and self-teaching methods 

have been springing up to suit for different needs. For example, 

employing creative materials like multi-media, and integrating 

all kinds of technologies such as the Language Laboratory 

(LL). For decades, trails, experiments and studies of new 

practices have been carried out in scientific, commercial, 

informal and even grass-root manners. This is especially 

common in Asia. For example, in China, learning English by 

watching American or British TV series and movies is a rather 

popular self-teaching method and is still attracting more and 

more attention and practice. There are an overwhelming 

number of forums, tutorials, software applications, and even 

courses to provide guidance for it. However, whether this TV 



2 

 

watching frenzy is reasonable regarding foreign language 

learning, remains open to discussion. For example, it has been 

suggested that the difficulty of using television as an 

educational resource lies “in the leisure mental sets of viewers 

towards television watching” [16]. This theory asserts that the 

viewers’ casual and relaxed mental state hinders the TV 

watching of helping with language learning, which also calls 

for evidence. 

Given this situation, this study is devoted to the possibility 

for Dutch learners to use entertaining video materials to help 

themselves to reduce their negative affection and build up their 

confidence with using the language, and to prompt the 

language internalization process. So the research experiment 

strives to simulate an entertaining video watching experience 

that the learner is likely to have in real life and to inspect the 

effects on these learners.  

The purpose is to try to find a method for the adult Dutch 

learners to help themselves in a way that is easy to keep up to 

and possibly life-long so that they can keep their language 

updated in this dynamic era. Thus this study takes from the 

language learners’ instead of instructors’ or educators’ 

perspective, and the reason of this is that, like mentioned by the 

founder of DE DELFTSE METHODE, Sciarone, “Leren doen 

mensen zelf. Onderwijs is slechts hulpmiddel.” [17] (People 

learn by themselves. Education is only a help.) 

Note that when discussing the effect or difference 

potentially made by the recreational video watching, evaluating 

the change in the real knowledge or mastery of Dutch for the 

participants is not part of the purpose of this study, and the 

reason for this will be further explained in the Second 

Language Fluency section below. 

A. Research Background and Context 

1) Foreign Language Anxiety 

a) Definition 

According to the scale given by Spielberger, Gorsuch, and 

Lushene in the 1970, anxiety in general consists of two 

components or dimensions: state anxiety, “consisting of 

subjective feelings of tension, apprehension, nervousness and 

worry, with associated arousal of the autonomic nervous 

system”, and trait anxiety, “stable individual differences in 

anxiety proneness in situations perceived as dangerous and 

threatening” [32][33][39]. In 1980s, Elaine K. Horwitz, 

Michael B. Horwitz, and Joann Cope have defined foreign 

language anxiety as “a distinct complex of self-perceptions, 

beliefs, feelings, and behaviors related to classroom language 

learning arising from the uniqueness of the language learning 

process.” [34] It is a specific anxiety reaction that results in 

symptoms such as: 

 Negative affections: “apprehension, worry, even 

dread”; 

 Difficulties in concentrating, remembering, etc.; 

 Avoidance behaviors: skipping classes, postponing 

homework, aversion of making mistakes or guesses; 

 Careless errors or forgetting what is known in tests; 

 Over-studying. 

Regarding both the academic and the social context, it has 

been specified with three components: 

 Communication apprehension, “a type of shyness 

characterized as fear of, or anxiety about 

communicating with people”; 

 Test anxiety, “the type of performance anxiety 

resulting from a fear of failure in an academic 

evaluation setting”; 

 Fear of negative evaluation, “apprehension about 

others’ evaluations, and avoidance of evaluative 

situations”. 

Beyond the three components, Language Anxiety is a 

“distinct complex of self-perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and 

behaviors related to classroom language learning”. [35] 

A summary of the development  with 44 milestones on the 

subject of Language Anxiety can be found in Elaine K. 

Horwitz’s paper in 2010, FOREIGN AND SECOND 

LANGUAGE ANXIETY, where she summarizes that in the early 

phase, the researches mainly “address the nature of Language 

Anxiety as contrasted with or related to other anxiety types and 

the effects of Language Anxiety especially on language 

achievement”, and later it mainly focuses on “sources of 

Language Anxiety and its stability or variation under different 

instructional or socio-cultural conditions, the relationship of 

Language Anxiety with other learner factors, anxieties in 

response to specific aspects of language learning such as 

listening, reading, or writing, and instructional strategies to 

reduce Language Anxiety”[36]. 

b) Significance 

“Research on the affective domain of second language 

acquisition and learning has been accumulating steadily for a 

number of years.” [37], and “research in this field has asserted 

that language anxiety is the most powerful predictor on the 

students’ performance among the affective factors” [38] [40]. 

One reason of this might lie in the relation to Stephen 

Krashen’s famous Affective Filter Theory. It is mentioned in 

Horwitz et al’s original paper, FOREIGN LANGUAGE 

CLASSROOM ANXIETY, that “anxiety contributes to an 

affective filter, according to Krashen, which makes the 

individual unreceptive to language input ; thus the learner fails 

to “take in” the available target language message and 

language acquisition does not progress.” [41] More detailed 

explanations about the Affective Filter Theory and its 

relevance will be found in the later part of this paper. 

Overall, there is a “consistent and reasonable”[42] negative 

influence of Foreign Language Anxiety on language learners’ 

achievement or performance proven by plenty of research. This 

negative influence was disputable given that there were studies 

that deemed that the poor target language performance was the 

cause rather than result of the Language Anxiety, or that under 

some circumstances the Foreign Language Anxiety could have 

positive influence on the corresponding language performance, 

until Elaine K. Horwitz clarified the relationship between 

Language Anxiety and the language performance in 2001. 

Based on the result of research of Horwitz [43], MacIntyre and 

Gardner [44], Aida [45], Rodriguez [46], etc., Elaine concludes 

that there indeed is a negative correlation between Language 
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Anxiety and the language achievement. However, there is a 

difference between the role of the anxiety in language 

performance and the role of the anxiety in language learning 

experience, which could be potentially more interesting to look 

into. 

c) Causes and solutions 

It is pointed out that “second language communication 

entails risk taking”[47] due to the person’s uncertainty or even 

unawareness of the “linguistic and socio-cultural 

standards”[48], and “because complex and non-spontaneous 

mental operations are required in order to communicate at all, 

any performance in the L2 is likely to challenge an individual’s 

self-concept as a competent communicator and lead to 

reticence, self-consciousness, fear, or even panic”[49], and 

Elaine later summarized this as “anxiety stems from the 

inherent inauthenticity associated with immature second 

language communicative abilities”[50]. 

The Language Anxiety could be addressed on both the 

teacher’s and the student’s side. Generally speaking, according 

to Horwitz et al., the teacher “can help them learn to cope with 

the existing anxiety-provoking situation” or “make the learning 

context less stressful”, and a few specific techniques are given, 

such as “relaxation exercises, advice on effective language 

learning strategies, behavioral contracting, and journal 

keeping”[51]. However, until today there is no proven radical 

panacea for Language Anxiety. 

2) Affective Filter Theory and de Delftse Methode 

The Affective Filter theory is part of the Monitor Model, 

which is a group of five hypotheses of L2 acquisition 

developed by Stephen Krashen in the 1970s and 1980s [18] 

[19]. DE DELFTSE METHODE (the Delft Method) is originally 

a Dutch teaching method developed by A.G.Sciarone et al. and 

instructors of Delft University of Technology for the purpose 

of helping foreign students to quickly adjusting to the Dutch 

language and cultural environment in both academic and 

personal lives, and it is widely adopted in the Netherlands for 

Dutch teaching in various situations and to diverse audiences. 

The relationship between this theory and this method is that 

many ideas of DE DELFTSE METHODE are derived from the 

Monitor Model. This could be seen from the following 

comparison. Firstly, according to the Monitor Model, sufficient 

comprehensible input is a better method than explicit and pure 

grammatical instruction in terms of developing grammatical 

knowledge [20]. DE DELFTSE METHODE advocates 

explaining the grammar via the examples in the texts [21]. 

Secondly, the Input Hypothesis of the Monitor Model states the 

idea of “i+1”, the “i” referring to the current level of the 

language input and the “1” referring to the step towards the 

higher level of input, meaning that the learners progress when 

they comprehend the language input that is slightly beyond 

their reach. Meanwhile DE DELFTSE METHODE tries to offer 

the maximum work load to the learners: always to make sure to 

saturate the capability of the learners [22]. Thirdly, DE 

DELFTSE METHODe adopts the idea from the Monitor Model 

that the order of the instruction does not influence the order of 

language acquisition, i.e. no matter in what order the learners 

are taught of the language elements such as the grammar, they 

always acquire them in an order that is similar to the natural 

acquisition of the first language [23]. Moreover, the Monitor 

Hypothesis of the Monitor Model claims that conscious 

learning puts the learners under a Monitor of self-checking and 

self-correcting before and during an utterance, which makes 

them unable to speak spontaneously. According to Conny 

Wesdijk, one of the authors of DE DELFTSE METHODE 

textbook, the reason why they try to teach grammar via 

examples is to avoid the unnecessary checking before 

utterances. This is in line with the Monitor Hypothesis. Hence 

it is clear that there is a strong correlation between the Monitor 

Model and DE DELFTSE METHODE. 

One important part of the Monitor Model, the Affective 

Filter theory, is one of the sources of or inspirations for the 

Language Anxiety. Thus this “socio-affective filter” also offers 

a possible explanation for the Language Anxiety [8]. 

According to the Affective Filter theory, certain negative 

affections function as a filter that prevents the language 

learners from comprehending and digesting the language input. 

There are two key factors to help lowering the Affective Filter: 

allowing a silent period for the learners to acquire adequate 

amount of input, and not correcting the errors too early. The 

idea of allowing a silent period is also the reason why this 

study has chosen watching videos as a focus. It does not 

impose the pressure of interaction and purely provides input. 

Also, this theory provides a reason for this study to suspect that 

given the entertaining nature, watching recreational Dutch TV 

programs might be able to help reducing the learners’ anxiety 

about the language. This might enlarge the learners’ acceptance 

of the language input. With this larger input to help coping 

with the silent period, the learners might be less hesitant during 

an utterance. Another hypothesis of the Monitor model, the 

Acquisition–learning hypothesis, states that there is a strict 

distinction between language acquisition and language 

learning. The former one is subconscious and natural, and the 

later one is conscious and painful, and only the former one is 

the decisive factor for improvement in the target language, 

which also backs up the hypothesis of this study that watching 

entertaining videos in a natural way could help the Dutch 

learners to make progress. Last but not the least, based on the 

Monitor Hypothesis, the hypothesis of this study is that the 

unconscious learning process offered by the recreational video 

watching could reduce the effect of the Monitor and thus make 

the utterance process more spontaneous. So the Monitor 

Model, and more specifically the Affective Filter Theory, is the 

conjunction of the critical elements of this study: Language 

Anxiety, DE DELFTSE METHODE, and the Utterance Fluency 

(see the Second Language Fluency section below). 

3) Digital Media and Technology in Foreign Language 

Learning 

Television, video, LL, multimedia, and digital technology, 

these terms are nothing new to the L2 acquisition research 

field. The excitement about the LL in the 1960s, about 

television and video in the 1980s, and the digital technology 

since the 1990s have induced lots of researches and 

discussions, and yet very little revolutionary or practical 

establishment has been yielded. The real start for the use of 
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television and digital technology is during the 1990s mainly 

because of the technology and internet advance. A well-

rounded summary of the research activities since then up to 

2010 is DEJA VU? A DECADE OF RESEARCH ON LANGUAGE 

LABORATORIES, TELEVISION AND VIDEO IN LANGUAGE 

LEARNING by Robert Vanderplank in 2010. It is mentioned in 

this review that excessive attention has been paid to following 

the latest technology and not enough to designing the 

methodology to use it to the full potential [25]. In practice, the 

simple, familiar and reliable technologies with a wide range of 

available materials were the most popular among teachers [26], 

and thus video and television materials were much more 

widely and frequently adopted than more advanced technology 

[27]. These findings support this current research to pay 

attention to the more basic and easily accessible media and 

technology, namely the public TV programs and movies 

online. Around the same time, a connectionist view shows that 

computers could help with the automatization of word-by-word 

understanding process, which is a critical factor for boosting 

L2 acquisition [28]. This is also a position that this current 

study takes. Plenty of studies and surveys have shown that 

aside from language instruction, multimedia technology 

(audio-visual essentially) also affords authentic cultural 

context, for both high culture and low culture. Even learners at 

a relatively low (intermediate) level could gain a significant 

amount of knowledge on both high culture and low culture 

without being overwhelmed [29]. Given these positive features 

of digital media, researches have been trying out specific 

methods to integrate them into the curriculum effectively. For 

example, an informative study in Hong Kong has shown that 

the use of film in an English as a Second Language 

environment yielded an improvement in their language skills, 

especially listening and speaking, and their confidence in using 

English. However, little has been done on the learners’ side for 

them to do self-study or to have easy and enjoyable exercises 

outside the classroom as a supplement to the curriculum. This 

perspective is actually worth exploring because studies have 

shown that learners value the up-to-date authentic TV material 

as learning opportunities, and they enjoy the passive, informal, 

and basic learning experience of watching TV [30].   

Overall, there are plenty of issues remaining to be further 

discussed. Such as training of the instructors, being mindful 

and selective with the technological sophistication, integrating 

technologies into the curriculum, the choice among active 

producing, interactive reacting and passive receiving, whether 

and how to use captions, the differences and similarities 

between children and adults learning from TV watching, 

material choosing regarding the genre, the language 

complexity, and the language style, and the starting level for 

video exposure, etc.. 

4) Second Language Fluency 

Fluency is a common and all-encompassing word when 

talking about L2 ability. However, to measure, describe and 

represent the fluency of a L2 learner authentically, directly and 

unbiased, a definition of it is needed. In 1984, Brumfit C. J. 

summarized the characters of fluency as: “ 

 ‘Filling time with talk’, which implies automaticity of 

language processing;  

 The production of coherent sentences using the 

‘semantic and syntactic resources of the language’ 

appropriately;  

 Selecting appropriate content for context;  

 Being creative with the language.”[9]  

Later the fluency research split up into “two paths: the 

cognitive science route and the linguistic route”[24]. This 

study follows the path of cognitive science, in which a 

milestone is the book COGNITIVE BASES OF SECOND 

LANGUAGE FLUENCY, written by Norman Segalowitz in 

2010. It proposes three components of fluency: (a) cognitive 

fluency, “ability of the L2 speaker to smoothly translate 

thoughts to L2 speech” [53]; (b) utterance fluency, “objective 

acoustic measures of an utterance” [54]; and (c) perceived 

fluency, “subjective measure of what listeners perceive about 

L2 speaker’s cognitive fluency” [52]. According to Segalowitz, 

cognitive fluency model can serve as a measure of “general 

proficiency and L2 experience” [55]. Thus the observable 

features of it, which could be measured with computer 

technology, can reflect the L2 proficiency [59]. Thus the script 

used in this study was developed by Nivja de Jong and Ton 

Wempe in 2007 to measure the Utterance Fluency, and a 

description about it can be found in the Material section of this 

paper. With this script, this study measures the 3 sub-categories 

of the Utterance Fluency: speed fluency, breakdown fluency, 

and repair fluency, and the basis of it is Judit Kormos’ 

summary of the 10 measures of fluency that have been 

proposed in the literature (see TAB I.) [11][56][57]. 

The detailed analysis of the Utterance Fluency of the 

participants based on these measures can be found in the 

Discussion part of this paper. 

However, one thing worth noticing is that fluency does not 

equal proficiency, efficiency or mastery. In the literature, 

fluency has been described as “the movement-like or fluidity 

aspects of speech” [60][61][62][63][64][65]. This is to say, 

fluency has little to do with the semantics aspect of the speech. 

For example, people who suffer from a speech disorder called 

Wernicke’s Aphasia could talk perfectly fluently when their 

sentences don’t make any sense at all. Thus the fluency being 

discussed in this study doesn’t relate to the participants’ real 

Dutch skill: it might happen that one participant could speak 

fluently but all his or her sentences are filled with grammatical 

mistakes. This approach was chosen because, like mentioned in 

the introduction, the study simply pursuits to answer whether 

watching recreational videos could make the participants more 

confident and less hesitant in Dutch, or in other words, could it 

make communication in Dutch more automatic for the 

participants. This is in line with the question about the change 

in Language Anxiety level, and together they tackle the 

question whether watching recreational videos could put the 

participants more at ease and make them have a better 

subjective feeling about Dutch. 
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TABLE I.  OVERVIEW OF MEASURES OF FLUENCY 

Measure (units) Definition 

(1) Speech rate (syllables/minute) 60 sec./min. times the total 

number of syllables divided by 
total time (including pauses) in 

seconds 

(2) Articulation rate (syllables/minute) 60 sec./min. times the total 

number of syllables divided by 

total time (excluding pauses) in 
seconds 

(3) Phonation-time ratio (percentage 

ratio) 

Percentage ratio of time speaking 

to time to take the whole speech 

sample 

(4) Mean length of runs (number of 

syllables) 

Average number of syllables 

between pauses (period of 
silence >= 250 ms) 

(5) Silent pauses per minute (number of 
silent pauses/minute) 

60 sec./min. times total number 
of pauses (periods of silence > 

200 ms) divided by the total time 

speaking in seconds 

(6) Mean length of pauses (seconds) Mean length of all pauses 

(periods of silence > 200 ms) 

(7) Filled pauses per minute 60 sec./min. times total number 

of filled pauses (pauses filled 
with uhm, mm, er, etc.) divided 

by the total time speaking in 

seconds 

(8) Dysfluencies per minute 

(dysfluencies/minute) 

60 sec./min. times total number 

of dysfluencies (repetitions, 
restarts, repairs) divided by the 

total time speaking in seconds 

(9) Pace (stressed words/minute) Number of stressed words per 

minute 

(10) Space (ratio of stressed words/total 

words) 

Proportion of stressed words to 

total number of words 

Based on Kormos [58] 

B. Question Statement and Research Purpose 

The question that this study strives to answer is: does Dutch 

TV watching have an effect on the Foreign Language Anxiety 

level and the Utterance Fluency of adult Dutch learners, 

especially DE DELFTSE METHODE followers. Is it possible for 

Dutch learners to use entertaining video materials to help 

themselves to reduce their negative affection and build up their 

confidence about the language, and to make Dutch more 

familiar and internalized for them? The purpose of this study is 

to set one step towards answering whether, how much, and in 

what way does watching TV programs and movies help with 

foreign language learning among adults, in order to suggest a 

method for the adult Dutch learners to help themselves in a 

way that is easy to keep up to and possibility life-long. 

II. MATERIAL AND METHOD 

A. Material 

Three main materials were used during the research: three 

questionnaires to evaluate the participants’ Foreign Language 

Anxiety (Language Anxiety) level, four video materials for the 

experiment group participants to watch during the four 

experiment weeks, and a Praat Script based on Kormos’ 

summary of fluency measures to run a statistical analysis of the 

classroom recordings. 

1) Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale 

To assess the participants’ Foreign Language (in this case 

Dutch) Anxiety level, three questionnaires were used:  the 

Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (referred to as 

“Classroom Anxiety Scale” from hereafter), the Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety Scale (referred to as “Listening 

Anxiety Scale” from hereafter), and the Foreign Language 

Speaking Anxiety Scale (referred to as “Speaking Anxiety 

Scale” from hereafter). Among them the most fundamental 

one, the Classroom Anxiety Scale, developed by Horwitz et al. 

during the self-report research, is adopted to monitor the 

Language Anxiety level in the five aspects: lack of confidence, 

fear of failure, lack of eagerness to participate in speaking 

classes, competitiveness, and perfectionism. The scale is a 5 

point (ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”) 

Likert scale survey with 33 questions, possible score ranging 

from 33 to 165, and the higher the score is, the more anxious it 

indicates the student to be. The alpha coefficient (0.93) of all 

the questions has testified the internal reliability of this scale, 

and test-retest result of (r= .83, p< .001) has shown the 

reliability of the scale in this regard as well. The scale is widely 

used in research studies, and “has been found to be a highly 

reliable scale to measure foreign language anxiety.”[3] 

Following the success of the Foreign Language Classroom 

Anxiety scale, similar instruments have been devised for 

measuring Foreign Language Listening Anxiety (referred to as 

“Listening Anxiety” from hereafter)[4] and Foreign Language 

Speaking Anxiety (referred to as “Speaking Anxiety” from 

hereafter) [5]. 

2) Video materials 

During the four weeks of the experiment, four video 

materials were provided to the experiment group participants. 

The video source is the website www.uitzendinggemist.nl. The 

reasons why this platform was chosen are: 

 It provides videos that are broadcasted on TV in the 

Netherlands, which makes it closer to the authentic and 

original life, culture, and Dutch language in the 

Netherlands; 

 A lot the experiment group participants did not have a 

TV set at home but they all had a computer, so this 

online channel was easier and the most suitable for the 

experiment; 

 Access to the videos on this website is for free, so the 

participants did not have to pay for watching; 

 The quality of the videos on the website is high enough 

so that the watching experience could be enjoyable; 

http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/
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For most of the videos on the website, it is possible to turn 

on the captions(called TELETEXT SUBTITLES in the UK, 

CLOSED CAPTIONS in North America and elsewhere, and 

SAME LANGUAGE SUBTITLES in India and other 

countries), and all the experiment group participants were 

asked to do so for all the videos they were watching. This is 

essential to this experiment because all the participants were at 

the beginning of the intermediate level according to DE 

DELFTSE METHODE, which means that their Dutch 

vocabulary was around 2300 words, and they would have a 

great difficulty understanding spoken Dutch even with the aid 

of the images because a 3000 words vocabulary is the basis for 

understanding and using a language [12]. Thus the subtitles 

could help them a lot with understanding the videos so that 

they could have an enjoyable experience, and also according to 

the literature (e.g.), there is a reason to believe captioned 

programs might be helpful for improving some of the learner-

viewers’ skills in the target language and reduce their 

anxiety
1
[13], which suits the objective of this study. 

The specific videos used in the experiment are: 

Week 1, ZAPPBIOS TELEFILMS: RABARBER. 

 (http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/afleveringen/1397638) 

 It is a family movie from two children’s perspective. 

Week 2, the first part of REMBRANDT EN IK. 

 (http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/afleveringen/1048594) 

It is a movie that tells the famous painter Rembrandt’s life 

through the eyes of his friend, an ordinary Leiden boy Jan 

Lievens. 

Week 3, the first two episodes of STARTUP. 

 (http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/afleveringen/1388043, 

http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/afleveringen/1388175) 

It is a contemporary TV series about young people with big 

dreams, entrepreneurs. It is about seizing opportunities, 

pursuing ideals, limits retrieval and the challenges associated 

with entrepreneurship. 

Week 4, the episode WORDT NEDERLAND MINDER 

MANNELIJK? of the popular science show FACTCHECKERS. 

 (http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/afleveringen/1412829) 

It talks about questions such as has Dutch males become 

wimpier, what happens to the testosterone levels of young 

fathers, and is male-female friendship possible. 

These four videos were chosen because of three reasons: 

 Their language complexity are neither too low nor too 

overwhelming to the participants; 

 Given the situation of the participants (find the basic 

personal information of the participants in the 

appendix, Table II), their contents are close to the 

participants own life, so that the participants would 

stay interested and feel related. 

 These four videos belong to different genres, and this 

is to cover potentially different interests of the 

participants and to simulate programs that they would 

watch in their leisure time every day. 

3) Praat Script 

                                                           
1 It is unclear if this “anxiety” here is the Foreign Language Classroom 

Anxiety 

Praat is a speech phonetics analysis software application 

developed by Paul Boersma and David Weenink of the 

University of Amsterdam in 1990s, and it has been widely 

adopted in scientific studies. It is provided for free and can be 

run on a wide range of operating systems. The details and 

tutorials of it can be found on the website: 

 http://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/praat/ 

Various scripts for Praat have been developed for different 

research purposes, among which is the one developed by Nivja 

de Jong and Ton Wempe for “automatically detecting syllable 

nuclei in order to measure speech rate without the need for a 

transcription”[14](see Nivja de Jong & Ton Wempe, 2009). 

The introduction, tutorial and the script itself can be found on 

the website:  

https://sites.google.com/site/speechrate/Home 

The script produces a text file with the statistical profile of 

the analyzed recordings under 7 measures: number of syllables, 

number of (silent) pauses, phonation time (in seconds), speech 

rate (syllables/second), articulation rate (syllables/second), and 

mean syllable duration (seconds). It also plots out the analysis 

result for a clearer reviewing (see Fig. 1.). 

Also, in 2013, Nivja de Jong gave a LANGSNAP 

workshop, guiding users through analysing speech recordings 

in Praat using the script mentioned above. Nine acoustic 

measures of the Utterance Fluency based on Kormos’ ten 

measures were proposed during the workshop. The speech 

recording analysis part of this study was done using this script 

and following this workshop instruction. 

B. Participants 

The participants were 14 adults with diverse international 

background: Asian, South American, North American, East 

European, South European, and North European, and they were 

all following the course ”Nederlands voor Buitenlanders, De 

Delftse Methode” in Delft University of Technology. The 

participants were in the intermediate course group, using the 

second textbook of DE DELFTSE METHODE, TWEEDE 

RONDE. NEDERLANDS VOOR BUITENLANDERS. DELFTSE 

METHODE, and they were all at a similar level at the 

beginning of the course with an approximately 2300 words’ 

vocabulary [15]. Table II shows all the personal details of the 

participants. 

 

Fig. 1.  Figure 1Plot of Praat analysis result 

http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/afleveringen/1397638
http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/afleveringen/1048594
http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/afleveringen/1388043
http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/afleveringen/1388043
http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/afleveringen/1388175
http://www.uitzendinggemist.nl/afleveringen/1412829
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Paul_Boersma
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=David_Weenink&action=edit&redlink=1
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/University_of_Amsterdam
http://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/praat/
https://sites.google.com/site/speechrate/Home
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C. Setting 

In order to answer the question, a controlled experiment 

was conducted within DE DELFTSE METHODE course in Delft 

University of Technology. During the course there would be 

two class sessions per week: Monday from 18:00 to 19:00 and 

Thursday from 18:00 to 19:00. The course followers and also 

the experiment participants would get familiarized with the 

texts before class and they would talk about the text during the 

class, and being led by the teacher’s questions, everybody 

would have a chance for several minutes spontaneous 

conversations developed upon the text. The researcher of this 

study, Xiaotong Shang, also took part in the course. In addition 

to the researcher, there were 14 course followers, and they all 

participated in the research. The 14 participants were divided 

into two groups: 7 in the experiment group (EG) and 7 in the 

control group (CG), and this division was not random but 

based on the personal relationship with the researcher and 

asked as a personal favor, but since the research had no 

personal influence on the class conversation, this factor is 

irrelevant to the experiment result. Before the experiment, the 

Classroom Anxiety Scale, Speaking Anxiety Scale, and 

Listening Anxiety Scale questionnaires were handed out to all 

the participants to get the initial anxiety level of all 

participants. The experiment started on Thursday, May 8th, 

2014. Every Monday and Thursday after that until Thursday 

June 5th, the researcher would go to the class and record the 

whole class session without mentioning to the participants 

(permission to use was acquired after closing the experiment). 

Every Friday she would send a link to all the participants in the 

experiment group via email, directing them to video materials 

that were longer than 30 minutes on uitzendinggemist website 

(see the Material section), and they would watch the videos for 

at least 30 minutes. This was going on for four weeks, so the 

experiment group watched videos in Dutch for four weeks, 

minimum 120 minutes in total, but could be longer if the 

participants personally decided to keep watching. At the same 

time, the control group participants were told to avoid watching 

entertaining videos in Dutch. After the four weeks, the above 

mentioned three questionnaires were handed out to all the 

participants again to measure the level of anxiety. On receiving 

all the questionnaires back, scores were calculated by adding 

up all the items in the scales, and all the scores of before and 

after the experiment were put into a Google spreadsheet for 

analysis. Also during the four weeks, eight audio recordings of 

the class sessions were acquired. After the experiment, all the 

recordings were augmented and cut into speech fragments of 

each person in Adobe Audition, and after that all the fragments 

were analyzed in Praat with the script mentioned in the 

Material section above, and in the end statistics of the 

Utterance Fluency measurements were generated and put into a 

Google spreadsheet file. Note that there were one measure 

being calculated in addition to the nine measures proposed in 

de Jong’s workshop to include the measure for Repair Fluency, 

and that is the number of repairs per second (phonation time). 

This measure was not generated automatically with the script 

in Praat due to the natural language processing limitation of it, 

and all the numbers of repairs were manually counted by the 

researcher. 

D. Data Evaluation and Analysis 

For the question about the Classroom Anxiety Scale, based 

on the calculated total scores mentioned above, a paired sample 

t-test was done for the experiment group to see if there was a 

significant change in it between before and after the 

experiment, and the same was done for Speaking Anxiety 

Scale and Listening Anxiety Scale of the experiment group, 

and the same procedure for the three questionnaire results was 

done for all the three scales for the control group. For both 

groups, if there was a change in Classroom Anxiety Scale, 

Speaking Anxiety Scale, and Listening Anxiety Scale, the 

significant value should be below 0.05, and otherwise it would 

suggest that there is no change, and watching recreational 

videos in Dutch did not have an influence on the correspondent 

anxiety in this case. 

 As for the Utterance Fluency, for every session, and for 

every participant, a mean number was calculated for every 

measure, based on all the utterance fragments of this session 

and this person. Thus within every session, every participant 

has 10 mean numbers for the 10 measures. Then a comparison 

was drawn between the experiment group and the control 

group. First, for every measure, the mean number x was 

calculated for the whole experiment group and the mean 

number y for the control group, and upon that a ratio x/y was 

calculated. In the end, the ratios (x/y) for all the parameters 

were drawn into line charts to show the change of this ratio for 

the correspondent parameter during the eight sessions. 

According to the patterns and trends of the lines in the charts, a 

rudimental conclusion could be drawn about whether the 

experiment group was progressing faster (or potentially slower) 

than the control group in Utterance Fluency, which would 

suggest whether and how watching recreational videos in 

Dutch could influence the Utterance Fluency in L2 acquisition. 

Analysis has also been done on the individual level. For 

every participant in both groups, the change of Classroom 

Anxiety Scale, Speaking Anxiety Scale, and Listening Anxiety 

Scale, and the change of Utterance Fluency during the four 

weeks were put together for evaluation to gain further insights 

of the dynamics of the condition of the participants during the 

experiment period. Further discussion on this will be presented 

in the Discussion part of the thesis. 

III. RESULTS 

A. Questionnaire Results 

During the questionnaire collection, everything carried out 

as the experiment design, except that one participant in the 

control group (CG) refused to fill in the questionnaires, so the 

data from one person are absent in the CG result, and 

potentially that might have influenced the total result and the 

conclusion to some extent. 

For the rest, the statistical analysis in PASW Statistics 18 

reveals the result as follows: 

1)  Classroom Anxiety Scale 
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All the Classroom Anxiety Scale results for both groups for 

before and after the experiment obey normal distribution (see 

Fig. 2 and Fig. 3). 

The paired-sample t-test results show that at 5% significant 

level, the EG did have a significant change in Classroom 

Anxiety Scale (p = 0.016, p < 0.05), whereas the CG did not 

have a significant change in Classroom Anxiety Scale (p = 

0.515, p > 0.05) (see Fig. 4 and Fig. 5). 

 

Fig. 2.  Classroom Anxiety Scale test result for normal distribution for before 

and after the experiment for the EG 

 

Fig. 3.  Classroom Anxiety Scale test result for normal distribution for before 

and after the experiment for the CG 

 

Fig. 4.  EG Classroom Anxiety Scale paired-sample t-test result 

 

Fig. 5.  CG Classroom Anxiety Scale paired-sample t-test result 

2) Speaking Anxiety Scale 

All the Speaking Anxiety Scale results for both groups for 

before and after the experiment obey normal distribution (see 

Fig. 6 and Fig. 7). 

 

Fig. 6.  Speaking Anxiety Scale test result for normal distribution for before 

and after the experiment for the EG 
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Fig. 7.  Speaking Anxiety Scale test result for normal distribution for before 

and after the experiment for the CG 

Before the experiment, for the 7 participants of the 

experiment group (EG), the mean Speaking Anxiety Scale 

score is 51.143 with the standard deviation being 8.533. As for 

the 6 participants of the CG, the mean Speaking Anxiety Scale 

is 45.000 with the standard deviation being 5.797. After the 

experiment, for the 7 participants of the experiment group 

(EG), the mean Speaking Anxiety Scale score is 45.571 with 

the standard deviation being 7.955. As for the 6 participants of 

the CG, the mean Speaking Anxiety Scale is 43.833 with the 

standard deviation being 6.853. 

The paired-sample t-test results show that at 5% significant 

level, the EG did have a significant change in Speaking 

Anxiety Scale (p = 0.034, p < 0.05), whereas the CG did not 

have a significant change in Speaking Anxiety Scale (p = 

0.677, p > 0.05) (see Fig. 8 and Fig. 9). 

 

Fig. 8.  Speaking Anxiety Scale paired-sample t-test result 

 

Fig. 9.  CG Speaking Anxiety Scale paired-sample t-test result 

3) Listening Anxiety Scale 

All the Listening Anxiety Scale results for both groups for 

before and after the experiment obey normal distribution (see 

Fig. 10 and Fig. 11). 

 

Fig. 10.  Listening Anxiety Scale test result for normal distribution for before 

and after the experiment for the EG 
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Fig. 11.  Listening Anxiety Scale test result for normal distribution for before 

and after the experiment for the CG 

Before the experiment, for the 7 participants of the 

experiment group (EG), the mean Listening Anxiety Scale 

score is 97.429 with the standard deviation being 15.109. As 

for the 6 participants of the CG, the mean Listening Anxiety 

Scale is 93.667 with the standard deviation being 13.322. After 

the experiment, for the 7 participants of the experiment group 

(EG), the mean Listening Anxiety Scale score is 86.143 with 

the standard deviation being 14.029. As for the 6 participants 

of the CG, the mean Listening Anxiety Scale is 88.667 with the 

standard deviation being 14.264. 

The paired-sample t-test results show that at 5% significant 

level, the EG did have a significant change in Listening 

Anxiety Scale (p = 0.007, p < 0.05), whereas the CG did not 

have a significant change in Listening Anxiety Scale (p = 

0.333, p > 0.05) (see Fig. 12 and Fig. 13). 

 

Fig. 12.  EG Listening Anxiety Scale paired-sample t-test result 

 

Fig. 13.   CG Listening Anxiety Scale paired-sample t-test result 

B. Acoustic Measures of Utterance Fluency with Praat 

Firstly, after running the script mentioned in the Material 

session above in Praat, the statistics for all the recordings were 

generated for the 7 measures, and in addition, the numbers of 

repairs were counted manually by the researcher for all the 

recordings so that the change in Repair Fluency could also be 

shown. With these statistics, based on de Jong’s workshop 

instruction and the 10 measures summarized by Kormos, 

statistics of 10 measures of Utterance Fluency of the 14 

participants during the 8 sessions were calculated in Google 

Spreadsheet, and they are: 

 For Speed Fluency: Speech rate (syllables divided per 

total time) and Articulation rate (syllables divided by 

phonation time); 

 For Breakdown Fluency: Mean length of utterance (in 

syllables) (Number of syllables/(Number of silent 

pauses+1)), Mean length of utterance (in 

seconds)(Phonation time/(Number of silent pauses+1)), 

Number of pauses per second (total time), Number of 

pauses per second (speaking time), Mean pause 

duration (total length of silent pauses divided by total 

number of silent pauses+1), Phonation time ratio 

(phonation time divided by total time), and Mean 

length of runs (number of syllables divided by (number 

of silent pauses+1)); 

 For Repair Fluency: Number of repairs per second 

(phonation time). 

Note that in this study, all the statistics involving time 

dimension are on the second scale to simplify the calculation. 

When running the script, there are three thresholds to be set: 

silence threshold (the minimum dB to be considered as 

silence), minimum dip between peaks (the minimum dB 

between two peaks to separate two syllables), and minimum 

pause duration (the minimum time span for a silent slot to be 

considered as a pause). In this analysis, the silence threshold 

was set to -25 dB and the minimum dip between peaks was set 

to 2 dB, both based on the suggestion written in the script. As 

for the minimum pause duration, the literature is rather unclear 

about it, and a wide range of minimum pause durations could 

be found across studies. However, most researchers agree on 

the criterion of no less than 200 ms and no more than 300 ms. 

Thus 250 ms was chosen for the minimum pause duration for 

this analysis.  

Secondly, like mentioned in the Data Evaluation and 

Analysis session, since in most cases, in every session, each 
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participants has spoken more than one sentences, thus within 

every session, 10 mean numbers for the 10 measures were 

calculated upon all the sentences from one person, and this is 

done for all the participants from both groups, i.e. within every 

session, every participant has a set of mean numbers for the 10 

measures, and this set of numbers together profiles this 

person’s Utterance Fluency of this session. 

Table III to Table XVI in the appendix shows all the results 

mentioned above. 

IV. DISCUSSION 

The questionnaire results show that for the EG, comparing 

the Classroom Anxiety Scale, Speaking Anxiety Scale and 

Listening Anxiety Scale of pre- and post-experiment scores, 

there are meaningful changes in all of them, whereas for the 

CG there is no meaningful change in any of the three anxiety 

scales. This shows clearly that in this setting, there is a factor 

that has made a difference between the two groups, and given 

the controlled situation of the experiment, there is a very high 

probability that this factor is the recreational video watching. In 

other words, watching recreational videos in Dutch has caused 

a decrease in Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (referred 

to as “Classroom Anxiety” from hereafter), Speaking Anxiety, 

and Listening Anxiety among the experiment group. 

Further, a more detailed insight into the five specific 

aspects of Classroom Anxiety is worth taking by clustering the 

results of items in Classroom Anxiety Scale: 

A. Lack of Confidence.  

This involves items 1, 12, 15, 17, 22 and 29 in Classroom 

Anxiety Scale. For the EG, before the experiment, the mean of 

the sum of these six scores is 18.143 with a standard deviation 

of 2.734, and the post-experiment mean sum is 15.000 with a 

standard deviation of 3.338. Thus the paired-sample t-test 

result shows that there is no meaningful change at 5% 

significant level (p = 0.150). For the CG, the pre-experiment 

mean sum is 16.167 with a standard deviation of 4.195, and the 

post-experiment mean sum is 14.500 with a standard deviation 

of 2.563. Thus the paired-sample t-test result shows that there 

is no meaningful change at 5% significant level (p = 0.122). 

B. Fear of Failure.  

This is shown through items 2, 4, 9, 14, 18, 23, 28 in 

Classroom Anxiety Scale. Before the experiment, the mean of 

the sum of these seven scores is 21.286 with a standard 

deviation of 3.094, and the post-experiment mean sum is 

18.571 with a standard deviation of 4.541. Thus the paired-

sample t-test result shows that there is no meaningful change at 

5% significant level (p = 0.083). For the CG, the pre-

experiment mean sum is 18.500 with a standard deviation of 

4.680, and the post-experiment mean sum is 18.667 with a 

standard deviation of 3.615. Thus the paired-sample t-test 

result shows that there is no meaningful change at 5% 

significant level (p = 0.930). 

C. Lack of Eagerness to Participate in Speaking Classes.  

Items 5, 6 and 16 in Classroom Anxiety Scale are relevant 

to this aspect. Before the experiment, the mean of the sum of 

these three scores is 7.429 with a standard deviation of 1.718, 

and the post-experiment mean sum is 7.857 with a standard 

deviation of 1.215. Thus the paired-sample t-test result shows 

that there is no meaningful change at 5% significant level (p = 

0.573). For the CG, the pre-experiment mean sum is 7.833 with 

a standard deviation of 1.941, and the post-experiment mean 

sum is 7.667 with a standard deviation of 1.506. Thus the 

paired-sample t-test result shows that there is no meaningful 

change at 5% significant level (p = 0.695). 

D. Competitiveness.  

This concerns items 7 and 21 in FLSCA. Before the 

experiment, the mean of the sum of these two scores is 5.429 

with a standard deviation of 1.134, and the post-experiment 

mean sum is 5.143 with a standard deviation of 1.464. Thus the 

paired-sample t-test result shows that there is no meaningful 

change at 5% significant level (p = 0.715). For the CG, the pre-

experiment mean sum is 4.667 with a standard deviation of 

1.751, and the post-experiment mean sum is also 4.667 with a 

standard deviation of 1.506. Thus the paired-sample t-test 

result shows that there is no meaningful change at 5% 

significant level (p = 1.000). 

E. Perfectionism.  

This aspect is assessed by items 8, 20, 27 and 31 in 

Classroom Anxiety Scale. Before the experiment, the mean of 

the sum of these four scores is 10.286 with a standard deviation 

of 2.889, and the post-experiment mean sum is 9.714 with a 

standard deviation of 1.254. Thus the paired-sample t-test 

result shows that there is no meaningful change at 5% 

significant level (p = 0.356). For the CG, the pre-experiment 

mean sum is 8.500 with a standard deviation of 1.871, and the 

post-experiment mean sum is 8.667 with a standard deviation 

of 1.751. Thus the paired-sample t-test result shows that there 

is no meaningful change at 5% significant level (p = 0.833). 

Hence, these results show that in this case, the decrease in 

the EG’s Classroom Anxiety is a compound of all the five 

aspects and there is no outstanding source to account for it. 

However, this does not mean that given a longer experiment 

time span, the situation would be the same: the change in one 

or a few aspects, for example lack of confidence and 

perfectionism, might become more significant. 

As for the result of acoustic measures of the Utterance 

Fluency, further analyses were done both on the group level 

and the individual level. 

On the group level, a comparison was drawn between the 

two groups. Within every class session, for every measure 

mentioned in the Results section, based on the result of every 

person, a mean result number x was calculated for the whole 

experiment group, and a mean number y for the control group, 

and upon that the ratio x/y was calculated. Thus for every 

session, 10 ratios was calculated, and this was done for all the 8 

sessions. In other words, looking horizontally, for every 

measure, a ratio between the EG and CG was calculated for the 

8 sessions, so that the change of this ratio during the 8 sessions 

is shown. In this way, the comparison of the Utterance Fluency 

performance of the two groups was demonstrated. This is done 

to exclude other factors, for example the difficulty increase in 
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the classes, that might influence the Utterance Fluency 

performance and to look at the effect that watching these 

videos might have produced on the Utterance Fluency alone. 

Line charts (see Fig. 14 to Fig. 23) of these ratios were drawn 

to illustrate the trend of them, and these charts also indirectly 

illustrate the effect of the recreational video watching which 

should have the same trend, given that other factors were 

excluded by the comparison. 

 

Fig. 14.  The ratio (EG/CG) of mean speech rate 

 

Fig. 15.  The ratio (EG/CG) of mean articulation rate 

 

Fig. 16.  The ratio (EG/CG) of mean length of utterance (in syllables) 

 

Fig. 17.  The ratio (EG/CG) of mean length of utterance (in seconds) 

 

Fig. 18.  The ratio (EG/CG) of mean number of (silent) pauses per second 

(total time) 

 

Fig. 19.  The ratio (EG/CG) of mean number of (silent) pauses per second 

(speaking time) 
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Fig. 20.  The ratio (EG/CG) of mean (silent) pause duration 

 

Fig. 21.  The ratio (EG/CG) of phonation time ratio 

 

Fig. 22.  The ratio (EG/CG) of mean length of runs 

 

Fig. 23.  The ratio of mean number of repairs per second 

The speech rate is related to Utterance Fluency positively, 

meaning that the larger the number is, the better Utterance 

Fluency it shows. A scattered plot was drawn and it seems to 

show a trend of development, so a linear regression line was 

drawn for a clearer illustration. This plot shows that during the 

8 sessions, comparing with the CG, the EG was progressing on 

the speech rate more rapidly. (See Fig. 24.) 

The articulation rate is related to Utterance Fluency 

positively. The result does not show any obvious trend of the 

curve, but every point is higher than the first one. So despite 

that the comparison between EG and CG doesn’t have a clear 

development, in total the EG did have a slightly bigger 

progress on articulation rate than the CG. 

The length of utterance, both in syllables and in seconds, is 

related to Utterance Fluency positively.  Scattered plots were 

drawn and it seems to show a trend of development, and this 

trend is consistent in both syllables and seconds, so linear 

regression lines was drawn for a clearer illustration. The plots 

show that during the 8 sessions, comparing with the CG, the 

EG was progressing on the length of utterance more rapidly. 

(See Fig. 25 and Fig. 26.) 

 

Fig. 24.  Linear regression of the ratio (EG/CG) of mean speech rate 
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Fig. 25.  Linear regression of the ratio (EG/CG) of mean length of utterance 

(in syllables) 

 

Fig. 26.  Linear regression of the ratio (EG/CG) of mean length of utterance 

(in seconds) 

The number of pauses per second is related to Utterance 

Fluency negatively, meaning that the lower the number is, the 

better Utterance Fluency it shows.  Scattered plots were drawn 

and it seems to show a trend of decrease, and this is consistent 

both in total time and phonation time, so linear regression lines 

was drawn for a clearer illustration. The plots show that during 

the 8 sessions, comparing with the CG, the EG was progressing 

on making less pauses more rapidly. (See Fig. 27 and Fig. 28.) 

 

Fig. 27.  Linear regression of the ratio (EG/CG) of mean number of (silent) 

pauses per second (total time) 

 

Fig. 28.  Linear regression of the ratio (EG/CG) of mean number of (silent) 

pauses per second (speaking time) 

The pause duration is related to Utterance Fluency 

negatively. The result does not show any obvious trend of the 

curve, and despite the fact that the ratio of the last session is the 

lowest, the third session has a higher ratio than the first one. So 

the result of this measure is not conclusive. 

The phonation time ratio is related to Utterance Fluency 

positively. The result does not show any obvious trend of the 

curve, and despite the fact that the ratio of the last session is the 

highest, there are five ratios in between that are lower than the 

first one. So the result of this measure is not conclusive. 

Mean length of runs is related to Utterance Fluency 

positively. Scattered plots were drawn and it seems to show a 

trend of development, so linear regression lines was drawn to a 

clearer illustration. The plots show that during the 8 sessions, 

comparing with the CG, the EG was progressing on making 

longer runs more rapidly. (See Fig. 29.) 
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Fig. 29.  Linear regression of the ratio (EG/CG) of mean length of runs 

The number of repairs per second (phonation time) is 

related to Utterance Fluency negatively. The line chart itself 

shows a clear trend for decrease, and linear regression lines 

was drawn for a clearer illustration. The plots show that during 

the 8 sessions, comparing with the CG, the EG was progressing 

on making less repairs more rapidly. (See Fig. 30.) 

Further, discussions and analyses were done on the 

individual level over both the Language Anxiety and the 

Utterance Fluency performance. For the EG participants, most 

of the individual results on both the Language Anxiety and the 

Utterance Fluency are consistent with the group average 

results, except for participant EGP4 (experiment group 

participant number 4). Despite that his Classroom Anxiety 

Scale, Speaking Anxiety Scale, and Listening Anxiety Scale all 

had a decrease during the four weeks, his initial Speaking 

Anxiety Scale is much higher than the group average (57 

comparing with 51.143), and both his initial and final Listening 

Anxiety Scale are significantly higher than the group average 

(119 comparing with 97.429, and 100 comparing with 86.143). 

His results of the Utterance Fluency measures are rather 

inconsistent throughout the four weeks (see Fig. 31 to Fig. 40). 

 

Fig. 30.  Linear regression of the ratio (EG/CG) of mean number of repairs 

per second 

 

Fig. 31.  Mean speech rate results of EGP4 

 

Fig. 32.  Mean articulation rate results of EGP4 

 

Fig. 33.  Mean length of utterance (in syllables) results of EGP4 
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Fig. 34.  Mean length of utterance (in seconds) results of EGP4 

 

Fig. 35.  Mean number of pauses per second (total time) results of EGP4 

 

Fig. 36.  Mean number of pauses per second (speaking time) results of EGP4 

 

Fig. 37.  Mean pause duration results of EGP4 

 

Fig. 38.  Mean phonation time ratio results of EGP4 

 

Fig. 39.  Mean length of runs results of EGP4 
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Fig. 40.  Mean number of repairs per second (phonation time) results of EGP4 

These results illustrate that his speed fluency was 

decreasing, and he was making more pauses during the eight 

sessions, and the results in other aspects are inconclusive. The 

real-life classroom observation of this person is that his 

knowledge related to semantics (e.g. grammar, sentence 

structures, and vocabulary) was rather satisfying comparing 

with other learners, but he would tend to be more hesitant, 

which is consistent with his high Language Anxiety level. 

Hence the case might be that this anxiety made him more 

sensitive to the constant increase in the difficulty of the class 

and thus the fluctuation in the Utterance Fluency of his 

classroom performance. This could be supported by the fact 

that in the CG, there are three participants whose Language 

Anxiety had a significant increase during the four weeks. To be 

more specific, the first one is CGP3, and his Classroom 

Anxiety Scale ascended from 70 to 84, and his Listening 

Anxiety Scale from 85 to 90; the second one is CGP4, whose 

Listening Anxiety Scale increased from 109 to 115; and the last 

one is CGP6, whose Speaking Anxiety Scale leaped from 42 to 

53. For the CG in general, the performance with all the 

measures of Utterance Fluency deteriorated during the four 

weeks. These two phenomena are highly likely to be caused by 

the increase in difficulty of the class content, and this increase 

in difficulty might have been suppressing the effect of 

watching the video materials for the EG. 

Meanwhile, it is clear from the results that for the EG, there 

is no significant increase in any of the Language Anxiety 

aspects, and none of the Utterance Fluency measures showed 

an obvious deterioration. 

V. CONCLUSION 

From all the results and discussions, the conclusion could 

be drawn that in this specific scenario and with this specific 

setting, the four sessions of recreational video watching did 

have a positive impact on the EG’s affection with Dutch. To be 

more specific, the EG’s negative affection with listening to 

Dutch, speaking in Dutch, and learning Dutch in general has 

had a meaningful reduction according to the results of the 

paired sample t-test for the EG (p = 0.007 for Listening 

Anxiety Scale, p = 0.034 for Speaking Anxiety Scale, p = 

0.016 for the Classroom Anxiety Scale). Whereas for the CG, 

there is no decrease in listening, speaking or learning in general 

of the Dutch language according to the results of paired sample 

t-test for the CG (p = 0.333 for Listening Anxiety Scale, p = 

0.677 for Speaking Anxiety Scale, p = 0.515 for the Classroom 

Anxiety Scale). So this is to say, the EG participants’ became 

less apprehensive about communication, less anxious about 

tests, experienced less fear of failure, and were more confident, 

etc.. Hence during these four weeks of experiment time, there 

was one factor that has induced a positive change in the EG’s 

affection with Dutch: they became less anxious and 

apprehensive and more acceptive and confident about Dutch 

learning. Since all other factors are the same for EG and the 

CG, they were following the same course, they had equal 

chance to communicate during the class, and they are in the 

similar age, etc., except that the EG participants were watching 

recreational videos in Dutch every week and the CG 

participants were avoiding watching recreational videos in 

Dutch. Thus it is reasonable to conclude that this positive 

change in the affection with Dutch (the decrease of Language 

Anxiety) is resulted from the recreational video watching. 

Moreover, the EG’s decrease of Classroom Anxiety Scale is a 

compound result of the drop of five negative affections: lack of 

confidence, fear of failure, lack of eagerness to participate in 

speaking classes, competitiveness, perfectionism, and the none 

of these five negative affections have had a significant decrease 

according to the questionnaire result of the EG. 

As for the Utterance Fluency, comparing to the CG, the 

EG’s performance developed more rapidly, or deteriorated less, 

in 1 out of the 2 measures of Speed Fluency, 5 out of the 7 

measures of Breakdown Fluency, and the 1 measure of Repair 

Fluency. These effects are highly likely to be caused by the 

EG’s recreational video watching. 

Hence there is a high possibility that even with the leisure 

mind set, watching videos in Dutch (with captions) could 

benefit the learners by making them more relaxed, less 

apprehensive, and more confident in a Dutch environment 

(suggested by the decrease of the Language Anxiety scales 

among the EG), and subconsciously more familiar with the 

language (suggested by both the reduction in Language 

Anxiety scales of the EG and the fact that comparing with the 

CG, the EG was making a more rapid progress on the 

Utterance Fluency, i.e. the EG participants were becoming less 

hesitant or inept in the utterance than the CG participants). So 

the adult Dutch learners could be suggested to watch 

recreational Dutch TV programs and movies in the leisure 

time, and ideally with captions, and a benefit from it can be 

expected in a relatively long term. 

Although there are several flaws in this study experiment 

that might have had unknown influence on the result and 

conclusion: 

 One participant from the CG refused to fill in the 

questionnaires, so there are only questionnaire data 

from the 6 participants in the CG. 

 Several participants from both groups were absent for 

some class sessions, so the statistics based on the 

classroom recordings do not cover every participant’s 

full performance during the four weeks. 
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 The first class session had a much lower difficulty than 

the rest, and there was no silent pause made by any of 

the participants, and this might have had an influence 

on the analysis of the Utterance Fluency development. 

 In some class sessions, some participants had much 

less utterance, i.e. they talked much less, and this 

might have had an influence on the mean numbers of 

the Utterance Fluency measures: the numbers might be 

an accidental result of one or two pieces utterance 

rather than showing the participant’s Utterance 

Fluency performance of this session fairly. 

 Four weeks’ experiment period might not be sufficient 

for some effects to be clearly and correctly manifested. 

For example, given a longer experiment period, the 

decrease of some of the aspects of Classroom Anxiety 

of the EG might be more significant, which would 

make the decrease in EG’s Classroom Anxiety more 

explainable and clearer, and the effect might be 

significant enough to influence more measures of 

Utterance Fluency more clearly. 

 The amount of participants, of the experiment,14, is 

relatively small, so it might not have demonstrated the 

effect fairly and there is a small chance that the results 

are accidental. 

 Due to the nature of the course that it was a held in 

Delft University of Technology, all the participants are 

highly educated (bachelor or above) and have science, 

technology, or engineer related background, which 

might have influenced the result and conclusion of the 

research. 

Due to all these flaws and limitations, further research and 

discussions are needed to reach more solid and generally 

applicable conclusions. Further, there are a number of related 

questions, such as how do different types of video materials 

influence adult foreign language learners differently, what is a 

best amount of exposure to optimize the effect, and what is a 

good starting point for learners to start watching, and these 

questions need to be answered by better structured and a longer 

running experiment on a much larger scale. 

APPENDIX 

TABLE II.  BASIC PERSONAL INFORMATION OF PARTICIPANTS 

(PART 1) 

Name 
Lei Wei Susana 

Matas 

Ubaevicius Will Anderson 

Group EG EG CG CG 

Age 25 46 27 39 

Gender M F M M 

Profession PhD ING Architect Engineer 

University 

degrees & Major 

Master of 

Applied 
Physics 

Master of 

Refining 

Master of 
Finance 

Master of 
Architecture 

Msc Aeospace 
Engineer 

Nationality Chinese Spanish Litouws USA 

First language Chinese Spanish Litouws English 

Other languages, 

level of them, and 
acquired time 

English 

(fluent), 

Dutch 
(learning) 

English 

(bi-

lingual) 

Dutch 
(learning) English (fluent) 

German, C2, 12 

years 

French, C3, 12 

years 

Romanian, B2, 
4 years 

How long have 

you been in NL 5 years 1 year 3 years 5 months 

Time spent on 

Delft 

Methode per 
week 10 hours 

8-10 
hours 10 hours 6 hours 

time spent on 
Dutch other than 

Delftse Methode 

(including 
communicating 

with people in 

Dutch, reading, 

and writing 

in Dutch, 

excluding video 
watching from 

this experiment) 

per week 1 hour none 10 hours none 

Motivation of 

Learning Dutch 
culture 

I am 
living in 

NL Work living in NL 

 

TABLE III.  BASIC PERSONAL INFORMATION OF PARTICIPANTS 

(PART 2) 

Name 
Olga 

Sheochuk 

Thibault 

Decoster 

Theodor 

Solis Mona 

Group CG CG EG EG 

Age 24 29 31 33 

Gender F M M F 

Profession 
PhD 

Research 

Scientist Researcher 

Electronic 

Engineer 

University degrees 

& Major 

Msc 

Theoretical 
Physics 

PhD in 
Physics 

PhD of 

Biomedical 
Engineer 

Master of 

Electronic 
Engineer 

Nationality Ukraine French Mexico Iran 

First language 
Ukrainian, 
Russian French Spanish Persian 

Other languages, 

level of them, 

and acquired time 

English, 

fluent, 10 
years 

Chinese, 

Intermediate, 
3 years 

English 
(fluent) 

Spanish (4 

years) 
Latin (3 

years) 

Portuguese 
(0.5 year) 

German (0.5 

year, self 
study) 

English 

(good, 10 
years) 

German 

(average, 2 
years) 

English 
(Average) 

How long have you 
been in NL 5 years 2 years 8 months 3 years 

Time spent on Delft 

Methode per week 12 hours 10 hours 5 hours 6 hours 

time spent on Dutch 

other 2 hours 1 hour none none 
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than Delft Methode 

(including 

communicating with 

people in 

Dutch, reading, and 
writing 

in Dutch, excluding 

video watching from 
this experiment) per 

week 

Motivation of 

Learning Dutch 
Dutch 
Nationality 

Learn a 

Germanic 
language hobby to speak 

TABLE IV.  BASIC PERSONAL INFORMATION OF PARTICIPANTS 

(PART 3) 

Name Niki Yufei Eva Delincakova 

Group CG CG EG 

Age 24 30 27 

Gender F M F 

Profession Student Researcher Student 

University degrees & 
Major 

Master of 

Electrical 

Power 
Engineering 

PhD in 

Traffic & 
Transport 

Master of Arts in 
Computer 

Animation 

Bc in Marketing 
Communication 

Nationality Greek Chinese Slovak 

First language Greek Chinese Slovak 

Other languages, level of 

them, 
and acquired time 

English C2 

German B2 
French B1 

English, 
good 

French, good 

English, very good 
Czech, very good 

How long have you been 
in NL 8 months 8 years 2.5 years 

Time spent on Delft 
Methode per week 4 hours 6 hours 2 hours 

time spent on Dutch 

other 

than Delft Methode 
(including 

communicating with 

people in 
Dutch, reading, and 

writing 

in Dutch, excluding 
video watching from this 

experiment) per week none 1 hour 1 hour 

Motivation of 

Leraning Dutch 
hobby hobby 

understand people 

and culture where I 

live 

TABLE V.  BASIC PERSONAL INFORMATION OF PARTICIPANTS 

(PART 4) 

Name 
Markus Malkki 

Katerina 
Stamat 

Ashim 
Giyanani 

Group EG EG CG 

Age 23 26 30 

Gender M F M 

Profession Student Architect PhD 

University degrees & 

Major 

Bachelor of 

Science 

Naval Architecture 

Master of 

Architect 

MSc Wind 

Engineering 

Nationality Finnish Greek Indian 

First language Finnish Greek Sindhi 

Other languages, level of 

them, 

and acquired time 

Dutch, 

basic/intermediate 
English, good 

Swedish, 

intermediate 
German, 

intermediate 

English, 
fluent 

French, B2 

Italian, B2 
Dutch, 

intermediate 

Marathi, good 

Gujarati, good) 
English, fluent 

German, fluent 

How long have you been 

in NL 10 months 11 months 6 months 

Time spent on Delft 

Methode per week 4 hours 6 hours 4 hours 

time spent on Dutch 

other 
than Delft Methode 

(including 

communicating with 
people in 

Dutch, reading, and 

writing 
in Dutch, excluding 

video watching from this 

experiment) per week 2 hours 1 hour 2 hours 

Motivation of 
Learning Dutch 

When in any 
country, 

learn the language. 

I also have spoken 
Dutch 

as a kid so I 

wanted to 

learn it again. 

Working in 

NL 

To speak the 

native 

language 

of where i live 
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TABLE VI.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 1 (PART 1) 

 

TABLE VII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 1 (PART 2) 
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TABLE VIII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 1 (PART 3) 

 

TABLE IX.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 1 (PART 4) 
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TABLE X.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 2 (PART 1) 

 

TABLE XI.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 2 (PART 2) 
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TABLE XII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 3 (PART 1) 

 

TABLE XIII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 3 (PART 2) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



24 

 

TABLE XIV.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 4 (PART 1) 

 

TABLE XV.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 4 (PART 2) 
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TABLE XVI.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 5 (PART 1) 

 

TABLE XVII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 5 (PART 2) 
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TABLE XVIII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 6 (PART 1) 

 

TABLE XIX.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 6 (PART 2) 
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TABLE XX.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 6 (PART 3) 

 

TABLE XXI.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 6 (PART 

4)  
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TABLE XXII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 6 (PART 5) 

 

TABLE XXIII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 7 (PART 1) 
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TABLE XXIV.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 7 (PART 2) 

 

TABLE XXV.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY EG PARTICIPANT 7 (PART 3) 
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TABLE XXVI.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 1 (PART 1) 

I.  

TABLE XXVII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 1 (PART 2) 
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TABLE XXVIII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 1 (PART 3) 

 

TABLE XXIX.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 2 (PART 1) 
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TABLE XXX.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 2 (PART 2) 

 

TABLE XXXI.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 2 (PART 3) 
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TABLE XXXII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 3 (PART 1) 

 

TABLE XXXIII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 3 (PART 2) 
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TABLE XXXIV.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 4 (PART 1) 

 

TABLE XXXV.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 4 (PART 2) 
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TABLE XXXVI.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 5 (PART 1) 

 

TABLE XXXVII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 5 (PART 2) 
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TABLE XXXVIII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 5 (PART 3) 

 

TABLE XXXIX.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 6 (PART 1) 
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TABLE XL.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 6 (PART 2) 

 

TABLE XLI.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 6 (PART 3) 
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TABLE XLII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 6 (PART 4) 

 

TABLE XLIII.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 6 (PART 5) 
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TABLE XLIV.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 7 (PART 1) 

 

TABLE XLV.  RESULT OF UTTERANCE FLUENCY CG PARTICIPANT 7 (PART 2) 



40 

 

 

REFERENCES 

[1] Han Nicolaas, Arno Sprangers. Statistics Netherlands. 

MIGRATION MOTIVES OF NON-DUTCH IMMIGRANTS IN 

THE NETHERLANDS. 

[2] Statistics Netherlands. Available: http://www.cbs.nl/en-

GB/menu/home/default.htm.  

[3] Murad M. Al-Shboul, Ismail Sheikh Ahmad, Mohamad Sahari 

Nordin, Zainurin Abdul Rahman. (2013). Foreign Language Anxiety 

and Achievement: Systematic Review. International Journal of 

English Linguistics. 3 (2), p32. 

[4] Kim, Joohae. 2005. The Reliability and Validity of a Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety Scale. Korean Journal of English 

Language and Linguistics. 5 (2), p213-p235. 

[5] Kriangkrai Yaikhong, Siriluck Usaha. (2012). A Measure of EFL 

Public Speaking Class Anxiety: Scale Development and Preliminary 

Validation and Reliability. English Language Teaching. 5 (12), p23. 

[6] Cheng, Y. S.; Horwitz, E. K.; Shallert, D. L. (1999). Language 

anxiety: Differentiating writing and speaking components. Language 

Learning 49: 417–446. 

[7] [50]Elaine K. Horwitz. ( 2001 ). Language Anxiety and 

Achievement. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 21, p112 - 126. 

[8] [36] Elaine K. Horwitz. (2010). Foreign and second language 

language anxiety. Language Teaching. 43 (2), p154 - 167. 

[9][24] Glenn Fulcher (2013) 'Fluency', Cambridge English 

Centenary. 

[10] Nivja H. De Jong, Ton Wempe (2009) Praat script to detect 

syllable nuclei and measure speech rate automatically, Behavior 

Research Methods, 41(2), p385-390. 

[11][58] Judit Kormos (2006). Speech production and second 

language acquisition. London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. p163. 

[12] A.G.Sciarone, F.Montens. (1984). De woordenschat: selectie en 

omvang. In: Leendert Stofbergen Hoe leer je een taal. Amsterdam: 

Boom. p48. 

[13] Martine Danan. (2004). Captioning and Subtitling: Undervalued 

Language Learning Strategies. Meta: Translators' Journal. 49 (1), 

p67-77. 

[14][59] Nivja de Jong, Ton Wempe . (2009). Praat script to detect 

syllable nuclei and measure speech rate automatically. Behavior 

Research Methods. 41 (2), p385-390. 

[15] A. Blom, J.L. Wesdijk. (2011). Geachte cursist. In: Anja Verhart 

Tweede ronde. Nederlands voor buitenlanders. De Delftse methode . 

4th ed. Amsterdam: Boom. p34-37. 

[16] Robert Vanderplank. (2010). Deja vu? A decade of research on 

language laboratories, television and video in language learning. 

Language Teaching. 43 (1), p1-37. 

[17] A.G.Sciarone, F.Montens. (1984).Zelfwerkzaamheid. In: 

Leendert Stofbergen Hoe leer je een taal. Amsterdam: Boom. p48. 

[18] Stephen D Krashen (1981). Second Language Acquisition and 

Second Language Learning. London: Pergamon Press Inc. 

[19][20] Stephen D Krashen (1982). Principles and Practice in 

Second Language Acquisition . London: Pergamon Press Inc. 

[21] A.G.Sciarone, F.Montens. (1984). Grammaticale uitleg via 

voorbeelden. In: Leendert Stofbergen Hoe leer je een taal. 

Amsterdam: Boom. p14. 

[22] A.G.Sciarone, F.Montens. (1984). Maximale druk. In: Leendert 

Stofbergen Hoe leer je een taal. Amsterdam: Boom. p19. 

[23] A.G.Sciarone, F.Montens. (1984). Inhoud en vorm van de 

methode. In: Leendert Stofbergen Hoe leer je een taal. Amsterdam: 

Boom. p45. 

[25] Lam, Y.. (2000). Technophobia or technophilia? A preliminary 

look at why second language teacher do or do not use technology in 



41 

 

their classrooms. The Canadian Modern Language Review / La 

Revue canadienne des langues vivantes. 56 (3), p389-420. 

[26] Toner, G., D. Barr, S. Carvalho Martins & V. Wright. (2008). 

Multimedia language learning in higher education in the UK. 

Available: 

http://www.arts.ulster.ac.uk/lanlit/cetl/news/survey/index.html. 

[27] Moore, Z.. (2006). Technology and teaching culture: What 

Spanish teachers do. Foreign Language Annals. 39 (4), p579-594. 

[28] Hulstijn, J.H.. (2003). Connectionist models of language 

processing and the training of listening skills with the aid of 

multimedia software.Computer Assisted Language Learning. 16 (5), 

p413-425. 

[29] Herron, C., S. Dubreil, C. Corrie & S. P. Cole. (2002). A 

classroom investigation: Can video improve intermediate-level 

French language students' ability to learn about a foreign culture?. 

The Modern Language Journal. 86 (1), p36-53. 

[30] Fallahkhair, S., J. Masthoff & L. Pemberton. (2004). Learning 

language from interactive television: Language learners reflect on 

techniques and technologies. Proceedings of World Conference on 

Educational Multimedia, Hypermedia and Telecommunications. VA: 

AACE, p4336-4343. 

[31] CBS. Population counter. Available: http://www.cbs.nl/en-

GB/menu/themas/bevolking/cijfers/extra/bevolkingsteller.htm. Last 

accessed 12th Aug 2014. 

[32] Mulatu, M. S.. (2002). Psychometric Properties of Scores on The 

Preliminary Amharic Version of The State-trait Anxiety Inventory in 

Ethiopia. Education and Psychological Measurment. 62 (1), p130-

146. 

[33] Spielberger, C. D., Reheiser, E. C., Owen, A. E., & Sydeman, S. 

J.. (2004). Measuring the Psychological Vital Signs of Anxiety, 

Anger, Depression, and Curiosity in Treatment Planning and 

Outcomes Assessment. The Use of Psychological Testing for 

Treatment Planning and Outcomes Assessment. 3 (3), p421-447. 

[34][35][41][43][47][48][49][51] Horwitz, Elaine K., Horwitz, 

Michael B., & Cope, Joann. (1986). Foreign Language Classroom 

Anxiety. The Modern Language Journal. 70 (2), p125-132. 

[37] Chang, Mei-Mei, Lin, Mei-Chen, & Tsai, Ming-Jen. (2013). A 

study of enhanced structured web-based discussion in a foreign 

language learning class. Computers & Education. 61, p232-241. 

[38][39][42] Murad M. Al-Shboul, Ismail Sheikh Ahmad, Mohamad 

Sahari Nordin, & Zainurin Abdul Rahman. (2013). Foreign Language 

Anxiety and Achievement: Systematic Review. International Journal 

of English Linguistics. 3 (2), p32. 

[40] Liu, M., & Huang, W. (2011). An Exploration of Foreign 

Language Anxiety and English Motivation. Education Research 

International. 2011, 8 pages. 

[44] MacIntyre, P. D., & Gardner, R. C. . (1991). Language anxiety: 

Its relation to other anxieties and to processing in native and second 

languages. Language Learning. 41 (4), p513–534. 

[45] Aida, Y. (1994). Examination of Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope's 

Construct of Foreign Language Anxiety: The Case of Students of 

Japanese. The Modern Language Journal. 78 (2), p155–168. 

[46] Rodriguez, M. . (1995). Foreign language classroom anxiety and 

students success in EFL classes. Revista Venezolana de Linguistica 

Aplicada. 1, p23-32. 

[52] De Jong, N.. (2013). Analysis of fluency. LANGSNAP 

Workshop. p5. 

[53][54][55][56][60] Segalowitz, N (2010). Cognitive Bases of 

Second Language Fluency. New York & London: Routledge. p1-220. 

[57] Ellis, R., & Barkhuizen, G. (2005). Analysing learner language. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. Chapter 7. 

[61] Chambers, F. (1997). What do we mean by fluency?. System. 25 

(4), p535–544. 

[62] Hieke, A. E. (1985). A componential approach to oral fluency 

evaluation.The Modern Language Journal. 69 (2), p135-142. 

[63] Kormos, J., & Denes, M. (2004). Exploring measures and 

perceptions of fluency in the speech of second language learners. 

System. 32 (2), p145–164. 

[64] Schmidt, R. (1992). Psychological mechanisms underlying 

second language fluency. Studies in Second Language Acquisition . 

14 (4), p357-385. 

[65] Wood, D. (2001). In search of fluency: What is it and how can 

we teach it?. Canadian Modern Language Review. 57 (4), p573-589.

 

http://www.arts.ulster.ac.uk/lanlit/cetl/news/survey/index.html

