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This article of the special issue provides an overview of the role of practice in a second language (L2)
from both pedagogical and theoretical perspectives. The following 5 areas of research are identified for
studying L2 practice from cognitive psychology perspectives: (a) the type of practice (retrieval practice,
corrective feedback, modality), (b) distribution of practice, (c) schedule of practice (blocking and in-
terleaving effects), (d) individual difference factors (aptitude–treatment interaction), and (e) effects of
practice on learning trajectories and outcomes. This special issue sets a research agenda toward better
understanding the learning processes and resulting knowledge through practice. That research can in-
form teachers about how they can optimize L2 teaching and learning for a variety of learners across
different classroom contexts.

Keywords: practice; skill acquisition theory; cognitive psychology; distribution of practice; individual dif-
ferences

PRACTICE IS AN OLD AND NEW CONCEPT
in the field of second language (L2) learning.
Drills and pattern practice, which constitute the
central component of the audio-lingual method,
are typically associated with the concept of L2
practice. Heavily form-focused practice of this
kind often does not require learners to use a L2
in real-operating conditions (i.e., communica-
tion settings). This clearly limits the acquisition
of knowledge and skills that can be used for
communication, leading to the criticism of L2
practice in the narrow sense of drills and pattern
practice. On the other hand, a communicative
approach and related approaches that emphasize
the importance of meaningful communication
have gained popularity since the 1980s. In these
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approaches, L2 practice has sometimes been con-
sidered ineffective or even unnecessary (Krashen,
1982; Prabhu, 1987; VanPatten, 2003). Although
communicative language teaching in a broader
sense acknowledges the need for form-focused
instruction, the stronger versions stipulate that
L2 learning takes place only through commu-
nication (Howatt, 1984). Krashen (1981, 1982),
for instance, claims that learning (including
deliberate practice of form) has nothing to do
with acquisition, and learners’ L2 system devel-
ops only by comprehensible (meaning-focused)
input.
Since then, the concept of L2 practice has been

extended and reappraised notably by DeKeyser Q2
(2007). He reconceptualized practice from the per-
spectives of applied linguistics and cognitive psy-
chology, going beyond the older, narrow sense of
mechanical drills. DeKeyser (2007) defined prac-
tice as “specific activities in the second language,
engaged in systematically, deliberately, with the
goal of developing knowledge of and skills in
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2 The Modern Language Journal 0 (2019)

the second language” (p. 1). His broad defini-
tion of practice includes both form-focused and
meaning-focused activities where learners engage
in systematic and deliberate use of L2 knowledge,
which plays an important role in L2 acquisition
(DeKeyser, 2015; Johnson, 1996; Lyster & Sato,
2013; McLaughlin, 1987).

Even though meaning-focused, communicative
activities no doubt play a critical role in L2 de-
velopment, purely communicative tasks do not al-
ways facilitate L2 development as learners can of-
ten complete tasks with only the most superficial
linguistic processing (Loschky & Bley–Vroman,
1990). Especially in the classroom context, where
the nature and amount of input, interaction,
and output is limited, it is often insufficient
to provide communicative tasks only. One way
to overcome the potential limitations of purely
communication-oriented instruction may be to
embrace the concept of practice in the sense of
incorporating deliberate and systematic practice
into the L2 curriculum (Gatbonton & Segalowitz,
2005; Newton & Nation, 2009; Rossiter et al.,
2010).

Another approach is to start with explicit in-
struction on specific linguistic forms and ini-
tially provide opportunities for controlled prac-
tice. The control can then be gradually decreased,
after which learners engage in meaning-focused
activities. This approach is compatible with the
presentation–practice–production model (Sato,
2010) and task-supported language instruction
(Li, Ellis, & Zhu, 2016). On the other hand,
a “strong” view on task-based language teach-
ing (Long, 2015) proposes that tasks should
not focus on certain linguistic forms, and ex-
plicit instruction should not be prepared by
teachers, which may seem incongruent with the
idea of systematic and deliberate practice. While
the former approach (presentation–practice–
productionmodel) appears to resonatemore with
the concept of practice, the latter approach (task-
based language teaching) may not be fully incom-
patible with the importance of practice. The con-
cept of practice should not be tied solely to one
specific model or teaching approach. Nor is it our
view that one approach is superior to the others,
because the effectiveness of teaching approaches
is contingent on a myriad of factors (e.g., context,
practice type, learners, structures, aptitude, moti-
vation, see the coda article in this issue). Rather,
we argue that adopting the broader concept of
practice has so much to offer as insights gained
from research into L2 practice can contribute to
a wide range of L2 instructional approaches (for
instance, see DeKeyser, 2018).

This new conceptualization of practice has
significant ramifications in L2 research that
concerns cognitive aspects of L2 learning such
as form-focused and meaning-focused input and
output practice (Shintani, 2015; Shintani, Li, &
Ellis, 2013) and interaction and corrective
feedback (Li, 2010; Lyster & Saito, 2010). Fur-
thermore, psychologists have recently been
uncovering that the practice type (Karpicke
& Roediger, 2007, 2008), practice distribution
(Cepeda et al., 2006), and frequency of practice
(Rohrer et al., 2005) have large effects on learn-
ing in a number of domains such as visual, verbal,
and motor skill learning. Individualization of
L2 practice based on learners’ aptitude profiles
or aptitude complexes was also theorized to
inform adaptive teaching and learning (Snow,
1987). The evidence for such effective practice
has accrued and been synthesized to provide
guidelines for optimizing classroom instruction
and learning in general (Hattie & Yates, 2013;
Horvath, Lodge, & Hattie, 2016). Although there
is no doubt that these insights gleaned from
recent cognitive psychology research can extend
the scope of research on L2 practice, their po-
tential has not been evaluated sufficiently yet.
With the aim of stimulating the cross-disciplinary
connection between cognitive psychology and L2
research, the current special issue presents state-
of-the-art research that explores how to optimize
L2 practice by applying insights from cognitive
psychology. The thematic collection of empir-
ical research allows for formulating a unified
account of L2 practice, while providing valuable
pedagogical implications for L2 teaching and
learning.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS FOR L2
PRACTICE: SKILL ACQUISITION THEORY
AND OTHER COMPATIBLE L2 THEORIES

Although some L2 theories consider domain-
general learning mechanisms irrelevant for L2
acquisition (e.g., universal grammar theory;
White, 2015), the view that general cognitive
mechanisms are recruited for L2 learning is
now widely accepted (e.g., usage-based theory,
Ellis & Wulff, 2015; emergentism, Gregg, 2003).
Most relevant to the current special issue, skill
acquisition theory provides useful insights into
the role of deliberate practice in L2 classrooms
(DeKeyser, 2015; Johnson, 1996; Lyster & Sato,
2013; McLaughlin, 1987). Skill acquisition theory
has its roots in cognitive psychology theory, in
particular in the adaptive control of thought-
rational (ACT-R) model of the human cognitive



modl12582 W3G-modl.cls July 22, 2019 16:12

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

Yuichi Suzuki et al. 3

architecture (Anderson, 1993; Anderson et al.,
2004). This general skill acquisition theory stipu-
lates a similar learning trajectory of development
in a wide range of cognitive and motor skills.
According to this theory, learning starts from the
initial stage where declarative knowledge (i.e.,
knowledge of THAT) is learned. In the next
proceduralization stage, declarative knowledge is
used as a clutch during practice to attain procedu-
ral knowledge (i.e., knowledge of HOW), which
leads to automatization after more extensive
practice. The distinction between declarative and
procedural knowledge is a useful construct un-
derpinning various L2 learning theories (e.g., the
neurobiological declarative–procedural model,
Ullman, 2015; sociocultural theory, Lantolf, 2011;
see VanPatten & Williams, 2015 for an overview);
it provides a clear theoretical foundation for L2
practice.
Previous research in the skill acquisition the-

ory framework has demonstrated that deliber-
ate, systematic, and extensive practice (often ac-
companied by explicit instruction and/or in-
tentional learning) results in proceduralization
and automatization of linguistic knowledge that
can be deployed in real-life communication set-
tings. This has been empirically supported in
various domains of L2 learning: vocabulary (El-
gort, 2011), grammar (DeKeyser, 1997; Suzuki,
2018), pragmatics (Li & Taguchi, 2014), and pro-
nunciation (Li & DeKeyser, 2017). The knowl-
edge base of L2 practice, informed by skill
acquisition theory, provides important founda-
tions for unified principles and rationales for
a wide range of L2 teaching and learning
processes.
Although skill acquisition theory and other

theories introduced in the current special issue
concentrate on cognitive aspects of L2 learn-
ing, they provide foundational constructs for
research in other frameworks such as sociocul-
tural theory (Lantolf, 2011). Additionally, the
studies from cognitive perspectives will provide
unique insights into issues on L2 learning (e.g.,
type of practice, individualization of practice)
that can be investigated from socio-cognitive
perspectives (Sato & Ballinger, 2016; Storch,
2013). The present thematic issue aims to iden-
tify the core research issues and seeks generalized
principles of L2 practice that can enrich our un-
derstanding of L2 learning from both cognitive
and sociocultural perspectives (Hulstijn et al.,
2014).

DEFINING AND EXTENDING RESEARCH
AREAS FOR L2 PRACTICE

When we attempt to draw on cognitive psychol-
ogy research findings and apply them to L2 re-
search, a number of important questions emerge
as to how we can maximize the effectiveness of
L2 teaching and learning. The following five key
questions guide this special issue:

1. How does the type of practice and feedback
affect L2 acquisition?

2. How does the distribution of practice affect
L2 acquisition?

3. How does the schedule of practice affect L2
acquisition?

4. How should we cater to L2 learners’ individ-
ual differences?

5. How does practice influence L2 learning
processes and knowledge?

These five questions help define the emerging
research field of L2 practice and extend the scope
of research. In what follows, we provide a brief re-
view of research examining the previously men-
tioned five questions and delineate how they are
addressed in the current special issue.

Types of Practice and Feedback

The current issue examines the effectiveness of
different types of input, output, and interactive
practice in L2. From the perspective of cognitive
psychology, output practice can be construed
as retrieval. Retrieval refers to the process of
accessing previously stored information. Both
cognitive psychology (Karpicke & Roediger, 2007,
2008) and L2 research (Barcroft, 2007; Nakata,
2017) have shown that retrieval has large positive
effects on learning. At the same time, there are
still a number of questions regarding retrieval
practice that warrant further investigation. In this Q3
issue, Strong and Boers investigate whether the
positive effects of retrieval obtained by earlier
studies extend to the learning of L2 phrasal verbs.
Their study is motivated by the observation that
most L2 textbooks employ trial-and-error practice
for teaching phrasal verbs, where learners are
asked to provide the phrasal verbs before they are
exposed to them. Strong and Boers demonstrate
that trial-and-error practice induces incorrect
responses resulting from unsuccessful guessing
and argue that retrieval practice should be used
to maximize the learning of phrasal verbs.
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Although the role of input modality has en-
joyed ample attention in cognitive psychology
(Saffran, 2002), it has been relatively understud-
ied in SLA, despite its obvious relevance for
skill-based curriculums (e.g., reading vs. listen-
ing). Kim and Godfroid in this issue focus on
the modality of integrated practice (defined as
meaning-focused exposure to L2 input accom-
panied by implicit feedback). Their study com-
pares the effects of aural versus written prac-
tice on the development of explicit and implicit
knowledge, the distinction of which was origi-
nally proposed in cognitive psychology (Reber,
1967) and has attracted focal attention in SLA
(Ellis, 2009; Rebuschat, 2015). Kim and Godfroid
demonstrate that input modality influences the
nature of knowledge acquired, and their study of-
fers novel insights into the issue of modality speci-
ficity of implicit statistical learning in L2. Further-
more, Yilmaz and Granena in this issue compare
the effects of explicit and implicit corrective feed-
back. They attempt to link the noticing of target
grammatical forms and acquisition through inter-
action. Another novel aspect of their study is a va-
riety of cognitive individual difference (aptitude)
measurements examined to explore the aptitude–
treatment interactions (see below).

Temporal Distribution of Practice

Proceduralization of L2 knowledge requires an
extensive amount of repeated practice (DeKeyser,
2015; Ellis & Wulff, 2015). A practically impor-
tant question is then how we should systematically
distribute repeated practice opportunities for de-
veloping such L2 knowledge. A number of cog-
nitive psychology studies have been conducted
to identify the most effective practice schedule
(see Cepeda et al., 2006 for review). This line
of investigation also has potential to enhance
L2 learning, and the field has seen a surge of
interest in this issue (Bird, 2010; Nakata, 2015;
Nakata & Suzuki, 2019; Rogers, 2015; Serrano &
Huang, 2018; Suzuki, 2017a). The current spe-
cial issue presents two innovative studies that fur-
ther advance our understanding of the role of
practice distribution. A laboratory-based study by
Li and DeKeyser extends the scope of research
to identify the optimal learning distribution for
a linguistic domain that has not been examined
previously: pronunciation (Mandarin tone). As a
majority of previous research on practice distribu-
tion has focused on lexis and grammar, research
examining the generalizability of previous find-
ings to other linguistic domains is warranted. In-
triguingly, Li and DeKeyser also examine the ef-

fects of practice distribution on the acquisition of
both declarative and procedural knowledge (see
the following text). Another study reported by
Kasprowicz, Marsden, and Sephton in this issue
compares the effectiveness of different practice
schedules (3.5-day vs. 7-day intervals) on the ac-
quisition of French morphosyntactic structures in
a classroom setting. The previous research mainly
tested the effects of practice distribution among
university students in controlled, laboratory set-
tings. Kasprowicz et al. test young students (8–
11 years old) in French classrooms in the United
Kingdom, which allows us to explore the practice
distribution effects in a more realistic L2 teaching
context.

Practice Schedules: Interleaving Effects

Whether to use blocked or interleaved sched-
ules is also an important consideration for
systematic L2 practice. In interleaving, learners
are exposed to multiple exemplars from differ-
ent categories at once, whereas in blocking the
exemplars are blocked by category. Cognitive
psychology research shows that interleaving often
results in better retention than blocking, find-
ings referred to as interleaving effects (Kang, 2016;
Taylor & Rohrer, 2010). Only a handful of studies,
however, have investigated the effects of blocking
and interleaving on L2 acquisition (pronunci-
ation: Carpenter & Mueller, 2013; vocabulary:
Finkbeiner & Nicol, 2003; Schneider et al., 1998,
2002). In this issue, Nakata and Suzuki report
the first empirical study to examine the effects
of blocking and interleaving on L2 grammar
learning. They explore to what extent mixing
practice exercises on five grammatical rules of
the English tense–aspect–mood system facilitates
acquisition. This embarkment of research into
interleaving effects is timely as it happens to
coincide with a recent study by cognitive psychol-
ogists, who also examined the interleaving effects
for Spanish morphological features (Pan et al.,
2019). Both studies (Nakata & Suzuki and Pan
et al.) showed advantages of interleaved practice
for L2 grammar acquisition. The benefits of in-
terleaving found in these studies may encourage
researchers to further explore interleaving effects
in order to arrive at a better understanding of the
phenomenon (Suzuki & Sunada, 2019).

Individualization of Practice: Trainability of Aptitude
and Aptitude–Treatment Interaction

We have recently seen growing enthusiasm in
research on aptitude for L2 learning (Granena,

Yuichi Suzuki (szky819@kanagawa-u.ac.jp)
Cross-Out

Yuichi Suzuki (szky819@kanagawa-u.ac.jp)
Inserted Text
second language acquisition (SLA)
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Jackson, & Yilmaz, 2016; Gurzynski–Weiss, 2017;
Skehan, 1989, 2017; Wen et al., 2019). This rising
interest is in part influenced by the development
of a number of new aptitude test batteries (e.g.,
Hi-LAB, LLAMA), including assessment tools of
domain-general cognitive abilities, in addition to
Carroll’s traditional aptitude components (Linck
et al., 2013; Wen, Mota, & McNeill, 2016). Most
notably, working memory abilities have been
found to be a strong predictor of L2 learning
(Linck et al., 2014). Cognitive psychologists have
accumulated evidence supporting that working
memory abilities can be improved by intervention
(Au et al., 2015; Soveri et al., 2017). This ques-
tions the widely held assumption that aptitude
is stable over long periods of time and not sus-
ceptible to training (Carroll, 1981; Snow, 1991).
This fundamental issue has been tackled by some
empirical studies (Chalmer, 2017; Politzer &
Weiss, 1969; Rogers et al., 2017), but the evidence
is inconclusive; more research is warranted to
investigate the stability or malleability of aptitude.
If aptitudes, however, are indeed malleable by

intervention such as working memory training,
does the aptitude training effect transfer to L2
learning? This thought-provoking idea is tested
in this issue by Hayashi, who examines the extent
to which intensive, 5-week working memory train-
ing improves L2 skills. These underresearched,
yet fundamental issues on L2 aptitude may open
new directions for L2 researchers because apti-
tude training could potentially level out individ-
ual differences, for instance, among at-risk and
not-at-risk students in the L2 classroom (Sáfár &
Kormos, 2008; Sparks et al., 1997).
Another important issue pertaining to aptitude

concerns a situation-specific view of aptitude. This
view originally comes from a cognitive psychol-
ogist, Richard Snow (1994). His dynamic per-
spectives seek to optimize learning by matching
treatment to person characteristics (Cronbach &
Snow, 1977), and this idea was taken up by L2 re-
searchers, most notably by Peter Robinson, who
underscores the value of catering to individual dif-
ferences such as cognitive aptitudes for design-
ing L2 practice. Following Snow’s view of aptitude,
Robinson (2007) proposed the aptitude complex
hypothesis, which stipulates that multiple apti-
tude components in combination illuminate the
effect of L2 instructional techniques on learning
processes (see, for instance, Suzuki, 2019 for an
empirical study). For example, a combination of
“memory for contingent speech” and “noticing
the gap” represents an aptitude complex for fo-
cus on form via recasts. A case in point, Yilmaz and
Granena in this issue elucidate whether learners’

cognitive aptitudes moderate the effectiveness of
explicit and implicit feedback during L2 Spanish
communicative tasks. Yilmaz and Granena show
that amyriad of aptitude tests fromHi-LAB (Linck
et al., 2013) and LLAMA (Meara, 2005) differ-
entially predict the effects of explicit and im-
plicit corrective feedback on L2 learners’ notic-
ing and grammatical development. Furthermore,
Kasprowicz et al. in this issue examine whether
a major component of aptitude (e.g., language-
analytic ability) influences the effects of different
practice distributions.
While aptitude is often narrowly construed as

cognitive aptitudes in the L2 acquisition litera-
ture (i.e., cognitive abilities that predict the suc-
cess of L2 learning), in the psychology litera-
ture, the word “aptitude,” following Cronbach
and Snow (1977), is often used to embrace any
types of abilities that learners possess including
prior levels of target knowledge as well as affec-
tive factors (e.g., motivation, personality). Draw-
ing on this extended view of “aptitude,” Nakata
and Suzuki in this issue demonstrate how prior
knowledge of the target grammar (English tense–
aspect–mood system) influences the effectiveness
of blocked, interleaved, and increasing (blocking
followed by interleaving) schedules of grammar
practice. The findings of the aptitude–treatment
interaction studies not only provide pedagogi-
cal implications but also help uncover the cog-
nitive processes engaged under different practice
conditions.

Understanding the Learning Processes and Knowledge
Learned Through L2 Practice

The previous sections explore factors pertain-
ing to L2 practice. The learning processes and
outcomes of different practice conditions also
need to be understood from a variety of angles.
First, research on the effectiveness of L2 prac-
tice should reveal the learning process or trajec-
tory, as well as the outcome of practice (Nakata
& Suzuki, 2019; Suzuki, 2017a). According to the
desirable difficulty framework in cognitive psy-
chology (Schmidt & Bjork, 1992; Soderstrom &
Bjork, 2015), performance level during the prac-
tice phase does not always predict the retention
of knowledge and skills over time. In this spe-
cial issue, Strong and Boers examine how gener-
ating errors during practice influences the reten-
tion of vocabulary knowledge. Nakata and Suzuki
demonstrate that although a demanding learn-
ing condition leads to poor performance dur-
ing the practice phase, it yields superior learn-
ing and retention. Li and DeKeyser also reveal L2
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learning trajectories under different practice dis-
tributions. Examining performance during the
practice phase, as well as on outcome measures,
leads to a deeper and richer understanding of the
nature of L2 practice.

When it comes to the outcomes of practice,
L2 research has developed a significant body
of literature on different types of knowledge
and skills. The distinction between explicit and
implicit knowledge has been one of the cen-
tral constructs in L2 research (DeKeyser, 2015;
Ellis, 2009, 2015; Suzuki & DeKeyser, 2017; Van-
Patten & Williams, 2015). For practical purposes,
this explicit–implicit distinction is largely equiv-
alent to the declarative–procedural distinction
(DeKeyser, 2017). The definition of explicit and
implicit knowledge primarily concerns conscious-
ness (Reber, 2013; Williams, 2009). When L2
learners are aware of linguistic knowledge, the
knowledge is explicit. Declarative knowledge (i.e.,
knowledge THAT) is primarily explicit in L2 class-
room learning in the sense that learners are
typically aware of linguistic targets (explicit and
declarative) and use their knowledge for prac-
tice (declarative knowledge can be considered
implicit as in “competence” of universal gram-
mar). Systematic practice leads to more correct
and rapid use of their knowledge (i.e., procedu-
ral knowledge and/or automatization), and af-
ter an extended period of practice, learners may
not necessarily be aware of their knowledge any
longer (i.e., implicit knowledge). Validation re-
search of measurements to distinguish implicit
knowledge from partially automatized (speeded-
up) declarative-explicit knowledge that still re-
quires consciousness is still in progress (Suzuki
& DeKeyser, 2015; Suzuki, 2017b). It seems fruit-
ful at this point to utilize multiple measures to
capture different aspects of procedural-implicit
knowledge (e.g., processing speed, lack of aware-
ness), as well as declarative-explicit knowledge.

The declarative–procedural framework perme-
ates this special issue. Li and DeKeyser examine
the effects of different practice schedules on the
acquisition of declarative and procedural knowl-
edge of L2 pronunciation. They find that the
distribution of practice has a robust effect on
the acquisition of procedural, but not declarative,
knowledge. Similarly, other researchers in this
issue utilize multiple assessment tools to gauge
differential effects of practice. Aural sentence-
picture matching (Kasprowicz et al.) and oral
production tasks (Yilmaz and Granena), together
with written tests, allow researchers to eluci-
date how practice influences the development
of declarative and procedural knowledge. From

the explicit–implicit vantage point, Kim and God-
froid in this issue triangulate an objective test
(grammaticality judgement test) with a subjec-
tive measure (source attribution) and verbal re-
ports to capture the explicit and implicit nature of
L2 knowledge acquired through integrated prac-
tice. Understanding the outcome of practice that
emerges from the complex interaction between
practice conditions, types of knowledge and even
individual difference factors helps to uncover the
learning processes that take place during practice
and informs L2 classroom instruction (DeKeyser,
2012, 2016; also see the coda article in this
issue).
While the current issue focuses largely on

cognitive aspects of practice, we zoom out now
and highlight the importance of understanding
L2 practice from broader perspectives. First, L2
learning is a complex phenomenon intertwined
with a myriad of factors beyond cognitive pro-
cesses. In addition to cognitive aspects of L2
learning, teachers’ and learners’ perceptions
of practice, as well as socio-cultural contexts,
are essential parts of research into L2 practice.
We consider it important to delve into teacher
cognition in relation to the current concept of
L2 practice, because “language teachers are to
fully embrace and enact theoretically consistent
instructional practices in the L2 classrooms where
they teach” (Johnson, 2018, p. 262, see also the-
matic issues on teacher cognition in the Modern
Language Journal [Kubanyiova & Feryok, 2015]
and Language Teaching Research [Johnson, 2018]).
Second, although the current volume primar-

ily concerns quantitative analysis of the process
and outcome of L2 practice, qualitative compo-
nents, for example, data on teachers’ and learn-
ers’ perspectives, can be informative too. As a
case in point, Nakata and Suzuki in this issue at-
tempt to gauge learners’ perceptions of blocked
and interleaved practice, because cognitive psy-
chologists have revealed that learners often per-
ceive blocked practice to be more effective as they
perform better during practice, although blocked
practice is actually not effective in terms of reten-
tion of knowledge (Kornell & Bjork, 2008).
Last, there is a critical yet underexplored prob-

lem concerning the outcomes of the practice:
transfer of learning. Transfer is a familiar con-
cept in everyday life. Sports coaches, for instance,
are concerned with whether skills practiced dur-
ing training can be transferred to actual games.
Driving instructors need to know whether learn-
ing how to park a car in a particular parking
lot helps people park a car in another. Trans-
fer of learning is also an important issue for L2
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practice and teaching (see James, 2018, for a re-
cent review). In both research and education, we
always need to ask the extent to which learners
can use what they learned through practice to new
skills and/or contexts. Two major questions are
the following: Does practicing one skill such as
listening transfer to the acquisition of other skills
such as reading or speaking (DeKeyser & Sokalski,
1996; Li & DeKeyser, 2017; Suzuki & Sunada,
2019)? Does practicing target structures in a rel-
atively controlled, form-focused context facilitate
the more accurate use of the target structures
in less controlled, meaning-focused context (Tuz,
1993)? Successful transfer is considered the holy
grail of L2 practice; future research should delve
into this new territory of L2 research from multi-
ple theoretical frameworks (see, e.g., Spada et al.,
2014 for research testing the transfer appropriate-
processing model on the acquisition of L2
grammar).

CONCLUSIONS

This special issue showcases a collection of em-
pirical studies that are united under the common
theme of applying insights from cognitive psy-
chology to L2 practice. The experiments draw on
a diverse range of L2s (English, Chinese, Span-
ish, German, and French) and linguistic domains
(pronunciation, lexis, and grammar as well as
nonlinguistic abilities such as aptitudes and work-
ing memory). Yet, the targeted domains are still
concentrated on formal linguistic aspects. Other
diverse areas of L2 learning (e.g., pragmatic, soci-
olinguistic, or interactional competence) are be-
yond the scope of this volume. This collection of
empirical research, however, exemplifies a variety
of research designs and provides directions for fu-
ture research.
Another significant aspect of this issue is re-

search contexts. The studies reported in this
special issue include those conducted in both
laboratory and classroom contexts. Given the
complexity of real-life classrooms, laboratory-
based research, which allows strict control over a
number of extraneous variables, can help identify
underlying learning processes and principles that
serve as a basis for improving the effectiveness
of L2 practice. The classroom research enables
researchers to examine the effects of practice in
real-life situations and may potentially provide
more direct suggestions for L2 learning and
instruction. The laboratory and classroom studies
reported in this issue will eventually complement
each other when they are integrated with pre-
vious and future research (Horvath et al., 2016;

Hulstijn, 1997), allowing us to isolate factors that
affect L2 acquisition, while at the same time, pro-
viding practical guidelines for effective practice.
In conclusion, the studies reported in this

thematic issue expand on what we already know
about practice and help us to inform teachers and
learners about how we can optimize L2 teaching
and learning for adolescent or young adult learn-
ers in classroom contexts. To facilitate this, the
seven empirical articles are followed by a com-
mentary by Lightbown, which highlights how the
research findings in the current volume link to
classroom practice. The coda article by the guest
editors then summarizes the current findings
in light of principles from cognitive psychol-
ogy research as well as theoretical accounts of L2
learning. Some of the findings reported by studies
in this issue are not necessarily aligned with those
in cognitive psychology, probably largely because
of the complex nature of L2 learning. Evidence
gained from psychology research using simple
tasks may not be generalizable to the learning of
complex skills such as L2 (Wulf & Shea, 2002). We
call for a more systematic, rigorous, and intensive
research program that aims to better understand
L2 practice from cognitive psychology perspec-
tives, which in return contributes to a better
understanding of both psychological and SLA
theories that serve the purpose of maximizing
the effectiveness of classroom practice.
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