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The Effect of English Proficiency on Chinese EFL
Learners’ Participation in Pair Work

LIU Ping
(College English Department of Yancheng Institute of Technology, Jiangsu Yancheng 224051, China)
Abstract : Through the perspective of discourse analysis, this paper reports an experimental study that explores the effect of Eng-
lish proficiency on Chinese EFL learners” participation, namely, total amount of output and types of speech in oral pair work.
Pedagogical implications are discussed for English teachers who want to motivate the students to the greatest degree when they as-
sign tasks to students at pair work.
Keywords: English proficiency; pair work; participation; effect

(FESR 32855 %5, TI#H)

.91.



