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ABSTRACT 

 

Research into listeners’ global speech perceptions (e.g., accentedness, comprehensibility) 

has primarily emphasized face-to-face (F2F) speech elicitation that allows researchers to 

maintain direct control over recording procedures. Given advancements in digital 

technology (and recent restrictions placed on researchers during the COVID-19 

pandemic), it is imperative to investigate the extent to which speech elicited remotely 

(i.e., through the use of computer and/or mobile applications) is comparable to speech 

elicited F2F. Fourteen English learners completed a pair of tasks in the presence of a 

researcher (i.e., F2F), while 14 other learners did so remotely through the application 

Extempore. Thirty native listeners rated each recording for accentedness, 

comprehensibility, and sound clarity. Listeners indicated relatively high reliability across 

all three dimensions, and no significant differences in sound clarity were found between 

F2F and remote speech. Despite initial positive implications of these findings, several 

additional concerns remain. Guidelines for eliciting second language speech remotely are 

provided. 

 

Broadly defined, second language (L2) Intelligibility refers to listeners’ ability to understand 

an L2 utterance (Levis, 2020). To avoid possible confusion, we refer to this broad 

conceptualization using an upper case “I”. More narrowly, Levis (2020) discussed Intelligibility 

in reference to both accuracy of listeners’ understanding of an L2 utterance (intelligibility, 

represented here with a lower case “i”) and listeners’ degree of effort required to understand the 

same utterance (comprehensibility). These two narrow definitions of Intelligibility were 

established in Munro and Derwing (1995), alongside a third dimension of L2 speech, 

accentedness, or the extent to which an L2 speaker can approximate the sounds of a target 
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community. As scholarly interest into these three dimensions continues to see significant growth 

(see Crowther et al., 2022; Derwing & Munro, 2011 for a pair of research timelines), it is not 

only necessary to ensure rigorous methodological practice, but to simultaneously explore areas 

for methodological growth. Two of the aforementioned dimensions, comprehensibility and 

accentedness, target listeners’ impressionistic judgments of L2 speech, and are traditionally 

operationalized using listeners’ scalar ratings (Munro & Derwing, 2015).1 While the 

methodological appropriateness of scalar ratings in reference to both dimensions has received 

scholarly consideration (e.g., Isaacs & Thomson, 2013; Isbell, 2018; Southwood & Flege, 1999), 

little emphasis has been given in regards to the technical procedures behind the recordings to be 

rated. While the vast majority of L2 comprehensibility and accentedness studies report face-to-

face (F2F) speech elicitation, advances in digital technology have provided numerous tools 

allowing for remote, application (app)-based speech elicitation (e.g., Extempore, Flipgrid, 

JotForm). However, given that such an app-based approach would lessen a researcher’s ability to 

control environmental factors during recording, it is necessary to establish a) whether remote-

elicited speech can be comparable to F2F-elicited speech, and, if possible, b) a set of guidelines 

to ensure comparability between remote- and F2F-elicted speech. To address these two points, 

we present a brief report which compares 30 native English listeners’ perceptions of two groups 

of intensive English program (IEP) students, one group which recorded their speech in a F2F 

environment (i.e., with the researcher present), and one group which recorded their speech 

remotely (i.e., using the app Extempore). Listeners assigned Likert scale ratings for not only 

comprehensibility and accentedness, but also sound clarity. We draw upon the 30 listeners’ 

ratings of sound clarity to investigate to what extent L2 speech elicited in a F2F environment is 

comparable to L2 speech elicited through remote procedures in reference to recording quality. 

 

GLOBAL SPEECH RATING PROCEDURES 

 

In eliciting L2 speech, existing research indicates a range of both theoretical and 

methodological considerations. By theoretical, we refer to decisions tied directly to the 

objectives of the researcher(s). For example, interest in how learners’ first language (L1) may 

 
1 A third dimension not considered in the current study, fluency, has frequently been included as well, typically 
defined as the ease of flow of L2 speech, in reference to the presence of pauses and other dysfluency markers 
(Derwing & Munro, 2015). 
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influence how listeners perceive their speech has led researchers to elicit speech from different 

L1 groups (e.g., Crowther et al., 2015; Derwing & Munro, 1997). Similarly, researchers have 

considered the role of L2 proficiency in listener perception by eliciting speech across a range of 

proficiencies (e.g., Isbell et al., 2019; Saito et al., 2016). Or, recognition that task specifications 

can affect the language necessary for completion has led studies to elicit participants’ speech on 

a range of tasks (e.g., Crowther, 2020; Crowther et al., 2018). These are only a few examples of 

theoretically motivated decisions when eliciting L2 speech. Of particular interest to the current 

study, however, are those decisions which are methodological in nature. 

 L2 Intelligibility research has not been lacking in regards to methodological review. For 

example, Kang et al. (2018) investigated several measures of intelligibility to determine which 

may best represent the target construct (i.e., accuracy of understanding). For the impressionistic 

measures of comprehensibility and accentedness, Isaacs and Thomson (2013) considered the 

appropriateness of 5-point versus 9-point Likert scales for eliciting listeners’ perceptions of L2 

speech (see also Isbell, 2018 and Southwood & Flege, 1999), while Nagle and Rehman (2021) 

discussed the appropriateness of eliciting such perceptions online as opposed to in person. 

Though such Likert scale ratings appear to be the norm (Munro & Derwing, 2015), recent studies 

have employed a few additional measures. For example, Saito et al. (2017) utilized a 1000-point 

sliding scale for similar purposes (see also Crowther et al., 2015, 2018, amongst several others), 

while Nagle et al. (2019) made use of MacIntyre’s (2012) Idiodynamic Software to enable real 

time adjustments of comprehensibility ratings (i.e., listeners could upgrade/downgrade a 

speaker’s comprehensibility throughout an utterance). With evidence that indicates that 20- to 

60-second recordings allow for reliable ratings of L2 speech (Munro et al., 2010), existing 

research has frequently settled on 30-second utterances (e.g., Crowther et al., 2015, 2018). Yet, 

with mounting evidence that global perceptions, specifically in regards to comprehensibility, are 

dynamic (e.g., Nagle et al., 2019; Trofimovich et al., 2020), research into stimuli length is 

growing (e.g., Moran Wilson et al., 2019; Suzuki & Kormos, 2020). One final example is that of 

O’Brien (2016), who investigated a) whether a difference existed when rating perceptual 

measures simultaneously versus separately, and, if separately, b) if the order of measures (i.e., 

comprehensibility, accentedness, fluency) mattered. 

 Despite clear methodological interest, surprisingly little emphasis has been placed on 

actual recording procedures. The vast majority of L2 global speech studies indicate an emphasis 
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on F2F speech elicitation, which is not surprising given that F2F procedures allow for the 

necessary experimental control identified in Munro and Derwing (2015). Making reference to 

Murphy’s law (anything that can go wrong will go wrong), Munro and Derwing (2015) 

highlighted the importance of “equipment quality, quiet recording environments, and post-

collection processing of audio files” (p. 24), amongst other important considerations. While 

recent research has indeed pushed beyond traditional laboratory and classroom settings for 

speech elicitation, even video-based teleconferencing studies (e.g., Akiyama & Saito, 2016; Saito 

& Akiyama, 2017) still enabled some degree of researcher control. However, recent years have 

seen an increased pool of apps that allow for remote recording of speech, many which allow for 

immediate and automatic upload to a pre-designated destination. Saito et al. (2018) utilized ALC 

Press Inc.’s Telephone Standard Speaking Test (https://tsst.alc.co.jp/biz/en/), in which 

participants responded to several speaking prompts over the phone. Saito et al’s analyses 

included eliciting ratings of comprehensibility. Inceoglu (2019), during a classroom-based 

intervention study, required participants to record their speech using an audio Dropbox. These 

recordings were not editable, allowing her to analyze participants’ initial attempts at the speaking 

task. These analyses included eliciting ratings of comprehensibility, accentedness, and fluency. 

 A number of additional app-based tools are now available for use in eliciting L2 speech. 

Given expected technological advancements, we here simply reference several tools considered 

for our study (conducted in spring 2020). FlipGrid (info.flipgrid.com) was a free mobile or PC 

based program designed for educators. For the purposes of speech elicitation research, FlipGrid 

could allow participants to submit video-based responses to a range of prompts via their phone or 

computer, which were then immediately available for analysis by the researcher. The drawback 

(at the time of our study) was that FlipGrid did not provide an option for video-free elicitation. 

JotForm (jotform.com) was a freemium survey-based program which could allow for a range of 

data collection procedures. However, for speech elicitation purposes, participants would have to 

first record their responses before uploading them to JotForm, adding an additional complication 

to the process. Finally, Extempore (extemporeapp.com) was a freemium mobile and PC-based 

program. The advantage to using Extempore was that participants could record both audio + 

video and audio-only responses (and even textual, if desired by the researcher). Despite this 

already extensive range of tools available to L2 researchers for app-based speech elicitation, little 

research exists considering issues of experimental control, such as equipment quality, recording 
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environments, and audio files processing. Though convenient, the use of new, technologically-

enhanced procedures must be considered with the same care previously raised by Munro and 

Derwing (2015) for F2F settings.  

 

THE CURRENT STUDY 

 

We present a comparison of two sets of speech data, collected under different circumstances. 

The first set of data features the speech of 14 L1 Japanese speakers who completed a series of 

English-speaking tasks in a F2F environment, and serves as a subset of data originally reported 

in Crowther (2020). The second set of data again consists of 14 L1 Japanese speakers, but who 

completed their pair of English-speaking tasks using the app Extempore. We note that the initial 

impetus to use app-based speech elicitation was due to the sudden restrictions placed on F2F data 

collection due to the growing threat of COVID-19 in spring 2020.2 Recognizing that the 

participants in both data sets were enrolled in IEP courses at the time of data collection, 

represented the same L1, and had completed comparable speaking tasks, we decided to pool our 

data as a means to investigate the comparability of F2F- versus remote-elicited speech in 

reference to global dimensions (i.e., comprehensibility, accentedness) of L2 speech. The research 

question that guided our study was as follows: 

 

1. To what extent is L2 speech elicited remotely comparable to L2 speech elicited in a F2F 

environment? 

 

To address this question, we elicited the Likert scale ratings of 30 native-English listeners for 

comprehensibility, accentedness, and sound clarity. To determine comparability, we first report 

on the reliability of listeners’ perception of sound clarity, followed by a comparison of sound 

clarity ratings between the F2F and Extempore groups. Finally, though neither the F2F or 

Extempore speech data were initially intended for comparison, we briefly report on group 

comparisons of comprehensibility and accentedness simply to reinforce the potential of remote-

 
2 The initial study was an IEP-based pedagogical intervention drawing upon principles of Rose & Galloway’s (2019) 
Global Englishes Language Teaching. While an attempt was made to continue coursework online, the class 
participants soon returned to their home country and discontinued their studies. 
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elicited speech data. We conclude our paper by presenting proposed guidelines to consider when 

eliciting participant speech remotely. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Participants 

We recruited 30 undergraduate students (age = 22.5, SD = 4.75, range = 18–34) enrolled in a 

US Pacific university to serve as Listeners. Due to COVID-19 concerns, only 20 Listeners 

actually resided in the US, while the remaining 10 lived abroad: Korea (5), China (1), Indonesia 

(1), Japan (1), Philippines (1), and Switzerland (1). Seventeen Listeners reported English as their 

L1, while 11 more reported Korean (5), Ilocano (2), Japanese (2), Chendu Dialect (1), and 

Indonesian (1). The final two Listeners reported as being bilingual. Twenty-five Listeners (83%) 

reported familiarity with at least one additional language. 

 

Materials 

We elicited speech from two sets of IEP students, both consisting of 14 L1 Japanese speakers 

of English. Speakers in set one provided their speech in a F2F environment (and are hereafter 

referred to as F2F Speakers), while speakers in set two provided their speech using the app 

Extempore (hereafter Extempore Speakers). 

F2F speakers. The 14 F2F Speakers (7 females, 7 males) were attending an IEP at a 

Midwest US university. Their mean age was 24.07 (SD = 5.95), and they had been studying 

English for 12.54 years (SD = 5.49). An in-house placement test placed them in levels 3 (N = 3) 

and 4 (N = 11) of a 4–level program. The Speakers each completed a picture narrative task and 

long turn task. The picture narrative task was Derwing et al’s (2009) “Suitcase Story”, which 

shows a man and a woman who bump into each other, accidently exchange their identical 

suitcases, and realize their mistake upon returning to their respective residences (available 

through the IRIS Digital Repository). For the long turn task, Speakers, in 1–2 minutes, described 

either a restaurant or party that they previously enjoyed (with prompts derived from International 

English Language Testing System, 2009, 2011). 

Extempore speakers. The 14 Extempore Speakers (4 female, 10 male) were enrolled in an 

IEP at a US Pacific university and had a mean age of 19.43 (SD = 0.73). On average, these 
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Speakers had been studying English for 7.93 years (SD = 2.19) and an in-house placement test 

indicated intermediate level proficiency. Each Speaker completed a picture narrative task and 

long turn task. The six-frame picture narrative task portrayed a girl’s birthday party, including a 

trip to the zoo where the absence of the bears resulted in the birthday girl crying (available via 

the IRIS Digital Repository, under Mackey, 1999, 2002). For the long turn task, Speakers 

responded to the same party prompt used for F2F Speakers. 

 

Procedures 

F2F speakers. Each Speaker met individually with the first author in a private on-campus 

office. They each completed a total of three tasks in a counterbalanced order, though only two, 

the picture narrative task and long turn task, are considered in this study. The first author 

provided instructions on how to complete each task and addressed any questions before Speakers 

recorded their responses. Speakers’ responses were recorded on a Sony ICD-PX333 digital 

recorder. 

Extempore speakers. Each Extempore Speaker completed their recordings during the first 

week of their IEP study. Due to the unexpected shift to online learning caused by the onset of the 

COVID-19 pandemic, the second author asked Speakers to record their responses remotely using 

Extempore. Speakers received an image-based PDF document providing in-depth instructions on 

how to access and navigate the Extempore interface, and were asked to complete their recordings 

in a quiet location. Upon accessing Extempore, Speakers could choose which of the three tasks 

to begin with (a read aloud task is not included in the current study), and upon choosing a task 

received their speaking prompt (picture narrative or long turn). When ready, Speakers would 

click “Record”, and when finished, Speakers would click “Submit Attempt”. All recordings were 

saved automatically, and were immediately available to us for analyses. In several instances, we 

were required to unlock students’ accounts due to technical issues with Extempore (see 

discussion). 

Speech rating. We edited all recordings (F2F and Extempore) down to the initial 30 seconds 

of speech, with initial dysfluencies (e.g., uh, um) and false starts removed (e.g., Saito et al., 

2016; Trofimovich & Isaacs, 2012). The 56 recordings (28 speakers X 2 tasks) were then 

presented to Listeners using the online survey software Qualtrics (www.qualtrics.com). Listeners 

rated all recordings using 9-point Likert scales in a two-block session, with blocks 
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counterbalanced across Listeners based on tasks (i.e., picture narrative-long turn, long turn-

picture narrative). F2F and Extempore recordings were alternatively distributed within each 

block, with four different randomizations per block. Prior to rating, Listeners received 

instructions (through Qualtrics) on all rating constructs and completed two practice ratings per 

block. Twenty-nine listeners reported they completed the speech rating on a laptop and used 

headphones. All 30 listeners indicated they completed their ratings in a quiet location. Listeners 

assigned ratings for three dimensions:  

• Accentedness – similarity of speech to a speaker of North American English (1 = highly 

accented, 9 = not accented at all) 

• Comprehensibility – ease or difficulty in understanding the speaker (1 = hard to 

understand, 9 = easy to understand) 

• Sound Clarity – extent to which recording clarity impacted ability to assess speakers’ 

accentedness and comprehensibility (1 = very poor sound clarity, 9 = excellent sound 

clarity) 

We piloted the entire rating process with a pair of listeners, and made revisions as needed. 

Specifically, the instructions for Sound Clarity were refined, including revising the dimension 

title from Sound Quality to Sound Clarity. For all recordings, Listeners were able to rate 

accentedness and comprehensibility simultaneously while listening; however, sound clarity 

ratings were elicited on a following page after the recording was finished. 

 

RESULTS 

 

To address the extent to which L2 speech elicited remotely (i.e., through Extempore) is 

comparable to L2 speech elicited in a F2F environment we conducted two analyses. The first 

analysis measured Listener reliability per rated construct, though with an emphasis on sound 

clarity. The second analysis compared Listeners’ ratings of sound clarity between the F2F and 

Extempore groups. 

 

Reliability 

We begin with reliability, as high interrater reliability indicates that “listeners share a similar 

perceptual experience of the phenomenon at hand” (Munro & Derwing, 2015, p. 30). Following 
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common practice (Munro & Derwing, 2015), we began by calculating Cronbach’s alpha (α) for 

accentedness, comprehensibility, and sound clarity. We report both overall and elicitation 

medium-specific alpha values in Table 1. We note that when calculating alpha coefficients for 

sound clarity, one listener was flagged and removed due to a lack of variance in their ratings 

(i.e., they assigned a “9” to every recording). Reliability ratings all exceeded the oft cited 

threshold of .70–.80 (Larson-Hall, 2016), and were in line with much previous research 

considering accentedness and comprehensibility ratings (Isaacs & Thomson, 2013). Interestingly, 

speech ratings elicited in the app-based context appeared slightly more reliable than those in the 

F2F context, though values for both contexts exceed the .70–.80 threshold.  
 

Table 1 

Cronbach’s Alpha (α) Values for 30 Listeners’ Ratings of Speech 

Rating Category Overall F2F Extempore 

Accentedness 0.93 0.81 0.95 

Comprehensibility 0.92 0.88 0.93 

Sound Claritya 0.88 0.80 0.91 

Note. a One Listener was removed due to lack of variance in ratings. 

 

As relying on a single measure of reliability can be misleading (Isaacs & Thomson, 2015; 

Stemler & Tsia, 2008), we additionally considered reliability using the intraclass correlation 

coefficient (ICC) 2k variant. To provide a bit more clarity, unlike Cronbach’s alpha, which 

determines reliability based on similarities between listeners in the rank ordering of speakers 

(i.e., without consideration of whether listeners are actually using the range of scores similarly), 

ICC additionally models rater variation in determining reliability (Isbell, 2018), with the 2k 

variant appropriate when “averaged scores from a random group of raters are to be used for 

interpretation” (Isbell, 2018, p. 96).3 As before, we report both overall and elicitation-based 

values in Table 2. Though not as high as the Cronbach’s alpha values described above, generally 

reliability ranges from good (.60–.74) through excellent (.75–1.00) (Cicchetti, 1994). 

 
3 The ICC 2k variant is used when k number of raters are randomly selected from a larger population, their ratings 
will be averaged to determine a single score per item (in our case, Speaker), and absolute agreement between raters 
is of interest. 
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Interestingly, the one exception is that Listener reliability for the sound clarity of F2F recordings 

was only fair (.40–.59). 

 

Table 2 

ICC (2k) Values for 30 Listeners’ Ratings of Speech 

Rating Category Overall F2F Extempore 

Accentedness 0.89 0.68 0.93 

Comprehensibility 0.83 0.75 0.86 

Sound Claritya 0.73 0.53 0.81 

Note. a One Listener was removed due to lack of variance in ratings. 

 

Group Comparisons 

We report mean and standard deviations for sound clarity ratings in Table 3. For both tasks, 

there appeared to be minimal difference in Listeners’ ratings of sound clarity for F2F- and 

Extempore-elicited speech. Given both the low sample size and a generally negative skew in 

ratings, we ran a pair of non-parametric Mann-Whitney U tests. Our results indicated Listeners 

did not perceive a significant difference in sound clarity between the F2F and Extempore speech 

samples for either the picture narrative (W = 130.50, p = .141, r = .28) or long turn (W = 123.50, 

p = .260, r = .21) tasks4, though a weak effect for the picture narrative existed.5  

Accentedness and comprehensibility comparisons. Given the high Cronbach’s alpha 

values for sound clarity, and the lack of group differences in sound clarity ratings, it would seem 

reasonable to move forward with more traditional analyses of accentedness and 

comprehensibility. We provide the brief analysis below simply for demonstrative purposes, 

given that both sets of Speakers are drawn from unrelated studies. 

We present mean and standard deviations for accentedness and comprehensibility per group 

by task in Table 4. First, Spearman’s rank correlations indicated a moderate to strong association 

between accentedness and comprehensibility for both Picture Narrative (rExtempore = .86, rF2F 

= .52) and Long Turn (rExtempore = .72, rF2F = .43) performance. A series of Wilcoxon Signed-

 
4 We conducted group comparisons at the task level as a comparison of all F2F recordings against all Extempore 
recordings would have violated the assumption of independence (i.e., each Speaker per group would have 
contributed two recordings). 
5 Interpretation of effect sizes follow Plonsky & Oswald’s (2014) proposed guidelines for interpreting effect sizes in 
second language acquisition research. 
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Ranks tests found that speakers were more comprehensible than they were nativelike in their 

speech (p < .05), with consistently strong effects (r > .80). However, Mann-Whitney U tests 

indicated no differences between F2F and Extempore Speakers in regards to accentedness or 

comprehensibility (p > .05), though weak effects were found for the picture narrative task (rcom 

= .34, racc = .26).  

 

Table 3 

Mean Ratings (with Standard Deviations) for Sound Clarity by Task and Group (N =14 each) 

 Picture Narrative Long Turn 

 F2F (N =14) Extempore F2F Extempore 

Rating 7.26 (0.38) 7.46 (0.66) 7.30 (0.39) 7.40 (0.71) 

 

Table 4 

Mean Ratings (with Standard Deviations) for Accentedness and Comprehensibility 

 Picture Narrative Long Turn 

 F2F Extempore F2F Extempore 

Accentedness 3.38 (0.57) 3.86 (1.19) 3.67 (0.44) 5.88 (0.49) 

Comprehensibility 5.24 (0.77) 6.02 (1.03) 3.99 (1.25) 6.27 (0.84) 

 

DISCUSSION  

 

In this study, we set out to investigate to what extent L2 speech elicited remotely is 

comparable to L2 speech elicited in a F2F environment. A review of two reliability coefficients 

(Cronbach’s α, ICC 2k) indicated generally strong reliability for both remote and F2F speech, 

with Cronbach’s values quite high and on par with previous speech judgment research (Isaacs & 

Thomson, 2013). In addition, listeners indicated no difference in their perception of sound clarity 

between F2F and remote speech, with remote speech even receiving slightly more positive 

scores. Based on these two analyses, it seems initially tempting to assume that L2 speech elicited 

remotely is indeed comparable to L2 speech elicited in a F2F environment. However, we note 

caution is still necessary. 

For our data, we first calculated correlations between Listeners’ ratings of accentedness and 

comprehensibility across Speakers and tasks, followed by running the non-parametric 
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equivalents to paired- and independent-samples t-tests. These are common analyses employed in 

global speech research (e.g., Crowther et al., 2015, 2018), and, given the acceptable reliability 

coefficients, justifiable analyses to run. However, it has become common in this line of research 

to consider the extent to which characteristics of the speech stream (e.g., segmental accuracy, 

word stress accuracy, speech rate) may inform listeners’ perception of the same speech (e.g., 

Kang, 2010; Kang et al., 2010). To do so, researchers typically draw on correlation and 

regression analyses that allow them to consider the association between global dimensions and 

specific acoustic measures of the speech stream. It is at this point that we caution researchers 

regarding a specific limitation of remote-elicited speech. While our focus in this paper has been 

at the global level, with an emphasis on listeners’ impressionistic judgments, our findings say 

nothing regarding the comparability of the acoustic signal for more fine-grained analyses (e.g., 

through the use of the speech analysis software Praat; https://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/praat/). With 

a focus on linguistic fieldwork, Sanker et al. (2021) investigated this very concern. Their 

research team simultaneously recorded speakers on 6 different devices (two Macs, a tablet, two 

cellular phones, a handheld recorder). Unlike our current study, this design allowed Sanker et al. 

to compare the acoustic properties of the same speech as recorded on multiple devices. Examples 

of acoustic measures compared across devices included consonant duration, vowel duration, 

peak f0 timing, and F1 and F2 values. In short, Sanker et al. found that “both device and software 

altered the recording in ways that affected the retrieval of measurements and the instantiation of 

contrasts” (p. 25) with some effects being large enough that they could produce misleading 

phonetic results. Their main implication was “that it will be difficult to directly combine or 

compare data gathered ‘in person’ in the fieldwork with data gathered remotely, even if recorded 

from the same speaker” (p. 26). While remote-elicited speech may still work well for larger, 

discourse level analyses, Sanker et al’s findings raise concerns regarding to what extent remote-

elicited speech can allow for the same consistency in discrete-level acoustic analyses compared 

L2 speech elicited in F2F environment. However, further investigation is necessary. 

Additional practical concerns require consideration as well. As referenced earlier, it was 

necessary to “unlock” Speakers’ accounts when they inadvertently locked themselves out of a 

specific task. Despite being provided step-by-step visual directions on how to navigate 

Extempore, some Speakers would still make technical errors, such as clicking the “Stop 

Recording” button too early or forgetting to finalize the submission of their recording before 
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logging out. While unlocking Speakers’ accounts is a simple task, in several cases it allowed 

Speakers to complete a task multiple times, which in turn raises concerns regarding an 

unexpected potential effect of task repetition in speech performance (e.g., Lambert et al., 2016). 

Saito et al. (2018) reported similar technical concerns in their study as well. Saito et al., who 

made use of the Telephone Standard Speaking Test, referenced dropped calls during their study. 

The equivalent in our own study, and other potential remote-oriented studies, would be issues 

with Wi-Fi strength and consistency. These issues, among many others, speak to the potential 

loss of control referenced in Munro and Derwing (2015), and thus L2 speech researchers 

considering the use of remote-elicitation must keep in mind several important steps when 

planning and carrying out their research. 

 

Guidelines for Participant Instruction 

As referenced throughout our discussion, remote speech elicitation requires careful planning. 

We below highlight what we view as an initial list of important guidelines to be considered, with 

reference to study conceptualization, project design, and participant support. Conceptually, while 

our findings indicate listener reliability on par with previous research into global dimensions, 

such as accentedness and comprehensibility, we make no claims regarding the comparability of 

audio quality and possible acoustic analyses (see Shankar et al., 2021). As such, we caution 

researchers against assuming that high listener reliability entails the appropriateness of 

correlation/regression-oriented analyses common to studies interested in how the speech stream 

informs listener judgments (e.g., Kang, 2010; Kang et al., 2010). Researchers who wish to 

pursue such analyses with remote-elicited speech are encouraged to be clear in their write ups of 

the potential limitations of such an approach. It is also important for researchers to consider at 

this stage whether their target population has both access to the technology necessary to record 

speech remotely and an environment that provides the necessary conditions for adequate remote 

elicitation (e.g., quiet environment, strong internet connection). 

Given the range of devices that participants may use to record their speech, it is vital to 

consider project design in reference to multiple platforms (e.g., PC, iPad, Android). It is 

necessary for researchers to either a) limit participation to those using a single platform type, 

which can ensure consistency in the interface across participants, or b) pilot their project across 

platforms to ensure interface comparability (an issue previously discussed for online 
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questionnaire development; see Dewaele, 2018). Smaller design considerations come into play as 

well. For example, if participants are required to complete a picture narrative task, researchers 

need to make sure the details in the picture are large enough to see on the remote interface (i.e., 

are pictures large and clear enough for participants to accurately describe the narrative? is clarity 

consistent across different interfaces?). Additional variables of interest include submission 

medium (e.g., audio, audio + video), submission type (e.g., automatic through app, participant 

upload), task planning time (e.g., free, controlled), randomization (e.g., is it possible to 

randomize order of tasks for counterbalancing purposes?), amongst many additional 

considerations. Key for researchers in this regard is to familiarize themselves with the 

affordances provided by different apps that allow for speech elicitation, and choose the app that 

best supports the research objective(s) of their study. 

Finally, it is important to understand that by asking participants to submit their speech 

remotely, we are, in essence, placing an extra burden on them as part of their participation. As 

such, researchers need to provide as much support as possible to ease participants’ experience. 

We suggest providing an instruction guide with screenshots of each step in the recording, from 

app registration through recording submission. Depending on participants’ proficiency level, we 

also suggest marking where and when to click to move on to the next screen. In addition, while 

our study did not include a practice task, given the number of participants who reported issues in 

completing their recordings, we strongly recommend that a practice task be included before 

participants are asked to complete any official speaking tasks intended for analysis (e.g., To 

complete this task, please say “This is a Test” and click submit). To ensure participant comfort 

with engaging with the chosen interface, several rounds of pilot testing and revision are 

necessary, ideally with members of the target population. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Our goal in this study has not been to advocate for or against the use of speech elicited 

remotely. Indeed, while our findings indicate initial positive returns in reference to eliciting L2 

speech remotely, additional concerns beyond those addressed in our study exist. We hope that by 

shedding light on when and how remote elicitation might be utilized in L2 speech research we 

can help researchers to make informed decisions regarding their own data collection procedures 
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and data analysis practices. While we would still recommend F2F speech elicitation due to the 

greater degree of control provided to researchers (Munro & Derwing, 2015), it is important that 

we recognize the growing trends in digital technologies, their associated affordances provided to 

researchers, and the strengths and weaknesses of these advances. And in some cases (e.g., 

COVID-19 restrictions), innovation is necessary, though such innovation must be considered 

critically. 
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