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The current study explored survey results of 17 participants who were
international students with accents at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. These
participants participated in a communication workshop hosted by the researcher who is a
Speech-Language Pathology graduate student. The Acculturation Model (Berry, 1997),
the work by Dai and Chen (2014) in Intercultural Communication Competence, and
evidence-based practices from the field of Speech-Language Pathology informed the
creation of this study and the workshops. The workshops were designed for participants
to learn various communication strategies with the purpose of increasing communication
participation and self-esteem. The goal of increasing these two constructs was to achieve
a communication level where they felt successful by providing them with tools and
instruction to promote their success. A waitlist randomized control with mixed methods
outcome was used to evaluate the effectiveness of the workshop in changing
communication participation and self-esteem as measured by the Communication
Participation Short Form (CPIB-10) (Baylor et al., 2013) and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem
Scale (Rosenberg, 2015). In addition, qualitative data was collected through a set of six
open-ended written narrative questions which focused on measuring communication
participation or self-esteem. The qualitative results of this study indicated that voluntary
participation in the Communication Workshop increased international students’
communication participation and self-esteem. Quantitatively however, various analyses
revealed the effect of the Communication Workshop appeared to be statistically
insignificant when the two groups differences in means were compared to each other.

However, analyses of individual group differences in means revealed a moderate to large
effect sizes between the pre-test and post-test for both groups were noted. Participants did
not become more involved with clubs and social groups on campus, however, many
attributed this to the unprecedented conditions of the COVID-19 pandemic and/or
condensed summer semester timeframe. The implications of these findings are discussed,
along with the limitations, recommendations, and future direction of Communication
Workshops in higher education.
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CHAPTER ONE: LITERATURE REVIEW
International Students in the United States
The population of international students attending universities in the United
States has been steadily increasing over the past decade. In 2015, the Institute of
International Education (IIE) reported that nearly one million international students were
enrolled in universities in the United States, making up about 4.8% of the student
population in the United States (Bastien et al., 2018). A more recent study by the IIE in
2018 reported the number of international students enrolled in American universities to
be over one million (1,094,792), accounting for 5.5% of students in higher education
(Senyshyn, 2019).
The presence of international students at universities in the United States
positively benefits both the international student and the university they attend. In
addition to receiving a formal education within a field of study, successful international
students learn about American culture, language patterns, and colloquialisms, which may
help them succeed in future careers. Another purpose of studying abroad is to build
networks, make connections, and become more broadly educated as an individual. In
addition to these benefits for international students, communication with individuals from
other cultures generally contributes to improving intercultural relations and intergroup
attitudes (Liu et al., 2017). From the institution's perspective, the relationships built
between universities, communities, and international students contribute to the U.S.
economy. These relationships also impact international associations, impacting the
increasingly global nature of business, politics, and the economy (Bastien et al., 2018).
The increasing number of international students in the United States may reflect the
increasing value universities place on globally focused education and connection.
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With the growth in numbers of international students in the United States, the
administrators and faculty in higher education institutions should be aware of the support
needed for international students to be successful both educationally and personally
through their ability to adapt to living within the host country successfully. Being
separated from friends and family and adjusting to the new host culture and educational
system can increase vulnerability to psychological distress (Kyunghee Ma, 2021). Recent
studies (e.g., Kyunghee Ma, 2021; Liu et al., 2017; Lian et al., 2020) have revealed that
international students are more likely than host country students to experience stress,
alienation, loneliness, depression, and anxiety which can affect their social and academic
life (Senyshyn, 2019). Most institutions offer mental health counseling services, support
through international student offices and other related services. However, many students
either do not know about these services or do not utilize them despite being aware of their
existence. Many institutions offer seminars or workshops for international students in
their first year in college to address different aspects of American culture, such as cultural
norms, and prepare students to be successful academically and socially to lessen the
repercussions of culture shock (Senyshyn, 2019). However, these workshops tend to be
offered at initial orientation to the university and are often short.
Additionally, these workshops may not take systematic data on international
students to track the progress in areas such as academic success, participation in campus
culture and activities, emotional well-being, or self-esteem. Finally, it is unknown how
these workshops address complex aspects of communication necessary for success in a
new cultural context. While these workshops do exist at several higher education
institutions, there is limited research on the content of these workshops and the overall
benefit for international students. These short workshops/orientations may not adequately
address communication and language differences that affect students' performance or
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provide tools to support success with communication skills in relationships with peers,
professors, students they teach, or members of the society at large.
To address the need for adequate communication skills, universities will examine
each student's English proficiency scores. The Test of English as a Foreign Language
(TOEFL) is a standardized assessment that measures English proficiency in tasks that
reflect university life in North America (Jamieson et al., 2000). More than 8,500 colleges
and universities have relied on the TOEFL scores for admission (Vu & Vu, 2013). The
goal of setting minimal TOEFL scores is to ensure that international students will learn
adequately within an English language environment. The TOEFL assesses a student’s
listening comprehension, written expression, and reading comprehension in English (Vu
& Vu, 2013); however, a student's oral expression is not assessed by the TOEFL. This
gap in testing may result in individuals who have difficulty in this area, leaving the host
university unable to determine the impact of oral language challenges on an international
student's academic and personal success within a new cultural context. Oral language is
important because it is the means which a person communicates with others. If oral
language is not adequate, significant misunderstandings could occur between the listener
and the speaker. Therefore, international students who pass the TOEFL but may
demonstrate oral language challenges, could experience difficulty adjusting to their new
cultural context on campus.
One step toward improved outcomes of adjusting to a new cultural context may
be to evaluate relevant literature on how best to transition students to their new culture.
This process is often termed acculturation which describes the changes in values, beliefs,
and behaviors that happen when sustained contact between two or more cultures occurs
(Berry, 1997). John Berry, a researcher and psychologist, created a framework called the
Acculturation Model that systematized the process of acculturation and its effects on an
individual's adaptation to a new cultural context. This model is important to this thesis as
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international students have been observed to have difficulties adapting to their university
cultures.

Acculturation Model
When creating the Acculturation Model, John Berry's (1997) goal was to
determine the process a person experiences when they attempt to live within a new
cultural context and identify how these new cultural contexts shape an individual's
behaviors. In typical acculturation situations, there are two groups: the dominant group
and the non-dominant group. The dominant culture holds power and influence over the
non-dominant group. Acculturation tends to induce more change in one of the groups
(i.e., dominant or non-dominant) (Berry, 1997). The most common pattern is for the nondominant group to change more than the dominant (Berry, 1997). For this research
project, international students join a dominant culture, the culture of the American
university they are attending, and they will learn to adapt to their new cultural situation.
In his acculturation model, Berry (1997) delineated four acculturation strategies
and outcomes: assimilation, separation, integration, and marginalization. These outcomes
are defined by a mutual accommodation of values between both the dominant and nondominant groups (Berry, 1997). Assimilation is when maintaining the non-dominant
groups cultural identity is not a value and interact daily with the mainstream culture.
Separation is when non-dominant group members value maintaining their culture and
avoid interaction with the dominant culture. When individuals in the non-dominant group
desire to maintain their culture while still interacting and participating in other cultures,
this is called integration. Finally, marginalization is when the dominant culture has little
interest in having relationships with individuals from non-dominant cultures, and
maintaining the non-dominants identity is not valued, leading to exclusion or
discrimination (Berry, 1997).
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Berry’s Acculturation research (Berry, 1997) revealed that integration should be
a core value when working with international students in higher education because
integration supports international students and universities as it maintains good
relationships between the student and the community. Berry described the importance of
integration to both cultures in his Acculturation Model by stating, "Perhaps most
important is the advocacy of the view that acculturation involves mutual accommodation.
There are obvious costs to both sides. However, the costs of not adopting integrationist
policies are likely to be even greater, especially if segregation and marginalization are the
results" (pg. 29).
Recent studies (Kyunghee Ma, 2021; Hirai et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2017) focused
on international students' success and needs in the United States and continued to use
Berry's Acculturation Model (Berry, 1997) to develop course curriculum, training, and
conversations which promote successful integration of students on campus. The recent
research previously mentioned (Kyunghee Ma, 2021; Hirai et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2017)
has utilized concepts of supporting the individual, maintaining the individual's identity,
and connecting the individual to the community to support integration. Integration as an
acculturation strategy has been associate with lower stress among international students
(Bastien et al., 2018). Berry's Acculturation Model, when focused on integration, is an
appropriate model to determine if a group or culture reflects an integration ideology and
practice. The strategic use of this model as a guiding force in decision-making can bring
awareness of the values present on university campuses and how those values might
influence international students' ability to acculturate to their new cultural context
successfully and positively. When marginalization is present during acculturation, higher
stress related to acculturation and prominent adverse psychological outcomes are noted
(Bastien et al., 2018). Therefore, universities should seek to mitigate these factors.
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In a survey study of 436 international students, Schwartz & Zamboanga (2008)
tested Berry’s Model of Acculturation (1997) using a confirmatory latent class approach,
which the authors described as an empirical clustering technique. The result of this
process was the extraction of thematic outcomes from observed patterns in the data,
which were compared to Berry's Acculturation Model to determine the validity of this
model. The findings of this study provided support for Berry's model as outcomes
extracted from the student responses reflected Berry's Acculturation Model (Schwartz &
Zamboanga, 2008). Schwartz and Zamboanga suggested that each category of
acculturation may have additional subcategories, as reflected in their findings. They
found that individuals can experience a mixture of each of Berry's initial categories.
However, the researchers agreed that Berry's Acculturation Model provides a basic
understanding of acculturation and is useful to be aware of which outcomes of
international students' experiences on campus to avoid and which outcomes to value.
As has been previously stated, when individuals experience a culture that values
integration principles, these individuals typically experience less stress. A decrease in
stress levels results in an increased capacity for social engagement, new friendships, and
a sense of belonging (Berry, 1997). Social connectedness is an aspect of the self that
manifests the subjective recognition of being in a close relationship with the social world,
influencing thoughts and behaviors (Yeh & Inose, 2003). Feelings of social
connectedness as an international student can lead to higher self-esteem, increased
participation in social groups, and lower anxiety (Yeh & Inose, 2003). Integrating
international students on campus with their peers by valuing individual identity and
maintaining relationships with the community is the first theoretical framework for this
study and can be achieved through workshops provided by the university.
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Integration
In a survey of 58 first-semester international undergraduate students, Senshyn
(2019) analyzed the effectiveness of a semester-long university-provided seminar to aid
international students in their transition to the university and broader community. These
workshops incorporated the Intercultural Communication Competence (ICC) framework
created by Dai and Chen (2014) which will be further discussed in the Intercultural
Communication Competence section of this literature review. Senyshyn found through a
constant comparative analysis of participants' responses to open-ended questions, most
students indicated increased social and academic success on campus and an overall
increase in satisfaction at the university when they were more involved on campus and
received ICC instruction through workshops. The author found that the most valuable
aspect of the course was U.S. culture and intercultural communication topics, which are
integration principles because they target maintaining relationships with the larger
society. These results supported the assertion that the integration strategy, as Berry
(1997) defined, is the most supportive way to ensure that those students are successful on
campus (Senyshyn, 2019), which was encouraged and achieved through university
programming. Students benefitted most by learning the current culture's values, norms,
and conversational styles (Senyshyn, 2019). The second most valuable aspect of this
course were the activities that incorporated student involvement with American peers.
Specifically, being assigned to a peer mentor, attending social events on campus, and
attending study groups were identified as essential integration activities. This study
utilized workshops to integrate students on campus, leading to improved academics skills
and overall satisfaction with the transition process (Senyshyn, 2019).
Other authors (Hendrickson, Rosen, & Aune, 2011; Liu et al., 2017; Searle &
Ward, 1990) have also found that international students in the United States benefit from
interactions with American peers resulting in enhanced academic performance and
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improved social adjustment, which further facilitated their understanding of host culture
and life satisfaction. Those researchers expressed that international students greatly
benefit from the informal practice of conversational English skills with American peers.
These informal practice sessions may enhance socio-linguistic competence, a proficiency
that allows them to respond appropriately in each communication context. Practice
opportunities have been shown to positively affect social integration and academic
achievement (Senyshyn, 2019). Additionally, institutions benefit from integrating their
students on campus as it increases positive experiences among international students,
therefore, increasing international student retention rates and reputation (Merola et al.,
2019).
Finding space and time to conduct workshops that include integration activities
while providing a safe environment for students to share their perspectives is critical.
Maintaining one's identity and personal characteristics, a key component of integration,
can be accomplished through perspective-taking. Perspective-taking is the process of
imagining the world from another’s vantage point or imagining oneself in another’s shoes
(Galinsky et al., 2005). Perspective-taking affords people the opportunity to see
themselves from the standpoint of others and share in the feelings and state of other
individuals (Adebayo, 2020). Opportunities for perspective-taking rarely happen
naturally but can happen if the environment promotes a safe space where students feel
comfortable sharing their experiences. This idea of cultivating perspective-taking can be
accomplished through direct instruction on self-advocacy strategies, such as narrative
scripts, asking for help, and sharing personal information about experiences, which can
cultivate perspective-taking, allowing individuals to teach and ask for perspective-taking
from peers, professors, and the community. It can also be accomplished through selfreflection and discussion of experiences among international students on campus.
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While preserving identity and personal characteristics is a crucial component of
integration, acceptance is also necessary between the dominant culture and the
international students (Berry, 1997). International students who feel socially connected
and are satisfied with their social networks are less likely to experience acculturative
stress, which is a stress reaction in response to negative acculturation experiences of
acculturation rooted in adverse life events (Berry, 1997). Acculturative stress is also
frequently referred to as culture shock and is demonstrated by difficulties adjusting to and
accepting new dominant cultures (Berry, 1997). Therefore, it would be valuable for
counselors and program coordinators to develop programs that build acceptance,
community, and connections for international students to avoid these experiences (Yeh &
Inose, 2003).
To achieve the integration of international students on campus, maintaining
relationships with the larger society and maintaining one's identity and characteristics
must be achieved. The following section discusses a conceptual framework that may
provide structured guidance to successfully maintaining relationships with the larger
society through communication competence.

Intercultural Communication Competence (ICC)
For successful and effective integration, it is crucial to evaluate the
communication skills of international students and those they interact with to ensure
quality communication and the development of positive relationships with the larger
society. Communicating effectively within a culture is an essential skill to consider when
attempting to achieve successful integration (Senyshyn, 2019). A conceptual framework
that complements Berry's (1997) Acculturation Model, and is prevalent in literature, is
the Intercultural Communication Competence (ICC) framework by Dai and Chen (2014).
This framework provides insight into the successful maintenance of relationships via
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communication that can be achieved between individuals in the non-dominant group and
dominant group.
In an empirical analysis of 149 international students, Chen (1990) extracted five
themes that created the ICC model. Dai and Chen (1990, 2014) developed a framework
of factors that must be present for individuals to communicate effectively and
appropriately across cultural contexts. ICC is related to integration because maintaining
relationships in a larger cultural context is an important value in integration and ICC
determines that in order to maintain this value, an individual must communicate
effectively and appropriately. Dai and Chen described the importance and purpose of
ICC:
"When people engage in an intercultural dialogue or international trade, they are
inevitably facing the challenge from communication barriers such as cultural stereotype
and prejudice, identity conflict, language deficiency, and the lack of interaction skills.
Only through the acquisition of intercultural communication competence can these
problems be solved in the process of global interaction" (pg. 1).
As discussed by Senyshyn (2019), the ICC framework has two communication
components: effectiveness and appropriateness. Effectiveness is the ability to achieve
one’s communication goals in a particular exchange, such as communicating a message
accurately and
understanding a message.
Appropriateness is the
ability to achieve one’s
goals in a manner
acceptable to the other
person, including
Table 1. Definition of the four dimensions within ICC (Senshyn, 2019).

network communication,
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building connections, and sharing oneself with others. Senyshyn discussed additional
intercultural competence dimensions, including cognitive, affective, and behavioral
dimensions. Further, Senyshyn discussed the four dimensions that make a person
interculturally competent, including personal attributes, communication skills,
psychological adaptation, and cultural awareness (Senyshyn, 2019). These are defined in
table 2.
When supporting international students in the United States, Dai and Chen
(2014) proposed that if both the non-dominant and the dominant culture (i.e., the
international students and American peers respectively for this research) are successful in
effective and appropriate communication, non-dominant individuals are more likely to
adjust to the dominant culture they live in, while still maintaining their identity.
International students who demonstrate successful ICC typically demonstrate more social
and academic success (Sensyhyn, 2019).
In a recent study of ICC in higher education using interviews from 10
participants and content analysis of those interviews, Pinto (2018) found that the
development of intercultural competence by higher education students is crucial for
changing prejudiced attitudes among dominant and non-dominant groups, preparing
students to live in a global world, and empowering them professionally (Pinto, 2018).
When utilizing Dai and Chen’s (2014) ICC theory to achieve successful integration, it is
also crucial to investigate possible barriers, such as job performance, that may play a
factor in ICC.

Language Difficulties
When discussing Dai and Chen’s (2014) ICC framework, it is helpful to analyze
potential barriers to achieving ICC and integration. One common barrier to the
integration of international students is language difficulties. Language refers to both the
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specific language that is spoken and the five components of language in communication
(i.e., semantics, pragmatics, syntax, phonology, and morphology) (Akmajian et al., 2017).
Difficulty with any of the five components of language can create complications with
successful and appropriate communication. When language barriers are present,
academic problems can arise, including difficulties understanding lectures, participating
in class, achieving academic integrity/success, and preparing oral and written reports
(Senyshyn, 2019). Academic tasks can be affected by communication breakdowns,
meaning one or more language components are not understood by the listener. Each of
the five components of language are discussed in the next section.
Pragmatics. Pragmatics are the rules associated with the use of language in
various social situations (American Speech-Language-Hearing Association, 1993).
Pragmatics establish social rules that differ between different cultures. A breakdown in
pragmatics could affect a student's understanding of appropriate class participation
behaviors, successful interpretation of various social cues from peers, or difficulties
initiating or maintaining friendships with others, specifically American peers.
Phonology. Phonology is the rules of the sound systems and sound combinations
in a language (American Speech-Language-Hearing Association, 1993). An accent is a
distinct mode of pronunciation of a language different from the accepted norm of the
native language spoken (Myers, 2001). Phonology is the element affected when an
individual has an accent; however, every person has an accent that accentuates where
they come from and who they are (Hansen, 2020). For example, an individual from
Texas may be perceived to have an accent when communicating with a person from
Nebraska. More specifically, an accent is not perceived to be a non-native accent when an
individual is speaking outside of their home culture, and their phonology differs from the
surrounding culture.
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The native language of an individual is termed L1, while the second language is
termed L2. Generally, speech sounds produced when speaking L2 show diverse
variations based on the characteristics of L1, meaning that the phonology patterns and
rules in a person’s L1 will affect their L2 (Jin & Liu, 2014). For example, if /th/ sounds
are absent in L1, but L2 requires the /th/ sounds, the /th/ sound will be more challenging
to learn because it is not a part of the speakers' native phonetic repertoire. Typically, the
newly learned sounds will be distorted or replaced with a more familiar sound from the
native repertoire of L1.
An accent typically does not naturally change despite living in a new language
context, especially in a short time. People fluent in a second language often speak with a
non-native accent for an extended period. After many years in a dominant culture,
individuals retain the phonology (including intonation) of their native language even
when they achieve near-perfect control over other features of the non-native language
such as comprehension and expression of the second language (Moyer, 2004).
Phonological breakdowns can significantly affect a student's ability to be
understood by peers, students, and professors during conversation or academic oral
reporting situations. Every language and dialect have a unique set of phonological rules
and systems. It may not be easy to understand a different phonological system when two
different people from two different phonological systems communicate. Breakdowns in
phonology can create difficulty for listeners who struggle to understand the person's
pronunciation of a phonological sound or set of sounds, disrupting comprehension of the
message being shared. These breakdowns between nonnative speakers and native
listeners, can lead nonnative speakers to feel to feel a lack of confidence when
communicating and may cause them to avoid different kinds of communication settings.
This may occur because of an expectation of being misunderstood. This lack of
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confidence and avoidance may hinder the building of meaningful relationships between
international students and U.S. peers and faculty (Kyunghee Ma, 2021).
Phonological breakdowns may also significantly influence the language success
of individuals who speak a second language, specifically, obtaining desired leadership
positions, jobs, and respect from peers and supervisors (Lin & Yi, 1997). If an
international student is applying to be a teaching assistant, but American students have a
difficult time understanding them, the job may be given to someone else, despite the
competency of the international student (Lin & Yi, 1997).
Syntax. The syntax is a set of rules which determine the ways words can be
combined to create meaningful sentences in a language (American Speech-LanguageHearing Association, 1993). The syntax of a sentence can include sentence structure,
grammar rules, tenses, and the order of words. Written papers and projects are typical
assignments in college-level classes. Therefore, incorrect syntax can affect the quality
and grade of a project or paper, resulting in lower academic performance. The incorrect
syntax can also be seen in oral presentations and conversations, impacting the
comprehension and meaning of the message being shared.
Semantics. The meaning behind a word is known as semantics (Akmajian et al.,
2017). Breakdowns in semantics can cause issues with comprehending the meaning of
words, understanding slang used in the host country's lexicon, and following directions.
An example of a semantic breakdown could be misunderstanding words with double
meanings, such as dough (meanings either cookie batter or money). These breakdowns
may cause social difficulties by hindering the ability to express and comprehend language
successfully using the correct words and meanings.
Morphology. The last component of language is morphology. Morphology is the
rules that govern how the smallest meaningful units of language, morphemes, are used in
a language (American Speech-Language-Hearing Association, 1993). An example of a
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morpheme is an -s. A word becomes plural when an -s is added to its end (the singular
dog (one) becomes the plural dogs). Breakdowns in morphology can cause difficulties
with the expression of plurals, grammar rules, verbs, nouns, and adverbs (Akmajian et al.,
2017). These breakdowns can create social and academic consequences such as lower
grades on assignments due to misuse of morphemes or difficulties in conversation with
others such as misunderstandings of amounts of objects or correct grammar usage.
The five areas of language discussed above also comprise aspects of academic
language. In a study of 85 international students, Gebhard (2012) conducted a qualitative
inquiry method using interviews of international students. They found that students had
difficulty with academics, social interaction, and emotions because of language
difficulties on campus (Gebhard, 2012). The biggest concern among international
students was the struggle with academic language problems, including reading
comprehension, pragmatics, syntax, and language (Gebhard, 2012).
Academic language problems may cause academic reading comprehension
difficulties, assignment completion issues, decreased comprehension of lectures and
assignment directions, decreased participation in the classroom, and unsuccessful
communication with professors, participating in group projects, and other vital aspects of
being a student in the United States (Bastien et al., 2018). Classrooms in the United
States may have different expectations than classrooms in different parts of the world,
making it difficult for students who are not aware of the social expectations in the
classroom to adjust and be successful. A poor understanding of classroom expectations
may lead to poor academic performance, especially for international students who have
had high academic achievement in their home countries (Pedersen, 1991; Yeh & Inose,
2003).
If an international student has difficulty with any of the five components of
language, this may cause them to avoid communication opportunities with peers and
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professors for fear of being misunderstood or unfavorably judged by them (McFarland et
al., 2017). Language barriers between international students and their peers and
professors may affect their identity, sense of belonging, self-esteem, social life, and
academics.
A more specific issue many international students experience is related to the
teaching assignments that they may be expected to complete. Many of these students
become teaching assistants, also known in research as International Teachers Assistants
(ITAs), and may encounter challenges when teaching in different cultures. Adebayo
(2020) specifically examined ITAs' experiences within the United States. They
determined that ITAs experience negatively perceived competence, decreased teaching
effectiveness, and limited interpersonal relationships (Adebayo, 2020), all factors that
may be related to language differences. Adebayo also observed that negative perceptions
of ITAs (primarily based on their foreignness and accent) impacted the teaching
evaluations completed by students or advisors. The effect of these poor evaluations could
have lasting implications on their professional careers as instructors.
Communication breakdowns in language can also have an impact on
international students' physical and social well-being. The inability to adequately
communicate may result in decreased self-advocacy skills, resulting in physical and
social problems. Physical problems may include issues with housing, homesickness,
insufficient financial resources, and food insecurity. Social problems may include
adjusting to American values and customs, making friends, and finding acceptance in
social groups (Senyshyn, 2019). Having difficulties with language is likely to affect
international students' academic performance, and academic difficulties, in turn, affect
their psychological adjustment (Lin & Yi, 1997). Bastien et al. (2018) determined that
international students must comprehend a new environment's social and cultural norms to
navigate a foreign academic context successfully.
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When working with international students, an approach that uses the ideas from
Berry's (1997) Acculturation Model, as well as Chen's (Dai & Chen, 2014) ICC
framework, may be useful to ensure international students have support and tools at their
institution of higher education that assists them in communicating effectively and
appropriately. This model and framework are the foundation of this research study.

Perceptions on Having an Accent
How an international student views themself and their participation in their
community may be affected by the presence of an accent and the discrimination they may
encounter because of it. The Speech-Language Pathologist (SLP) may play a role in
alleviating some of the consequences of language differences in L2 that affect overall
academic and social performance.
An accent contains social information that is important to a person’s identity but
can also be a powerful “out-group” cue that identifies the person as “other” regardless of
social connotations (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010). Stereotypes are overgeneralizations
applied to any dominant or non-dominant group member regardless of his or her
characteristics (Grant & Holmes, 1981). When listeners of people with non-native
accents place these people into the "other" category, it increases the chances of being
stereotyped and stigmatized. Stigma devalues an attribute of a person that conveys a
social identity in a particular social context (Major et al., 1998). None of these outcomes
lead to an integrative process, as discussed by Berry (1997).
For accent and stereotypes, non-native speakers may experience discrimination
because their accent reveals their provenience, and stereotypes associated with a specific
ethnic group are activated in the member of the dominant culture (Francis et al., 2012).
The perceived difficulty of a member of the non-dominant culture may contribute to the
ease at which people are stereotyped (Francis et al., 2012). Discrimination may occur
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from a conscious or unconscious bias (Sue, 1994). Therefore, native speakers may form
judgments or evaluations when they hear non-native speakers without realizing they are
doing so (Grant & Holmes, 1981). These stereotypes limit opportunities for individuals
who may have a non-native accent (Matsuda, 1991).

Discrimination Based on Accents
Title VII of the U.S. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits employers from
discriminating against employees or potential employees based on their national origin
(Myers, 2001). However, this law does not explicitly mention accent discrimination
(Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010). Discrimination towards non-native speakers, specifically
non-native English speakers, may occur in many forms, including employment,
interpersonal discrimination, housing, and social interactions (Myers, 2001). Law and
social custom make it morally and ethically wrong to use any personal characteristics,
race, accent, ethnicity, homeland origin, or economic status as a reason for discrimination
(e.g., being denied a job, housing).
Having an accent also influences non-native speakers’ believability when
speaking to native listeners who may perceive statements as less truthful when spoken by
non-native speakers (Lev-Ari & Keysar, 2010). Instead of perceiving the statements of
non-native speakers as more challenging to understand, they perceive them as less
truthful, regardless of the speaker's education, background, or intentions (Lev-Ari &
Keysar, 2010). When people listen to speech with an accent, the difficulty they encounter
reduces processing fluency, creating a stigma and stereotype towards individuals with
non-native accents deeming these individuals as not credible or trustworthy (Lev-Ari &
Keysar, 2010), impacting international students’ future careers and opportunities.
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Effects of Discrimination on Identity
Interactions of stereotypes leading to discrimination may significantly affect
individuals' cultural identities, leading to adverse effects on participation in the
community and self-esteem (Myers, 2001). This profound and lasting negative effect on
individuals' identities and intercultural interactions when they face verbal accent
discrimination may cause non-native speakers to believe that their accent is the sole cause
of communication problems (Myers, 2001). Derwing (2003) completed a thematic
analysis utilizing interviews from 100 adults learning English as their second language.
Derwing found that stereotypes may influence how non-native speakers approach
interactions with natively accented individuals and (a) shape behavior during interaction,
(b) influence how the speaker interprets the listeners' behavior, and (c) determine the
outcome of the interaction.
The authors Gluszek and Dovidio (2010) discussed the implication of the Stigma
of Non-native Accents in Communication (SNAC) model, which outlined different
factors that play a crucial role in successful and meaningful communication. The purpose
of this model was to describe both the listeners' perspectives and the speakers'
perspectives during a conversation because communication involves a speaker and a
listener (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010). Gluszek and Dovidio stated that the SNAC model
emphasized the different responses of the speaker in the interactive, communicative
context with the listener including: (a) social perceptions and beliefs of the speaker and
the listener, and (b) communication difficulties (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010). These
researchers indicated that listener perspective contribute to a nonnative speakers actions
and success.
Lack of language proficiency by non-native speakers is often perceived as a
choice by native speakers (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2015). Native speakers may
subconsciously assume that individuals whose communication skills are identical to the
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dominant culture choose not to improve communication, are too lazy, or too incompetent
to learn to blend in with the native speaking patterns (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2015). All
the assumptions placed on a person with a non-native accent can harm the non-native
speaker's identity and discourage them from participating in the community and
accepting their identities (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010). The ideas from Gluszek and
Dovidio’s SNAC model, specifically social beliefs of the speaker and the listener, and
communication difficulties, were used to create narrative questions for the survey used in
this project. These narrative questions are discussed further in the materials section.

Speech Pathologists’ Role with Non-Native Speakers
The American Speech and Hearing Association (ASHA) delineated that the SLPs
role with non-native speakers as engagement in the assessment and coaching of
pronunciation strategies for individuals seeking pronunciation coaching (Franklin &
McDaniel, 2016). The professional roles and activities in speech-language pathology
include clinical/educational services (assessment, planning, and pronunciation training),
advocacy, education, administration, and research.
In a 2016 article, Baratta noted that the terms "accent modification" or "accent
reduction therapy" have become controversial. These terms were historically used to
describe the type of sessions provided to modify accents. The term "therapy" has been
recently added to the discussion, as it implies a disability when discussing accent
(Baratta, 2016). Many agree that having an accent is not shameful, and taking an accent
away or referring to an accent as a disability, can devalue an individual's native culture
and identity. The term "Accent Modification Therapy" is become less used overall, as
ASHA and most SLPs are currently emphasizing the importance of these types of
services to be viewed as coaching or instructional in nature. Therefore, the term
"communication workshops" and "communication/pronunciation coaching" is more
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appropriate and will be used in this thesis to describe the services provided by the
researcher. Readers may see the term "treatment" in this thesis when discussing groups;
however, that term describes applying an independent variable (a treatment) to the
research groups. It does not describe the workshops or their participants as disordered and
in need of treatment.
SLPs are uniquely qualified to work with international individuals for multiple
reasons. First, the undergraduate and graduate coursework in language development,
pragmatics, articulation, syntax, morphology, phonology, and the anatomy and
physiology of the speech & hearing mechanism prepare them with the necessary
knowledge to treat language differences. SLPs are experts trained in modifying and
habilitating speech sound production. Additionally, they have training in voice,
resonance, and the suprasegmental aspects of speech, language, and communication.
They also have training in suprasegmental aspects of speech include stress, rhythm,
intonation, word linking & word reductions. These aspects are essential to use with an
individual working on their pronunciation of words and increased intelligibility.
Although SLPs work primarily with communication and language disorders, all
involved must understand that accent is not a disorder but a difference. According to
ASHA, a communication disorder is an impairment in the ability to receive, send,
process, and comprehend concepts or verbal, nonverbal and visual symbol systems"
(American Speech-Language-Hearing Association [ASHA], 1993). In contrast, a
communication difference is a variation on a symbols system used by individuals that
reflect regional, social, or cultural/ethnic factors (ASHA, 1993).
Speech-Language Pathologists are ethically required to provide high-quality
clinical care. This process of providing quality care includes using evidence-based
practices. ASHA defines evidence-based practice as using high-quality research
evidence, practitioner expertise, and client preferences and values in the process of
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making clinical decisions (ASHA, 2005). Evidence-based practice includes these three
practices that must be present to achieve this level of quality care. These practices used
with all types of disorders and differences in the scope of practice for Speech Pathologists
ensure quality care.
Speech Pathologists have many strategies and techniques to implement with an
individual while working with the language component of phonology. The principles in
this section are typically applied with individuals with articulation disorders; however,
they can be applied to pronunciation coaching as both articulation disorder therapy and
pronunciation coaching have the same goal, shaping sounds to be better understood. A
common approach to improve articulation differences is drill and practice. Drill and
practice is a practice design that allows for short sessions with increased number of
productions (Smith, 2011). This practice is accomplished by producing the target sound
correctly as many times as possible to solidify the motor pattern, then practicing the
correct target sounds in words or natural practice methods such as conversation. The
therapist assures accuracy of production and provides coaching on sound production to
ensure incorrect production patterns are not reinforced. Other types of interventions are
available; however, the skilled implementation of drill and practice was selected for this
project because it is the most common practice approach identified in the literature to
increase desired articulation productions. Completing an L2 sound inventory is vital to
complete prior to coaching an individual with an accent as it determines which sounds the
individual is having difficulties with to determine targets for improved communication
(Jin & Liu, 2014).
It is also crucial for SLP's to determine the duration of practice or coaching (e.g.,
days, weeks, months, years). Practice/coaching duration is dependent on the client and
their goals; however, for increasing desired articulation productions, it should be noted
that there are no studies that provide an evidence base for SLPs to choose the appropriate
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session duration based on session type (Farquharson et al., 2020). While duration is
difficult to determine, the goal is to provide enough practice of accurate articulation to
invoke change, which results in generalization and retention outside of practice time
(Farquharson et al., 2020). Generalization and retention are typically more successfully
achieved by distributed practice than mass practice (Yoder et al., 2012). Distributed
practice means that sessions and practice are spread out over time, while massed practice
occurs when sessions and practice occur close together over a shorter period (Yoder et
al., 2012).
In terms of the other language components, SLPs are also trained to assess
pragmatics, syntax, morphology, and semantics and determine individualized strategies to
increase desired articulation productions. These areas are often addressed through explicit
self-advocacy strategies, self-reflection, and conversation coaching (Farquharson et al.,
2020; Yoder et al., 2012).
Overall, this literature review presented prevalent research, frameworks, and
models that aided the development of the research questions, materials, methods, and
workshop curriculum for this thesis. First, the author reviewed Berry's (1997)
Acculturation Model, which delineated values necessary to integrate non-dominant
groups in a dominant culture. This model was used to determine that integration of
international students on campus is crucial to social and academic success and led to
focusing on strategies to maintain relationships with the larger culture. Additionally, the
author reviewed a framework complementary to Berry's Acculturation Model, the
Intercultural Communication Competence (ICC) (Dai & Chen, 2014) framework. This
framework was essential to the elements of this study as it provided evidence that
effective and appropriate communication is essential to maintain relationships in a
dominant society. As a result, tools and strategies were incorporated into the
communication workshops to ensure participants would learn effective and appropriate
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communication skills. Providing tools and strategies such as explicit teaching, selfadvocacy instruction, and self-reflection were used in the communication workshops to
achieve these two aspects (effective and appropriate communication). The goal of the
workshops was to increase the successful integration of non-dominant individuals in a
dominant culture while maintaining their identity and personal characteristics and
maintaining relationships with the dominant culture. The author also reviewed the five
components of language as they were deemed crucial to successful communication,
leading to the development of the communication workshop curriculum. Finally, the
author reviewed the Speech-Language Pathologist's role as an expert in communication
disorders and differences within the five components of language, which was presented
in the context of communication coaching of those with a non-native accent, explicitly
contributing to the utilization of drill and practice strategies, conversation practice, and
teaching of the five components of language within the workshop curriculum.
In summary, all of the models, frameworks, and ideas discussed contributed to
creating the following topics to be addressed within the workshops provided in this study.
These topics include a) drill and practice of articulation, b) self-advocacy instruction, c)
conversation practice, d) teaching of the five components of language, and e) discussion
about experiences. The creation of the workshops will be discussed further in the
intervention session.

Problem Statement
In the previous literature review, the author presented research supporting the
supposition that international students enrolled in American universities have trouble
adjusting to the dominant culture, ultimately leading to decreased social and academic
success. Additionally, the author also identified a lack of research on international
students' participation and self-esteem, communication coaching by SLPs, and workshops
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provided by institutions to provide support for international students. The purpose of this
study was to determine if international students at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln
(UNL) have difficulties with the constructs of communication participation and selfesteem and to identify the potential impact of communication workshops on these two
constructs to promote successful integration on campus.

Research Questions
1. Do international students at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL) with
non-native accents perceive difficulties participating in their community
socially and academically because of their accent before participating in the
communication workshops? The researcher hypothesized that participants
would perceive communication participation difficulties.
2. Do international students at UNL demonstrate decreased self-esteem due to
communication difficulties before participating in the communication
workshops? The researcher hypothesized that participants would demonstrate
negative self-esteem related to communication.
3. Does participation in communication workshops provided by a graduate
student studying Speech-Language Pathology, which focused on the following
elements (drill and practice of articulation, self-advocacy instruction,
conversation practice, various language component instruction, and discussion
about experiences) increase positive perceptions of communication
participation and increase self-esteem? The researcher hypothesizes that
participants would increase positive communication participation and positive
self-esteem.
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CHAPTER TWO: METHODS
This study received exempt status from the university's Institutional Review
Board (IRB). The recruitment procedures and methods were reviewed and approved by
the board. This chapter outlines the participants, setting, measures, intervention, design,
procedures, and data analysis process used in this study.

Participants
Participants were recruited from a pool of students identified through the
International Students and Scholars Office (ISSO) at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln
(UNL). Initially, the researcher sent a recruitment email to the ISSO office. The
researcher's recruitment email was sent to potential participants via the ISSO's office
using an email list of current international students at UNL. The following criteria was
required to participate in this study: a) were 19 years old or older (male or female), b)
were a documented international student at UNL, c) had access to a computer with video
and sound capabilities, d) self-reported a non-native accent, and e) were available for
scheduled workshop times over ZoomÓ. The researcher decided to accept 20 participants
in the study because of limited time constraints and a desire to keep the communication
workshops an appropriate size. It was determined that workshops containing a larger
number of participants would not be practical as it would limit feedback and one-on-one
time with each participant, which was an essential aspect of this coaching. The researcher
recognized from the beginning the implications of a small sample size and how this may
affect the data of this thesis. Refer to Appendix A for recruitment scripts and Appendix B
for informed consent form.
Students who wanted to participate in this research study were encouraged to
send an email stating their interest. The selection of participants was on a first-come-firstserve basis, and students contacted the researcher who added them to an "interested" list.
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The researcher intended to recruit 20 participants in the workshop; however, because of a
communication mix-up during the recruitment process, the recruitment process ended up
with 21 names, one group containing 11 names instead of 10. When this list contained 21
names, the names were randomized via a random group generator into one of two groups
with 10 participants in the treatment group and 11 participants in the delayed treatment
group. Participants were contacted and told their group assignment. The first group, the
treatment group, met in the spring semester, and the second group, the delayed treatment
group, met in the summer. The remaining potential participants were placed on a waiting
list.
In most cases, participants were available for the group they were assigned.
However, three participants, one in the treatment group and two in the delayed treatment
group, had conflicts and requested to be switched to the other group. Those individuals
switched to the other group. Participants who were not selected to participate in a session
due to lack of space were referred to the Barkley Speech and Hearing Clinic on campus,
which provided similar services. In the end, two groups formed. Ten participants were in
the treatment group, and 11 participants were in the delayed treatment group.
Twenty-one students agreed to participate in the communication workshop at the
start of the study and completed the initial pre-test survey. Participant demographics are
presented in Appendix C and discussed in the results section. Unfortunately, one
individual in the treatment group and three individuals in the delayed treatment group had
unforeseen conflicts during their workshop session and discontinued participation in the
assigned workshop. These individuals dropped out after week one or week two of their
respective workshops. The participants' dropping from their groups resulted in an attrition
rate of 10% for the treatment group and 33% for the delayed treatment group. Specific
comparisons of the group that dropped out the participants who remained is reported in
the attrition analysis section located in the results chapter. These individuals did not
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receive the post-test surveys; and their pre-test survey results were removed from the
quantitative data set. However, these participants' pre-test open-ended narrative responses
remained in the qualitative data set because the answers provided insights into the initial
status of the group and the characteristics of international students interested in
communication workshops overall. These data supported the answer to research
questions one and two, about the initial status of participation and self-esteem
qualitatively. Specifically, their quotes gave beneficial insight into feelings and attitudes
before the workshop. Seventeen participants completed the workshops, nine in the
treatment group and eight in the delayed treatment group and used in the quantitative and
qualitative data set.

Setting
The communication workshops for both the treatment group and the delayed
treatment group took place over HIPAA secured ZoomÓ sessions hosted by the
researcher. Once the participants completed the initially assigned surveys, they were sent
a ZoomÓ link and instructed not to share it with anyone. Group sessions were conducted
via ZoomÓ every Monday evening from 5-6 pm for seven weeks. The researcher would
have preferred to host these workshops in person on the university campus; however, this
could not occur because of COVID-19 restrictions, including social distancing
requirements which impacted the availability of a room with capacity for all participants.
The participants joined the ZoomÓ meetings from their homes, offices, or other spaces
on campus. Participants were encouraged to complete sessions in a private room to avoid
unnecessary background noise and to protect other participants' privacy. Breakout rooms
were not available when using a HIPPA secure ZoomÓ account; therefore, participants
remained in the main breakout room throughout the sessions. Each session lasted one
hour; however, the researcher stayed after the sessions to answer specific questions from
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participants.

Measures
This section discusses the materials used to measure the dependent variables in
this project. The dependent variables include communication participation and selfesteem. The materials discussed in this section made up the survey that participants
completed three times throughout the data collection period. These surveys were entered
in QualtricsÓ, and each participant received a personalized link to complete the surveys
on their personal computer. Each survey took an average of 15 minutes to complete and
were identical to each other.
Construct 1 - Communication participation. Quantitative and qualitative data
were obtained on the participants' perceptions of their communication participation and
answered research questions one and three. The Communication Participation Short Form
(CPIB-10) is an instrument for adults with various communication skills and difficulties,
which assesses communicative participation in speaking situations (Baylor et al., 2013).
The CPIB-10 (Baylor et al., 2013) intended to assess individuals with different
communication difficulties, including stuttering, speech disorders, voice disorders, and
other communication differences. The instrument evaluates communication participation
based on their communication difference. Baylor et al. (2013) indicated that this form is
appropriate for anyone whose communication would "not fit the norm" (pg. 3). Baylor
used item response theory to test the dimensionality of the data and found that the data
aligned with the unidimensional model. (Baylor et al., 2013). When evaluated with the
one-factor confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), 11 item-pairs had an absolute value of the
residual correlation greater than .20 suggesting local dependence (LD). Fit values for the
one-factor CFA for the remaining CPIB-10 items were excellent: χ2 (2414, N = 701) =
8119.11, p < .01; CFI = 0.953; TLI = 0.951; and RMSEA = 0.058. Baylor et al.
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determined that this form could assess communication participation in populations of
individuals with communication difficulties; therefore, the researcher decided that this
form would be appropriate for this study. For this project, the form was modified and
used to measure communication participation in individuals with an accent to determine
if having an accent creates perceived difficulties with communication participation.
The CPIB-10 (Baylor et al., 2013) contained ten questions that asked individuals
about their perceptions of their communication ability in different communication
contexts. Slight modifications were made to the form to ensure the questions fit the
construct of accent. For this study specifically, the researcher replaced the word
"condition" with "English" or "accent" to assure it applied to the participants and to avoid
implying a negative connotation or characterizing their communication as disordered.
Scores for each question included a Likert scale with the following scoring criteria: Not
at all (3), A little (2), Quite a bit (1), and very much (0). A summary score was obtained
by adding all individual question scores together. The summary score for this scale could
range from 0 – 30. Baylor et al. summarized that high scores are more favorable, meaning
that high scores indicate less interference in participation.
The internal consistency, also known as sample reliability, was also assessed for
each measurement tool to determine the inter-rater reliability of the treatment group and
the delayed treatment group among participants. An acceptable range for Cronbach's
Alpha is generally suggested in research is accepted to be 0.6-0.7, being is an acceptable
level of reliability, while 0.8 or higher indicates a very good level of reliability (Ursachi
et al., 2015). Cronbach's Alpha for CIPB-10's (Baylor et al., 2013) results was 0.94.
Cronbach’s Alpha score for this tool indicated high levels of internal consistency between
items on this scale for this group of participants, which is essential as it indicates this
scale was reliable among these participants.
Qualitatively, the researcher created seven open-ended narrative questions for
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participants. Participants provided written answers at the end of the survey, measuring
communication participation and self-esteem. The questions are listed below:
1. Describe how you view the way you talk? (This narrative question measured selfesteem regarding communication which addressed research questions two and
three.)
2. Describe how you think others view the way you talk? (This narrative question
measured assumptions of others regarding communication which addressed
research questions two and three.)
3. Do you ever experience peers or professors having difficulty understanding you
because of your accent? If so, how does this make you feel? (This narrative
question measured participants perceptions of their communication contexts
which addressed research questions one and three)
4. Do you avoid speaking in certain situations? If so, what are those situations you
avoid speaking in? (This narrative question measured communication avoidance
which addressed research questions one and three.)
5. In what ways are you involved on campus academically and socially? (ex. Clubs,
hanging out with friends in the dorms, group projects, etc.) (This narrative
question measured participants' involvement which addressed research questions
one and three.)
6. How confident do you feel with your communication in these areas you are
involved in? (This narrative question measured confidence levels in
communication settings which addressed research questions two and three.)
Participants were instructed to take their time and answer the open-ended
narrative questions as thoroughly as possible. The researcher used the participants'
answers from narrative questions three, four, and five to measure communication
participation and narrative questions one, two, and six to measure self-esteem. The levels
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of these constructs were found through a selective coding process which is discussed later
in the methods section. These questions were created using themes discussed in the
literature review, including self-perceptions (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010), participation on
campus (Senyshyn, 2019), and self-esteem of communication (Gebhard, 2012). These
questions were not piloted with international students to ensure they measured what the
researcher intended them to measure; however, these narrative questions were reviewed
with the researcher's advisor and a faculty member from the Speech Pathology graduate
program at UNL with experience in working with international students and
communication differences. These individuals determined that the narrative questions
were appropriate to use as a measure of participants' communication participation and
self-esteem.
Construct 2 - Self-esteem. Quantitative and qualitative data were used to
analyze the participants' self-esteem. The Rosenberg self-esteem scale (Rosenberg, 2015)
is an instrument used to assess self-esteem using a Likert scale to determine if an
individual demonstrated high, medium, or low self-esteem (Rosenberg, 2015). Rosenberg
provided the reliability and validity of the scale. Reliability was determined to have
adequate internal consistency was the RSE ranged from 0.77 to 0.88. The validity of the
scale testing each item demonstrated criterion validity as 0.55 overall. Construct validity
= correlated with anxiety (- 0.64), depression (-0.54), and anomie (- 0.43). The reliability
and validity of this scale determined that it was appropriate to use in this thesis.
This scale contained ten questions that targeted negative and positive selfperception. Scores for each question included a Likert scale with the following scoring
criteria: strongly agree (4), agree (3), disagree (2), strongly disagree (1). A summary
score was obtained by adding all individual question scores together, and could range
from 10 – 40. High summary scores indicate high self-esteem (Rosenberg, 2015).
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The internal consistency reliability was also assessed for the Rosenberg Selfesteem scale (Rosenberg, 2015) to determine the inter-rater reliability among participants
in the treatment group and the delayed treatment group. An acceptable range for
Cronbach's Alpha is generally suggested in research is accepted to be 0.6-0.7, being is an
acceptable level of reliability, while 0.8 or higher indicates a very good level of reliability
(Ursachi et al., 2015). Cronbach's Alpha for the Rosenberg's Self-esteem Scale
(Rosenberg, 2015) was 0.86. Cronbach’s Alpha score for this tool indicated high levels of
internal consistency between items on this scale for this group of participants which is
essential as it indicates this scale was reliable among these participants.
As discussed previously, qualitative open-ended narrative questions one, two,
and six from the survey were used to determine self-esteem levels. The qualitative
analysis was completed by analyzing the selective codes for themes that related to selfesteem and confidence. Refer to Appendix D for the complete survey.

Intervention
The primary researcher for this project was a master’s student at UNL studying
Speech-Language Pathology. A faculty member from the UNL Speech-Language
Pathology program attended each ZoomÓ session and served as a reliability agent and
content expert. This clinical faculty member was a licensed and certified speech-language
pathologist.
The length of the communication workshop was seven weeks long and was
decided based on the ability for the researcher to complete the workshop on time, and a
delayed start caused by COVID-19. The optimal goal of the communication workshops
would have been the length of a semester; 14-16 weeks. However, due to delays with
COVID-19, the workshops were started later than anticipated, which resulted in the
workshops occurring for only 7 weeks. Workshop length is discussed further in the
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limitations section of the discussion chapter.
The researcher used the previously discussed topics of integration (Berry, 1997),
Intercultural Communication Competence (Dai & Chen, 2014), the five components of
language, Speech Pathology knowledge, evidence-based practice, and clinical judgment
in the creation of curriculum for these workshops. Utilizing themes and theoretical
foundations discussed in the literature review, the researcher focused on five elements to
incorporate in the workshops. These five elements include (a) drill and practice of
articulation, (b) self-advocacy instruction, (c) conversation practice, (d) teaching of the
five components of language, and (e) discussion about communication experiences on
campus. The licensed and certified clinical faculty member discussed treatment plans and
approved the clinical work provided to workshop participants. This licensed and certified
faculty member supervised each therapy session. A layout of each workshop lesson is
included in Appendix E.
The very first session began with a self-introduction of the researcher. The
researcher used a name pronunciation strategy where the researcher said her name
(Michaela), repeated it while emphasizing each syllable at a slower rate (Mi-kay-la), then
repeated her name (Michaela). This strategy was taught to the participants and modeled
through the researcher's introduction. The researcher emphasized the importance of
correct pronunciations of names, as names are part of human identity and should be
pronounced correctly, to maintain the value of identity. Then the participants were
instructed to introduce themselves using the name pronunciation strategy to ensure
correct pronunciation of their name from other participants. While participants were
introducing themselves, the researcher took notes on sounds that did not match typical
English phonological rules and determined which sounds to target in workshops through
these observations.
Then the researcher discussed the "rules" of the workshop, which included the
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following: (1) this is a safe place for learning, so please do not share this ZoomÓ link
with others, (2) respect each other's thoughts and moments of growth, and (3) be open
and have fun. The researcher then described the role of a Speech-Language Pathologist
and explained the goal of the workshops, which was not to "get rid" of the participants'
accents but to provide tools to be better understood. The researcher then introduced the
first communication strategy, which was to speak at a slow rate. Following the
communication strategy, the researcher transitioned to the /th/ sound instruction based on
an initial needs assessment completed informally during introductions. This was followed
by drill and practice. Drill and practice with skilled correction procedures was completed
over ZoomÓ by having each participant read a list of /th/ words individually. THE
researcher provided individual skilled feedback if necessary for each participant. Lastly,
the researcher facilitated a group discussion that focused on practicing /th/ sounds and
speaking slowly. At the end of each of the sessions, the researcher discussed different
events on campus that participants could attend to increase participation. The researcher
sent each participant a copy of the presentations after each session. These presentations
included voice recordings of each word and sound productions to refer to when practicing
on their own time.
Following the first workshop session, each subsequent session had a similar
structure. The researcher started each session by discussing the communication strategy
addressed in the previous session and added a new one. The communication strategies
covered in the workshop included the following: (a) speak at a slow pace, (b) check for
understanding from listeners, (c) use pauses, and (d) use peers to edit your written
communication. Following that, the researcher reviewed the production of sounds
previously addressed with participants and then introduced new sounds. Drill and practice
was used in each session to improve sound production. The sounds discussed in the
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seven-week sessions included: (a) /th/ sounds, (b) /r/ sounds, (c) vowels, (d) /v/ and /w/
sounds, and (e) /p/ and /b/ sounds. These sounds were selected based on the initial sound
inventory the researcher took during the introductions in the first session. The researcher
then chose the sounds that most participants had difficulty producing. After sound
production practice, the researcher then facilitated a carryover activity that included selfadvocacy instruction, self-reflection, and discussion with peers. These activities included
the following: (a) discussions of experiences on campus, (b) creation of a self-advocacy
narrative scripts for participants to use when introducing themselves to peers, students, or
professors, (c) communication practice with peers while receiving feedback from the
researcher, and (d) discussions on sending professional emails. Sessions also included
instruction of various components of language, including the following: (a) syllable
stress, (b) intonation, (c) grammar rules, and (d) word endings. Finally, each session
ended with the researcher reviewing and encouraging participation in campus events
occurring in the next week. Not only were participants encouraged to attend, but they
were also encouraged to practice their communication strategies within the campus
context overtly.
The final session of the workshop series reviewed all the information that had
been taught and practiced throughout the communication workshops. The researcher also
set aside the last fifteen minutes of the final session to gather anecdotal information about
the workshops. Specifically, participants were asked what they liked and what they would
have changed about the workshops. The results of these informal comments are presented
in the discussion section as evidence regarding program outcomes. The researcher
referred any participants who wanted to continue communication coaching to Barkley
Memorial Speech and Hearing Center (on-campus speech clinic) to continue similar
services.
Fidelity checks were administered after each session to ensure that the researcher
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incorporated all elements of therapy into the sessions and to assure consistency in content
across sessions and workshops (treatment and delayed treatment). The fidelity checks
were completed by the licensed and certified clinical faculty person who oversaw the
workshops. The clinical faculty member used a checklist to identify the presence of the
five key elements (i.e., articulation drill and practice, self-advocacy instruction,
conversation practice, the teaching of the five components of language, and discussion
about communication experiences on campus) they observed for each session (see
Appendix F for the fidelity checklist). A standard was set for the number of elements
included in each session. That standard was that a minimum of three elements would be
present in each session. Elements not completed in one session were prioritized and
addressed in the next session to ensure the content was covered equitably. Analysis of the
fidelity check data for each workshop session revealed that three out of the five treatment
elements were addressed in 100% of sessions. The researcher used identical lesson plans
for both the treatment and the delayed treatment workshop groups. Initial needs
assessment for both groups resulted in similar target sounds. No adjustments were made
to the workshop plans to ensure that both groups had treatment with equal content.

Design
The design of this study was a randomized waitlist control, pre-test and post-test
design, paired with mixed methods outcome. The researcher intended this research to be
randomized, however, participants' schedules made this difficult, and some participants
switched to groups that accommodated their availability. The implication of this broken
randomization is discussed further in the limitation section.
The waitlisted design was chosen for this project to compare the treatment group
to a control group without withholding intervention from participants that desired it. The
independent variable in this study was participation in a communication workshop, and
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the dependent variables in this study included quantitative and qualitative measures of
communication participation and self-esteem.
This researcher gathered data using mixed methods approaches. Mixed methods
were used to get both quantitative and qualitative information about the impact of the
communication workshop. The inclusion of both quantitative and qualitative data allowed
for a more in-depth analysis of the participants' perceptions of communication
participation and self-esteem.

Procedures
After the selection of participants was completed and participants were assigned
to groups, each participant was sent the first survey through QualtricsÓ to complete. This
survey contained the items from the CPIB-10 (Baylor et al., 2013), the Rosenberg Selfesteem scale (Rosenberg, 2015), and the six written narrative questions combined into a
single survey format with section heads as seen in Appendix D. The pre-test was sent to
both the treatment and the delayed treatment group in February of 2021. All participants
were asked to complete this survey within a week of receiving it. Once all surveys were
returned, the treatment group began their seven-week communication workshop session
while the delayed treatment group did not participate in a workshop.
When the treatment group completed the seven-week communication workshop,
both the treatment and the delayed treatment groups were sent the second survey again in
March 2021. This survey was identical to the first administered survey. This survey
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served as a post-test survey for the treatment group, and a re-administration of the pretest for the delayed
treatment group. The
delayed treatment group
was given the pre-test
survey twice as a measure
of stability to assure time
alone or other intervening
factors did not cause a
Figure 1: Description of Thesis timeline and analysis between
treatment and control groups.

significant change in the

participation or self-esteem. The time frame between February and March will be
considered the "control period" and will be referred as such in the results section. The
delayed treatment group then began their seven-week communication workshop, while
the initial treatment group did not participate in a workshop. At the end of the delayed
treatment groups' seven-week session in June 2021, they completed the online survey
again, which served as their post-test. The treatment group also completed the survey in
June 2021, which served to look at maintenance of skills. Figure 1 illustrates the design
and provides information about the data analysis which will be discussed in the data
analysis section.
The researcher used the same curriculum for both the treatment and the delayed
treatment group to maintain consistent conditions. However, it should be noted that the
conditions were not identical, as participants from the treatment group participated in the
workshops during the spring semester and participants from the delayed treatment group
participated in the workshops during the summer semester. The implications of the
timing for each of these groups are discussed in the limitations section of the discussion
chapter.
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Data Analysis
Several statistical and qualitative analyses were conducted. As previously
mentioned, figure 1 outlines the timeline of survey distribution, treatment group timing,
and surveys used for various statistical analyses. This section discusses the different
methods for analyzes used in this research. As this research is a mixed-methods design,
the organization of this section is by quantitative and qualitative measures.
Quantitative Measures. Three different analyses were conducted for this
research project. The first quantitative analyses included a descriptive review of the
scores for each group's perception of communication participation and self-esteem was
completed to answer research questions one and two. This review reported the means,
minimum and maximum scores, medians, and included the analysis of mode scores for
both Likert scales. The mode is a descriptive statistic that represents the most used score
among participants (Bertram, 2007). Likert scales are considered ordinal measurement
tools, therefore, median, mode, and frequencies are appropriate for the interpretation of
scores from Likert scales (Boone & Boone, 2012). For this thesis, the researcher found
the mode of the combined items in the scale to calculate an overall mode of the scale for
each treatment group. This mode was then used as an interpretation using the score labels
provided by the scale. For example, the CPIB-10 (Baylor et al., 2013) included the
following scoring criteria: not at all (3), a little (2), quite a bit (1), and very much (0), and
measured participants’ perceptions of interreference of communication participation. If
the mode of this scale for one of the treatment groups is a 1, meaning that the most
selected score for each item was a 1, this indicates that participants perceived quite a bit
of interreference of communication participation. The review of the modes provided an
interpretation of results on the Likert scales used in this thesis.
The second quantitative analysis used was a mixed ANOVA. This analysis was
used to compare the means of groups with two different types of variables including
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between-subject and within-subject factors. The ANOVA analysis is useful to compare
the variance between groups demonstrating repeated measures including pre-test and
post-test designs (Cardinal & Aitken, 2013). The mixed ANOVA analysis compared the
means of the control period, this being the pre-test and post-test of the treatment group,
and pre-test and second pre-test of the delayed treatment group. The significance was
determined by a p-value being less than 0.05. This allowed the researcher to explore the
influence of the between-subject and within-subject variables. The between-subject
variables in this thesis were the workshops, and the within-subject variables were the
completed surveys. The effect size of the ANOVA was also determined using the
Feingold extension of Cohens D analysis to convey the difference in change scores
between to treatment group and the delayed treatment group when looking at the pre-test
and post-tests of the groups (Feingold, 2013). An effect size of 0.5 or larger represents a
medium to large effect size. This effect size demonstrates the significance the workshop
had on participants.
The last quantitative analyses included paired t-tests and dependent samples ttests. The paired t-test analysis determines the significance of difference between the
treatment and delayed treatment groups pre-test and post-test scores. It allows for direct
significance of mean changes and can explain inter-individual and group differences in
changes over time (Coman et al., 2013). This analysis provides insight on whether the
differences in means may have occurred by chance, or by the impact of the workshops. A
dependent sample t-test was also completed to compare the means of two conditions in
which the same participants participated (Gerald, 2018). This was done to compare the
mean difference between the pre-test and post-test individually within both groups. Both
analyses were considered significant if p-values were less than 0.05. Cohen’s D was also
conducted using the means from the dependent t-tests to determine effect sizes among
individual groups to answer research question three and determine if the workshops had
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an effect on participants communication participation and self-esteem. An effect size of
0.5 or larger represents a medium to large effect size.
It was not concluded if the data collected in this project met the ANOVA's
assumptions and the t-test analyses assumptions, indicating that the data was appropriate
to use for these analyses. Not meeting the assumptions for the ANOVA may mean that
the ANOVA data would not be reliable or accurate. These assumptions include normal
distribution of data, approximately equal variance among the groups, and observations of
the data are independent of each other. Specific analysis of the data to assure the data met
the assumptions for the ANOVA were not completed. Subjective visual inspection of the
data was completed and the findings of this are presented in the results chapter when
discussing the ANOVA in the section presenting data for research question three. This
will also be discussed further in the
limitations section of the
discussion.
Qualitative Measures. The
survey also consisted of 6
demographic questions, including
age, year in school, major, first
language, and home country. These
were used to describe the
populations in the analysis process
and are in Appendix C.
As previously mentioned,
the last portion of the survey
Table 2. Example of Selective Coding Process Form

contained six narrative questions

created by the researcher. When analyzing the qualitative measures, the researcher used a
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Selective Coding Process (Williams & Moser, 2019) described below to code the
narrative questions of the individuals. After all the responses were received from the
participants, the primary researcher recruited an outside volunteer to help with the coding
process. Recruiting a volunteer who was not directly involved with the research project
was essential to reduce bias when extracting themes from participant responses. This
volunteer also had previous qualitative coding experience. The volunteer received indepth training, which included a sample selective coding process for practice. This
coding process training is provided in Appendix G. The researcher and the volunteer
coder separately completed the practice coding sheet, then compared their created codes
to check for uniformity and overall consistency. Both coders demonstrated similar codes
in the practice coding sample and did not need to discuss any differences or discrepancies
in the practice codes. The coders were then ready to complete the selective coding
process for this study.
The post-test coding data was analyzed and compared to the pre-test coding data
to check for differences in themes that emerged. Each coder (the primary researcher and
the volunteer) was given the written responses from all participants for each from the pretest and post-test surveys at the same time and responses were separated by group. Table
1 is an example of the process of coding from the pre-tests.
Separately, the coders analyzed participants' specific responses to narrative
questions and recorded observed themes to create open codes. The open codes identified
specific words, quotes, and emotions from the participants. After recording the open
codes, the coders examined them for keywords, ideas, and themes and created axial
codes. These codes identified relationships among the open codes, grouping similar
answers to create one summarizing answer and extracting themes between these answers.
For example, there were multiple participants' responses stating, "difficulty expressing
myself," "not understood," and "wrong words and pronunciations," which were noted in
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the open codes. A common theme among these responses created an axial code which
was "difficulty expressing messages and words and others understanding messages."
Once the coders created axial codes from the open codes, they then analyzed the
axial codes to create the selective code. The selective code was a sentence or two that
encapsulated the core variable that included all participants' responses if not a majority. It
encompassed the emotions, values, facts, and needs of the individuals. Continuing with
the previous example, the axial code “difficulty expressing messages and words and
understanding messages" along with other axial codes were combined to create the
selective code "difficulty expressing messages causes social stress." After the selective
codes were created for each question and each survey, the coders discussed and compared
their selective codes. The coders compared the selective codes created between the two
coders and created an overall selective code that encompassed themes and ideas from
each coder's selective code for each question and survey. Refer to Appendix G for an
example of the coding process. The primary researcher then analyzed all the selective
codes for each construct (communication participation and self-esteem) based on
narrative questions and extracted specific themes that described the selective codes for
their respective constructs. The next chapter presents the results of the data analysis as
described in this section.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS
This section presents the quantitative and qualitative results and is organized by
analysis of participant demographics, research question, and split into quantitative and
qualitative data sections for each question. As discussed earlier, an accent is a language
difference; therefore, using the terms "treatment" and "therapy" has been avoided in this
study as it implies disorder and perpetuates linguistic discrimination. However, the term
"treatment" will be used in the results section to describe the application of the
independent variable, being when the participants participated in the communication
workshops. It does not describe the workshops or their participants as disordered and in
need of treatment.

Demographics
The overall sample of participants consisted of ten males and seven females. The
initial treatment group contained five males and four females, and the delayed treatment
group contained five males and three females. Participants also represented fourteen
different languages; however, one language was not more widely used than another. The
treatment group consisted of three participants who spoke Arabic, and the delayed
treatment group consisted of two participants who spoke Spanish. The remaining
participants were the only individuals in their group that spoke the same language. The
treatment group also consisted of one undergraduate student and eight graduate students,
and the delayed treatment group consisted of eight graduate students. Participants ranged
from less than a year to 26 years spent learning the English language; however, all
participants had received a score of 525 or higher on the TOEFL, therefore demonstrating
English skills adequate for participation in an institution of higher learning.
Overall, the variables of gender and year in school appeared to be relatively
equivalent as both the treatment and delayed treatment groups contained similar numbers
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of males to females and similar numbers of participants in graduate school. Both the
treatment and the delayed treatment groups demonstrated a diverse range of years spent
learning English, home countries, and language spoken, revealing more widespread
backgrounds for both groups, which is essential for determining the equivalency of
groups. Refer to appendix C for demographic information of participants.

Attrition Analysis
As mentioned earlier, five participants dropped out of the study, only completing
the pre-test survey. The pre-test results of individuals who dropped out were analyzed to
compare to the pre-test results of the participants that remained. The participants who
dropped out received a mean of 18.80 on the CPIB-10 (Baylor et al., 2013) and 26.40 on
the Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 2015). These means are within the range of
the means received from the pre-test scores of the participants who remained, indicating
that these participants did not appear to score differently. The researcher then determined
the effect size of the difference between the participants overall pre-test scores, compared
to the pre-test scores of the participants who dropped out. The effect size of the
difference, using a typical Cohens D analysis, between the participants and dropped out
participants pre-tests scores on the CPIB-10 (Baylor et al., 2013) resulted in a 0.59. This
effect score indicates a meaningful difference based on scales of 0.25 being acceptable
and determined by the What Works Clearinghouse initiative (Hitchcock et al., 2015). The
effect sizes of the difference between the participants and dropped out participants pretest scores on the Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 2015) resulted in a 0.50. This
effect score indicates that similarly, there was a meaningful difference between the two
groups. When looking at the scores, it is possible that the participants who dropped out
appeared to score on the higher range of overall participants scores. The attrition rate in
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this thesis is a limitation and will be discussed further in the limitation section in the
discussion.
Additionally, a comparison between the participants who dropped out and the
participants who switched groups would have been ideal. This analysis would have
allowed the researcher to determine if the attrition participants and the participants who
switched groups were statistically different from each other, adding overall insight into
the differences that might have existed between groups and the effect these differences,
using a typical Cohens D analysis, may have had on the overall data. Unfortunately, the
data containing information about which participants switched groups was lost, therefore,
this analysis could not be completed. The loss of information about which participants
switched will be discussed further in the limitation section in the discussion.

Research Question One
The following section will review the quantitative and qualitative results, which
answer research question one. The purpose of this research question was to determine if
participants demonstrated difficulties with communication participation before
participating in the workshops.
Quantitative Data. To answer research question one, the researcher evaluated
participant's scores from the CPIB-10 scale (Baylor et al., 2013). The purpose of
examining the scores from this
scale was to determine the
communication participation level
of participants before the
Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of communication participation
between the pre-test and post-test for Treatment Group and the first
pre-test and readministered survey for Delayed Treatment group
before treatment

workshops using a Likert-type
rating scale. The treatment group's

pre-test scores resulted in a mean of 17, a median of 18, a minimum score of 7, and a
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maximum score of 23. The delayed treatment pre-test scores resulted in a mean of 13.38,
a median of 14.5, a minimum score of 2, and a maximum score of 22. A mode was also
calculated of the item-level responses from all items, representing the most used score
among participants throughout the full scale. As a reminder, the scores consisted of (0)
very much, (1) quite a bit, (2) a little, and (3) not at all and used to determine overall how
much did their accent interfere with participation. A mode score resulted in a 2 for both
groups, indicating that participants felt their accent had a little bit of interference in their
participation as determined by the descriptions of the codes. These data can be seen in
Table 3.
Qualitative Data. The
second way the researcher
determined if participants
perceived difficulties with
communication participation
was by analyzing the results of
the selective coding process at
pre-test for both groups. The
Table 4. Selective Codes for pre-tests for both groups

researcher used a selective

coding process to observe overarching themes across participants’ answers to narrative
questions three, four, and five used in the surveys, which analyzed participation among
participants. The specific questions are provided in table 4 as well as the results of the
Selective Coding Process. These selective codes were created by observations of repeated
themes throughout participant's responses to survey questions. The codes from the
treatment group and the delayed treatment group were kept separate during the coding
process to observe differences between groups but were combined during this results
section to determine an overall participation baseline. Only pre-test results were needed
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in this analysis since the baseline state of the groups represents the answer to research
question one about how they perceived their participation. Participant responses are
located in Appendix H.
Narrative question three allowed the researcher to explore participant's
experiences communicating with peers or professors and how communication
breakdowns with these individuals made them feel. The purpose of this question was to
measure participants' perceptions of their communication contexts. Selective codes for
post-test were (a) expectant of misunderstandings and awkwardness, which causes
feelings of inadequacy and frustration, and (b) certain situations cause frustration and
impact confidence, motivation, and academic/social performance. The expectation of
communication breakdowns appears to influence emotions and confidence, and in turn,
influences the desire and motivation to participate. One participant reported:
There were a few times my advisor would correct me a few words when
he observed my teaching. I realize that sometimes it is hard to revise because I
may not be aware of it until I made a mistake. I was not bothered by these
problems very much, but I felt inadequate when people get confused about my
speaking (Participant 4A).
Narrative question four allowed the researcher to explore participants'
communication avoidance behaviors as this avoidance may impact participation. Most
participants reported that they do avoid speaking in high-pressure speaking situations in
social and academic settings. Selective codes from the pre-test were (a) tend to avoid
high-pressure speaking situations, and (b) hiding what I have to say with new, large, or
intimidating groups and individuals in both social and academic settings. Before the
communication workshop, one participant from the delayed treatment group stated, “I
just hide what I have to say because I fear I may not frame the question correctly... I
avoid speaking in situations involving a lot of my peers and a professor or person of
authority,” (Participant 3B). These selective codes demonstrated avoidance of different
communication settings on the campus, indicating decreased participation. Avoidance
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behaviors were observed in both the treatment and delayed treatment group selective
codes.
Narrative question five allowed the researcher to examine participants'
involvement on campus to get a baseline of participation academically and socially. Pretest selective codes resulted in (a) intercultural groups and class projects provide
connection but, the pandemic has made gatherings more difficult, and (b) international
social groups and academic projects are supportive. One participant reported that before
COVID-19, they "used to hang out with other Latino students because they were
welcoming and fun. Another group that I use to hang out with was the African
community,” (Participant 10A). The results from these selective codes indicated that at
baseline, many students' social and academic involvement on campus in areas they felt
confident in, such as intercultural groups or areas within their field.
The selective pre-test codes measuring baseline participation among participants
resulted in the following major themes: (a) decreased participation in high-pressure
speaking situations and (b) negative expectations of communication breakdowns. These
themes demonstrated decreased participation on campus as observed by avoidance
behaviors in specific communication contexts and decreased desire to communicate in
these contexts. However, narrative question five revealed that participants participated on
campus in familiar and low-pressure communicative settings.
The quantitative and qualitative data results answered research question one,
indicating that international students at UNL with non-native accents did perceive
difficulties participating in their community socially and academically because of their
accent. These difficulties with participation represent their baseline before participating
in the communication workshop.
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Research Question Two
The following section will review the quantitative and qualitative results,
which answer research question two. The purpose of this research question was to
determine participant's self-esteem before participating in the workshops.
Quantitative Data. To answer research question two, the researcher utilized
participants' scores from the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 2015). The
purpose of examining the scores from this scale was to determine self-esteem levels
before the workshops using a Likert scale. The data summary of the Rosenberg Selfesteem scale (Rosenberg,
2015) is found in table 5.
The treatment group scored
an overall mean on the pretest of 29.50, the median
Table 5. Descriptive statistics of self-esteem between the pre-test
and post-test for the Treatment group and the first pre-test and
second pre-test for the delayed treatment group.

being 28.50, the minimum
score being 25.50, and the

maximum score being 38. The delayed treatment group scored an overall pre-test mean
of 28.19, a median of 27, a minimum score of 21.50, and a maximum of 37.50. A mode
was also calculated of the item level data responses from all items, representing the most
used score among participants throughout the full scale. As a reminder, the scores
consisted of (1) strongly disagree, (2) somewhat disagree, (3) somewhat agree, (4)
strongly agree. These scores were used to determine overall self-esteem among
participants, the higher scores indicating higher self-esteem. The mode score for this
scale resulted in a 3 for both groups, indicating that participants somewhat agreed that
they demonstrated positive self-esteem but not fully agreeing that they demonstrated
positive self-esteem.
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Qualitative Data. To answer research question two, the researcher also analyzed
the results from the pre-test selective codes process. As described for research question
one, the researcher used a selective coding process to observe overarching themes across
participants' answers to narrative questions one, two, and six, which analyzed self-esteem
among participants. The specific questions are provided in Table 6 as well as the results
of the selective coding process. These selective codes were created by observations of
repeated themes throughout participants' responses to narrative survey questions. Again,
only pre-test results were needed in this analysis since the baseline state of the groups
represents the answer to research question two about how they perceived their level of
self-esteem.
Narrative question one allowed the researcher to explore participants' perceptions
of communication skills. The purpose of this question was to measure self-perception
regarding communication,
potentially impacting selfesteem. Selective codes for
post-test were (a) feeling
tension between appreciating
accent and improving fluency
which initiates social stress,
and (b) confidence that
fluctuated depending on the
Table 6. Selective Codes for pre-tests for both groups

situation and knowledge of

English. While answers were variable among participants, a common trend and repeated
theme in the pre-test responses were that many of the participants mentioned a lack of
confidence in their communication skills, which initiated stress and feelings of
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inadequacy. An example of a quote by a participant from the delayed treatment group
that captured this states,
“Sometimes I feel disadvantaged both by my accent and grammar,
maybe just the knowledge of the language itself. This is especially true if there is
a fast-paced or emotional discussion. I also think that I perceive it more when I'm
nervous and/or when I must publicly speak. I sometimes feel that the way I talk
does not flow well. I think fairly highly about my English-speaking abilities, and
it greatly frustrates me if someone does not understand me in a casual
conversation” (Participant 9B).
Difficulties with communication on campus may impact self-esteem, as
participants reported feelings of tension, inadequacy, and fluctuating confidence. Based
on these codes, communication experiences appeared to influence the overall self-esteem
of the participants.
Narrative question two allowed the researcher to analyze participants' perceptions
of how others perceive the way they communicate, measuring participants' assumed
perceptions of others regarding communication. The purpose of this question was to
measure self-esteem regarding others' perceptions. The selective pre-test codes were (a)
struggles with perceptions of fluency for self and others, and (b) feeling unvalued when
people are impatient in understanding communication. Most participants (15 of the 17)
reported feelings of inadequacy and lack of value when others do not understand them.
"Sometimes, when there are some pauses between my words, I see on people's faces that
they are losing interest in what I even have to say or feel I'm dumb" (Participant 3B).
These selective codes indicated that participants perceived negative feelings from others
regarding their communication abilities, contributing to negative self-esteem themselves.
Finally, narrative question six allowed the researcher to determine participant's
confidence regarding communication. This question aimed to measure confidence levels
in communication settings on the campus, contributing to the self-esteem of
communication. The selective pre-test codes were (a) time and familiarity are more
comfortable, but intimidation when speaking with certain people and settings still exists,
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and (b) moderately comfortable in my groups, depending on the situation and people.
One participant in the treatment group discussed their level of confidence as "Not very
confident. Though I sometimes feel like keeping silent, I would force myself to speak
something to make it not awkward" (Participant 8A). Another participant in the treatment
group discussed their confidence in specific settings, "When I am around foreign
students, I feel all right. However, when I am around English native speakers, I feel
intimidated" (Participant 10A). Selective codes indicated negative self-esteem among
participants, as seen by participant reports of a lack of confidence and feelings of
intimidation and inadequacy.
The selective pre-test codes measuring baseline self-esteem among participants
resulted in the following major themes: (a) lack of confidence and (b) negative selfperception. These themes and selective codes demonstrated moderately low self-esteem
among participants as seen by reporting a lack of confidence, feeling unvalued or
inadequate, and lack of motivation to communicate.
The quantitative and qualitative data results answered research question two,
indicating that international students at UNL with non-native accents did demonstrate
lower self-esteem. The quantitative data suggest that participants somewhat agreed that
they demonstrated positive self-esteem overall, while the qualitative data suggested that
participants demonstrated lower self-esteem regarding communication specifically. These
results may indicate a difference in measured constructs (overall self-esteem and
communication self-esteem) between the two measures used to answer research question
two. This difference between constructs will be further discussed in the limitations
section found in the discussion chapter.
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Research Question Three
This section aims to use the quantitative and qualitative data from the surveys to
determine if the communication workshop influenced participant's communication
participation and self-esteem. This section provides the descriptive data for the pre and
post-test, followed by an analysis of the difference between scores during the control
period, meaning the treatment group and the control group. Then finally, analyzing the
significance of the change in scores from pre-test and post-test for both groups after
participating in treatment.
Quantitative Descriptive Data of Control Period. The treatment groups and
delayed treatment group's
initial pre-test survey
scores for communication
participation were
discussed earlier in the
Table 7. Descriptive statistics of self-esteem between the pre-test and
post-test for the Treatment group and the first pre-test and second pretest for the delayed treatment group.

results section and are

shown in table 7. This table also includes the treatment groups and the delayed treatment
group's second survey results. The second survey serves as the post-test for the treatment
group and the second pre-test for the delayed treatment group. The treatment group's
post-test scores for communication participation resulted in a mean of 20.89, a median of
22, a minimum score of 16, and a maximum score of 26. The delayed treatment group's
pre-test scores for communication participation resulted in a mean of 13.38, a median of
14.50, a minimum score of 2, and a maximum score of 22. The delayed treatment group's
second pre-test resulted in a mean of 14.50, a median of 15.50, a minimum score of 2,
and a maximum score of 21. A mode was also calculated of the item level data responses
from all items, representing the most used score among participants throughout the full
scale. The calculated mode of responses for the treatment group post-test remained a 2,
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indicating that participants still felt that their accent had a little bit of interference on their
participation, even after the workshop. Similarly, the delayed treatment group's second
pre-test's calculated mode also remained a 2, indicating similar feelings of slight
interference on their participation. However, the delayed treatment groups scores
remained steady between the pre-test and the second pre-test, while the treatment group
increased slightly between pre-test and post-test.
The treatment group's pre-test scores for self-esteem were also previously
mentioned in the results section and shown in table 8. The treatment group's post-test
scores self-esteem resulted in a mean of 29.50, a median of 28.50, a minimum score of
25.50, and a maximum score of 38, showing an increase in pre-test and post-test scores as
determined by these scores.
However, the mode score for
the treatment group's post-test
resulted in a 3, the same score
as the pre-test, indicating that
Table 8. Descriptive statistics of self-esteem between the pre-test and
post-test for the Treatment group and the first pre-test and second pretest for the delayed treatment group.

participants still somewhat
agreed that they demonstrated

positive self-esteem but not fully agreeing that they demonstrated positive self-esteem
which would have been demonstrated by a mode of 4.
The delayed treatment group's pre-test scores for self-esteem were also reported
earlier in the results section. The delayed treatments second pre-test scores resulted in a
mean of 28.06, a median of 26.5, a minimum score of 37.50, and a maximum score of 34.
The mode score for this second pre-test resulted in a 3, the same score as the first pre-test,
indicating that participants still somewhat agreed that they demonstrated positive selfesteem but not fully agreeing that they demonstrated positive self-esteem. The mean
scores from the Rosenberg (2015) of the delayed treatment group during the control
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period appear to stay steady as well, while the treatment group increased in scores. The
significance of this observed increase is determined by t-tests discussed later in this
section.
Quantitative Analysis 1: mixed ANOVA for communication participation. The
ANOVA allowed the researcher to analyze within and between-subject comparisons by
looking at the difference between the treatment group and delayed treatment group before
treatment. Specifically, this ANOVA measured means measuring communication
participation. The ANOVA measured any overall differences between related means and
determined if there was an impact of the workshop on the treatment group compared to
the delayed treatment group, which had not received treatment yet. It was undetermined
that the assumptions for the ANOVA were met, and based on visual inspection, it was
noted that there appears to be difference and lack of similarity across conditions, not
supporting the assumptions of the ANOVA. These variances across conditions include
the number of participants, different semesters, and potentially other variances unknown
to the researcher.
The results of the
Mixed ANOVA demonstrated
that the communication
participation change between
the pre-test and post-test of
the treatment group after
Figure 2. Group means for communication participation between
the treatment group and the control group.

treatment was not differential
when compared to the change

between pre-test and second pre-test of the delayed treatment group before treatment,
(f(1,15) = 0.87, p = 0.37) and therefore, not significant.
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Visual inspection of Figure 2 illustrates this difference in the scores between the
treatment group and the delayed treatment group before treatment. The treatment group
demonstrated a slight increase in mean, while the delayed treatment group remained
approximately the same, only increasing slightly, which may be due to maturation.
The Feingold extension of Cohen’s D was used to determine the effect size of
this ANOVA analysis. The calculated effect size of the ANOVA for communication
participation indicated a medium effect size of 0.70. This medium effect size indicates
that the communication workshop had a meaningful effect on the participants
communication participation and demonstrated practical significance.
Quantitative Analysis 1: mixed ANOVA for self-esteem. A separate mixed
ANOVA allowed the researcher to examine the effect of the communication workshop on
the treatment group after receiving treatment compared to the delayed treatment group
before treatment. The results of the Mixed ANOVA for the self-esteem measure on the
survey demonstrated no
significant effect of the
communication workshop
on the treatment group
after treatment (F (1,15) =
1.54, p= 0.09) compared to
the delayed treatment
Figure 3. Group means for self-esteem between the treatment group
and the delayed treatment group before treatment.

group without treatment.

The delayed treatment group remained relatively unchanged, as seen in figure 3, while
the treatment group increased slightly.
Cohen’s D was used to determine the effect size of this ANOVA analysis for
self-esteem. The calculated effect size of the ANOVA for communication participation
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indicated a low effect size of 0.48. This medium effect size indicates that the
communication workshop had a meaningful effect on the self-esteem and demonstrated
lower practical significance.
Quantitative Descriptive Data of Treatment Period. This next section presents
the comparisons of both groups after receiving treatment, starting with the difference in
scores for communication participation between pre-test and post-test, then discussing the
pre-test and post-test scores for self-esteem. The treatment group's communication
participation results from the pre-test and post-test surveys were discussed earlier in this
results section and are
shown in table 9 along
with the delayed
treatment group's preTable 9. Data for treatment group and delayed treatment group
after treatment.

test scores for
communication

participation which were also previously presented. The newly presented data in this
section is the delayed treatment group post-test results, which are also in table 9. The
delayed treatment group's post-test scores for communication participation resulted in a
mean of 19.75, a median of 19.5, a minimum score of 10, and a maximum score of 28. A
mode was also calculated of the summed responses from all items, representing the most
used score among participants throughout the full scale. The mode calculated for the
delayed treatment groups post-test resulted in a 2, the same score as the pre-test,
indicating that participants still felt that their accent had a little bit of interference on their
participation, even after the workshop. The treatment groups mode score similarly did not
change, remaining at a 2 between pre-test and post-test.
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The treatment group's pre-test scores for self-esteem were also previously
mentioned in the results section and shown in table 10. The treatment group's post-test
scores for self-esteem resulted in a mean of 31.75, a median of 32.50, a minimum score
of 22.50, and a maximum
score of 39, showing an
increase in scores
between pre-test and
post-test. The mode score
Table 10. Descriptive statistics for communication participation
between pre/post-test of the treatment group and the delayed treatment
group after treatment.

for the delayed treatment
groups post-test resulted

in a 4, the pre-test scoring a 3, indicating that participants increased to strongly agreeing
that they demonstrated positive self-esteem. The treatment groups mode score remained
the same, staying at a 3 between pre-test and post-test.
Quantitative Analysis 2: paired sample t-test on communication participation.
The researcher a paired samples t-test to measure the significance of the change in
communication participation for both the treatment and the delayed treatment groups
after receiving treatment. This section will present the t-test results for communication
participation before and after treatment and then a separate t-test for self-esteem before
and after treatment.
The first paired samples t-test was completed to measure the change in
communication participation of the treatment group before and after treatment. This
paired t-test revealed no significant change between pre-test (M = 17, SD = 4.56) and
post-test overall (M = 20.89, SD = 3.22); t(8) = -1.89, p = 0.10) of the treatment group.
The paired-samples t-test revealed that the communication workshops did not
significantly affect participant's communication participation for the treatment group as
measured by the CPIB-10 (Baylor et al., 2013).
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Similarly, the second paired samples t-test was completed to measure the change
in communication participation between the pre-test and post-test of the delayed
treatment group after treatment revealed that there was also no significant change
between pre-test (M=14.5, SD = 6.05) and post-test (M=19.75, SD = 6.11); t(7) = -1.94, p
= 0.09. Despite the increase in
means observed in the treatment
group and the delayed treatment
group from pre-test to post-test,
the t-tests analysis revealed that
the communication workshops
Figure 4. Communication participation means between pretest and post-test for both groups after participating in
treatment.

did not significantly affect the

participant's communication participation. However, the Cohen's D effect size was 0.63
for the treatment group between pre-test and post-test and an effect size of 0.69 for the
delayed treatment group between pre-test and post-test, which indicated a medium effect
size for increased communication participation for both groups. Figure 4 illustrates this
change between pre-test and post-test.
Quantitative Analysis 2: paired sample t-test on self-esteem. The researcher
used a paired samples t-tests to measure the significance of the change in self-esteem for
both the treatment and the delayed treatment group after receiving treatment. Self-esteem
was measured using the Rosenberg Self-Esteem scale (Rosenberg, 2015).
The researcher used this paired t-test to determine if the change between pre-test
and post-test was a significant change for the treatment group. The paired samples t-test
on self-esteem of the treatment group revealed that there was no significant change
between pre-test (M = 29.50, SD = 3.64) and post-test overall (M = 31.17, SD = 3.81);
t(8) = 2.132, p = 0.07). Specifically, this paired t-test revealed that the communication
workshops did not significantly affect the treatment group's self-esteem.
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Similarly, the next paired samples t-test was completed to measure the change in
the self-esteem of the delayed treatment group after treatment. This t-test revealed that
there was also no significant
change between pre-test
(M=28.19, SD = 5.87) and
post-test (M=31.75, SD =
7.37); t(7) = -2.30, p = 0.06)
of the delayed treatment
group. Despite the increase
Figure 5. Self-esteem means between pre-test and post-test for both
groups after participating in treatment.

in means for both groups

from pre-test to post-test, the t-tests analysis revealed that the communication workshops
did not significantly affect the participant's self-esteem. However, the Cohen's D effect
size was 0.71 for the treatment group indicating a medium effect size and an effect size of
0.81 for the delayed treatment group, indicating approximately a large effect size of selfesteem. This data is also illustrated in figure 5.
Qualitative Data – Communication Participation. Additionally, the researcher
determined if participants experienced a change in communication participation after the
workshop by comparing the selective codes of the pre-test and the post-test for both
groups. This comparison of selective codes was completed to answer research question
three, precisely determining if the communication workshop impacted communication
participation. As discussed earlier, the main themes regarding communication
participation observed in the pre-test survey answers included: (a) decreased participation
in high-pressure speaking situations and (b) expectations of communication breakdowns.
This section will compare these themes in the pre-test to the themes extracted from the
post-test selective codes.
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Narrative question three allowed the researcher to explore participant's
experiences communicating with peers or professors and how communication
breakdowns with these individuals made them feel. As described earlier in the results
section, the purpose of this question was to measure participants' perceptions of their
communication contexts. Selective codes for the post-test were (a) willingness to grow
through the discomfort of learning and (b) increased comfortability and acceptance
when/if misunderstandings happen. One participant discussed the importance of hearing
other participants talk about their struggle with being understood, "I am feeling more
comfortable speaking when I need, I do not limit myself. Others in the workshop shared
their struggles and ways to approach those, that was encouraging to me" (Participant
11B). After the workshop, these themes shifted from negative expectations of
communication breakdowns to participants feeling more comfortable and willing to go
through the discomfort of learning and accepted that misunderstandings would happen.
These post-test themes indicated that participants became willing to participate in highpressure communication situations as they were more comfortable in the learning
process, including making mistakes.
Narrative question four allowed the researcher to explore participants'
communication avoidance behaviors as this avoidance may impact participation. Post-test
selective codes resulted in (a) increased willingness to try to speak in most situations,
even if a failure occurs, try again, and (b) more confidence speaking in any situation and
with most people and use of tools to improve these feelings. One participant in the
delayed treatment group reported, "I do not avoid speaking in any situation. I am much
more confident of myself now" (Participant 1B). After the communication workshop,
many participants reported feeling more confident and willing to speak in high-pressure
speaking situations because they felt more equipped. These codes revealed that the
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communication workshop positively impacted participants' participation in previously
avoided communication settings.
Narrative question five allowed the researcher to examine participants'
involvement on campus after the workshop to compare social and academic involvement
before and after the workshop. Post-test selective codes were (a) nothing has changed,
involvement stayed similar from the start, and (b) still involved and working with groups
of many types of people. After the communication workshop, participants reported no
change in involvement on campus; however, a few participants mentioned a lack of
opportunity on campus to get socially involved due to COVID-19. These results revealed
that not many participants reported increased involvement and participation on campus.
The discussion of these implications is in the discussion section as well as the limitation
section.
Major themes seen in the post-test selective codes regarding communication
participation included (c) increased willingness to participate in high-pressure speaking
situations and (d) increased comfortability in the process of learning. These results
answered the research question indicating that the communication workshops did
positively impact participants’ communication participation.
Qualitative Data – Self-esteem. This section used the comparison of selective
codes between the pre-test and the post-test for both groups to answer research question
three, specifically determining if the communication workshops impacted self-esteem. As
discussed earlier, the main themes observed in the pre-test regarding communication
participation observed in the pre-test survey responses included: (a) lack of confidence
and (b) negative self-perception. Participants demonstrated lower self-esteem, as seen by
reporting a lack of confidence, feeling unvalued or inadequate, and lack of motivation.
This section will compare the themes from the pre-test to the themes extracted from the
post-test selective codes.
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As previously stated, narrative question one allowed the researcher to explore
participants' perceptions of communication skills. The purpose of this question was to
measure self-perception regarding communication. The selective codes created from the
post-test resulted in (a) increased confidence in accent fluency abilities and (b) increased
knowledge about different strategies, appreciating language abilities, and increased selfawareness. After participating in the communication workshop, a common theme among
most participants was increased confidence due to learned communication strategies. One
participant stated,
This workshop made me realize that I’m in a good path of improving my
English. I totally thought that I was a mess in it. The awareness of my
pronunciation increased a lot, and this brought me a lot of confidence to try say
words that I usually avoid. Know I understand that I may say phrases in a
different way than a native, but that's ok as long as people can understand the
message I want to share (Participant 6A).
Narrative question two allowed the researcher to analyze participants' perceptions
of how others perceive their communication, measuring participants' assumed
perceptions of others regarding communication. The purpose of this question was to
measure self-esteem regarding others’ perceptions. The selective coding process for the
post-tests created the following codes: (a) increased positive self-perceptions, and (b)
increased understanding from others after the workshop and increased respect from
others for the process due to self-advocacy skills. After the communication workshop, it
was evident that participants increased in positive self-perception and felt that others
understood them better and were more patient with them when using self-advocacy skills
taught in the workshop. One participant reported a significant change stating, "Others can
comprehend me now" (Participant 1B).
Finally, narrative question six allowed the researcher to determine participant's
confidence regarding communication. This question aimed to measure confidence levels
in communication settings on the campus, contributing to the self-esteem of
communication. The post-test selective codes included (a) more confident than before the

67
workshop and increased feelings of being supported through growth and learning, and (b)
more confident because of feelings of grace and acceptance in language/speaking skills
within these groups. "I am better now, and I will be better with time. More confident than
before" (Participant 1A). After the workshop, many participants reported feeling much
more confident in themselves and feeling supported, demonstrating increased selfesteem.
Major themes seen in the post-test selective codes regarding self-esteem
included (a) increased confidence and (b) increased positive self-perception. Overall,
themes regarding communication participation and self-esteem in the post-test surveys
included: (a) more confident than before the workshop and increased feelings of being
supported through growth and learning, (b) more confident because of feelings of grace
and acceptance in language/speaking skills within these groups, (c) increased in
confidence, and (d) increased positive self-perception. These results answered the
research question indicating that the communication workshops impacted participants'
communication participation and self-esteem.
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CHAPTER FOUR: DISCUSSION
This study aimed to expand on recent studies (Kyunghee Ma, 2021; Liu et al.,
2017; Pinto, 2018; Senyshyn, 2019) of international students' participation on a United
States college campus by evaluating challenges encountered when communicating with
an accent. The author thus investigated the effects of a communication workshop led by a
Speech-Language Pathology graduate student, which measured the constructs of
internationals students' communication participation on campus and self-esteem. The
present study verified the researcher's three hypotheses that international students at the
University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL) would experience decreased constructs of
communication participation, self-esteem, and that a positive increase in these constructs
occurred qualitatively and was observed within quantitative effect sizes after participating
in the communication workshop.
Overall, results supported the first two hypotheses in that participants did perceive
difficulties with communication participation and decreased self-esteem before the
workshop. The effect size of this increase of communication participation and self-esteem
and the self-reported data from open-ended narrative questions after the workshop,
indicated support of the third hypothesis. However, quantitative results obtained using an
ANOVA and t-tests analyses resulted in little support for the third hypothesis when
looking at the significance of difference. These two analyses determined no statistical
difference between the participants who had participated in the workshop compared to
the participants who had not and an insignificant change between the pre-test and the
post-test communication participation and quantitative self-esteem results for both groups
after participating in the workshops. However, the effect sizes for the ANOVA indicated
a medium effect size of communication participation indicating medium practical
significance and a medium effect size for self-esteem indicating low practice
significance. Additionally, the t-tests indicated a range from medium to high effect sizes,
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indicating low to high practical significance. This final chapter will present a discussion
of these findings and apply the results of this project to current research and implications
for universities. Additionally, the author will address the study's limitations and provide
clinical recommendations and future directions for further research.

Communication Participation Before the Communication Workshop
Before the workshop, both groups received scores for communication participation
using the CPIB-10 Likert scale (Baylor et al., 2013). The results of the pre-test CIPIB-10
(Baylor et al., 2013) indicated that at baseline, participants perceived that they had a little
bit of interference in their participation. A quantitative measure of communication
participation is helpful for Speech-Language Pathologists to use as a screener or to track
progress. Participants may be at risk for restricted communicative participation and
unsuccessful navigation of communication to fulfill their roles on campus (Baylor et al.,
2013).
As previously stated, the results of this study indicated decreased participation which
may be attributed to reduced effective and appropriate communication and resulting in
limited integration, participation, and success adjusting to the dominant culture, as
discussed by Berry (1997) and Dai and Chen (2014) and the models presented in chapter
one. The themes extracted from the selective coding process describing communication
participation at pre-test included (a) expectant of misunderstandings and awkwardness,
which causes feelings of inadequacy and frustration, and (b) certain situations cause
frustration and impact confidence, motivation, and academic/social performance. These
themes reflect the Intercultural Communication Competence (ICC) (Dai & Chen, 2013)
framework, which determined that decreased effective and appropriate communication
skills contributes to difficulties adjusting to a new culture, and consequentially, resulting
in a lack of integration of international students, which was Berry's (1997) preferred
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outcome within the Acculturation Model. The extracted themes from the selective codes
illustrated that international student participants at UNL perceived difficulties with
communication participation before the communication workshop as seen by avoidance
of variable communication contexts, negative communication experiences on campus,
and only participating in comfortable communication contexts.
Participants' pre-test survey responses indicated that they were involved socially, but
many were involved in familiar and low-pressure environments such as international
student organizations and other students from their home country. They also tended to
avoid situations with people they did not know or felt intimidated by or situations they
were unprepared to communicate in. Specific situations that participants avoided
included: ordering at a drive-through, group settings, classrooms, new people, and with
professors. Avoiding speaking in these areas does not contribute to flourishing socially
and academically or contribute to successful integration on campus (Senyshyn, 2019).
Therefore, the results of the qualitative data were used to confirm the hypothesis that
international students at UNL did perceive difficulties with communication participation,
potentially affecting the success and breadth of their participation on campus.
Additionally, decreased the communication participation demonstrated among these
participants also aligned with the work of Gluszek and Dovidio (2010), who determined
that participation difficulties related to communication are significantly associated to
feeling less belonging. Gluszek and Dovidio determine that practically, understanding the
effects of decreased communication participation in the larger community, may provide
an important element of understanding the nonnative individuals experience more
comprehensively and improving intercultural relations between individuals in the nondominant and dominate culture. The results of this thesis benefit from Gluszek and
Dovidio’s research, as well contributes to their findings, as the thesis participants
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demonstrated decreased communication participation from negative acculturation
experiences.
The quantitative and qualitative data revealed that participants perceived difficulties
with communication participation before the workshops. These results revealed some
negative experiences on campus, resulting in decreased participation socially and
academically. Specifically, some participants receiving negative feedback about their
accent from advisors, professors, and the students they taught. These results reflect the
work of Gebhard (2012), who found that international students had difficulty with
academics, social interaction, and emotions because of language difficulties on campus.
Using this baseline data of international students' communication participation on campus
may be beneficial for the university to review leading towards taking steps, such as
programming or seminars, to support students more holistically on campus and ensure
more positive experiences.

Self-Esteem Among International Students
Researchers including Kyunghee Ma (2021), Liu et al. (2017), Lian et al. (2020), and
Senyshyn (2019) have found that international students often experience feelings of
stress, alienation, loneliness, depression, and anxiety which can affect their social and
academic life, ultimately impacting self-esteem. This thesis study indicated that
participants did demonstrate lower self-esteem concerning communication on campus,
supporting the hypothesis for the second research question, and aligning with the results
of these researchers.
The results of participants’ scores from the Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale
(Rosenberg, 2015) determined that at baseline, participants somewhat agreed that they
demonstrated positive self-esteem based on the answers selected on the scale. These
scores likely indicated that participants experienced relatively positive overall self-
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esteem, as they scored in the higher range on the scale. However, participants may
experience lower self-esteem regarding communication, as indicated by the narrative
responses and selective codes. For example, a code that demonstrated reported low selfesteem among participants included: feeling undervalued when people are impatient in
understanding communication. To explain the slight discrepancy between the survey
results and the open-ended narrative questions, the researcher hypothesizes that the
Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 2015) measures general self-esteem but may
not be sensitive to specific facets of self-esteem such as communication selfesteem/efficacy. Rosenberg (2015) described the measured constructs of the Rosenberg
Self-esteem Scale as overall anxiety and depression, while the researcher intended to
measure the construct of self-esteem concerning communication. The different constructs
of this scale will be discussed further in the limitations section.
An informal content analysis of the Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale (Rosenberg,
2015) by the researcher was completed after the study. This content analysis reviewed the
questions used in this scale and determined that the questions were void of context and
only measured general self-esteem. This was noted by vague statements such as “I feel
good about myself.” The researcher's opinion is that the individuals in this study
demonstrated overall high self-esteem as they are intelligent individuals in graduate
school in mainly STEM content areas. However, they may experience lower self-esteem
in specific contexts, in this case, communication contexts. As this scale was void of any
questions measuring context, it may not have been sensitive enough to measure selfesteem in the context of communication.
The themes extracted from the selective codes regarding self-esteem included (a)
feeling tension between appreciating accent and improving fluency which initiates social
stress, and (b) confidence that fluctuated depending on the situation and knowledge of
English. Knowledge of English in this study pertained to articulating specific English
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sounds and the other four components of language, including semantics, syntax,
pragmatics, and morphology. The results of the narrative survey questions on the pre-test
survey indicated that 89% of participants felt negative when communicating, thus
demonstrating that most international students were not comfortable with their
communication skills and viewed their communication negatively. Additionally, most
participants (15 out of 17) discussed their lack of confidence when speaking with
professors, participating in groups class projects, teaching classes to undergraduate
students, and felt that fast-paced academic settings make it difficult to participate fully.
Many participants also assumed that listeners and native English speakers negatively
perceived their communication within various communication settings. Phrases such as
"lose interest" (Participant 3B), "find my accent funny" (Participant 7B), "make fun of
[accent], told I mumble" (Participant 6B), and "I think people do not understand me"
(participant 5A), showed how participants assumed their listeners feel, think, or perceive
their communication and contribute to decreased self-esteem. These responses confirm
the research by McFarland et al. (2017), who determined that language barriers between
international students and their peers and professors may affect their self-esteem, as seen
in this study's participants.
Research done by Lev-Ari and Keysar (2010), and the work done by Abadayo
(2020), reflected the results of decreased self-esteem in this thesis study, in that those
researchers determined that accurate perception of listeners may be crucial. Accurate
perception is essential because, occasionally, listeners may perceive international
speakers as less truthful, regardless of the speaker's education, background, or intentions,
creating a stigma and stereotype towards individuals with non-native accents (Lev-Ari
and Keysar, 2010). The negative perceptions of others may be why participants felt the
way they do about themselves and their communication skills. Overall, perceptions of
others may impact international students' future careers and opportunities and create a

74
negative self-esteem (Lev-Ari and Keysar, 2010). Specifically for this thesis, many
participants were teaching assistants (TAs) and had trouble effectively communicating
with students. Adebayo (2020) determined that international students working as TAs
typically experience negative perceptions of their competence from students, decreased
teaching effectiveness ratings, and limited interpersonal relationships among students and
supervisors. It is vital for universities to be aware of international students who are
experiencing negative perceptions from students and faculty based on accent to provide
support (Adebayo, 2020).
Additionally, the results from the self-esteem results supported the hypothesis that
participants at UNL would demonstrate decreased self-esteem before the workshops
concerning their communication, aligning with the results of relevant research (Adebayo,
2020; Lev-Ari and Keysar, 2010; McFarland et al., 2017). This, again, is important for
the university to be aware of, as it creates a baseline of self-esteem among international
students who may be having trouble adjusting to the dominant culture, increasing
awareness at the university of potential needs of their students.

Using the Communication Workshop for Support
The results of this study supported the hypothesis of the third research question as
participants appeared to increase in communication participation and self-esteem after the
workshop, as determined by quantitative results of the effect sizes between pre-test and
post-test for both groups communication participant and self-esteem, as well as the
qualitative selective codes and themes of these constructs. The additional quantitative
data that did not support this hypothesis included the ANOVA and t-tests, and the
qualitative data included narrative question five. These results may be related to small
sample sizes, or COVID-19 limitations, and are discussed in the limitations section.
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However, some quantitative evidence is present indicating that the workshop did
impact participants. The medium effect size of the treatment and delayed treatment
groups for communication participation and the medium and large effect size for selfesteem between pre-test and post-test indicate some effect on both participation and selfesteem. These effect sizes indicate a possible clinical significance that the communication
workshops were helpful for increasing communication participation and self-esteem.
Both group's mode scores for communication participation at the post-test indicated
similar feelings of slight interference on their participation between the pre-test and posttest. This indicates that mean scores did change; however, not enough to indicate overall
no interference of participation based on mode scores. Interestingly, while the treatment
group's self-esteem mode scores showed that they had somewhat positive self-esteem,
unchanged from their pre-test mode score, the delayed treatment group's mode scores
demonstrated some change with participants moving slightly agreeing that they
demonstrated positive self-esteem increasing to strongly agreeing that they demonstrated
positive self-esteem. These effect sizes and changes in mode responses demonstrated that
the workshops had a positive effect on participants' communication participation and selfesteem.
Additionally, the selective codes from pre-test to post-test indicated positive changes
in self-perception, confidence, and willingness to grow and learn. The themes from the
selective coding process regarding communication participation included (a) increased
willingness to participate in high-pressure speaking situations and (b) increased
comfortability in the process of learning. The themes observed in the selective coding
process regarding self-esteem included (a) increased confidence and (b) increased
positive self-perception. These themes indicate the workshop's impact on communication
participation and self-esteem as it pertained to communication because of the utilization
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of models, frameworks, and aspects of Speech-Language Pathology to increase effective
and appropriate communication as determined by the ICC model (Baylor et al., 2013).
The only qualitative results that did not indicate significant positive change resulted
from the fifth narrative survey question. This question was created to explore the amount
of participants' involvement on campus. Many students reported that there was no
significant change in involvement level before and after the workshop. Most students
were already involved in at least one social or academic group and did not indicate a
change in the number of social or academic groups on campus in response to the
workshop. The work by Kyunghee Ma (2021), Liu et al. (2017), Lian et al. (2020), and
Senyshyn (2019) all indicated that increased confidence in communication might result in
increased participation specifically in the larger community. However, the results of this
study do not reflect the findings of these researchers. A few participants attributed the
lack of change in involvement on campus to COVID-19 as the university did not offer as
much access to social and academic groups because of social distancing and ZoomÓ
classes. It is essential to remember the implications of COVID-19 and how the pandemic
may have impacted international students' participation on campus, ultimately impacting
survey question five. COVID-19, along with other factors, will be discussed in the
limitations section below.
These quantitative and qualitative results are supported by Senyshyn's (2019) work.
Senyshyn (2019) found that engaging with international students through an Intercultural
Communication first-year seminar that focuses on increasing ICC was an effective way to
help these students adjust to the university and meet their unique academic and social
needs. Senyshyn's (2019) work reflects the results of this study as it determines that
programming for international students may be beneficial, as seen by increased
communication participation and self-esteem. Senyshyn's (2019) study used the ICC
framework (effective and appropriate communication) to create the curriculum for
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seminars they provided; however, this thesis study incorporated the ideas of the ICC
framework as well as included pronunciation coaching during the seminars as this may be
beneficial to international students who are experiencing difficulties obtaining ICC
because of misunderstandings due to accent. The results of this also align with the work
of Yeh and Inose (2003) who determined that the development of programs at
universities that provide specific support for international students would be highly
beneficial to increase academic and social success on campus. Therefore, the workshop
used in this thesis would benefit international students as determined both by Senyshyn
and Yeh and Inose’s work.
A crucial aspect of this thesis was maintaining the participants' value of identity and
personal characteristics and maintaining relationships with the larger society, which
Berry (1997) deemed critical to achieving successful integration. To maintain identity
and personal characteristics, the researcher reminded participants throughout the
workshop that the purpose was not to "get rid of their accents," but to be proud of having
an accent as part of their identity. One participant stated that this was their most
significant takeaway from the workshop. "I learned that I should be proud of my accent,
because that is part of my culture, my family, and what makes me, me," Participant 4B).
Another participant similarly discussed that "I realized that my accent is not something I
should strive to get rid of…I realized that my pronunciation is not as bad as I thought,"
(Participant 9B). This finding regarding maintaining identity was not in the researcher's
hypothesis but is an important finding. It exemplifies the meaning of identity and values
within the international student's home culture, demonstrating pride in themselves and
their identity and leading to successful integration (Berry, 1997).
Anecdotally, at the end of the seven-week workshop session, the researcher asked
participants what they enjoyed and learned throughout the workshop. Participants within
both groups reported similar ideas, including feeling that the workshops were a safe place
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to make mistakes, learning effective communication strategies, and hearing the
experiences, which made them feel less alone in their struggles. One participant stated,
"[I learned to speak at a] slow pace, I thought speaking fast is required for a good English
level. I have more grace to myself in this process" (Participant 11B). Another participant
stated that they learned, "Awareness of my tongue position while I will say some sounds
(learning the sounds of R is a milestone in my life)" (Participant 6A). Participants also
mentioned that they enjoyed the self-advocacy strategies and opportunities to practice
those new skills. It is evident from the qualitative results that this workshop impacted
positive perceptions of communication participation, self-esteem, and confidence; all
results seen in Senyshyn’s (2019) research which provides support for the use of these
workshops in the future.
Additionally, the researcher also received emails weeks after the end of the workshop
sessions from participants sharing stories of how their confidence continued to increase
and how they have been continuing to improve in their communication skills. One
participant from the initial treatment group sent an email stating, "the workshop benefited
me a lot, and my pronunciation has improved (I do not have to repeat what I said when
ordering from drive-thru five times anymore). I notice how I say things now and I try to
make it better every time and without you I would have never thought of how I
pronounced words" (Participant 9A). The feedback from participants about how they are
improving their communication skills weeks after the ending of the workshop supports
the researcher's hypothesis that if the workshops were longer in duration or intensity,
these changes might have been seen during the workshops, potentially resulting in more
significant quantitative results on the ANOVA and t-tests.

Limitations
This study has provided insight into how a communication workshop facilitated
by a Speech-Language Pathology graduate student affected international students'
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perceptions of communication participation and self-esteem. However, some limitations
must be acknowledged to guide future research in this area. These limitations include
COVID-19, sample size, broken randomization, quantitative measurement tools, and
short sessions.
The first and most unavoidable limitation was COVID-19 and all the
implications that came with it. The communication workshops were held via ZoomÓ due
to room capacity limitations, taking away essential and natural social interactions that
would have enhanced the workshop and allowed for more conversations and relationship
building. COVID-19 also limited social and academic gatherings on campus, limiting
opportunities to practice in-person communication on campus. Again, this should be
considered when looking at the data regarding participation on campus, as evaluated
through written narrative question five.
It should be noted that COVID-19 has had a significant impact on higher
education around the country, and specifically international students. In Fall 2020,
institutions responding to the International Student Enrollment Snapshot (Mirka &
Martel, 2020) reported a 16% decrease in international students, including those on
campus, online in the US, and online outside the US. The data indicated that in 2020,
80% of international students were studying in the United States, while 20% of
international students were enrolled online outside the United States. Before the COVID19 pandemic, 99.6% of international students were physically in the United States in Fall
2019 (Mirka & Martel, 2020). This data indicates a significant decrease in international
student enrollment on campuses in the United States. Specifically, at UNL, classes
moved to remote learning during the spring of 2020 semester, and slowly students were
allowed back on campus in a limited capacity for the fall of 2020. While students were
being let back on campus, many rules remained regarding social distancing (i.e., staying
six feet apart and classroom capacity requirements), which limited the capacity of classes
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and forced some to remain online. COVID-19 most likely impacted participants in this
study because it limited access to natural social interactions, enrollment of international
students, and limited opportunities to practice communication skills in new environments,
potentially impacting communication participation and self-esteem.
The second limitation was the sample size of this thesis which was small due to
the limited capacity of the researcher to conduct large workshops. A study done by
Delice (2010) discussed that for quantitative research, the sample should not be less than
30. It was determined that workshops containing a minimum of 15 participants each
would not be practical as it would limit feedback and one-on-one time with each
participant, which was an essential aspect of this research. Additionally, five students
dropped out due to unforeseen conflicts, making the sample size 17. It was estimated that
UNL had over 3,000 international students at the time of this study, making a sample size
of 17 unrepresentative of the entire population.
The attrition rates for both groups also appeared to be limitations to this study as
participants dropping out may have affected overall outcomes. When comparing the
baseline data of the participants who dropped out to participants who remained, the
calculated effect sizes discussed in the results section did a meaningful difference in
mean scores for both communication participation and self-esteem between these two
groups, meaning that the attrition group and the remaining participants had a meaningful
difference between them. Therefore, attrition may still have impacted the overall results
of this data. For example, participants who dropped out of the workshops may not have
seen the benefit in the workshops, while the participants that remained did see a positive
benefit. Therefore, the data from the participants who dropped out may have contributed
to a more realistic view of the attitudes towards the workshop and the effect of the
workshops on all participants. It would be beneficial for future research to utilize a larger
sample of the researched population. As mentioned in the attrition analysis section of the
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results chapter, a comparison between the participants who dropped out and the
participants who switched groups would have been ideal to determine if the groups were
statistically different from each other, and add overall insight into the participants’ scores.
Unfortunately, the data containing information about which participants switched groups
was lost, therefore, this analysis could not be completed. This is a limitation as it
prevented further analysis of participants scores and the ability to compare these scores
with the attrition group scores.
The third limitation in this project was the broken randomization design. This
study demonstrated a broken randomized design as various participants stated they could
not attend their randomly assigned groups and desired to switch. Because of this, this
study did not reflect a genuinely randomized design. It is unknown how this broken
randomization may have affected this study, as the study could not entirely rely on
randomization to eliminate confounds. Confounds in this study may include motivation
levels among participants, biological confounds, and time capabilities of participants.
This limitation should be kept in mind when reviewing the data and implications, as there
may be unknown confounds affecting the results of this research. Additionally, the
researcher randomized participants into groups before the pre-test, potentially leading to
accidental bias, instead of randomizing participants after the pre-test. The broken
randomization, and sequence of randomization in terms of survey distribution, may have
affected the results of this thesis, therefore, being a limitation.
An additional limitation was the Rosenberg Self-esteem scale (Rosenberg, 2015).
This scale may have been too broad and not sensitive to the changes that may have
occurred. Additionally, it may not have accounted for the culture and worldviews of the
participants. The constructs that this scale appeared to measure was the overall selfesteem of participants. However, upon further inspection, Rosenberg indicated that the
constructs of this scale measured overall self-esteem by evaluating the constructs of
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anxiety and depression. This does not align with the goal of this thesis study to measure
change in self-esteem related to communication. Specifically, the participants in this
thesis may have had generally high self-esteem; however, lower confidence in
communication which this scale may not adequately measured. The researcher
recommends that future researchers use a more specific self-esteem tool that measures
constructs such as communication.
Furthermore, a limitation regarding the quantitative analyses included the
ANOVA assumptions regarding the data. It is undetermined if the data collected in this
thesis met the ANOVA's assumptions, indicating that the data may not have been
appropriate to use for these analyses. These assumptions include normal distribution of
data, approximately equal variance among the groups, and observations of the data are
independent of each other. This will be discussed further in the limitations section of the
discussion. The data appears to demonstrate some variance across conditions which
might be a confound, and not meeting the assumption of equal variance and normal
distribution. Additionally, an ANOVA with small sample sizes may not have the power
to detect any significant difference among samples, also being a limitation to this study
and the reason for the use of effect size coefficients.
This thesis also consisted of outliers within the data which were kept in the data
set, becoming a limitation. In this thesis, an outlier to mention was the score of 2 (out of
30) on the CPIB-10 (Baylor et al., 2013) from a participant in the delayed treatment
group on both their pre-test and second pre-test. The median score for this group was
approximately 14.50 for the pre-test and 15.50 for the second pre-test. The overall score
of 2 for this participant was an outlier as it was significantly below the median score for
the group, and ultimately lowering the mean of the group. This outlier could have
occurred for multiple reasons that are unknown to the researcher but may include: the
participant misunderstood the wording within questions, the scores were true and the
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participant displayed significantly lower scores than peers, or other factors. Outliers in a
small sample size data may skew the results of the test, therefore, not representing the
data of the general population.
The duration of each session was a limitation. Due to researcher time constraints,
each workshop ended up being 7-weeks long, and only one hour a week. The researcher
and the participants (as found in their qualitative responses) determined that meeting one
time a week for seven weeks was not an adequate amount of time to see improvement on
the articulation of different sounds or the other four aspects of language. Participants also
determined that the duration of the workshops did not provide adequate time to have
enough conversation practice, and discuss every relevant topic that causes difficulty when
communicating. As discussed in the literature review, Farquharson et al. (2020)
determined that the more exposure an individual has to practice and feedback, the more
likely articulation improvement will occur resulting in generalization to everyday
conversations. The short duration of the workshops may not have provided enough time
to see a significant change in communication skills.
Finally, the delayed treatment group completed the workshop during the summer
semester, which may have limited campus activities to attend and limited social
interactions. The treatment group participated in the spring semester when more students
were on campus, and the university offered more campus activities. The timing and
length of the workshops may have been a limitation for the delayed treatment group as
opportunities to participate on campus were limited.
Participants identified some specific limitations of the workshop experience. At
the end of the seven-week workshop, the researcher asked participants for constructive
criticism and ideas they had to make it better. Each group reported similar ideas. Besides
wanting more time, participants identified that in-person meetings would be preferable to
ZoomÓ, and more opportunities to practice conversations with others would be
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appreciated. These variables could not be avoided because of a limited time frame and
limitations due to COVID-19 on meeting in person and interacting outside the weekly
workshop. This feedback was beneficial and should be considered for future studies or
workshops. Lastly, to assure participants received the follow-up they needed, participants
who wanted to continue services were referred to the Barkley Memorial Speech and
Hearing Clinic for similar workshops.

Recommendations
Clinical Recommendations. The future of this work and the expansion of
research on Speech Pathologists' role with communication coaching and international
students is essential, especially as Speech Pathology strives to become more diverse,
socially responsible, and integrated as a profession. This thesis contributed insight on the
effects of a communication workshop which provided tools to aid effective and
appropriate communication for international students. Speech-Language Pathologists
who work with these students, or others seeking communication coaching, should
consider the incorporation of the five areas used in workshop curriculum: (a) drill and
practice of articulation, (b) self-advocacy instruction, (c) conversation practice, (d)
teaching of the five components of language, and (e) discussion about experiences, to
provide services that integrate students on campus, as well as encourage positive
communication participation and self-esteem. As discussed in the literature review, the
researcher also recommends adding more opportunities to practice conversation with
American peers.
Additionally, this thesis provided insight into potential barriers to international
student success. Based on this study, these barriers may include decreased social and
academic success on campus, limited job opportunities at the university or after
graduation, decreased opportunities for meaningful relationships among peers and
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professors and decreased self-esteem and confidence. Providing semester-long
workshops through the International Student's Offices or other student support offices on
campuses may increase students' confidence and success on campus if that is a service
they are looking for and a personal barrier that needs to be addressed.
While these workshops may have provided support to students on university
campuses, the voluntary nature of these workshops is an imperative element of the
process. Some international students may not feel comfortable participating in a
workshop that could be perceived as "changing their accent." Similar workshops to the
workshop provided in this thesis should be offered to those who want to participate and
desire communication coaching to increase campus integration. Making any type of
workshop a requirement for all international students could shift the students
acculturation process into the assimilation category of the Acculturation model (Berry,
1997), which is not ideal as it does not value one's identity or characteristics and leads to
discrimination and stigmatization.
Future Research Recommendations. This thesis has provided ideas for potential
future research and the creation of surveys and questionnaires to assess international
students' perceptions, participation levels, and progress in a more holistic and reliable
way. Future researchers should consider utilizing more sensitive tools to measure selfesteem regarding communication. In this study, the researcher used the CPIB-10 (Baylor
et al., 2013), a short form derived from the CPIB that contains 46 questions and provides
more insight into communication participation as it evaluates specific communication
contexts. The researcher suggests that future researchers utilize the full CPIB to provide
more information and potential for in-depth item analysis of specific questions regarding
communication participation or find/develop a more sensitive measure. Additionally,
knowing students' perceptions of their communication participation and self-esteem could
impact the way institutions interact with their students, providing services and support

86
that their student's need, ultimately increasing success on campus socially and
academically.

Conclusion
This thesis demonstrated that communication workshops instructed by a SpeechLanguage Pathology graduate student may increase confidence in international students'
communication participation and self-esteem. Workshops may also lead to more
willingness and comfortability among participants to be involved socially and
academically at UNL and other universities.
This thesis began by building the foundation for this argument and curriculum by
reviewing relevant literature, models, and frameworks that correlated with the themes of
accent, international students, and discrimination. These included the Acculturation
Model (Berry, 1997), Intercultural Communication Competence framework (Dai & Chen,
2014), and the scope of practice of Speech-Language Pathologists (American SpeechLanguage-Hearing Association, 2005; Jin & Liu, 2014). The researcher then described
the methods used to analyze participants' perceptions using survey instruments and
narrative responses to participation and self-esteem in correlation with an accent. These
results determined that participants demonstrated a negative perception of their
communication participation and negative self-esteem in communication before the
workshops. Post-workshop data revealed increased positive perceptions of
communication participation and self-esteem based on effect size and open-ended
narrative questions. The increase of communication participation demonstrated a
moderate effect size for both groups, indicating the change between pre-test and post-test
for both groups was practically significant.
Similarly, the increase of self-esteem between pre-test and post-test demonstrated
a moderate effect size for the treatment group and a large effect size for self-esteem for
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the delayed treatment group. However, the ANOVA analysis, which compared
participants who participated in the workshop to those who did not, revealed no statistical
significance, but did demonstrate medium effect sizes for both communication
participation and self-esteem. Similarly, the results of the t-tests, which compared the
results pre-test and post-test of both groups after participating in the workshop, revealed
no statistical significance. The discrepancies between the qualitative and quantitative
results were also discussed. Finally, the author discussed the implications of the results
on current practices and provided insight for expanding this research area. In the future,
supporting international students by providing strategies to improve effective and
successful communication may ultimately integrate students on their campus as described
by Berry (1997), and increase social and academic success, and their sense of belonging.
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APPENDEX A: RECRUITMENT SCRIPT
Recruitment Scripts, Follow-up & Reminders
Recruitment announcement: Used in online announcements such as emails to
International students, website announcements, and other forms of communication to
students.
If you are an international student, over the age of 19, have access to ZoomÓ on a
computer, and have an accent, you are eligible to participate in this research study!
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Our accents are a window into our identity, who we are, and where we come from.
Accents are something to be celebrated because it is part of our culture. However,
sometimes having an accent can create a barrier when it comes to applying for jobs,
academic success, participating on campus, building friendships, and being understood.
Many studies have shown that students with an accent have more difficulty with social
and academic success on their campus. The field of Speech-Language Pathology
specializes in helping individuals shape produced sounds to become more understood in
the community. Our goal is not to get rid of your accent, but to provide tools and
strategies to enhance communication with peers and professors.
We are hosting two, seven week long sessions of workshops which will take place
Mondays at 5pm over ZoomÓ!
The purpose of this study is to look at the relationship between participating in the
Pronunciation workshops and confidence to participate socially on campus as well as
academically. In this seven-week ZoomÓ workshop, you are invited to participate in free
pronunciation classes designed for international students with accents. Each week we will
meet together over ZoomÓ for 60 minutes in a group to practice shaping difficult English
sounds, talk about self-advocacy strategies, practice speaking with peers, discuss
experiences on campus with having an accent, and use tools and strategies for speaking in
different situations. If you would like to participate, please contact Michaela Reddel at
UNL, who will contact you about joining the workshops. We look forward to meeting
you!
Michaela Reddel - michaelareddel@huskers.unl.edu
Email script for scheduling participants: Used after participants reach out indicating
interest in signing up for the workshop
Thank you for your interest in participating in the Pronunciation workshops! We will be
meeting online via ZoomÓ on Mondays at 5pm. You will be a member of a small group
with 6-8 other students and your group will be facilitated by a member of our research
team each week. Your first session begins on [date of first session].
Before signing on to the first night of the ZoomÓ workshop, please complete the
following online survey you can access at this link: [link here]. This survey will begin by
asking you to consent to participate in the study assessing this workshop. If you do not
wish to participate after reading the consent information, please click “I do not agree”
and you will be directed out of the survey. Please note that in order to participate in the
workshops, you need to provide informed consent and complete the survey before
participating in the first workshop.
If you have any questions, you may contact me
. If you would like to set up a phone call to discuss questions you have or get more
information, I am also available to do so.
Thank you for your time! Sincerely,
Michaela Reddel
Department of Communication Sciences and Disorders
University of Nebraska-Lincoln
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Reminder message: Emailed to remind participants about completing consent and pretest prior to first workshop session
This is a reminder to complete the consent information and online survey prior to coming
to your first ZoomÓ Pronunciation Workshop session on [date of their first session]. If
you have already completed the survey, we thank you for your time. If you have not
completed the survey, you must do so prior to the first workshop session.
If you have any questions, you may contact me at michaelareddel@huskers.unl.edu.
Thank you for your time! Sincerely,
Michaela Reddel
Reminder Message: Sent to participants before each weekly session
This is a reminder that you have signed up to participate in a workshop and research
study about parenting. You are scheduled to participate in the next workshop session at
[date] at [time]. The workshop will be held on ZoomÓ. If you have any questions, please
contact Michaela Reddel at michaelareddek@huskers.unl.edu. We are excited to see
you!
Michaela
Reminder message: Emailed to remind participants about final post-test if they have
not completed it within 1 week of initial send date
This is a reminder to complete the final survey about your experience in the
pronunciation workshop at [survey link here]. If you have already completed the survey,
we thank you for your time. If you have not completed the survey, please do so within the
next 24 hours.
If you have any questions, you may contact me at michaelareddel@huskers.unl.edu.
Thank you for your time! Sincerely,
Michaela Reddel

Reminder message: Emailed to remind second session participants that they will be
participating in the workshop in 7 weeks and will be sent throughout the delayed
period.
This is a reminder that you have agreed to participate in the Pronunciation Workshop
starting on [date of their first session]. If you have already completed the survey, we
thank you for your time. If you have not completed the survey [link to survey], you must
do so prior to the first workshop session.
If you have any questions, you may contact me at michaelareddel@huskers.unl.edu.
Thank you for your time! Sincerely,
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Michaela Reddel
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APPENDIX B: INFORMED CONSENT
Participant Study Title: Belonging: A mixed methods analysis of the effects of accent
modification therapy on participation and self-perception with people with nonnative
accent.
Authorized Study Personnel:
Principal Investigator: Michaela Reddel
Secondary Investigator:
Dr. Kristy Weissling
Key Information:
If you agree to participate in this study, the project will involve:
• International students 19 years of age and older in the United States and are
attending the University of Nebraska-Lincoln.
• Procedures will include completing three online surveys, attending seven 60minute ZoomÓ sessions about your experience with having an accent, learning
strategies to being better understood, receiving self-advocacy instruction,
practicing speaking with peers, and shaping English sounds that are difficult to
make.
• Seven 60-minute online workshops through ZoomÓ on a personal computer
(not a mobile phone) are required.
• There is minimal risk involved in this study and you may opt out at any point in
time.
• Sessions are free and do not require purchase of any materials.
• You will be provided a copy of this consent form upon request.
Invitation
You are invited to take part in this study that looks at the relationship between being a
student with an accent and amount of participation on campus and feelings and
attitudes towards oneself. The goal of the study is to better understand the impact of
pronunciation workshops on a student's self-esteem and their confidence to participate
on campus.
Why are you being asked to be in this research study?
You are being asked to be in this study because you are a student with a non-native
accent, and you are an international student at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln.
You must be 19 years of age or older to participate.
What is the reason for doing this research study?
Individuals with a nonnative accent may experience discrimination in their community,
experience a lack confidence in their abilities, or feel they have difficulty with social
and academic success on campus. These factors may affect the way that they see
themselves, their identity, and participate in the community. Our goal is to research the
benefits of participating in a pronunciation workshop, which includes aspects of accent
modification therapy which is a new scope of practice and specialty for SpeechLanguage Pathologists.

What will be done during this research study?
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Once you agree to participate in this research, you will be randomly assigned to one of
two sessions. One session will be the first 7 weeks of the semester and on session the
last 7 weeks of the semester. You will be asked to complete a pre-test online survey in
February that will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. The survey includes
questions about your communication, emotions, participation on campus, and
demographic information (e.g., age, ethnicity).Then you will either participate in
seven 60-minute online workshops via ZoomÓ or wait until the second session. You
will take another survey in mid-march and a final survey at the end of the semester.
These workshops are designed for you as a student to talk about their communication
experiences with having an accent in an academic setting, instruction on shaping
sounds, an emphasis on self-advocacy training, and practice speaking with peers. At the
end of the 7-week workshops, you will provide some reflective feedback and complete
another online survey about emotions, communication, participation on campus, and
your perceptions of the workshop. This survey will be identical to the previous one,
taking 20 minutes to complete. You will take three surveys in total.
How will my data be used?
Your data will be shared amongst the members of the research team but will be kept
confidential. De-identified survey responses or written responses may be used for
educational purposes in the classroom and will be written up in academic presentations
and manuscripts for academic publication. Any personal information that could
identify you will be removed from the data and any written reports. Subjects
information collected as part of the research, even if identifiers are removed, will not
be used or distributed for future research studies.
What are the possible risks of being in this research study?
This research presents risk of loss of confidentiality and emotional and/or
psychological distress because the surveys and workshops will ask you to reflect on
difficulties you have faced as a student with an accent in a small group setting.
Because of the small group nature of these interventions, a breach of confidentiality
amongst the participants is possible. To minimize this risk, participants will be
encouraged to keep information shared within the group in confidence but will also be
made aware that there is no guarantee that all participants will abide by this rule. You
can share as much or as little information about yourself that you feel comfortable
with. If you want to end your participation in the study at any time (during either
online survey, or in the ZoomÓ workshop) you may do so.
What are the possible benefits to you?
Reflecting on your communication experience and hearing other students’ stories
may help you make better sense of it and reframe it in a more positive way. You will
also receive free pronunciation instruction, self-advocacy instruction and practice,
and a space to communicate with peers, which may better improve your
communication academically and socially. However, you may not get any benefit
from being in this research study.
What are the possible benefits to other people?
Results obtained from this study will be used to design future workshops for
students and/or individuals experiencing communication difficulties due to their
accent, as well as add to the limited research on this specific area of expertise and
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new scope of practice.
What will being in this research study cost you?
There is no direct cost to you to be in this research study. You will need to
provide your own technology to access ZoomÓ for the online workshop sessions.
Will you be compensated for being in this research study?
You will not be compensated for being in this research study.
What should you do if you have a problem during this research study?
Your welfare is the major concern of every member of the research team. If you have
a problem as a direct result of being in this study, you should immediately contact
one of the people listed at the beginning of this consent form.
How will information about you be protected?
Reasonable steps will be taken to protect your privacy and the confidentiality of
your study data. Data collected in this study including electronic survey files will
be stored on a secure server (i.e., SECD Research secured server) and will only be
seen by members of the research team. All research records will be kept
indefinitely by the research team in the secure server.
The only persons who will have access to your research records are the study
personnel, the Institutional Review Board (IRB), and any other person, agency, or
sponsor as required by law. The information from this study may be published in
scientific journals or presented at scientific meetings but the data will be reported as
group or summarized data and your identity will be kept strictly confidential.
What are your rights as a research subject?
You may ask any questions concerning this research and have those questions
answered before agreeing to participate in or during the study. For study related
questions, please contact the investigator(s) listed at the beginning of this form.
For questions concerning your rights or complaints about the research contact the
Institutional Review Board (IRB):
• Phone: 1 (402) 472-6965
• Email: irb@unl.edu

What will happen if you decide not to be in this research study or decide to stop
participating once you start?
You can decide not to be in this research study, or you can stop being in this research
study (“withdraw’) at any time before, during, or after the research begins for any
reason. Deciding not to be in this research study or deciding to withdraw will not
affect your relationship with the investigators or with the University of NebraskaLincoln. You will not lose any benefits to which you are entitled.
Documentation of Informed Consent
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You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participate in this research
study. By clicking on the I Agree button below, your consent to participate is
implied. You should print a copy of this page for your records.
I agree
I do not agree
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APPENDIX C: Participant Demographics
Participant Demographics and Information
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APPENDIX D: SURVEY QUESTIONS
Survey Questions
Section 1. Demographic Questions
1. Age
2. Sex
3. Job
4. How long they have been learning English
5. Country of origin
6. First Language
Section 2. Testing Communication Participation CPIB-Short form (Baylor et al., 2013).
1.
Does your accent interfere with talking with people you know?
2.
Does your accent interfere with communicating when you need to say something
quickly?
3.
Does your accent interfere with talking with people you do NOT know?
4.
Does your accent interfere with communicating when you are out in your
community? (e.g. errands, appointments).
5.
Does your accent interfere with asking questions in a conversation?
6.
Does your accent interfere with communicating in a small group of people?
7.
Does your accent interfere with having a long conversation with someone you
know about a book, movie, show or sports event?
8.
Does your accent interfere with giving someone detailed information?
9.
Does your accent interfere with getting your turn in a fast-moving conversation?
10.
Does your accent interfere with trying to persuade a friend or family member to
see a different point of view?
Section 3. Measuring self-esteem. Rosenberg self-esteem scale (Rosenberg, 2015)
Measures include strongly agree (4), agree (3), disagree (2), strongly disagree (1)
1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself
2. At times I think I am no good at all
3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities
4. I am able to do things as well as most other people
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of
6. I certainly feel useless at times
7. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others
8. I wish I could have more respect for myself
9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure
10. I take a positive attitude toward myself
Section 4. Narrative Questions
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Describe how you view the way you talk?
Describe how you think others view the way you talk?
Do you ever experience peers or professors having difficulty
with understanding you because of your accent? If so, how
does this make you feel?
Do you avoid speaking in certain situations? If so, what are those situations you
avoid speaking in?
In what ways are you involved on campus academically and
socially? (ex. Clubs, hanging out with friends in the dorms,
group projects, etc.)
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6.

How confident do you feel with your communication in these areas you are
involved in?
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APPENDIX E: WORKSHOP LESSON PLAN
Lesson Plan Outline
Week 1
• Introductions
o Names, majors, first language and where they are from
• Talk about speech pathology and what I study and why I am doing this project
• Confidentiality piece / workshop “rules”
o This is a safe place to talk about experiences and grow together
o Respect
o Listening
• ACCENT MOD
o Introduce difficult English sounds and practice one
o F, v, th,
• CONVERSATION PRACTICE
o Topic questions that students will answer and work on a specific sound
• PRAGMATICS
o If time, talk about different things that we say in Nebraska and what they
mean
• Wrap up:
o Talk about Coffee Talks @ UNL (I will go to this)
o Any questions?
Week 2
•

ACCENT MOD
o Th
o R sounds
• DISCUSSIONS ABOUT EXPERIENCES
o What has your experience been with having an accent on campus?
o What situations do you avoid speaking in and why?
o What are things that you want to work on in your speech and
communication?
• SELF ADVOCACY
o Narrative script
§ Hello, my name is _______ and I am from ______. My first
language is ________ and I have been studying in Nebraska for
_______. I do have an accent which I am proud of, but if you do
not understand what I say, please ask me to repeat myself.
§ Good morning! Today I will be giving you a lot of information.
If you ever have trouble understanding what I say, please ask me
to repeat myself in a kind way.
§ Make “classroom/group rules”.
§ Be respectful and kind
§ Pay attention
§ If you don’t understand what I say, ask me to repeat it.
CONVERSATION PRACTICE
• If we had spring break, what would you want to do?
Week 3
•

ACCENT MOD
o Go over old /r/ sounds
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•
•
•

o New /r/ sounds
PRAGMATICS
o Communication Practice
CONVERSATION PRACTICE
o Practice reading narratives
SELF ADVOCACY
o Finish narrative practice

Week 4
•

•
•
•
•

ACCENT MOD
o Vowels
o stress
DISCUSSIONS ABOUT EXPERIENCES
SELF ADVOCACY
o Check for understanding
CONVERSATION PRACTICE
o Moment you felt proud of yourself this semester
PRAGMATICS
o Introduce new communication practice

Week 5
•

•
•
•

ACCENT MOD
o Vowels
o Stress
o Intonation
o v/w
PRAGMATICS
o Sending professional emails
CONVERSATION PRACTICE
o Conversation about emails
SELF ADVOCACY
o Sending professional emails/talking about advocacy in regard to emails
(pronouns etc.)

Week 6
•

•
•
•
•
•

ACCENT MOD
o Intonation
o v/w
o p/b
o -rl
DISCUSSIONS ABOUT EXPERIENCES
SELF ADVOCACY
o Communication practices
CONVERSATION PRACTICE
o Asking questions about experience or other questions
PRAGMATICS
o Asking each other questions during conversation
DISCUSSION ABOUT EXPERIENCES
o Some questions have to do with communication and speech

Week 7
•

DISCUSSION ABOUT EXPERIENCES
o Reflection of this workshop and what was good and what needed to be
changed
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•

•

•
•
•

SELF ADVOCACY
o Reviewed self-advocacy strategies we talked about and discussed more
o Getting services at Barkley
CONVERSATION PRACTICE
o Had a reflection conversation time about what was learned and practiced
group discussion with each other
ACCENT MOD
o Review all of the sounds we went through
PRAGMATICS
o Review all pragmatic topics and themes
Wrap up
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APPENDIX F: FIDELITY CHECK
Fidelity Check
Session #1
Workshop 1 Workshop 2 3 4 5 6 7
Accent modification

x

Self advocacy instruction

x

x x x x x

x

x x x x x

Conversation practice

x

x

x x x x x

Pragmatics

x

x

x x x x x

x

x x

Discussions about speaking experiences

x x

Used at least 3 of the 5 in each session = 100% of the time
Session #2
Workshop 1
Accent modification

x

Self advocacy instruction

2

3

4

5

6

7

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Conversation practice

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Pragmatics

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Discussions about speaking experiences
Used at least 3 of the 5 in each session = 100% of the time
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APPENDIX G: EXAMPLE OF SELECTIVE CODING FORMS AND
PARTICIPANT RESPONSES
Pronunciation Survey Axial Coding – Group #1 Question 1
Formal Coding Process
Today you will be participating in the coding of answers from a survey that were
sent out to participants who participated in the first survey. Your task is to analyze the
answers and extract underlying themes. We will analyze all of the answers to each
individual question.
We will first take time on our own to write our thoughts and then come back
together to discuss our answers. Answers are subject to change after discussion and that
is okay. The goal is to see what types of themes are pulled from each analyzer.
Definitions
Examples of Participants Words: There are words quoted from the participants answers
Open Code: Once the data is read through a few times, these are labels that start to create
labels for the data that summarize what is happening.
Axial Code: Identifying relationships among open codes. Connections between the codes
Selective Code: Core variable that includes all if not a majority of the data
Coding Example:
Participant Words:
Personal development fund, Lacking a personal touch (negative evidence), [Senior exec.]
like a second mother, Long hours, low pay (negative evidence), personality of the office,
If I fit in, Open and honest communication, I love the environment, Wonderful people,
We don’t have titles. My old large agency put so much emphasis on titles and I think it
hindered work quality. The organization isn’t as dynamic as other employers (negative
evidence)
Open code

Axial Code

Selective
Code

Advocating a work-life balance
being cared for as a whole person
accommodating interests and
preferences

Wanting a meaningful
experience at work and
outside of work

Want to make
an impact

Want to make an impact

Group Coding
The first analysis will be creating selective codes for each group based on themes seen in
those groups. Read through the answers from participants twice. Write down different
themes or ideas that you notice in each group (Group 1 participants vs. Group 2) and
write your themes in the corresponding boxes. You can write as many themes and ideas
as you see.
Question #1
“Describe how you view the way you talk?”
Participants Words:
Group 1 Pretest:
Participant 1A: Okay, that`s difficult thing to describe but when I talked in many times I
can`t explain my idea clearly, there is few stops and some wrong word or correct word
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but with wrong pronunciation, but in almost of the time people understood me, I think the
biggest problem I don`t have many vocabulary and there is many wrongs in my grammar
maybe because I am still learning English, and this is my 5th weeks in IEP.
2A: Normal
3A: Somehow good and somehow not very well!
4A: I tend to speak slowly no matter if I speak Chinese or English. Because I am less
fluent in English, I feel more stressed when I speak in English than in Chinese, if I need
to speak fast. When I talk to people, my voice is very loud. It is kind of hard to speak
loudly as others.
5A: I think I have a pretty decent accent. Sometimes I do need to restate myself in order
to be heard carefully. Sometimes, the grammatical mistakes and the different
pronunciation does reflect in my speech.
6A: In my view, my talk has a poorly vocabulary and my pronunciation skills are low.
Have difficult to segregate each forms of pronunciation
7A: I'd say I talk my own way. Unfortunately, I cannot help having accents or knowing
fewer vocabularies than English native speakers. Therefore, I focus more on
communicating with others, even if my pronunciation or usage of words is somewhat
unique.
8A: My way of talking not as fluent as I want it to be. Often I stumble and find a hard
time to get proper words or phrases to use. Also often I do not understand what a native
english speaker is trying to say.
9A: I talk like an international student in the United States. I believe that I talk well.
Group 1 Posttest:
Participant 1A: I watch myself while I am talking than before. I talk slowly than before,
and I feel will be better with time and practice.
2A: Carefully and slowly
3A:
4A: I feel more confident speaking and I slow down my speed to arrange my speaking in
mind
5A: I feel confident.
6A: This workshop made me realize that I’m in s good path of improving my english. I
totally though that I was a mess in it. The awareness of my pronunciation increased a lot
and this brought me a lot of confidence to try say words that I usually avoid. Know I
understand that I may say phrases in a different way than a native, but that’s ok as long as
people can understand the message I want to share.
7A: Accent is not something I will be able to get rid of completely, but something I will
get along with/
8A: To be honest, there is not much difference in the way I talked before workshop. But
that needs more practice and now I have some sounds to focus on while talking.
9A: I talk at slower pace and check for understanding with others. Also, I tend to give
attention more to how I pronounce words.

Group #

Open Codes - Coder 1

Open Codes - Coder 2
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1Pretest

Talk my own way, unique-- appreciate
current state
Not as fluent as I want to be
Both strengths and weaknesses
“Like an international student in the
United States”

Can’t explain ideas clearly
Wrong words and/or wrong
pronunciation
Difficulty with grammar and
vocabulary
No difficulties
Variable
Stressed to speak in English
Repeat oneself
Can’t help having an accent
Unique
Not what I want it to be
Difficulty understanding
I talk well

1Posttest

More confident speaking
Slowing down and checking for
understanding
Paying attention to speech and others

More aware of speech
Use strategies
Want to continue to practice
Feel more confident
Less avoiding
Acceptance of difference

Now look at your open codes and try to find themes and similarities within your open
codes. There will be less Axial Codes than Open Codes. Add these observations to the
Axial Code section.
Group #

Axial Codes - Coder 1

Axial Codes - Coder 2

1Pretest

Recognizing value in own
abilities
Desiring greater fluency
Tensions between strengths and
weaknesses

Difficulty expressing messages and
words and understanding messages
Causes stress
Unique
No difficulties

1Posttest

Appreciating accent while
recognizing areas for
improvement
Increased confidence in self and
ability (not mutually exclusive)

More self-awareness and acceptance
More confidence communicating
Use of strategies

Finally, look at the Axial Codes. Figure out one core phrase or couple of words that
encompass the themes in the Axial Codes to create the Selective Code.
Group #

Selective Code - Coder 1

Selective Code - Coder 2
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1–
Pretest

Feeling tension between
appreciating accent and
improving fluency

Unique
Difficulty expressing messages which
causes social stress

1Posttest

Increased confidence in accent
and fluency abilities

More confidence communicating because
of an increased self-awareness and use of
strategies

Final Selective Codes
Group
#

Before the Workshop (Pre-test)

After the worksop (Post-test)

Question #1 - “Describe how you view the way you talk?”
1

Feeling tension between
appreciating accent and
improving fluency which initiates
social stress.

Increased confidence in accent fluency
abilities.

2

My confidence fluctuates
depending on the situation and
knowledge of English.

I have learned about different fluency
strategies and appreciating language
abilities, and have increased in selfawareness.
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APPENDIX H: PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO NARRATIVE QUESTIONS
Group 1 Responses
Question #1
“Describe how you view the way you talk?”
Participants Words:
Group 1 Pretest:
Participant 1A: Okay, that`s difficult thing to describe but when I talked in many times I
can`t explain my idea clearly, there is few stops and some wrong word or correct word
but with wrong pronunciation, but in almost of the time people understood me, I think the
biggest problem I don`t have many vocabulary and there is many wrongs in my grammar
maybe because I am still learning English, and this is my 5th weeks in IEP.
2A: Normal
3A: Somehow good and somehow not very well!
4A: I tend to speak slowly no matter if I speak Chinese or English. Because I am less
fluent in English, I feel more stressed when I speak in English than in Chinese, if I need
to speak fast. When I talk to people, my voice is very loud. It is kind of hard to speak
loudly as others.
5A: I think I have a pretty decent accent. Sometimes I do need to restate my self in order
to be heard carefully. Sometimes, the grammatical mistakes and the different
pronunciation does reflect in my speech.
6A: In my view, my talk has a poorly vocabulary and my pronunciation skills are low.
Have difficult to segregate each forms of pronunciation
7A: I'd say I talk my own way. Unfortunately, I cannot help having accents or knowing
fewer vocabularies than English native speakers. Therefore, I focus more on
communicating with others, even if my pronunciation or usage of words is somewhat
unique.
8A: My way of talking not as fluent as I want it to be. Often I stumble and find a hard
time to get proper words or phrases to use. Also often I do not understand what a native
english speaker is trying to say.
9A: I talk like an international student in the United States. I believe that I talk well.
Group 1 Posttest:
Participant 1A: I watch myself while I am talking than before. I talk slowly than before,
and I feel will be better with time and practice.
2A: Carefully and slowly
3A:
4A: I feel more confident speaking and I slow down my speed to arrange my speaking in
mind
5A: I feel confident.
6A: This workshop made me realize that I’m in s good path of improving my english. I
totally though that I was a mess in it. The awareness of my pronunciation increased a lot
and this brought me a lot of confidence to try say words that I usually avoid. Know I
understand that I may say phrases in a different way than a native, but that’s ok as long as
people can understand the message I want to share.
7A: Accent is not something I will be able to get rid of completely, but something I will
get along with/
8A: To be honest, there is not much difference in the way I talked before workshop. But
that needs more practice and now I have some sounds to focus on while talking.
9A: I talk at slower pace and check for understanding with others. Also, I tend to give
attention more to how I pronounce words.
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Question #2
Describe how you think others view the way you talk?
Participants Words:
Group 1 Pretest:
Participant 1A: I think they are trying to understand the main idea from my talk, and ask
me if that what I mean, and I didn`t really like when I can`t make my idea clear from the
first time every time, or maybe I am tough on myself in this point.
2A: Not sure
3A: Some people think very good and some people think okay
4A: People usually say that my voice is soft and quiet.
5A: I think most of the people does understand my speech.
6A: People seems to struggle understanding what Im saying. In other words, I don’t
speak clearly
7A: I have not thought about how others view the way I talk for a long time.
8A: I think others think it is fine. Everyone has different accent and people do understand
that fact.
9A: I talk sometimes a little fast and people do not understand
Group 1 Posttest:
Participant 1A: I try while I am talking to get the right pronounce, and others note that,
but still there is an accent; on the other hand, I am better now than before.
2A: Just as usual
3A:
4A: I think that I can speak some sounds that I did not pronounce well before. Other
people might have fewer occasions to feel confused about my speaking.
5A: I am not sure but they never had trouble understanding my accent so I think I have a
pretty decent accent.
6A: I understand that other people may associate my struggle with pronunciation with
being nervous to present a topic of discussion.
It may cause some issue on understanding in the first moment, but after repeating one
time everything is ok.
7A: I think it's more important how I accept/think my way of talking rather than how
others thinks.
8A: I am not sure about this. But I think others would not notice any difference. They still
hear an accent while I talk.
9A: I am not sure honestly. However I think they noticed a difference in the way I give
each word the full pronunciation attention and try to stay clear for them.
Question #3
Do you ever experience peers or professors having difficulty with understanding you
because of your accent? If so, how does this make you feel?
Participants Words:
Group 1 Pretest:
Participant 1A: Yes, sometimes that`s happened to me and feel disappointed, but I try and
try to explain what I mean or using translator to show them the word, I think that is not
that a big problem in this level because I still learning.
2A: Yes, but I don't feel bad about because I know is natural and I will get over my
accent with time.
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3A: some of them
4A: There were a few times. My advisor would correct me a few words when he
observed my teaching. I realize that sometimes it is hard to revise because I may not be
aware of it until I made a mistake. I was not bothered by these problems very much but I
felt inadequate when people get confused about my speaking.
5A: Sometimes and it does make me feel a awkward specially in a large group of people.
6A: Makes me feel uncomfortable
7A: Yes, however, most of them are very understanding and don't make me feel bad.
More likely, I usually ask them to repeat the pronunciation and try to collect myself. If
not the case, that gives me some sort of awareness that when or which words tend to
cause misunderstandings.
8A: I had experience a couple of events where my friend would just go along even
though he/she does not understand what I said, creating a bit awkwardness. It is of course
not a sign of healthy conversation.
9A: Sometimes yes. It is alright, I am expecting this honestly.
Group 1 Posttest:
Participant 1A: that is happened all the time, but now I do not feel bad about that like
before because I still learn and with time they will understand me better.
2A: To foster and improve on my pronunciation so as to make conversation smoother
3A:
4A: I think that happened more when I came to the US the first year. I felt that I need to
practice my speaking and identify why they misunderstood.
5A: Not very often
6A: Only a few words. It makes me feel frustrated because I really want to be great on
English.
7A: It depends on situations and my mood on the day. Sometimes, it turns out good
laughter, and I take it positively. Sometimes, I feel discouraged and feel I still can't speak
well, even after living in this country for years.
8A: Yes I had. It is of course very awkward situation when someone do not understand
what I say and they trying to be nice with just saying a yes or a 'hmmm'. One example
situation could be that I would ask a question and no response from their end (It is not
they are rude. People are nice, but they sometime dont get me because of my poor english
or accent).
9A: I do not most of the time. However, when I am in a phone call that usually happen
quit often. I feel stressed about it and annoyed because I try my best to be clear
Question #4
Do you avoid speaking in certain situations? If so, what are those situations you avoid
speaking in?
Participants Words:
Group 1 Pretest:
Participant 1A: Yes, when I in market because they don't understand what I mean, I
remember in one time I had difficult time to asking about where is the water.
2A: I don't avoid speaking in certain situations.
3A: when there are people from my country
4A: I might avoid speaking when I am not prepared.
5A: Yes, I do. In large groups settings like classroom or social gatherings
6A: Yes, with a bigger/senior group
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7A: The situations that I avoid speaking in are mostly the same as I avoid speaking even
with my native languages.
8A: Yes I do. Sometimes I feel like it is something that is not interesting to the listener,
then I will avoid speaking it. Sometimes I feel worried about if I can turn my thoughts
into words effectively.
9A: no
10A: When I am in an academic setting, I feel so nervous that I start hesitating.
Group 1 Posttest:
Participant 1A: Yes, I always try to share my opinion with others in my classes, but I
avoid talking in the Market because every thing here has special pronounce. I still have
difficult time in to ask about something in the Market .
2A: I don’t avoid speaking in any situation
3A:
4A: I did not avoid speaking most of the time
5A: No, rather I speak more now
6A: No, I’m allowing myself to try new experiences even if it’s a failure in the first time,
and that’s ok! We need to keep moving forward :)
7A: I don't think so. I'd speak if I need to.
8A: When I do not get an answer for the question I ask, I would avoid speaking again and
asking the question again.
9A: No. I do not avoid any situation because of my pronunciation
Question #5
In what ways are you involved on campus academically and socially? (ex. Clubs, hanging
out with friends in the dorms, group projects, etc.)
Participants Words:
Group 1 Pretest:
Participant 1A: "Programs in ESL sponsored events:
WEEKLY CONVERSATION HOURS.
Conversation Partner program. In most of the time I don`t have something to do like
involved on campus academically and socially, just went to IEP everyday.
2A: Group project.
3A: Nothing now
4A: I took about 3 courses each semester and I have been teaching an undergraduate
course for two years. I did several studies with other students and professors.
5A: Research projects and university events
6A: I’m alumni
7A: Assisting classes as a TA, making music together with peers, etc.
8A: Group projects for courses, hangs out with couple of friends in same department,
pick up soccer
9A: Many ways. Clubs, friends, and group project
10A: "I used to hang out with other Latino students because they were welcoming and
fun.
Another group that I use to hang out with was the African community. "
Group 1 Posttest:
Participant 1A: Conversation hours
2A: Nothing different from what I used to do.
3A:
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4A: I do not come to campus this semester. I interact with my classmates on ZoomÓ
most of the time
5A: Academically
6A: I wish so bad to be involved!! I’m currently outside the country but someday I’ll be
back to Nebraska!
7A: I don't think the way how I involve campus activities changes drastically before or
after the workshop.
8A: Group projects, student associations and colleagues
9A: Nothing different from what I used to do.
Question #6
How confident do you feel with your communication in these areas you are involved in?
Participants Words:
Group 1 Pretest:
Participant 1A: I have good confident in it.
2A: Quite confident, just that sometimes I have to repeat myself. But it's fine.
3A: okay
4A: I am more and more confident as I stay longer here. Now I am confident in talking
about the field that I am familiar with.
5A: 8/10
6A: Low
7A: I wouldn't say I am super confident; yet, I don't feel any inferior or negative feelings.
8A: Not very confident. Though I sometimes feel like keeping silent, I would force
myself to speak something to make it not awkward.
9A: pretty confident for most of the time
10A: When I am around foreign students I feel alright. However, when I am around
English native speakers I feel intimidated.
Group 1 Posttest:
Participant 1A: I am better now, and I will be better with time. More confident than
before.
2A: Generally, I think it might take some more time in other to be able to communicate
with people without them having complications to hear me
3A:
4A: I feel more confident communicating with others
5A: 9 on 10
6A: I’m not 100% confident about my speech and communication, but I’m 100%
confident that I can improve by practicing and I’m really excited to do that! This
workshop made me realize that it’s ok to have some difficulty in speaking another
language and have some accent, and that’s totally fine to repeat myself sometimes :)
7A: As I live in this country quite a while by now, I thankfully feel comfortable involving
community activities in most of situations.
8A: There is not much difference in my confidence level of speaking. Similar situations I
mentioned in the earlier question happened after workshop also.
9A: Generally, I think it might take some more time in other to be able to communicate
with people without them having complications to hear me
Group 2 Responses
Question #1
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“Describe how you view the way you talk?”
Participants Words:
Group 2 Prestest:
1B: I have a good command of the language but coming to the US and talking will people
of other accents is making me doubt my ability to communicate effectively
2B: I am always thinking not only on the content but also on the form
3B: Sometimes i find it hard forming sentences when i have something very important to
say in meetings . Other times, i struggle to remember some words i want to say(even
though i know it in my native language) and it brings my confidence down.
4B: I talk faster than average. A lot of times, I feel my sentences are not well organized;
but people can still understand me. People can recognize my accent, or the fact that I am
not a native speaker, right away. But it doesn't seem to affect my communications with
others very much. I have hard time pronuncing certain words, such as "maintanence".
5B: Not good at all. Need more practice, I believe.
7B: I do not have much trouble when I talk and actually feel comfortable carrying a
conversation. Growing up I had a habit of reading daily newspapers and my parents also
encouraged learning grammar from an early age. I try to enunciate properly and talk
slowly to make sure I do not confuse the listener. Though, lately I have an issue where
sometimes I am not able to speak all of a sudden in a conversation. I am not sure if this is
a medical issue or some speech issue.
8B: I need little improvement to make my english fluent. Sometimes, I stutter some
words and that’s where I need much improvement.
9B: I think that I have a fairly good vocabulary and my English is understandable. But I
sometimes feel disadvantaged both by my accent and grammar, maybe just the
knowledge of the language itself. This is especially true if there is a fast-paced or
emotional discussion. I also think that I perceive it more when I'm nervous and/or when I
have to publicly speak. I sometimes feel that the way I talk does not flow well. I think
fairly highly about my English speaking abilities and it greatly frustrates me if someone
does not understand me in a casual conversation.
10B: I can't really compare my accent and English American accent, thus it is hard for me
to unlearn my accent. Sometimes the trouble for me is pronouncing the word right,
especially the words that are rarely used in daily conversation.
11B: Sometimes without sense, I misunderstood things. And sometimes my ideas are so
messy
Group 2 Posttest:
1B: I now talk slowly whilst i try to pronounce the clears clearly in a way that i will be
understood.
2B: I think I view my talk in a more confident way, especially if I am able to control
external cinrcumstances
4B: I may talk a little differently, but that’s ok. Everyone is unique in their own ways.
5B: Not well. I need to follow the slow pace most importantly..
8B: I figured that speaking slow helps in conveying my thoughts more clearly.
9B: I think I feel better about the way I talk. I realized that my accent is not as strong and
that I can pronounce English sounds fairly well
10B: I think I still say the same thing, but sometimes I am more aware to pronounce some
words.
11B: I realized I spoke too fast, that I added sounds of vowels where it was not supposed
to be.
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Question #2
Describe how you think others view the way you talk?
Participants Words:
Group 2 Pretest:
1B: They sometimes do not understand my words
2B: Very marked, fnny
3B: "Sometimes, when there are some pauses between my words, i see on people’s faces
that they are losing interest in what i even have to say-or feel im dumb.
Other times, i think they cant even hear what i have to say."
4B: I think others understand the fact that I am not a native speaker. They are usually
patient with me. Although I have accent, they can still understand me without too much
difficulty.
5B: Too bad. They must bother with me.
6B: I was told by one of my advisors that I mumble. So I guess that's how people think
about the way I talk. I think that for my students, during my first semester as a TA, was at
times like listening to Charlie Brown's teacher Lol
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ss2hULhXf04)
7B: I think many americans find the indian accent funny primarily because of the
stereotypes presented in many popular tv shows. I feel my close friends are probably
okay with the way I talk and I have been told at times that I have a decent vocabulary and
good enunciation. I am not sure how a stranger perceives the way I talk. If I were to bet, I
would probably say that they do not look at the way I talk favorably.
8B: Mostly people find it good.
9B: I think that professionally (at work or school) people do not show much confusion
when I speak. It doesn't happen to me vary often that someone would ask me to say
something again. However, in normal friendly or casual discussion people would
sometimes make fun of something I say incorrectly.
10B: i think they got my points most of the time. Maybe sometimes it is hard to listen
without paying attention to me since my accent is different and the way of my
pronunciation and grammar are wrong.
11B: With patience. What is she trying to say?
Group 2 Posttest:
1B: Others are able to comprehend me now.
2B: I would say that others view the way I talk in a funny way; although not having to
repeat my clusters makes me feel more optimistic
4B: I don’t really care that much about how others think of my way of talking, as long as
my message gets through.
5B: Too fast. .
8B: In a respectful manner even if there are accent problems sometimes.
9B: I think others (native speakers) hear my accent, but overall understand me
10B: I think it is the same, but asking for others to be patient with me is helpful, and I
think they are more forgiving.
11B: I haven't adopted all the pronunciation tips. But, I have been using some. Surely
they have noticed a slower pace.
Question #3
Do you ever experience peers or professors having difficulty with understanding you
because of your accent? If so, how does this make you feel?
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Participants Words:
Group 2 Pretest:
1B: Yes, It makes me feel I need to adjust to the way they speak
2B: Yes, embarrassed.
3B: "Yes, i do. It makes brings my confidence down and affects my progress in the
presentation/conversation."
4B: No. They never gave me hard time because of my accent. I feel very grateful for
that.
5B: Not that much. But obviously it's a bad feeling.
6B: Mostly at the beginning of my program. Not too much nowadays.
7B: This would have happened very rarely. I have not had any difficulty communicating
with professors or peers. However, whenever I go to restaurants or drive throughs many
times they ask me to repeat myself which is a curious case for me. It seems very odd that
people at the university are able to understand me but people in the service sector have
difficulty understanding me. This is very fascinating for me and I wonder if there is a
plausible explanation for that. I think the university being a diverse place primes the
people involved with it to easily understand many different accents but maybe in states
which are not very diverse such as the midwest the service industry workers do not have
much exposure to people from various regions of the world.
8B: Sometimes, they were not able to understand some words. That’s the reason, I am
joining this workshop to learn common accent.
9B: I think I talked about it in the previous question. I don't have any big issues in school
or work (grad student). But sometimes in normal casual conversations it does not feel
good if I pronounce something incorrectly. Sometimes people point it out, sometimes
friend joke about it, sometimes you just see people thinking hard to figure out what that
mispronounced word means but you can see it on them and it's frustrating, because I feel
like my English is not bad. The most frustrating is when I say something with British
accent (that's how we were taught in school) and they say - no that's not how it's
pronounced.
10B: yes. I feel sad that i can't communicate my point easily.
11B: Awful! I tried hard learning English and still is not good enough. Looks endless. I
used to think if I didn't do a great job before. I did what was available in my hands by
then
Group 2 Posttest:
1B: I once struggled with communicating because of my accent. It makes me feel bad.
2B: Sometimes, depending on the context and how I feel. There are questions that I need
to elaborate more in my responses. Other times, I do not feel prepared enough to respond
and try to avoid saying what I really think. Some other times I make a mistake and a
chain of misunderstandings negatively impacts the speech
4B: Not very often. When it happens, it feels a little awkward, but I think that’s ok. I can
rephrase or repeat until they understand.
5B: Yes, I have experienced. I feel bad at those time.
8B: This happened quite a few times but I never felt bad about it now.
9B: I think that at school it's pretty good, there might be a few words here and there, but
overall I think my peers and professors understand me
10B: yes. I feel a bad that I can't put the right sentence composition or words or
pronunciation
11B: I am feeling more comfortable speaking when I needed, I don't limit myself. Others
in the workshop shared their struggles and ways to approach those, that was encouraging
to me.
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Question #4
Do you avoid speaking in certain situations? If so, what are those situations you avoid
speaking in?
Participants Words:
Group 2 Pretest:
1B: No
2B: Yes, I do. In public, with more than two people
3B: Sometimes, i just hide what i have to say because, i fear i may not frame the question
correctly or the presenter might not even understand me correctly. I avoid speaking in
situations involving a lot of my peers and a professor or person of authority.
4B: I tend to avoid public speech (i.e. speaking in front of an audience of more than 10
people).
5B: Although I am not good in English but I don't avoid at all.
6B: I avoid speaking when I don't really have questions or not sure about the topic.
7B: I tend to avoid speaking in large social gatherings where I do not know many people
not because of a lack of faith in my speaking abilities but mainly due to not being very
comfortable initiating a conversation or joining a group.
8B: Yes, in some situations, for example, whom I know little of.
9B: When the discussion is fast paced, emotional, or in a scientific community - maybe at
a conference and especially through ZoomÓ/telephone. I feel like sometimes my accent
and improper use of English undermines my arguments or makes me not sound credible
enough.
10B: yes, if someone else has the same opinion/answer as i have, usually i avoid
speaking.
11B: With new people I don't feel comfortable. They will ask double time what I try to
say. Or in class with big group of people.
Group 2 Posttest:
1B: I do not avoid speaking in any situation. I am much more confident of myself now.
2B: I still fear some situations, like teaching in front of a class filled with undergraduates.
I think that reading from a paper/screen, as many peers do, would help me with this issue.
4B: No. I have more confidence now in many scenarios that I avoided before.
5B: When I meet some special person I don't speak much in the fear of making mistakes.
8B: No, I feel confident.
9B: I don't think I strictly avoid to speak in certain situations. I think that now I think
more before I speak in certain situations that I didn't like before.
10B: i would still prefer chatting or emailing than talking through phone calls, especially
with someone I don't know well.
11B: That haven't changed a lot because of time I haven't been able to being more
involved. But, I am more open to talk to people.
Question #5
In what ways are you involved on campus academically and socially? (ex. Clubs, hanging
out with friends in the dorms, group projects, etc.)
Participants Words:
Group 2 Pretest:
1B: Group projects, hanging out
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2B: I am involved in several clubs and international students association. Since te
pandemic started I hardly ever participate in activities on campus
3B: Im a graduate teaching assistant, a member of the African Students Union and a
member of the Actuarial Science club.
4B: Mostly group projects in class. My social circle is composed of mostly Chinese and
other international students.
5B: Yes
6B: I'm joining an International Student's association this semester. I also hang out with
friends and significant other.
7B: mainly group projects, sports clubs, teaching.
8B: Research team, class projects etc.
9B: I am a graduate student and due to COVID am not involved on campus socially. I
used to be in a softball club. I lived in the dorms but not anymore. I used to do group
projects, but don't take any classes anymore. My campus interactions are mostly just
talking to my advisor. I am a social for Grad Student Association in my department, so I
do occasionally meet other grad students through ZoomÓ.
10B: group projects, Indonesian club, hang out with colleagues, dinner with friends,
meeting with my advisor, lab group meeting, research presentation, bible study group
11B: Classes, lab work, training undergrads, meetings with advisor and labmates, bible
study
Group 2 Posttest:
1B: I am involved socially as i work with friends on a project and i also had a hang out
with my friends.
2B: I try to be involved in campus social activities as much as I can; however, grad
school is a very solitaire life and is not easy to find the desired balance
4B: I now talk more in group discussions.
5B: Yes. I got a good option to meet Alicia to continue my practice.
8B: I try to volunteer in college events and start discussion with strangers.
9B:The same way as before the workshop
10B: It is still the same. church, bible study groups, lab mates, workmates, friends from
the department, etc.
11B: Better, the tips were great, I do need to keep practicing, and recognizing where to
use the specific sounds.
Question #6
How confident do you feel with your communication in these areas you are involved in?
Participants Words:
Group 2 Pretest:
1B: I feel confident to some extent
2B: Depending on when and with whom. At the start of a conversation I am very worried
of what I am saying; if I talk to a person I just met I also feel lack of confidence
3B: "I teach Math so its pretty straight forward and i get to practice what im actually
going to share with the class. For the Act Sci club-not confident sharing my views except
i have my friends around. For the African Students Union-very confident"
4B: On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means not confident at all and 5 means very confident, I
think I'm around 3-4.
5B: 7 out of 10
6B: I feel confident if I have something to say.
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7B: I feel quite confident in most areas except social gatherings such as parties.
8B: Somewhat to strongly confident.
9B: I feel fairly confident. I think that my accent is not strong enough for people not to
understand. On the other hand I think I sometimes think about my English and accent too
much so I don't focus enough on the content. That's especially hard with communicating
science and my research findings.
10B: quite confident, but not as confident as if talking in Bahasa
11B: If small groups good not super comfortable.
Group 2 Posttest:
1B: I feel much more confident now.
2B: I am confident or I feel that, in many occasions, I am obliged to improve my
communication skills due to a monolingual prevalence in the US
4B: A lot more confident
5B: I didn't feel much improvement in myself.
8B: Strongly confident.
9B: I feel a bit better. I'm not sure if my pronunciation changed, but I do feel a bit more
confident.
10B: feel more confident knowing that i am not saying things perfectly and that's ok, just
need to try it again.
11B: Slow pace, I thought speaking fast is required for a good english level. I have more
grace to myself in this process

