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Abstract

There 1s, in SLA and cognitive psychology, strong evidence that Formulaic Sequences
(FSs) are stored in memory as independent units. This study aims to make a contribution to
the understanding of FSs in L.2 learning and to the potential effectiveness of memorization of
FSs as a teaching/learning strategy. It reports on a project in which learners were given the
task, over the course of a semester, of memorizing and reciting dialogs which had been
written so as to include FSs that are likely to be useful to learners preparing to study abroad.

A formulaic sequence can be defined as a string of linguistic items where the relation of
each item to the rest is relatively fixed, and where the substitutability of one constituent of the
sequence by another of the same category 1s relatively constrained (Wray & Perkins, 2000).
The phenomenon of FSs has been of interest to applied linguists for some time (e.g., Bolinger,
1976; Fillmore, 1979; Pawley & Syder, 1983; Wray, 2002), and is at the core of corpus
linguistics (e.g., Sinclair, 1991) and various pedagogical approaches that can be called
“lexical” (Lewis, 1993; Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992; Willis, 1990). One reason why they
have attracted so much attention, and also have been difficult to define precisely, is the fact
that they abound in language use. Collectively they make up a substantial and vital part of a
person’s lexicon, and perform an essential role in facilitating the understanding and
expression of messages that could otherwise be misinterpreted. It is their pervasiveness in the
language that makes them an important target for language pedagogy. Thus the question
“How can they usefully be taught?” is of wide and lasting interest in the field of instructed
language acquisition and pedagogy.

Chapter 1 discusses the background of the present study, touched on above, and
specifies its focus as the investigation of text memorization approaches to the teaching of
formulaic sequences in a foreign language (FL) context, specifically that of a Japanese

university.

111



Chapter 2 examines the most important examples, for this study, of the wide range of
characteristics of FSs that are found in the literature on formulaic sequences. This is followed
by a characterization of the features of formulaic sequences appropriate for the present study.
The chapter also looks at constructs of formulaic sequences, and endeavors to offer a more
thorough account of how we process and acquire “chunks™ of language. In concluding, the
chapter establishes connections between formulaic sequences and language learning,
especially in an FLL environment.

Chapter 3 addresses the ways in which we process and retain linguistic information. The
chapter begins by examining the different models for the processing and production of
language. The chapter then moves on to discuss awareness and cognition in relation to
memory. This is followed by further treatment of language processing in connection to
memory, and its related components. Particular emphasis is given to how these issues relate
to the experiences of .2 learners in a foreign language learning environment, taking into
account the limited opportunities to acquire the language in a ‘natural’ way based on
accumulated experience of authentic interactions in the target language. The chapter
concludes by introducing an integrated model for language processing and acquisition in
relation to memory, and outlines the features of this model.

Chapter 4 aims to introduce the background to the study conducted for this dissertation,
with a discussion of three fundamental questions that were brought up in the review and
synthesis offered in the preceding chapters. The three central questions are (1) Should
teaching practitioners focus on formulaic sequences in teaching in a foreign language
context with the particular target population being adult learners?, (2) If they should, which
formulaic sequences should they teach?, and (3) How should they teach the targeted items?
The first question is addressed by providing a number of reasons for the teaching of
formulaic language to this particular target population. The second and third questions are

addressed by drawing on principles and proposals discussed in the preceding chapters. This

v



chapter then presents a review of studies on text memorization that help to clarify the
rationale for the present study.

Chapter 5 poses five research questions. Research Question 1 asks if “whole-text” and
‘partial-text’ recitation of a large volume of useful dialogs, prepared in advance of instruction,
engages foreign language classroom learners in memorization over the course of one
semester, including the further, embedded question of whether there is a significant
difference between the two in terms of their facilitative effect. Research Question 2 is to do
with whether the ‘whole text’ and “partial text’ dialog recitation specified in RQ1 facilitates
formulaic speech production, and again asks if there is a significant difference between the
two 1in their facilitative effect. Research Question 3 asks if engaging foreign language
classroom learners in the “whole text’ and ‘partial text” dialog recitation specified in RQ1
facilitates speech fluency as measured by syllables spoken per minute. Again, the question of
whether there 1s a significant difference between the two types of memorization is considered
as part of the question. Research Question 4 asks whether these activities favorably affect the
attitude of students toward text memorization as a means to develop their oral communication
skills, and also compares whole- and partial-text approaches. Finally, the 5th Research
Question, as a way of supplementing and enriching the data achieved with the first four
Research Questions, seeks to see what variables may have been at play that can explain the
differences in the performance of high and low achievers.

Chapter 5 then goes on to set out the rationale for the research study and to describe how
it was conducted. A total of 35 university students in Japan, divided into three groups
(Treatment Group 1 [TG1]: n = 12; Treatment Group 2 [TG2]: n = 12; Contrast Group [CG]:
n = 11), participated in this study. A substantial set of model dialogs (3,182 words in total)
was prepared for this study, with the key feature being that each dialog contained many FSs
that will be particularly useful when studying abroad. Using this material, TG1 and TG2,

taught by the researcher, spent a third or more of each 90-minute class time on 1) the



researcher providing formal instruction on a set number of dialogs, 2) the students
memorizing and reviewing a given number of dialogs, and 3) the students checking each
other on the dialogs that they had memorized. The key difference in how the two courses
were taught was that while the students in TG1 were instructed to memorize the dialogs
completely, those in TG2 were only instructed to memorize parts of the dialogs with
particular focus on those FSs. At the onset of the semester, the participants took a speaking
test containing a few quasi-interview questions and filled out a questionnaire, and at the end
of the semester they took another speaking test with quasi-interview questions and another
questionnaire. The same tests and questionnaires were also administered to the CG, also
taught by the researcher.

Chapter 6 presents the results of the speaking tests and questionnaires in numerical and
graphic terms. First, for the memorization of the dialogs by the TGs, both groups were found
to have been effectively engaged in the task. Second, for Part 1 of the speaking test
(‘reading-aloud short sentences’), both TGs demonstrated significantly higher improvements
than CG, and TG1 even outperformed TG2. Third, regarding Part 2 of the test (‘short
translations or directed responses’), while both TGs made significant improvements
compared to CG in “direct application’ of the dialogs studied, it was TG1 alone that showed a
significant increase in the ‘appropriateness’ of the responses. Regarding Part 3 of the test
(‘extensive oral production’), on the other hand, it was CG that was found to have displayed a
significant increase in the use of FSs available in the dialog textbook. In terms of fluency of
responses (as measured by syllables per minute) in Part 3, however, TG2 was the only group
showing a significant advancement. As for the attitudinal items used in both Pre- and
Post-Questionnaires, no significant variance was found with any group. Lastly, in regard to
the reflective items used in the Post-Questionnaire, several significant differences were found,

the most notable one regarding ‘favorable change in attitude toward text memorization as a
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way to learn a variety of features.” In this case, TG1’s score was significantly higher than
those of TG2 and CG.

Chapter 7 discusses the findings in detail. With respect to Research Question 1, the
results indicate that both types of classroom intervention were effective in engaging the
learners in memorization over the course of one semester. The same could be said for RQ 2,
but the results on the whole suggest that whole-text memorization facilitates formulaic
speech production more than partial-text memorization. While the test results indicate an
advantage for partial-text memorization for ‘direct application,” whole-text memorization
appears more effective except in the case of ‘modified application.” The use of an additional
n-gram analysis also shows, while limitations should be kept in mind, a significant
improvement in ‘extensive oral production’ made only by TG1. An advantage, although a
weak one, was found for TG1 on the level of appropriateness of production. For
improvement of pronunciation, the results strongly indicate that whole-text recitation is more
effective. With regard to RQ 3, the partial-text memorization group showed a significant
increase in the number of syllables spoken per minute. What should be borne in mind,
however, is the possibility that the whole-text memorization group may have been
unintentionally invited to pay more attention to details at the expense of fluency. As for RQ4,
TG1’s attitude toward text memorization became more positive, which suggests another
advantage of adopting a whole-text memorization approach. Lastly, for RQ 5, an analysis of
high and low achievers of the speaking tests with reference to their responses to the
quasi-interview questions indicate a number of other variables potentially affecting their
performance in the tests and responses to the questionnaire items. Overall the study raised
many interesting questions, and implications for teaching and areas for further research are

discussed.
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Formulaic Sequences (ERIHI72HEE [& 5\ T RER] Ok : LI FSs) 13k~
DRI L TRFE SN TV D, ABFEIE, F - SEEEICBIT 5 FSs O&H,
BIOEE - 2RAFFTV—L LTO FSs B OMREEHET 5, BAEMICIE
HFEPIESLOZ LM SD FSs 230X A T VEOREGLEEBI A7 & —
FHWIRICE > THEAFRELMAERRL LT vy =7 b alET 5,

FSs L1, —HiE OSHEEREETOIEN, P Tb ISR ERLEY OFFR L
OB HEMICEEL SN TEY | 230, EfEDO—HZ R —H7 TV —DhlD b

CiE X2 D BRI HIR O &b D) & EFRT D Z & TE S (Wray & Perkins,
2000), FSs Hi&ix, EHIcB ISCHEEFOELFETHY (e.g., Bolinger, 1976;
Fillmore, 1979; Pawley & Syder, 1983; Wray, 2002), 21—/ SASEFZDOETHY (eg.,
Sinclair, 1991) . Z L TR “ L X U AV IEET 7o —F OHILTh 5 (Lewis, 1993;
Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992; Willis, 1990), FSs N K& 2B 25| & HFE A (£ L
T, TORFERERMNTNELWEB OO L D) X, FSs DaBREOMEMN % 5,
AvbE—VOBEMLEBE RNV TREBELREHZHS TN LILHDH, ZDD,

[FSs ZWWNZ L THRDREN? | L0 WIS EEREICBW T RE 2ELE
Lo TWnA,

KL OH 1 ETIE, XN THRET 2 EOEREZHERT D, TORE, L7 +
—HAD (FFICHARDRFE LW D) SEFEBREIZH T % CER L (text memorization)

CEDFSsHRETHL Z L2k 5%,

B2ETIE, 9. BIESUR Tl STV D SRR FSs ORFMZ a3 5, A
IXE72. FSs OMEZBRET L. ADPWVNIEFET v 7 Z0E LERT 20050

THEMIIR R D, RFEORE TIE, FSs &L SRFE ORMRMELHA L, SMEGFERE T
DFHIZBT 2 ORRMEORRIC G i D,

B 3EL, SEERHOLE L EEICOWTHERT S, AREITE T, SEHEMERE
(BT AEERET VAR 5, WIC, REAFHFOBLAD D RICERAE, FHICO
Wi D, TO%ESEEICBIT 5 FSs OB & REIC+ 5 5iERE. 2 LT
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BEHILIEOFEE P /MEFERE CTHFE T 2BEOHIKIC W Tz B 5, A%
KBTI, TNECOFEMETBE E A - SmAH - HEOREWET LV ERRL, 2
DETFNDOEEZRAT D,

FAFIT, WELETHRE L TS AFEOEAL LT, £7°, fiEE TOHR
B 2 72 3 ODOMERIC OV a5, 3OOMEE X, Thbb, [1] MK
ANZEG s LEAEERE COREICBWT FSs I 74— A L8 a2+ &
M2 [2) T 7=HAFTRETHLIGE, EOLIRFSs ZHADHNEN? ], £
LTI3]TEIR-TFSs 225 _&1? | THH, ZhbH 3 HOOREICH LT,
A E Clliam L CX 7oikx REERT T VICEA RN L, T Eh, B2 S AN
BE LTV, LV DB ICOWTIE, ZHERTEETY 7o —F O/ROCER A%
e LTS, REDOREZ TIE, AEOT —~ Lo TV D LEREEDfEENEIC
B9 2 EEAREATHAEDO L E2—%21TH, ZOLE2—Tik, UTOREZEMT 5,
£, FSsfERIIA—F VIIZEB W TREZE TH Y FSs O RIRAY 7228 ] 4 88 U2 G+
THEDIITAE—F I LD NAENARAIR E BN DICHEDLLT, 2hE
TOFEGMEIITIAE—F 7T A ML DRBEENRKINL TWD, & I, FiE
DR EEORMAMICE LR E LIEENERICOWTOREENE, £L T
(—FHE &V D) MR OIS L L 72358 OEMEDL REL TV 5,
SOOI FEDRIEET 70 —F 2 FE i+ 25 2 L THEEEORLA~DORBEN L HE
DD OVTORIEN 2 S TETUVLRY,

BHETIL, 9. 5 4 WO/ Tk~ 7= CERF RIS BT 2 A THFFE O SR 5 %
FZ2, ARICBTHHEREEL RO LBV T 5, [WFE3RE 1] f5EBRaHTIC T
L TR\ AA T a7 EOREEEH D WVITHMoRE 2R T ik, —5Hm.
BERFRICHF ST L LN TE L, FEMGFEOMICEERTIR OIS, [BF
FAREE 2 ] B8 1 TR L7 230EE LB RREIC KV | FSs & VW A B —F
HERTZENTEE, T L THHFEORICAEEZITIR LN D, [WFEHE 3]
FRE L TR LM AEICEY 1 0MS 7= O EH T T 7V TEHNIT 5 A —F
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WS &M ESBLZENTEL, ZFLTHMHFEORICEEZIIR NS D, [HF%E
MEAIMAEICEY, a3 a=r—ya v HEEd oI ERTEET 5281
T HFEEHEOREL (L) BEMICELIELZENTEX L0, el FEORM
CHEETROND D, [WEMES ] mFEN EORERET 2o T, £9
Wo 7B A ZEN R RIET D,

S5 FETIX, KRIZ, WEFEOFEMAZTLRT 5, £3°, HHEHNEFICOVTIE, 4L
L (TGL) A1 24, AERE2 (TG2) & 1 24, #HEE (CG) 231 1A DE3
5 4 SABFFEZ SN U 7=, ABFFE TRV D FSs 12 DWW T, FRiC, sBEA §21 3,182
LB XA T a s EEERE L TBWe, ZOHEME AV, TGl £ LT TG2 DOisE %
WRE DT o7, FEIOEHET, 9 03 FEEDORKAR 3 /5D 1 LU EOREH %2 R OIESE)IC
Tl £, FREVFA T a0 ZEPDIAFICN D0, 30k, B, BESOE
WEATo T2, VT, EFEIE. BAEOXA T a7 OHnsE N O0G@IR L
DEZEDHFTRERZ DD, HLWETE TRATEZLOOHMHRE ST/, KRIZ, F
ARETHEEZ S, HFELIWRWEAICITNEE DR S— FF— Loz,
TGl & TG2 DIFEIEIZI T D2 K DB WL BIFIITZ A T 7O CHEB LR L.
BEIIIFFED FSs BATO A ZAAUTHE IO ELR L2 L Th D, 20D,
YRR L, 2SCREERE L B L T M3 0D LICHE T 7% A MERET 52
LiTlp o7z, TREBAMEIRF & TIRHCIZ, WEEDOAE—F 0 7T A M EE L. HAGE
WZEBERA v H B a— RO T v — FRIBIC L DRE LT 72, CGIZ
HLTH, RICTAREFEBEL, LA FEa— T — F~DOEZEEZIHT,

FO6RIL, MERICL DA T a /i, BLUOEBHORAEC—F T AT
r— MNEIEO#ET — 2 28nT 5, T VEBRIC K 554 7 0 FEERIZ OV T,
TGL, TG2 W bR SN/ Lo oTle, AV—F 7T A b Part 1 (5
LEBZ AY) T, WAAERED CG ok L THERA 2T M EEZ ALY, TGl XS 6
TG IZH L THABRMM P E R Lz, AV—F2 7T A b Part 2 (SECHIER - B
BAY) TiE, FE LA A T RAZZOEEHBTH 707 b CTIEmALER



N CG I L TABERAaTH EE Rd-oizx LT, BEOEY) X 2250\ Tk TG
WCORFEMRA AT ERR SN, AE—F%2FF A b Part 3 (EXEEZ A7)
TlX, #ATa7HEICH5 FSs DFEHICHOWT CG DHAERAaTIH ENRLBIL,

1538 7=0 OpEH S T 7 NVECCENT 535 S IOV T TG2 DAFER/NT 4 —
~ V ADE EDB LT, TR L& TRRCRE L7127 7 — FMEBIZOW T,
Wb A BRRE(CITR LN o T, B, FEGE TRICORRE LT v r—
FEBIZOWTIE, xR E@EEAEZFETL2DICT XA MERTFEETH2 L
~OIFERRBEZL) BT 2EBICB VT TGl D2 a7 HR TG2, CG #HEIC E
E57E, WS OPOHEBIZBWTHEOARERA AT ENRR N,

BT ETIL AFEREICET AR RSOV TERT 5, T RE 1 IOV TIL,
SRS ErEEE VTR L — IR R A CTREEERICEESE L NS Z LN
Sfc, 21OV, RATLFSs 2ZDEFAE—F U/ THWA Z LIZo0 T
IR RE B RED T N2 CREERE L 0 b AERMPOE RT3 o7 X MERLED
THREICRRT 2 & 2XREBOHF MR XV b & HICHRIICERKIIC K
HAE—FHEMERT EEZ DD, BMTEM L7 n-gram 58 T, BRIZE T
LEBERITDHDL OO, EXFEEFOHR TRIEEF A7 | IZBWTHERAAT M
ERR OGN, AE—F U FRIENEOEY S ICHE N T, RENTIEHLBDD,
EXRERFCORARRAaTMENRRONZ, £ LT, BEMEORaTIZEALT
i3, TALERE & bICAHEERME B R B, &SRB IS & R THLAEER
OB ROENTZDOTH S, BESICEAL UL, 104720 OEHT 7 7 AT 5
WG SICOWTE A REERHICABER A a7 ER R b, 7272 L, &3CREREE, it
WS 2RI U CHEHNRICEN 2T T TREM R S 5, RE 4 12>V TE, &
XHEE DI, T o — FRIBIZEW T, CERFLICHT 5 5 EMRERE LA RIS
Rohl-, ZOZLid, &XHET Fu—F2RAT 58 E 00 5 5, KEICHRE
SIZONTIE, AE—F U 7T A hOEGRE LIRGAEZEHND 34T OBV,
HHDOT A MERBLIOT v — bEBZLREA 2 B2 —RIZICS R LR 1
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B PO TR T, A2 R ENENT A MER, 7o — FMRIZICEEL RITL
TW AR B B, 1l 2 1E, ABFFEH IR THEA D & T D B4 L A D
0o [ B L BE LKA T e RO FSsHEMDOT A b 2 a7 BTz,
MoOBE LTIE aa=r—2a r TS LN LERBENMENTH D Z LiToho
TWODh, ZRHERA DT LTk LT~ 2Bl TIRPURZ U TV 5541,
BERIELCH, FE7 A MBI 2 FSs RO K E e R oz nso 1z,

%7 EORERM Y T, AERICBT ST A v EOREEZ W O ER L, £h
BEEZELTH, AFRITEITIE CHRbI T WIFEREZ > TR Y . LR
> T, FSs i ICHELDH 5 FaEHN, & L TFSs W57 —~ & L TV A HF%EE I
Lo THIRMAETERT 52 LRSS 2R 5, Kikic, RIFETHRSE
F FSs AFFefeik, & LT, AFFEDT — ¥ /3 Hrilfe THz I foh o 72 FSs & D
WFFEREIRIZ DWW THRR L T 2. %,
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Background

Formulaic language abounds in language use, and a number of studies have shown its
pervasiveness. For example, in Foster’s investigation (2001), 32.3% of the unplanned native
speech analyzed was judged to consist of formulaic language. As another example, Erman
and Warren (2000) categorized 58.6% of the spoken and 52.3% of the written English
discourse that they examined as formulaic word strings of various kinds. In regard to the
percentages, Altenberg (1990) further suggests that if the enormous set of simple lexical
collocations, not possible to be elegantly categorized from a formal grammatical point of
view, is regarded as part of formulaic language, then, possibly as much as 70% of adult
native language may be formulaic. A range of corpus studies (e.g. Altenberg, 1993; Baayen
& Lieber, 1991; Barkema, 1993; Kjellmer, 1984) have also demonstrated that most ordinary
language production, written or spoken, appears to be composed largely of collocational sets
or frameworks, manifesting far less variability than could be possible on the basis of
grammar and lexicon alone. Taken together, as Sinclair (1991) puts it, “all the evidence
points to an underlying rigidity of phraseology, despite a rich superficial variation” (p. 121).

According to Wray’s (2002) thorough search for past observations of formulaic
language, the existence of this linguistic phenomenon was recognized as early as the
mid-nineteenth century. Narrowing down the scope of her search to the past half century,
among the first to discuss the significance of formulaic language are Bolinger (1976),
Fillmore (1979), and Pawley and Syder (1983)." Their critiques were then followed up by
Sinclair (1991; see also Section 2.4.3) with his well-known ‘idiom principle,” while the

exploration of the relationship between lexical phrases and functional language was



commenced by Nattinger and DeCarrico (1992). Wray (2002, p. 9) also offers a list of over
fifty terms denoting the phenomenon of formulaic language. The list includes some everyday
words used by ordinary people (e.g., idioms, formulae, clichés), terms that we do not see fully
addressed in current literature, such as amalgams, fossilized forms, frozen phrases, gambits,
gestalt, holophrases, and those that seem to be preferred by present linguistic specialists,
which include the following:*

chunks | constructions / collocations | conventionalized forms / fixed expressions /

formulaic language / lexical phrases | lexicalized sentence stems | multiword items (units) /

non-compositional | prefabricated routines and patterns | ready-made expressions /

recurring utterances / sentence builders

In many ways, formulaic sequences accomplish the same functions as single words.
Many (e.g., collocations: tie your shoes, still waters; and complex verbs: run over, break it
down) have mainly a referential or ideational purpose and thus operate as content words do.
Others (e.g., exclamations: Are you serious, no way; and idioms: back to the drawing board,
far cry from) are particularly effective for portraying an evaluative stance. Some ensure
effortless social interaction (pragmatic formulae such as Good fo see you and I'm really
happy for you), while others are similar to function words in that they act, for example, to
unify discourse (e.g., as a side note, to offer a different perspective). Collectively they make
up a substantial and vital part of one’s lexicon, performing an essential role in facilitating the
understanding and expression of messages that could otherwise be misinterpreted.
Pervasive and integral as it is, formulaicity remains an area where L2 learners only very

slowly approximate to or will never reach the proficiency of native speakers. Results of a

1 For other publications on formulaic language prior to Bolinger, see Wray (2002, pp. 7-8).

2 Wray (2000) cautions against the assumption that researchers are dealing with very much the same
phenomenon with various terms (Wray, 2002). As observed by Wray and Perkins (2000), “it seems
that there are genuinely deep-seated and significant differences, which have become obscured by the
tolerance of terminological variation on the one hand, and, on the other, the indiscriminate
appropriation of certain favoured terms across data types” (p. 3).



number of studies (Altenberg & Granger, 2001; Bardovi-Harlig, 2009; Durrant & Schmuitt,
2009; Howarth, 1996; Kaszubski, 2000; Laufer & Waldman, 2011; Li & Schmitt, 2010;
Nekrasova, 2009; Q1 & Ding, 2011; Siyanova & Schmitt, 2007; Siyanova & Schmitt, 2008;
Yamashita & Jiang, 2010) reveal that L2 learners even at advanced levels of proficiency are
unable to produce formulaic sequences in the L2 that are comparable to those used by native
speakers. Pawley and Syder (1983) observe that it 1s often the failure to utilize nativelike
formulaic sequences that ultimately distinguishes the advanced L2 learner as non-native.

Notwithstanding such a disappointing reality, second language teaching specialists have
strived for effective approaches to help learners to develop formulaicity, notable examples
being Lewis (1993), Nattinger and DeCarrico (1992), and Willis (1990). Such attempts have
been made precisely because of the ubiquity and essential centrality of formulaic language. It
has also been suggested that deviant use of formulaic sequences by L2 learners is associated
with an increased and sustained processing burden by native speakers (Millar, 2010).
According to data reported by Stengers et al. (2011), inaccuracies in learners’ use of
formulaic sequences exert a non-negligible influence on their oral proficiency scores. Since
certain sequences are strongly linked to particular language functions or information, our
interlocutors anticipate them, and they are the preferred choice; thus, formulaic sequences are
not merely useful for proficient language usage, but also vital for appropriate language use
(Schmitt & Carter, 2004).

Another example of statistical support for an emphasis on formulaic sequences in
teaching comes from recent studies that found significant correlations between L2 learners’
knowledge of multiword lexis and their proficiency ratings (e.g., Boers, et al., 2006; Dai &

Ding, 2010; Hsu & Chiu, 2008; Keshavarz & Salimi, 2007; Stengers, et al., 201 1).3 While

3 Although there seems to be a moderate connection between vocabulary size and formulaic sequence
knowledge, Schmitt, Dornyei, Adolphs, and Durow’s (2004) study suggests that the relationship
between the size of the ‘individual word lexicon’ and the ‘formulaic sequence lexicon’ is not
straightforward.



correlations are not the same as causal relationships, given all the benefits that knowledge of
language patterns and collocations purportedly confers to language users (see Chapter 2 for
details), it is, nevertheless, very reasonable for language teachers to be inclined to help
learners develop their proficiency by teaching them formulaic language.

When the choice to focus on formulaic sequences is made in teaching adult learners,
then, several considerations need to be taken into account for effective teaching (see Chapter
4 for details). First and foremost, processing burdens on language users during realtime
communicative tasks seriously interfere with the successful processing required for the
learning of formulaic sequences. It will also be suggested in this dissertation that adult
learners’ existing knowledge about how things work in the world will not only help
comprehension and production but also hinder language learning. Additionally, as pointed
out later, there are the inherent difficulties of formulaic language. When targeting learners in
a foreign language context, where there is paucity of input and the need to use the target
language outside the classroom, then, it will be argued that engaging learners in text
memorization is one promising course of action to take.

The role of text memorization in .2 learning is controversial (Cook, 1994; Dai & Ding,
2010):; as a case 1n point, Wray and Fitzpatrick (2010) express their general observation that
planned memorization in language learning is neither standard practice nor fashionable, and
that language teachers who utilize this approach have a tendency to believe that they are out
of tune with contemporary methods of language teaching, while often admitting privately that
they favor some memorization and find it effective. Cook (2001) also observes that
memorization remains widely used and relied on by teachers and learners alike. Good
language learner studies such as Ding (2007) and Stevick (1989) lend support to the
argument that memorization of linguistic material is a key to high achievement. Nesselhauf
(2003) states that although rote learning seems to have lost credit, along with behaviorism, it

1s critically important that a significant amount of collocations be taught and learnt explicitly.



SLA literature to date does not offer much analysis of text memorization, and there is an
unquestionable scarcity of studies on the effects of text memorization (Boers &
Lindstromberg, 2012; Dai & Ding, 2010). The few studies available (e.g., Ding, 2007) are
mainly based on qualitative analysis of student work and reflection. Given the controversies
over the practice of text memorization, then, as Dai and Ding (2010) argue, studies that can
1dentify the effects of text memorization on L2 learning are called for to address their

validity.

1.2 Research aims and the organization of this dissertation

Based on the need for further research into the effects of text memorization in classroom
teaching, the study presented in this dissertation investigated the effectiveness of engaging
classroom FL adult learners in text memorization. More specifically, it aimed to see the
extent to which memorization of lengthy texts over an extended period of time, prepared
prior to instruction and consisting of conversational turns, would effectively lead to formulaic
learning.

The discussion in this chapter has introduced the background of the present study and
specified its focus as the investigation of text memorization approaches to the teaching of
formulaic sequences in a foreign language (FL) context. Chapter 2 discusses various
definitions in the literature for formulaic sequences, and provides the particular
characterization of formulaic sequences appropriate for the present study. It also looks at
constructs of formulaic sequences, endeavoring to offer a more thorough account of how we
process and acquire “chunks” of language. In concluding, the chapter establishes connections
between formulaic sequences and language learning, specifically second language learning in
a foreign language environment.

Chapter 3 addresses the ways in which we process and retain linguistic information. The

chapter begins by examining the different models concerning the processing and production



of language. The chapter then moves on to discuss awareness and cognition in relation to
memory. This is followed by further treatment of language processing in connection to
memory, and its related components. The dissertation looks to address issues L2 learners
experience in a foreign language learning environment where possibilities to acquire an L2
are rather limited. The chapter concludes by introducing an integrated model for language
processing and acquisition in relation to memory, and outlines the features of this model.

Chapter 4 aims to introduce the background to the study conducted for this dissertation,
with a discussion of three fundamental questions that were brought up in the review and
synthesis offered in the previous chapters. The three central questions are (1) Should teaching
practitioners focus on formulaic sequences in teaching in a foreign language context with the
particular target population being adult learners?, (2) If they should, which formulaic
sequences should they teach?, and (3) How should they teach the targeted items? The first
question 1s addressed by providing a number of reasons for the teaching of formulaic
language to this particular target population. The second and third questions are addressed by
drawing on principles and proposals discussed in the preceding chapters. This chapter then
presents a review of studies on text memorization that help to clarify the rationale for the
present study.

Chapter 5 begins with the research questions, showing how they logically follow from
the review of the literature given in Chapters 2 through 4. Chapter 5 then provides details of
the methodology of the present study. These details include pilot testing, participant
characteristics, materials and procedures, as well as the statistical analyses used.

In Chapter 6, study results and preliminary findings are reported.

Chapter 7 revisits the research questions, discusses the results and offers conclusions
based on them. The major findings are restated together with pedagogical implications. This

chapter then identifies methodological limitations of this study, and finally specifies future



directions for research on the roles of text memorization as a way to develop formulaic, as

well as analytic, knowledge. References and appendices appear last.



CHAPTER 2

Characteristics of formulaic sequences

2.1 Introduction

This chapter begins with a consideration of the various definitions given for formulaic
sequences (henceforth, FSs), in order to provide a comprehensive characterization of FSs that
can inform this research. It also aims to examine the different constructs of formulaic
sequences for the purpose of better understanding their functionality in communication. Later
sections of the chapter endeavor to further clarify how we process and acquire “chunks” of
language. The chapter concludes with an attempt to connect these components to second
language acquisition, illuminating in so doing the ways in which FSs further complicate
learning, particularly for adult learners in a foreign as opposed to second language

environment.

2.2 Defining formulaic sequences

Formulaic language has been studied from diverse perspectives, resulting in a variety
not only of criteria or definitions to describe the phenomenon but also of terminology (as
introduced at the beginning of Chapter 1) (Schmitt & Carter, 2004). Corpus linguistics is
generally concerned with the identification and description of formulaic sequences as they
are found in various kinds of corpus data (Schmitt & Carter, 2004). Criteria that are
commonly used in this field of inquiry include institutionalization, fixedness,

non-compositionality (see Section 2.3 for details), and frequency of occurrence.’

4 The need for caution in using frequency to identify a formulaic sequence has been recognized
(Hickey, 1993; Wray & Perkins, 2000). While there is no doubt that there is some sort of
connectedness between a sequence being frequent in a corpus and the conventionalized status
accorded to it by a given speech community, this connectedness may actually be incidental: “[i]t has
yet to be established that commonness of occurrence is more than a circumstantial associate” (Wray
& Perkins, 2000, p. 7).



Psycholinguists and language acquisition specialists, in contrast, employ criteria such as
whether a word string is used more than once by a participant (suggesting that the use is not
so much a single, one-time-only imitation as a manifestation of the participant’s
proceduralized knowledge) and whether the production is accompanied by an intact
intonation contour (indicating that the sequence is stored and retrieved as a whole) (Schmutt
& Carter, 2004). Allison Wray, author of the seminal book “Formulaic Language and the
Lexicon” (2002), provides the following inclusive, umbrella definition of a formulaic
sequence:
a sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other elements, which is, or
appears to be, prefabricated: that is, stored and retrieved whole from memory at the
time of use, rather than being subject to generation or analysis by the language
grammar. (p. 9)
This is a definition that is very extensive in its coverage, applicable to the entire spectrum of
different types of word strings. These include, for example, tightly idiomatic and immutable
strings (e.g., by and large) at one end of the spectrum, and range to transparent and flexible
strings with slots for open class items such as NP be-TENSE sorry to keep-TENSE you
waiting at the other. Wray (2002, p. 10 and Chapters 11 and 13) further argues that even
single words and morphemes can be seen as formulaic sequences (e.g., un-believe-able; see
also Boers & Lindstromberg, 2012; Wray, 2008).” Broadly speaking, formulaic sequences
can usefully be defined as strings of linguistic items where the relation of each item to the
rest 1s relatively fixed, and where the substitutability of one constituent of the sequence by
another of the same category i1s relatively constrained (Perkins, 1999). An additional, and
essential, component of this definition includes “[w]ords and word strings which appear to be

processed without recourse to their lowest level of composition” (Wray, 2002, p. 4). Since

® Conceptualizing the boundary of formulaic sequences this way is convenient, though, especially
when the language under investigation is an agglutinative one such as Japanese. Wray (2008)
introduces the morpheme equivalent unit as an alternative to formulaic sequence.
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the focus of the present study is on teaching FSs, not defining them, I will employ this most
comprehensive definition to date, acknowledging at the same time that, while useful in the
sense that 1t virtually subsumes everything potentially classified as formulaic, the
comprehensive wording and fundamental complexity come at the cost of making its
comprehensibility and applicability a colossal obstacle for L2 educators trying to work from

and build on such a definition.

2.3 Characteristics of formulaic sequences

Because there 1s so much diversity in the use of formulaic sequences, it is difficult to
agree upon absolute criteria to define them. The definition of a formulaic sequence
introduced in Section 2.2 is thus deliberately comprehensive, and includes various types of
patterned language (Schmitt & Carter, 2004). Taking into account the proposal by Schmitt
and Carter (2004) that even though each particular example may not manifest all
characteristics, it seems helpful to discuss the typical characteristics of formulaic sequences,
the following sub-sections overview their distinctive features from formal, semantic, and

functional perspectives.

2.3.1 Formal mutability of formulaic sequences

One of the most obvious formal characteristics of FSs is, perhaps, their varying lengths.
Very short sequences can be composed of two words (e.g., Come on!) or even one word as
introduced in Section 2.2 (e.g., Unbelievable!). FSs can be very long too, as in lengthy
proverbs (e.g., The grass is always greener on the other side of the fence), and theoretically
the longest varieties can be of such a length that it could seem implausible to assert that they
are formulaic structures at all. The lyrics of popular songs could be taken as one such

example.
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However, the major formal facet of formulaic manifestations is that they can be
dichotomized according to whether the component words are totally invariable or only
partially fixed. Starting with frozen, immutable strings of words, one of their syntactic
characteristics or irregularities 1s that some sequences are subject to an inflectional or
transformational restriction (Verstraten, 1992). Wray and Perkins (2000) provide examples of
this type, cited from other sources. For example, it is not possible to pluralize beat around the
bush or passivize face the music without the strings losing their idiomatic meaning (Flavell &
Flavell, 1992, p. 6). Additionally, you slepf a wink last night or to make someone fed up by
feeding them up are not possible variants (Irujo, 1986, p. 237). Another syntactic irregularity
of the fixed FSs 1s that some do not even follow normal restrictions. Two examples of this
kind of irregularity, again cited by Wray and Perkins, are to come a cropper and to go the
whole hog (Flavell & Flavell, 1992, p.7), in each of which case an intransitive verb is
followed by a direct object. Another example of Wray and Perkin’s is by and large, in which
non-identical constituents are juxtaposed. With such syntactic oddities, however, fixedness is
undoubtedly advantageous to both the speaker and the hearer. An example provided by
Schmitt and Carter (2004) 1s Watch Out! Even though a sentence with more contextual
information like Watch out for the car coming behind you! could also be generated and
understood, the speaker is inclined to choose, when milliseconds count, a shorter and more
customary warning that does not call for extended online computation by the intended
recipient, and the core message of the language so chosen is also likely to be readily
conveyed to the hearer, which is also the speaker’s intention.

Moving on to flexible formulaic sequences, the constituents of a flexible formulaic
sequence are a varied number of prefabricated ‘frames’ and ‘slots’ for flexibility of use to be
filled by applicable words or strings of words (Nattinger & Decarrico, 1992), although the
slots typically have semantic constraints. For example, when we would like to convey the

1dea that some action or accomplishment is irregular, unbelievable or extraordinary, we are
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able to utilize statements such as He stood in disbelief as the magician sawed the woman in
half or They watched in disbelief as the woman dove from the 100 meter cliff into the ocean.
The fundamental composition of these two sentences is the frame *  in disbelief, as
’, and the second slot of the frame offers the possibility of expressing something

unexpected in a wide variety of contexts. This scaffold can be an aid to fluent language,
because some of the language is already pre-assembled and can be called on in diverse
situations. Bear in mind, however, that the second slot must, in normal circumstances, convey
the idea of something unusual, unbelievable or unexpected, precisely because that is the
reason or purpose for using this formulaic sequence. Thus, a sentence like She listened in
disbelief, as the radio announcer read the advertisements renders the whole peculiar because
the reading of the advertisements by an announcer is common. The fact that it is theoretically
possible that the context will make the sentence acceptable to the listener does not detract
from the point being made about the core characteristic of this frame. The semantic
limitations of such preassembled frames appear to leave them with sufficient flexibility and
adaptability within a wide range of contexts as to make them widely used in discourse.’

Looking at the formal attributes of formulaic sequences from a bottom-up perspective, it
1s certainly fair to observe that certain words (especially adjectives and verbs) rather than a
string of words are constrained by particular syntactic structures. An example introduced by
Schmitt and Carter (2004) 1s the adjective rife. As this is a predicate adjective (with a
negative connotation), a typical sentence structure in which this word is embedded is

SOMETHING UNDESIRABLE is/are rife in LOCATION/TIME. Thus, while from a

6 Semantic constraints on slots of formulaic frames can be broadly discussed in terms of ‘semantic
prosody,’ a notion introduced by Sinclair (1991, 2004). According to the idea of semantic prosody,
certain seemingly neutral words can be perceived with positive or negative associations through
frequent occurrences with particular collocations. A prime example is the phrasal verb set in, which
has a negative prosody (e.g.. A plague is going to set in). Another note on flexible FSs is that their
semantic constraints are difficult to identify using current concordancing packages. Schmitt and
Carter (2004) point out that modern concordancers are good at identifying contiguous sequences in
corpora, but convenient software to automatically identify flexible formulaic sequences has yet to be
developed.
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formulaic sequence perspective, the collocation of the frame (i.e., is/are rife in) and the two
semantically constrained slots (SOMETHING UNDESIRABLE and LOCATION/TIME)
together constitute one formulaic sequence, it is also possible to point to the structural rules
of the single word rife. Which way to interpret the phenomenon is dependent on how one
observes and analyzes language. Yet, from the language processing perspective, the more
holistic approach seems far more beneficial to the language user/learner (see Section 2.4).
Regardless of the formal variability of a given formulaic sequence, then, it seems reasonable
to teach formulaic sequences in the classroom. However, the point is not so much the form as

the meaning and function, and it is to this issue that we now turn.

2.3.2 Semantic transparency of formulaic sequences

Some types of formulaic sequences are semantically distinct. Prime examples are idioms,
proverbs, sayings, and phrasal verbs. While consisting of multiple orthographic words, these
sequences evidently operate as single units. The fact that these multi-word units express a
single meaning makes them stand out. In the case of metaphoric word strings, component
words have relinquished their respective semantic meanings (in some cases syntactic rules
too) in favor of the collective, holistic meaning assumed in combination with the rest of the
string (Moon, 1992; Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992, chapter 2; Yorio, 1980). In other words,
the meaning cannot be derived from the sum of meanings of the component words. These
types of word strings are collectively referred to as non-compositional formulaic sequences.
It would be impossible for a hearer to understand these for the first time without substantial
pragmatic or explanatory context (e.g., kick the bucket; hot potato), although there are some
cases where the metaphorical meaning can be derived with less guessing (e.g., from the
cradle to the grave; hit the nail on the head).

Thus far, characteristics of formulaic sequences have been described in terms of surface

form and meaning. However, classifications depending solely on formal and semantic aspects
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are sometimes not completely clear. For one thing, most proverbs are semantically
incomprehensible, and would be classified as idioms on this basis (e.g., 4 bird in the hand is
worth two in the bush), so what is the difference between them? One useful way of
differentiating the two is their conditions of use, or pragmatic functions. The next sub-section

deals with this functional facet of formulaic language.

2.3.3 Pragmatic functions of formulaic sequences

Formulaic sequences are often tied to particular conditions of use, or pragmatic
functions. To answer the question raised in the previous sub-section concerning the
difference between formal and semantic aspects of FSs involving idioms and proverbs,
1dioms are typically used to express a concept (e.g., play it by ear = adjust one’s actions to fit
the situation), while proverbs are usually about some commonly believed truth and thus used
as advice (e.g., Two wrongs don’t make a right = an admonition to not seek revenge). The
ways in which recurring situations in the social world require particular language from people
are often illustrated in terms of the functions that are fulfilled by that language (Schmitt &
Carter, 2004). For example, speech acts such as apologizing, making requests, giving
directions, and complaining typically have conventionalized language forms attached to them
(e.g., I'm (very) sorry to hear about ___ to express sympathy and I°d be happy/glad to
____ to comply with a request) (Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992, pp. 62-63). Another typical
function performed by formulaic sequences is that of organizing the discourse. Logical
connectors are abundant in discourse, both spoken and written (e.g., Having said that,
Specifically, On the contrary, Speaking of which, Such being the case). Yet another common
function served by formulaic sequences is maintenance of social interaction. We participate
in casual and light conversation just to pass the time of day or for amusement, so engaging in
such communication is unlikely to involve serious attempts to exchange information or to

manipulate someone into doing something. The content per se is not as important as the
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existence of some communication, superficial though it may be. To handle such a situation,
we rely on a set of conventionalized social phrases that are non-threatening in any way and
support the flow of the conversation. Examples include comments about the weather
(Beautiful day, isn 't it?), agreeing with the interlocutor (You 're right), providing
backchannels and positive feedback to another speaker (Uh-huh; That’s great). Kecskes
(2003) points out that such sequences serve as a social lubrication as well as an active
co-constructing device for interpersonal communication. One feature all these examples have
in common is that members of a speech community know these expressions, and this makes
it possible for them to serve as a quick and reliable vehicle for the desired function.

In relation to this functional facet of formulaic sequences, Wray and Perkins (2000)
provide an iconoclastic account of how they serve us in language use (for details, see pp.
13-19). According to Wray and Perkins, there exist two fundamental determiners of a
person’s preference for a formulaic, holistic expression over an analytic, generative
expression (see Section 2.4 for details) at any given moment: these are the socio-interactional
priorities and the constraints on our processing capabilities (see Chapter 3, especially
Sections 3.3 and 3.4). In relation to this dichotomy, Wray and Perkins propose that the
functions of FSs as devices of social interaction are (1) “manipulation of others,” (2)
“asserting separate identity,” and (3) “asserting group identity,” and the functions they serve
as compensatory devices for memory limitations are (1) “processing shortcuts,” (2)
“time-buyers,” and (3) “manipulation of information.” A sage observation offered by Wray
and Perkins here is that “these two [seemingly unrelated purposes for formulaic language] are
in actual fact two sides of the same coin” (p. 17). They explain:

On the one hand, the driving force behind the processing short-cuts is ensuring that

the speaker’s production is fluent and that information is available when required:

formulaic language by-passes, partially or entirely, depending on the form, the

generative system. The driving force behind the socio-interactional formulas is
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ensuring that the speaker gets what he/she wants and is perceived as an individual
within the group. Significantly, formulaic language is better suited to this than
novel language is, because a hearer is more likely to understand a message if it is in
a form he/she has heard before, and which he/she can process without recourse to
full analytic decoding. ... Thus, we see that, just as the processing short-cuts are a
means of ensuring that the speaker achieves successful production, so the
socio-interactional formulae are a means of ensuring that the hearer achieves
successful comprehension. This, however, is not some kind of altruism on the
speaker’s part. The hearer’s success 1s entirely in the interests of the speaker
because it is the speaker’s way of achieving the socio-interactional functions... In

both cases, it is the speaker who benefits from using formulaic sequences. (p. 18)

2.3.4 Summary

This chapter has thus far sought to provide a sketch of the main characteristics of
formulaic language. It has demonstrated that formulaic language is a multi-faceted
phenomenon entailing complexities at all formal, semantic, and pragmatic levels. Major
points are briefly summarized in Table 2.1. Specifically, the pragmatic functional side is
significantly complicated, although Wray and Perkins’ (2000) model does theoretically offer
a useful way to conceptualize the entire phenomenon. This 1s because the functional side
(Wray and Perkins’ model included) necessarily involves how people process language. The

1ssue of human language processing is the core topic of the next chapter.
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Table 2.1

Characteristics of Formulaic Sequences

Aspect Dichotomy Additional notes

Invariable Sy_n_tactically constrained; some peculiar syntagmatic
Formal pairings

Flexible Frames with slots (often semantically constrained)

. Compositional

Semantic — -

Non-compositional Metaphorical

L , Main functions: 1) manipulation of others; 2) assertion

Functional Socio-interactional of separate identity; 3) assertion of group identity

Memory compensation

2.4 Knowledge and processing of language
This section seeks to describe the nature of our language knowledge and how we use it

in language processing.

2.4.1 Formulaic nature of our language knowledge

Given the widespread use of formulaic sequences in discourse, a number of scholars
have argued that proficient language users must have extensive knowledge and command of
these sequences. Pawley and Syder (1983, p. 213), for instance, suggest that the number of
“sentence-length expressions familiar to the average, mature English speaker probably
amounts, at least, to several hundreds of thousands.” In a similar vein, Jackendoff (1995)
postulates, based on a small corpus study of spoken language in a TV quiz show, that the
significance of formulaic sequences may be equal to, if not greater than, the lexicon of single
words. While Schmitt and Carter (2004) point out that these assertions are not supported by
enough empirical work, there is some evidence to suggest that formulaic sequences are

generally processed as unitary wholes and, as a corollary, stored in memory as such, even if
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this is not the case for every instance.” For example, Kuiper (1996, 2004) and his colleagues
(Kuiper & Haggo, 1984) demonstrate that smooth talkers (auctioneers, sportscasters) rely
heavily on formulaic language as a means of fluently conveying large amounts of information

under severe time pressure.

2.4.2 Predominant reliance on formulaic language

Before the advent of computerized corpus studies, our great capacity to remember and
use prefabricated units was underestimated on the one hand, and the extent to which we (can)
process language by complex processes of calculation was overestimated on the other (Lamb,
1998, p.169). Until then, multiword units to enable fast processing were acknowledged but
often relegated as a peripheral phenomenon that plays only a minor role in language (Wray,
2002). With more and more such studies, however, corpus linguistics has revealed the
pervasiveness of formulaicity, in its widest sense, in corpora (reviewed by Wray, 2002,
chapter 2), and now, “[t]he real issue is whether it is, or i1sn’t, possible to account for real
language data without invoking prefabrication” (Wray, 2002, p. 12). As a consequence, the
Chomskyan view that the language of normal adult native speakers is processed piecemeal in
output production and input comprehension has been under severe attack. There 1s no doubt
that we are capable of grammatical processing, but it has been made clear that such
processing is not our only, nor even our preferred, way of handling language production and

comprehension.® On the contrary, much of our input and output is processed holistically,

7 Actually, Schmitt and Carter (2004) comment that these claims may not even require empirical
studies to substantiate them, as the most obvious evidence lies in semantically-opaque,
non-compositional formulaic sequences (see Section 2.3) where their aggregated meaning cannot be
derived from knowledge of the component words, because the only way to know the meaning of the
idiom is to have learned it as a whole unit.

8 On our generative capability, Wray (2002, p. 12) also points out that “in most cases ‘novelty’ is
much less a question of doing things with grammar than juxtaposing new ideas in commonplace
grammatical frames,” and thus “[m]ost of our language ... is novel in a rather uninteresting way.”
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albeit analyzable, and manifests far less variability than could be predicted on the basis of

grammar.” On the issue of nativelike selection and fluency, Pawley and Syder (1983) claim:
native speakers do not exercise the creative potential of syntactic rules to anything like
their full extent, and ... indeed, if they did so they would not be accepted as exhibiting
nativelike control of the language. The fact is that only a small proportion of the total set
of grammatical sentences are nativelike in form—in the sense of being readily
acceptable to native informants as ordinary, natural forms of expression, in contrast to
expressions that are grammatical but are judged to be ‘unidiomatic’, ‘odd’, or
‘foreignisms’. (p. 193)

In summary, words belong with other words not as a product of online computation, but at a

more fundamental level.

2.4.3 Dual system and processing model

The corpus linguist John Sinclair was one of the first researchers to introduce the
distinction between holistic processing and analytic processing, with his ‘idiom principle’
and ‘open choice principle’ (Sinclair, 1991). The idiom principle posits that “a language user
has available to him a large number of semi-preconstructed phrases that constitute single
choices, even though they might appear to be analyzable into segments” (Sinclair, 1991, p.
110). Thus principle brings about the selection of two or more words together, on the basis of
previous and frequent co-occurrence. The open choice principle, conversely, states that
“syntax is there to specify the slots into which memorised items—normally single

words—can be nserted” (Warren, 2005, p. 36). That is, the open choice principle results in

9 Wray and Perkins (2000) further chastise the Chomskyan view on two grounds. First, they point out
that the Chomskyan view holds that “all sequences of words ... which can be assembled by rule, must
be assembled by rule” (p. 10). Such a view is not agreeable to corpus linguists and scholars studying
formulaic language. Second, and more problematically, Wray and Perkins criticize the corollary of
that view: “all grammatical sequences are equally valid and equally likely to occur” (p. 10).
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the selection of single words, and gives interlocutors the same kind of creative freedom as the
Chomskyan account. As for the operation of these principles, Sinclair (1991) proposes:

the first mode to be applied is the idiom principle, since most of the text will be

interpretable by this principle. Whenever there is good reason, the interpretive process

switches to the open-choice principle, and quickly back again. Lexical choices which are

unexpected in their environment will presumably occasion a switch. (p. 114)

To put it another way, our baseline strategy in normal language processing, whether in
production or comprehension, “relies not on the potential for the unexpected in a given
utterance but upon the statistical likelihood of the expected” (Wray, 1992, p. 19, original
emphasis). Importantly, the operation of holistic processing (according to the idiom principle)
1s not restricted to only, say, those non-compositional multiword strings such as idioms,
which cannot be generated or comprehended with the operation of analytic processing
(according to the open choice principle), but can also deal with linguistic manifestations for
which analytic processing would have rendered exactly the same outcomes (Wray, 1992,
2002)

We can and do create and understand novel language, which has been the thrust of the
Chomskyan tradition for the last 50 years. To acknowledge a central role for formulaic
sequences that are processed holistically and stored as such in the memory system is not to
exclude our capability to handle novelty and creativity, “only to relegate it from the position
of sole strategy” (Wray, 1992, p. 17). As for the analytic processing, then, Sinclair’s (1991)
view is that “[analyticity] could be imagined as a ... process which goes on in principle all the
time, but whose results are only intermittently called for” (p. 114). This dual
processing/knowledge model is proposed as one of the most reasonable ways of
accommodating and accounting for both the holistic and analytic features of language.
Henceforth, the two terms analytic language knowledge and holistic language knowledge

will be used. These terms can be better understood by observing the following
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conceptualization by Wray: “The advantage of the creative system [i.e., analytic language
knowledge] is the freedom to produce or decode the unexpected. The advantage of the
holistic system [1.e., holistic language knowledge] is economy of effort when dealing with the
expected” (Wray, 1992, p. 19, square brackets added). As these concepts are important

components of this research, they will be discussed in further detail in Chapter 3.

2.5 Acquisition of formulaic sequences

As seen in the previous section, adults” knowledge of L1 is considered to be largely
holistic. When it comes to the acquisition of formulaic sequences, however, the amount of
research into this phenomenon has been fairly modest (Schmitt & Carter, 2004; Weinert,
1995; Wray, 2002). Nevertheless, it has been suggested that acquisition of each holistic
sequence does not appear to take place at a single point in time. Rather, it appears that the
mastery of each particular formulaic sequence is realized in a gradual, rather than
all-or-nothing, manner. For instance, L1 acquirers seem to construct the phonological
mappings of a formulaic sequence starting from the whole sequence and then analyzing it
into components, but with some elements still incompletely cognized, particularly in the case
of unstressed phonemic constituents; later on the gaps in the initial stages of the rendering of
the sequence will be fulfilled (Peters, 1977; Schmitt & Carter, 2004; Wray, 2002, Chapter 6).
For another example, transparent sequences such as my point (here) is that ___ are perhaps
even generated online in the first instance through knowledge of the component words and
syntactic knowledge, and the newly constructed sequence in this manner is stored as a single
multi-word unit in holistic language knowledge. It is proposed that it 1s in these ways that
formulaic sequences are learned over time. While the manner in which formulaic sequences
are acquired in the L1 is definitely pertinent to this dissertation, it is not the main focus here,
and certainly cannot be detailed within a single section or even chapter. For a comprehensive

account of the acquisition of formulaic language in the L1, see Wray (2002).
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In the case of L2 learning, navigating the route of acquisition of formulaic sequences is
far more complicated, because of the wide diversity of conditions for learning. “There may
well be an underlying systematicity to the acquisition and use of L2 formulaic language, but
there is simply not enough focused research at present to say very much with conviction”
(Schmitt & Carter, 2004, p. 13). One certainty is the incompleteness of the ultimate learning
outcome, lexically as well as grammatically (Abrahamsson & Hyltenstam, 2009). A number
of studies that have investigated the learning of formulaic sequences by L2 learners
(Altenberg & Granger, 2001; Bardovi-Harlig, 2009; Durrant & Schmitt, 2009; Howarth,
1996; Kaszubski, 2000; Laufer & Waldman, 2011; Li & Schmitt, 2010; Nekrasova, 2009; Q1
& Ding, 2011; Siyanova & Schmitt, 2007; Siyanova & Schmitt, 2008; Yamashita & Jiang,
2010) have shown that L2 learners even at advanced levels of proficiency are unable to
produce formulaic sequences in the L2 that are comparable to those used by native speakers.
Such being the case, instead of seeking further to identify and describe the underlying
route—if there is one—for formulaic language development in the 1.2, the focus here is
placed on why learning formulaic language in the L2 is so consistently difficult. There is
discussion of this issue in Wray (2000) and Wray and Perkins (2000). According to Wray and
Perkins, children, as opposed to adults, operate within a “socio-interactional bubble ... both
protected from, and largely impervious to, any need to interact with anyone other than its
carers” (Wray & Perkins, 2000, p. 22), and “by being protected from the intellectual and
emotional stress of interacting in the world beyond the bubble,” they “can apply analytical
processes to derive grammatical and lexical information from formulaic sequences” (Wray,
2000, p. 481). Adults, in contrast, have to handle the whole variety of socio-interactional
demands in communication, and thus, on the basis that children can extract underlying
linguistic information from formulaic sequences, “it would be unwise to assume that ...
adults can too” (Wray, 2000, p. 481; also compare VanPatten, 1990). In the next chapter, a

further explanation for the learning difficulty facing adult L2 learners will be offered, but

22



with Wray and Perkins’ account alone, it is easy to appreciate the magnitude of the challenge

for L2 learners.

2.6 Pattern-based language acquisition

One relevant theoretical account on language acquisition to this research is the
development of pattern-based models concerning the acquisition of language, which suggest
that the human capacity for language learning stems from the ability to isolate structures from
a given response, instead of being under the control of instinctive determinants and
constraints that supposedly predetermine which aspects of a given language may or may not
be acquired at a given moment in the learning process (see N. Ellis, 1996, 2002). This theory
proposes that we acquire the character or letter orders that are acceptable in a language (e.g.,
the consonant cluster sp can be word-initial in English, but /g cannot) simply by continually
viewing sp at the beginning of words, but not 4g. This learning is implicit, and may not be
relative to conscious metalinguistic accounts of acquisition. Of course, learners may
ultimately reach the point where they can conclude that there exists a ‘rule’ for this specific
consonant clustering; however, the rule is a construct of the pattern-based acquisition, rather
than the fundamental source of learning. This pattern-based learning also pertains to more
extensive linguistic units, such as how morphemes can combine to make words (e.g.,
un-question-able; un-reli-able; un-fathom-able). Moving to the word level, we gain insight
into which words collocate together and which do not (e.g., blonde hair, *blonde paint;
auburn hair but only for women, not men). Many of these associations essentially stem from
pattern recognition, as there is frequently no semantic reasoning that conveys which pairings
are acceptable and which are unacceptable (*blonde paint makes perfect logical sense).
Collocations are not likely to be learned explicitly either, since they are not typically taught,
and even if they are, only probable instances are exemplified, not inappropriate sequences.

Longer formulaic series, which are also based on patterns rather than rules, seem to follow
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rather suitably with such sequence-based models of acquisition as well. If the above account
holds true, then, its implications are significant. Regardless of what is to be learned, a
formulaic sequence or a grammatical rule, a pattern must be extracted. It does not require a
great deal of imagination to understand how potentially challenging a task that might be for

an L2 learner, especially an adult and especially in an FL context. Such a learner simply does
not enjoy sufficient enough encounters with the given language to derive any intrinsic pattern,

or even if they did, they lack opportunities to strengthen the knowledge so learned.
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CHAPTER 3

Language processing and learning

3.1 Introduction

This chapter addresses the question of how we process and retain linguistic information.
Initially, the discussion delves into the varying models that examine the processing and
production of language. The chapter then moves on to awareness of language and the role it
plays in acquisition. Cognition in relation to memory receives some attention, but is only
briefly mentioned, as the research to date is lacking if we look at this from a linguist’s
perspective. There will be further discussion below of the processing of language in
connection to memory and the connected components. Additionally, there is a discussion of
the difficulty in cognitive processing experienced by L2 learners. In particular, this
dissertation looks to deal with the 1ssues L.2 learners experience in an FL environment where
exposure to the language is rather limited. The chapter concludes with the introduction of an
integrated model for language processing and acquisition in relation to memory, and the

features it embodies.

3.2 Three knowledge sources for language comprehension and production

According to Anderson and Lynch (1988) and Skehan (1998), our language processing
draws on three main knowledge sources of systemic knowledge, schematic knowledge, and
contextual knowledge. Systemic knowledge, according to Anderson and Lynch, is comprised
of syntactic, semantic, and morphological knowledge, and in this dissertation it is interpreted
as consisting of the dual systems of analytic language knowledge and holistic language
knowledge discussed in Section 2.4. Schematic knowledge, on the other hand, refers to a
person’s background knowledge, both factual and socio-cultural, and his or her procedural

knowledge of how language is used in discourse, whereas contextual knowledge 1s that
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person’s knowledge of situation (physical setting, participants, etc.) and of context (what has
been and will be said).

For comprehension, Anderson and Lynch propose that these three knowledge sources
are drawn on, interactively, to understand the meaning (see also Schwanenflugel,
Harnishfeger, & Stowe, 1988), which suggests that linguistic information (i.e., systemic
knowledge in Anderson and Lynch’s framework) is not the exclusive source we depend on to
extract the message. That is, during oral communication, we relate what is being said to
previous knowledge that we have (i.e. schematic knowledge), which enables us to make very
effective inferences about the message in question. Likewise, we refer the message to the
array of utterances that are likely to be conveyed given the nature of the situational context or
to what has been said previously (i.e., contextual knowledge), by which we narrow down the
range of probable meanings that we may encounter and maximize the chance of our
deductions about meaning working. Skehan (1998) then extends the application of Anderson
and Lynch’s model to output production as well. That is, in speech production, too, we
depend on the three knowledge sources in order to arrive at the linguistic material for the
conveyance of the message. What is of importance here is that the speaker frames what is to
be said bearing in mind the comprehension capacity of the listener.

As will be discussed in Section 3.8, there are negative influences stemming from
schematic and contextual knowledge on the growth of the dual language systems in adult 1.2
learners. Unlike children, adult L2 learners have to learn a new language utilizing, whether or
not by choice, their existing schematic and contextual knowledge. While these two
knowledge sources do help learners with comprehension and production in the L2, their
usefulness can easily impinge on the need for the development of the dual systems. This is
also an issue because their interlocutors (especially native speakers) are adept at extracting
the intended meaning of erroneous learner speech with their schematic and contextual as well

as systemic knowledge. Having derived the appropriate meaning, native speakers will not
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feel the need to provide the learners with negative feedback on the language, which would

instigate analysis on the learners’ part.

3.3 Noticing, attention, and awareness

According to the Noticing Hypothesis proposed by Richard Schmidt (1990, 1994, 1995;
Schmidt & Frota, 1986), there is no learning without noticing, and attention 1s necessary for
noticing to occur. In order to fully understand Schmidt’s concept, however, two key words
need elucidation: namely, noticing and attention. First, as for attention, Tomlin and Villa
(1994) see 1t as consisting of three separate but interrelated networks of alertness/readiness
(1.e., attentional resources that are not depleted), orientation (i.e., allocation of attentional
resources), and defection (i.e., recognition of input). Tomlin and Villa propose that (1) the
cognitive process of detection is a necessary condition for any type of learning to take place,
(2) alertness/readiness may promote orientation and detection, (3) orientation may facilitate
or inhibit detection, and (4) awareness (in the sense of memory or understanding of
something) also may enhance detection, because it may enhance the operation of alertness
and orientation.

If we deconstruct the notion of attention in this way, then, the concept of noticing in .2
learning can be understood as involving some deeper cognitive process than mere detection.
For example, when someone has noticed something, he or she may have (1) recognized a
detected form as non-existent in his or her current L2 knowledge system (a phenomenon
Doughty and Williams (1998) call noticing a form); (2) formed a hypothesis about a detected
form; (3) realized that a particular part of what he or she said or wrote in the L2 was different
from how a native speaker of the L2 would express it (referred to as noticing a gap by
Schmidt and Frota (1986) and Swain (1995)); (4) rejected an interim rule in his or her L.2
representational system (a further process of noticing a gap): (5) modified a hypothesis that

was contradicted (a yet further process of noticing a gap); or (6) identified that a hypothesis

27



was confirmed (a rule-strengthening or exemplar-generation effect suggested by Skehan
(1998)). Another attempt to characterize noticing has been made by Robinson (2003).
According to Robinson, noticing is defined as detection plus awareness through either of two
types of rehearsal in working memory: maintenance rehearsal (data-driven, instance-based

processing) and elaborative rehearsal (conceptually driven, schema-based processing).

3.4 Working memory

In order to properly grasp Robinson’s definition, then, the notion of working memory is
in need of clarification. Models of working memory have been developed by cognitive
psychologists since the beginning of the 1960s. According to Baddeley’s (2000, 2007;
Baddeley, et al., 1974) multicomponent model, working memory consists of four
components: the phonological loop, the visuospatial sketchpad, the episodic buffer, and the
central executive. Baddeley’s model primarily postulates that different types of information
are stored and manipulated in different working-memory workspaces (namely, the first three
components), which are orchestrated and linked to long-term memory by the last component,
the central executive.

Cowan’s (1988, 1995, 2005) embedded-processes model, on the other hand, emphasizes
the potentially infinite power of long-term memory that expedites the operation of working
memory. According to Cowan’s model, the performance of working memory can be highly
restricted because attentional focus is only able to handle a small number of chunks at a time,
three to five chunks in normal adults (Cowan, 2001)."® What allows working memory to
operate (potentially far) beyond its attentional limitations is a summoned subset of long-term

memory, which is in the state of high activation in working memory. It is postulated that

10 The issue of the attentional capacity in working memory was first discussed by Miller (1956).
Using the famous phrase magical number seven, Miller proposed that the maximum number of pieces
of information that a young adult can sustain at a time in working memory is seven plus or minus two.
The number proposed by Cowan is, then, about half of Miller’s original proposal.
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there is no limit to activation of representations in long-term memory. Thus, at any given
moment, the more activation from long-term memory, the more that can be handled by
working memory.

The last model of working memory reviewed in this section is the one proposed by
Ericsson and Kintsch (1995). Exploring further the linkage between working memory and
long-term memory, Ericsson and Kintsch argue that humans use skilled memory, termed
long-term working memory, in most everyday tasks such as reading. When we comprehend
the complex relations between thoughts expressed in a long novel or a scientific text, for
instance, we must be able to manage a lot more than three or four or even seven chunks in
working memory. According to Ericsson and Kintsch, we are capable of accomplishing such
a cognitively demanding task because we can store most of the information needed to
successfully carry out the task in long-term memory by means of linking that information to
retrieval structures, which can be understood as readily retrievable constructions in
long-term memory. By relying on retrieval structures, we only need to hold a minimal
number of concepts in working memory serving as cues that are sufficient to retrieve
everything connected to them by the retrieval structures. Ericsson and Kintsch refer to the
quickly accessible information by way of retrieval structures that technically nullify the limit
of attentional focus as long-term working memory.'!

The study of working memory has produced different models, but these have been
developed by specialists in cognitive psychology, not by language acquisition researchers.
Thus, any attempt to make a connection between those models of working memory and the
accounts of SLA proposed by language acquisition scholars has to be made carefully. In this

dissertation, those assumptions in the model proposed by Ericsson and Kintsch are tentatively

11 See also Guida, Gobet, Tardieu and Nicolas (2012), Guida and Tardieu (2005), and Guida, Tardieu,
and Nicolas (2009) for their proposal of the “personalisation method” as a way to operationalize the
long-term working memory.
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adopted.'” The postulated long-term working memory by way of retrieval structures, then,
can be interpreted as a potentially unlimited amount of operational information in working
memory (either input from outside or self-generated output) that is attention-free and

networked with the three sources of knowledge in long-term memory (see Section 3.2).

3.5 Transfer-appropriate processing

This dissertation has thus far given an overview of the processes by which formulaic
sequences are acquired, and examined general cognitive accounts of learning with respect to
working memory. In relation to the focus of this dissertation, namely the teaching of
formulaic sequences, one other cognitive account of learning needs to be introduced:
transfer-appropriate processing. Segalowitz and Lightbown (1999) argue that memory
performance is largely regulated by the relationship between how information is initially
encoded and how it is later retrieved. The idea 1s that when a person acquires new
information, that information is encoded in a prompt-dependent or context-sensitive fashion;
therefore, that person’s successful retrieval of information previously learned is facilitated or
lessened according to the extent to which the cognitive operations exerted at the time of
recollection corresponds with those previously engaged 1n at the time of acquisition or
learning. Segalowitz and Lightbown explain that this effect occurs because the internal
cognitive state of the individual affords him or her clues to assist with recollection; if the
retrieval cues triggered at the time of recollection match the cues encoded during learning of
the information in question, then retrieval will be readily invoked (for empirical evidence see

Blaxton, 1989; Roediger & Guynn 1996). As recently summarized by Segalowitz (2010):

12 For more extensive systematic reviews and comparison of theories of working memory, see the
volumes edited by Miyake and Shah (1999) and Conway, Jarrold, Kane, Miyake, and Towse (2008).

30



the ease of retrieval (and hence the fluency of action dependent on that retrieval) will

depend in large measure on the degree to which brain region activation patterns at the

time of retrieval overlap the patterns that were active at the time of study. (p. 65)

The reason for introducing here the idea of transfer-appropriate processing is that it is
closely related to the framework of the three knowledge sources reviewed in Section 3.2.
That 1s, successful learning (and teaching) of a linguistic item, whether formulaic or
grammatical, 1s expected to take place when its encoding coincides with simultaneous
encoding in memory or activation of the schematic and/or contextual knowledge that will
subsequently be called up in situations where the language item is being used. This thinking
will be revisited when a synthesis of all the key ideas described so far is presented in Section

3.8.

3.6 Inherent difficulties of a linguistic feature

This section can be seen as supplementing the descriptions of the characteristics of
formulaic language offered in Chapter 2, but here the focus is on i1dentifying those features of
FSs that make them difficult to learn, some of which especially pertain to adult L2 learners.
In so doing, it applies the framework used in Matsuzaki (2011), which focuses on the article
system and the difficulties it is notorious for presenting to Japanese EFL learners. The
inherent difficulties of a linguistic item, whether formulaic or grammatical, can be measured
from a number of perspectives, each of which is discussed here. What follows in this section
are, therefore, the aspects of any linguistic feature that influence the relative ease or difficulty

for cognitive operations reviewed in Sections 3.3 and 3.4.

3.6.1 Frequency
One category for assessing inherent FS difficulty has to do with the frequency of input

that the learner receives. An item that occurs frequently in input, whether lexical or
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grammatical in nature, has a better chance of being learned than one that is infrequent. For
instance, there is little doubt that the sequence noft offen 1s learned before its less frequent
equivalent once in a blue moon. A simple question then is whether to choose to teach less
frequent items as they have less opportunities of being noticed by the learner, or whether to

prioritize more frequent ones as infrequent ones are likely to be less useful.

3.6.2 Perceptual saliency

Another aspect that contributes to learning difficulty is perceptual saliency in input. For
example, in oral communication, the definite ke in most cases is unstressed and thus
imperceptible, which makes the perceptual difference in meaning between Do you have time?
vs. Do you have the time? nearly impenetrable for L2 learners. Given the pervasiveness of
such articles in the case of English, then, relying solely on natural input seems fundamentally
isufficient for learners to notice and eventually acquire formulaic sequences containing such

perceptually non-salient features.

3.6.3 Communicative load

Another factor that can increase learning difficulty for an item, or part of a multiword
string, 1s when it carries little communicative load. For example, as awkward as the utterance
If I am you, I will... might sound to the ears of native English speakers, a non-native speaker
would be able to deliver her or his intended message with the sentence in spite of the
erroneous word usage. Since it is impossible for someone to be someone else, the
communicative load of the use of past tense in a counterfactual sentence is low. There is
nothing difficult for the hearer to understand in If I am you, I will... Even without the
erroneous modal wi// there would be no diminishment of intelligibility. Compounding this
difficulty for learners is the tendency in normal communication for native speakers to not

bother to correct the error (except when they are indeed unsure of the message), as to do so
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would cause unnecessary interruptions and impede the flow of communication. The tendency
for such leniency on the part of native speakers 1s likely to be stronger in a foreign language

context where they are accustomed to speech that is not nativelike.

3.6.4 Form-meaning-function complexity

An additional aspect of FSs that further explains their difficulty is the notorious
complexity of the relationships between their form, surface meaning, and functions. A single
example is offered here, but one which illustrates the point well. There are a great many
examples that clearly show the functional complexity of formulaic sequences and the
difficulties they cause L2 learners. The one offered here shows how there can be multiple
layers of complexity even within a single FS.

Japanese learners overuse will, for example, in some situations and underuse it in others.
So, where a native speaker might ask Are you going out tonight?, a Japanese learner will
typically use will. Conversely, Japanese learners will not typically use the shortened form of
will to make an offer, as in 7'/l do it. Nor indeed do advanced Japanese learners tend to use
will as it has just been used twice here with fypically and once more below in this paragraph
with the same function but without #ypically. In addition to the form-function complexity of
will, the statement I will be going out contains a potential form-function difficulty for learners
in the out/outside distinction. Japanese learners often have difficulty grasping the semantic
distinction between out and outside. Since out 1s used in so many ways that make the usage
of the word very unclear to them, the word is not easy to use, and thus they will often say go

outside.

3.6.5 Grammatical reliability
Adding to the form-function complexity are a huge number of idiomatic statements that

do not follow syntactic conventions. For example, in the case of Japanese learners of English,
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who often learn (basic) syntactic rules with common examples explicitly stated, fixed FSs
that do not follow normal restrictions introduced in Section 2.3.1 (e.g., on the go, That being
said...) can be opaque and therefore hard to learn (although the latter example can be
deconstructed on the basis of the structural rules that Japanese learners are taught on those
rare cases of the absolute participial construction). The English language has a great number
of such grammatically irregular sequences. The fact that there 1s a large number of such
special or exceptional cases contributes to a diminishment on the part of learners, and of their
sense that there is a learnable systematicity underlying the language, thereby rendering the

task of learning the language more daunting.

3.6.6 Complexity on the level of individual words

An additional complexity of FSs is whether a component word in a given formulaic
sequence has multiple meanings and uses. This was touched on in the discussion of
form-meaning-function complexity above (i.e., the out/outside distinction). On the face of it,
the FSs Nice to see you and Nice to meet you are very simple, but there are subtle differences
in their usage, with the latter being the more usual choice when meeting someone for the first
time. One can 1magine, however, saying Nice to see you here in the sense of welcoming
someone to a group or club and also meeting someone for the first time.

The complexity of the phenomenon can be well understood if one looks at the many
classifications in dictionaries for each of these words see and meer. Consider the range of
semantic complexity in the word see alone, as evidenced in these examples:

I saw a plane in the sky. / You need to see a doctor. / Please see our website for more

information. / Do you see what I mean? / Could you go and see what the problem is? /I

don’t see this as a problem. / Where do you see yourself in ten years? / The 21st century

is going to see many more economic crises. / She is seeing someone (as in dating).

Each one of the above uses of see can be associated with a particular FS. For example, the FS
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I'll see what I can do 1s associated with the meaning of see as investigate, expressed by the
above example Could you go and see what the problem is? Nonetheless, it 1s charged with
the additional meaning (and therefore embodies another layer of complexity) of being willing
to #ry something, and could also, in particular situations, carry the meaning of wanting to help
someone.

This is not to mention all the further meanings and complexities associated with see as a
phrasal verb. I'll see you off at the airport is no doubt metaphorically related to We are going

fo see off the competition but quite different in its usage.

3.7 The foreign language context

When evaluating the effectiveness of a particular L2 teaching method and the findings
of intervention studies (see Chapter 4), two broad dichotomies that need to be clear for
legitimate appraisal are (1) whether the learning context is that of a second or foreign
language, and (2) whether the target population are adult (or adolescent or post-puberty) or
child learners. In a foreign language context, there is a fundamental lack of input and
opportunity to interact in the target language. There is no need for proficiency in the target
language in everyday life. Quite predictably, then, the kind of pattern-based learning
introduced in Section 2.6 will not take place even to a minimal degree in a foreign language
context. Evaluation of the effectiveness of any teaching method in a foreign language context
must take this problem of paucity of input into consideration. This dissertation deals with a
foreign language context, that of English learners in Japan. Serious study of English normally
starts in Japan after puberty, and thus the target population here is at least post-puberty or
later learners of English. As touched on earlier (Sections 3.2 and 2.5), a target population of
adult learners implies at least two things. First, they are already equipped with a broad range
of schematic and contextual knowledge. While these two sources of knowledge aid

comprehension and production, they can significantly hamper learning of linguistic items.
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Second, when thrown into communicative tasks, they are under socio-interactional pressures
(see Section 2.5), which divert their attention from analysis (compare VanPatten, 1990,

1993).

3.8 Language knowledge, processing and learning: an integrated model

All the accounts of language knowledge, processing and learning that have been
introduced in this chapter and in Chapter 2 can be integrated into a unified model (Figure 3.1).
What follows in this section is a description of this model as a means of summarizing its

implications.

Holistic language knowledge
. ° 4 ‘.

Figure 3.1. A unified model of language knowledge, processing, and learning.
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The surrounding circle is intended to capture the entire memory system. The dotted line
just inside the surrounding circle links the three major memory components in long-term
memory (1.e., holistic language knowledge, schematic knowledge, and contextual knowledge
[see Section 3.2]), indicating that these three are connected with and presumably inseparable
from each other, although how any given piece of memory is stored in the network depends
on the way in which the encoding has taken place (as indicated by the three arrows from
limited-capacity attention, or more broadly speaking, working memory, [i.e., the gray-layered
area inside of the dotted circle] toward these three knowledge sources). Following the
concept of transfer-appropriate processing (see Section 3.5), memory retrieval depends
largely upon the extent to which the cognitive operations, with the memory activated from
these three knowledge sources that are required for later retrieval, resemble those operations
engaged during the encoding phase. When limited-capacity attention (see Section 3.4)
processes information, whether incoming data (placed at the upper half of the circle inside
limited-capacity attention just for the sake of convenience) or language production (placed at
the lower compartment), knowledge in those sources is invoked (as indicated by the three
arrows from the knowledge sources toward limited-capacity attention). The arrow from
output to input suggests that the quality of input from the interlocutor is determined by his or
her interpretation of the response given. For instance, if the interlocutor feels that the
comprehender is having difficulty understanding the input based on the output produced by
the comprehender, he or she may adjust what follows in the communication in such a way as
to facilitate comprehension.

More specifically, when working memory tackles the task of comprehending some
incoming language, the chance of it being successfully understood first depends on its
linguistic qualities (see Section 3.6). Schematic and contextual knowledge, then, support

comprehension with holistic language knowledge. If there 1s some novelty that is not
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susceptible to processing by holistic language available in the information processor’s
long-term memory, then, available analytic language may be called up in order to compensate
for the inability of the holistic language memory. However, the qualities of the incoming
linguistic data, which, in the case of conversation, can be manipulated to suit the processor’s
linguistic ability, and the readily retrievable long-term memory, are not the sole determiners
affecting how successfully the data is processed in working memory. Processing demands, or
more precisely, how the processor interprets the socio-interactional demands placed on him
or her, can easily weaken the processing by draining limited-capacity attention, or at least
direct attention away from analysis. In normal interactions between adults, the
socio-interactional demands can easily reach a sufficiently high level to preoccupy working
memory, with the result being that the limited attentional capacity is unable to make use of
the potentially powerful but slow operation of analytic language memory.

Moving on to production, which is also architected in working memory, attention exerts
the same cognitive operations as input comprehension. Thus, the default mode of processing
1s the use of information pooled in the three general knowledge bases, with analytic language
knowledge bypassed. Analysis can be set in motion, but its operation is dependent, again,
upon the weight of the processing demands perceived by the processor, which can be such
that analysis is easily bypassed. Furthermore, incomplete output produced still has a chance
of its message getting across, because the interlocutor also summons all resources available
to him or her, and therefore, the processor is unlikely to engage in further analysis when his
or her non-nativelike output, in the case of L2 learning, fulfills its intended function."

What is processed in working memory, whether for comprehension or production, has a
chance of being noticed for learning (see Section 3.3). When some learning does take place,
the newly learned knowledge will enter into long-term memory (as indicated by the three

thick arrows from attention), although the extent to which the new knowledge will stay in
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memory, or be usable for later retrieval, rests on how it is connected with available memory,
linguistically, contextually, and schematically, by means of ‘transfer-appropriate’ encoding.
With regard to the development of analytic language knowledge, the pattern-based
acquisition account (see Section 2.6) states that analytic knowledge in the sense of “implicit
knowledge’ (see Section 4.4.4) is constructed and retrieved probabilistically (as indicated by
the thin arrow from holistic language knowledge), particularly in the case of L1 acquisition.
In the case of L2 learning, especially adults learning in an FL context, conversely,
construction of grammatical knowledge based on pattern-based learning is unlikely to occur
due to the paucity of input (see Section 3.7), and another type of analytic knowledge often
referred to as ‘explicit knowledge’ (see Section 4.4.4), although presumably fundamentally
different in shape and convenience, can be consciously learned in working memory and enter
directly into analytic language knowledge base (as indicated by the thin arrow from attention).
Finally, regardless of the type of noticing, the socio-interactional processing demands can
easily prevent it from occurring, and specifically for adult L2 learning, available schematic
and contextual knowledge can also easily interfere while at the same time aiding

comprehension and production.

13 See also Skehan (1998) for the “elliptical’ nature of speech production.
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CHAPTER 4

Teaching of formulaic sequences

4.1 Introduction

The current chapter aims to introduce the background to the study conducted for this
dissertation first with a consideration of three fundamental questions that were raised in the
review and synthesis offered in the previous chapters, then with a review of studies on text
memorization that help to clarify the rationale for the present study.

The three central questions that have emerged in discussion so far are (1) Should
teaching practitioners focus on formulaic sequences in a foreign language context with the
particular target population being adult learners?, (2) If they should, which formulaic
sequences should they teach?, and (3) How should they teach the targeted items? To answer
the first question, a number of reasons for the teaching of formulaic language to this
particular target population are put forward. Addressing the second and third questions,

principles and proposals drawn from the i1deas in the previous chapters are offered.

4.2 Rationale for focusing on FSs in teaching

The set of reasons for choosing to focus on formulaic sequences in teaching are outlined
here. The primary motivation should be evident by now, however: the more readily available
formulaic language is to a language user, the better prepared he or she is to stay in control
within the chaos of authentic communication. Put another way, the more analytic processing
a user has to exert, the less he or she can handle comprehension or production. Formulaic
language makes it more likely for a person to accomplish the three types of
socio-interactional goals (or functions) introduced in Section 2.3. Equally —or in the case of
the adult FLL learner more importantly —reliable formulaic language knowledge enables the

language user to free up his or her attentional resources at a given moment, and the set-aside
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attentional capacity can be directed toward a number of cognitive processes, including
noticing (a necessary condition for any learning). Although formulaic sequences are, by their
own nature, restrictive with regard to flexibility and novelty of expression, and can be
construed as a “straitjacket’ for the language user (Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2010), flexibility in
processing can ensue from opportunities for variation within formulaic word strings, and
entirely new combinations can be generated at any point by switching to the analytic
processing for the selection of smaller lexical units (Wray, 2002). All these claims strongly
point to the recommendation that adult FL. learners be supported in obtaining formulaic
knowledge. Even though it is simply impossible for FL learners to be given encounters in the
classroom that are sufficient to enable the ideal kind of underlying pattern extraction
produced by native speakers, even a small amount of formulaic knowledge should be helpful
in their overall L2 learning, giving them more than just holistic language knowledge,
especially when they process the language outside of realtime communication. For example,
it is easy to imagine a situation where a learner is explicitly studying a grammar rule and the
metalinguistic knowledge is strengthened if exemplars in which the rule is embedded are

already part of the learner’s formulaic knowledge."*

4.3 What formulaic sequences should be taught?

The choice of which formulaic sequences to teach is rather difficult. Since class time is
limited, practitioners need to make careful choices as to which ones to focus on in their
classes. Although criteria are hard to agree on, ‘serviceable’ sequences are probably the best
candidates. In determining which are serviceable, however, it is important that practitioners
do not blindly rely upon corpus frequency data, but rather continually assess their students’

needs and wants in order to be able to make on-demand selections.

4 The converse of this would be the case when FL learners are first equipped with metalinguistic
rules, then later encounter exemplars containing those rules and are able to recognize the exemplars as
manifestations of some underlying rules that they have previously studied (see Section 4.4.4).
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While it may be difficult to determine what messages a given group of students will find
beneficial for their current and future language use, there seem to be at least a few
non-controversial recommendations that can inform the selection of items. One is to focus on
flexible formulaic sequences (see Section 2.3.1). The versatility or flexibility of formulaic
sequences that are made up of frames with slots makes them good candidates. Nekrasova
(2009) found that L.2 learners rely more on fixed multiword units than on flexible ones, and
points to the possibility that the composition (and potential versatility) of a flexible sequence
1s difficult for learners to grasp in the first place. Therefore, although learning just one or two
example possibilities out of a flexible sequence is unlikely to be enough to gain procedural
knowledge of the versatility of that sequence, there 1s good reason to expect, as discussed in
the previous section, that the knowledge can facilitate deeper learning of the sequence in
future encounters. Another recommendation would be to teach figurative multiword strings
(see Section 2.3.2). If the learners’ objective is to approximate to a nativelike level, figurative
sequences can be the biggest challenge. Even if the goal is not that high, a carefully selected
set of such items should be introduced to learners of all levels because, like it or not, native
speakers will use those items as their natural choice. At least for the sake of comprehension,
in this case, the most frequently used figurative FSs should be taught. The last
recommendation here has to do with the teaching of formulaic sequences consisting entirely
of words that are familiar to learners. In the study by Peters (2012), an additional review of
which will be given in the next section, her participants were asked to copy words and
phrases from a text that they felt merited attention, and even though the students were briefed
about the importance of formulaic language, they tended to write down unfamiliar single
words rather than the complete formulaic sequence in which these words appeared. This
finding, then, points to the possibility that formulaic sequences consisting entirely of known

words for learners may not attract their attention.
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4.4 How should formulaic sequences be taught?

For teaching in any situation to be successful, the question of ‘how’ to teach 1s likely to
be as important as that of ‘what’ to teach, and probably more important in most cases.
Accordingly, this section is going to consider the potential effectiveness of a number of

different ways to teach formulaic sequences.

4.4.1 Input enhancement

Unobtrusive instructional means, collectively referred to as ‘input enhancement’
techniques (Sharwood Smith, 1991, 1993), might be a candidate to effectively teach
formulaic sequences. In a recent study, Peters (2012) investigated the effect of typographic
enhancement and of glossing, a form of input enhancement, on retention. Peters found that
the participants in the treatment group, who worked on texts with typographic enhancement
(underlining and bold font), were better able to recollect glossed formulaic sequences from
reading with the enhancement. One methodological issue with her study, however, is that the
students had been informed that a vocabulary posttest would follow, and therefore, they may
have made more of an effort to remember the highlighted items in the text than those that
were not highlighted. For another more recent example, Webb, Newton, and Chang (2013)
explored the effects of input flooding, another well-known technique of input manipulation,
on facilitating learning of formulaic sequences. Webb, Newton, and Chang incorporated 18
verb-noun sets (e.g., buy time; cut corners; lose touch) in a graded reader and prepared four
versions, differing in the number of times each of those collocations appeared: only once,
five times, 10 times, and 15 times. The intermediate-level EFL learner participants, who were
randomly assigned to four groups working on one version different from the other three, read
the story while listening to a recording of it, and their retention of the target collocations was
measured by unannounced immediate posttests. Not surprisingly, the more often a collocation

was repeated, the higher the recall of the given collocations in the posttests, with tests on
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receptive knowledge showing better scores than tests on productive knowledge. However, as
many as 15 encounters in such a short amount of time was still far from a guarantee for full
scores on any of the posttests. For instance, even after 15 encounters, collocations were
correctly recalled only half of the time in the LL1-cued productive knowledge test. Those who
encountered the collocations only once in the text did not gain better posttest scores than the
control participants who had not even read the text. The results of this study, therefore,
suggest that if the goal of teaching formulaic sequences is to bring about productive

knowledge, input enhancement may not be an optimal way.

4.4.2 Chunking in text comprehension

A little less unobtrusive intervention on input processing than input enhancement may
be text chunking. As an example, Boers, Eyckmans, Kappel, Stengers, and Demecheleer
(2006) investigated the effect of awareness raising through text chunking. The treatment
group in their study, a group of advanced EFL learners, worked on text chunking as a regular
activity in the course of a school year, while the contrast group engaged in other activities
using the same texts. During the course-end interview, the students in both groups were asked
to orally retell the content of a new English text. Boers et al. report that significantly more
formulaic sequences were found in the narratives produced by the students in the treatment
group. However, Boers and Lindstromberg (2012) point out that this was because those
students recycled more word strings verbatim from the new text, while the comparison group
tended to incorporate just single words from the text into their retelling. Stengers, Boers,
Housen, and Eyckmans (2010) replicated the study by Boers et al. with a slight
methodological change. In Stengers et al., with a view to avoiding the possibility of recycling
language verbatim from the input text for the L2 retell task, they used an input text in the L1
of their participants (new cohorts of language majors). Pretest-posttest comparisons showed

no significant difference in the uptake of formulaic sequences between the participants that
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had regularly engaged in text chunking and those that had not. The results of these two
studies suggest that simply directing learner attention to multiword segmentations is
isufficient to leave durable memory traces, although it may potentially push learners” mode
of processing toward being more holistic, a possibility speculated on by Boers and

Lindstromberg (2012).

4.4.3 Exercise of schematic and contextual knowledge

If the assumption that three inter-related sources of schematic, contextual, and language
knowledge (see Section 3.2) are stored in our memory is accurate, then there is an attractive
proposal for the teaching of formulaic sequences that follows logically, and which also
resonates, in a way, with transfer-appropriate processing (see Section 3.5). This proposal is to
invoke and engage learners’ schematic and contextual knowledge in the encoding of
formulaic sequences. The fundamental principle of this idea seems to be closely related to the
dual coding hypothesis proposed by Paivio (1986) and Sadoski (2005). This dual coding
hypothesis assumes that cognition occurs in two independent but connected codes, that is, a
verbal code for language and a nonverbal code for mental imagery, and it holds that concrete
vocabulary 1s easier to remember than abstract vocabulary. Concreteness is strongly
associated with imageability (Hamilton & Rajaram, 2001)"*, and the imageability of
something presumably depends largely on the extent to which one’s schematic and contextual
knowledge is applicable to the creation of its image. For an example of the imageability
effects of certain types of formulaic sequences (most notably figurative idioms), Steinel,
Hulstijn, and Steinel (2007) showed that idioms that evoke a mental picture relatively often
(e.g., stick to your guns) were better retained in an L1 —L2 paired associates learning

experiment than idioms which less readily call up an image (e.g., hang fire). This line of

15 The use of mental imagery is at the core of teaching approaches to idioms inspired by ideas from
cognitive semantics (e.g., Boers & Lindstromberg, 2005; Lakoff, 1987).
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thinking is also applicable to the learning of formulaic sequences comprised of familiar and
unfamiliar words. Hsu (2010) and Kasahara (2010, 2011), for instance, show that collocation
learning fosters recall of a new word contained in the collocation at least as well as learning
the new word as a single item. In fact, once the collocation is learned, the word which was
already familiar (e.g., business) can serve as a cue for the recall of its newly learned
syntagmatic partner (e.g., acumen). Their studies indicate the power of syntagmatic learning

of familiar plus unfamiliar word strings.

4.4.4 Teaching grammar to facilitate formulaic learning

The claim for teaching grammar in order to foster the learning of formulaic sequences
might at first sound contradictory. Given the arguments laid out thus far, however, the claim
should not come as a surprise. The generative potential of a multiword string consisting of
fixed frames with open (though in many cases semantically constrained) slots can be
harnessed at a maximum level only if the language user is familiar with the underlying
blueprint. However, the adult L2 learner has tremendous difficulty extracting the pattern just
through normal communicative engagement in the language. Therefore, instruction for
familiarizing learners with explicit grammar rules, that is, getting them to gain explicit
knowledge about the language (e.g., N. Ellis, 2005; Krashen, 1981; Takashima, 2011), is
doubtlessly beneficial for them. Explicit knowledge is not as serviceable as implicit
knowledge of the language in realtime language processing. Nevertheless, given that adults
learning in a foreign language context seriously lack input from which to implicitly extract
underlying patterns (see Section 2.6 for pattern-based language acquisition) on the one hand,
and do not enjoy the socio-interactional protection of the bubble while having reliable
resources of schematic and contextual knowledge on the other, reliance on explicit grammar
knowledge, albeit not derived from implicit knowledge and thus not as convenient, seems the

only viable option left for them if they are striving to approximate to nativelike proficiency.
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The more explicit knowledge they have, the more successfully they can engage in analysis,

both within and outside of communicative engagement.

4.4.5 Use of interactionally non-demanding tasks

When teaching learners to develop their communication skills, the success of which, it
should be clear by now, depends largely upon the use of formulaic language, there is no
question about the fundamental importance of engaging them in actual communication
(because that is ultimately the only place where transfer-appropriate processing for authentic
communication can take place). The case also has been established, however, that in normal
communication, they predominantly rely on their existing formulaic language knowledge
with little chance of learning sequences that are deemed “difficult’ for them because of a
combination of factors contributing to their inherent learning difficulty covered in Section 3.6.
This is so because their limited attention capacity is exhausted in managing the
socio-interactional demands that are placed on them or that they perceive to be so, and when
the language knowledge readily available to them 1is not helpful enough, their schematic and
contextual knowledge is called up, allowing them to bypass time-consuming and
attentionally-draining “online™ analytical computation. Even if there is a residue of
attentional resources available at a given time, it is hypothesized that this 1s not directed,
unless ingeniously directed otherwise, toward linguistic analysis (VanPatten, 1990, 1993).
Grammatical analysis of formulaic sequences, even known ones, is far less likely because
morpho-syntactic features carry, in most cases, less communicative load (or significance for
comprehension or message conveyance). Guiding them to process language without recourse
to their schematic and contextual knowledge is a tall order in the first place, and also
inadvisable in the light of the discussion above (Section 4.4.3). The crucial stumbling block,
then, is the non-existence of the social ‘bubble’ (see Section 2.5). Wray (2000) commented

that “[a]rguably, the classroom offers such a bubble” (p. 481). She seems to suggest this in
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regard to classroom communicative activities —I draw this conclusion based on the context of
the discussion in that paper. I am compelled to add that it really depends, especially when
teaching mono-demographic adult learners in a foreign language context. To start with, the
teacher needs to be proficient enough to create and keep such a bubble in the target language.
Second, the extent to which he or she is successfully able to do so depends heavily on the
complex combinations of the class size, level (or differing levels) of the students, their
motivation, and other factors that affect language learning within a classroom. Last, but
equally non-negligible, the effects of the socio-interactional norms in their L1, which are, at
least in the case of Japanese students learning English in Japan, quite different from those
normally expected in the L2, are in most cases inevitable in communicating with other
students having the same cultural background, thereby putting extra pressure on
communication, even if it is in the L.2. As Wray added in the same paper, “the best analytic
learning will occur in a context in which there are no interactional challenges or surprises™ (p.
482). In summary, while the requirement for communicative tasks for the development of
communication is never negated, it appears to me that there also has to be some teaching
place, not authentically communicative in nature, where students feel non-threatened to be
communicatively operational, and therefore able to devote their attention toward analysis of

language whether lexical in nature or grammatical.

4.4.6 Text memorization

Text memorization, a form of interactionally unchallenging learning, can be one useful
way to help students to learn formulaic sequences. Clearly, there has been general reservation
in the language teaching profession about employing a repeat-and-memorize approach in
class although, as touched on in Chapter 1, there are teachers who have a favorable view
toward the effectiveness of memorization. This reservation is largely “due to long-rehearsed

criticisms of audiolingual-type approaches and justifiable skepticism about the value of any
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kind of ‘parrot learning’” which too readily tries to instill grammatical accuracy in the absence
of communicative motivation” (Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2010, p. 3). There is no objection to the
skepticism, but the primary objective of text memorization as it is presented here is not the
(immediate) development of grammatical accuracy, but rather the nurturing of holistic
language sensitivity, awareness, and knowledge. The word strings in what 1s memorized are
expected to help the learner fulfill the three socio-interactional functions as well as save
attentional capacity for other cognitive processes.

If text memorization is to be employed in the classroom, there are at least three ways to
increase its efficacy. The first one is the simplest: Have the students memorize as many
formulaic sequences as possible under the teaching circumstances. The benefits of holistic
language knowledge have been claimed over and over again in this dissertation. The benefits
outweigh any potential disadvantages. The second approach is slightly contentious: Have the
students memorize lengthy texts.’® One of the studies to be reviewed in the next section
(Wray, 2004) 1s one such attempt and, as will be reviewed, this approach seems promising.
Although the question of how readily the large quantity of material temporarily stored in
working memory will be available for later retrieval i1s a different matter, this 1s an area for
further investigation. The last proposal of text memorization, especially when the main goal
of instruction is to develop the students’ communication ability, is this: Have the students
memorize conversational turns. One such attempt was made in another study reviewed in the
next section (Fitzpatrick & Wray, 2006; Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2008, 2010). As will be

discussed, this approach also seems promising.

16 Miller (1956), Bower (1969) and Simon (1974) have shown how chunking information into single
complex units enlarges the total quantity of material that can be stored in working memory.
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4.4.7 Final comments on how to teach formulaic sequences

The above is certainly not a comprehensive list of how instructors can assist their
students in learning formulaic sequences, yet it covers for the most part what 1s pertinent to
this dissertation. This section will close with three important notes concerning this
how-to-teach issue. First, not only are there many instructional techniques for teachers, a
choice for any given class or lesson does not have to incorporate a single technique. There 1s
no reason not to combine multiple techniques for a class or lesson. For example, Jones and
Haywood (2004) employed a wider range of techniques to raise their students” awareness of
formulaic language in an English for academic purposes (EAP) course. In their study of over
10 weeks, the treatment group participants were instructed to (1) highlight sequences in texts,
(2) discuss in groups the usefulness of those sequences for EAP writing, using concordance
lines to investigate their usage patterns, and (3) recycle the encountered sequences in writing
tasks. At the end of the treatment, those students showed a significantly greater formulaic
awareness than the contrast group.

Second, though a controversial argument, the ultimate goal in teaching formulaic
sequences, especially in an FL. context, should not be the pursuit of nativelike performance.
To begin with, this is a virtually impossible goal, except for exceptional language learners.
Much of the literature regarding the learning and teaching of formulaic sequences seems to
be too oriented toward nativelike proficiency, although it is understandable given the battle
with the Chomskyan account of language. Of course, it would be an ideal outcome, but again,
research to date strongly suggests it to be highly unlikely. What needs to be remembered is
that all the three socio-interactional functions fulfilled by nativelike formulaic language can
be accomplished by language which is not nativelike, or by other non-linguistic means,
because the desired functions are socio-interactional. The main goal of teaching formulaic

sequences, thus, should be the provision of what Dechert (1985) calls ‘islands of reliability’



in online language processing, which not only help learners handle realtime communication
but also can save attentional resources for further language learning.

Lastly, 1s there an overarching goal of classroom language instruction, and if so, what is
1t? While the answer may differ from teacher to teacher, few teachers would deny that it is
important to have a positive impact on students, to influence them in such a way that they
feel positive about further study, even after they leave the class. Earlier I pointed out that
class time 1s limited, and we cannot possibly teach all the important formulaic sequences. If a
teacher believes whatever technique(s) he or she is employing in a class to be effective, I
believe it is also part of their job to get the students to have the same level of appreciation and
trust about the efficacy of the given technique(s). No doubt there is a variety of preferences.
However, a teacher would not employ a technique or a combination of techniques that he or
she does not really believe will work for at least the majority of the students in a given class.
Successful classroom teaching, then, would not only bring about some learning outcomes,
whether immediate or delayed ones, but also favorably influence the attitude of a majority of

the students toward the approach adopted for them.

4.5 Review of studies on text memorization

As briefly noted in Chapter 1, there 1s a substantial inadequacy of adult I.2 studies on the
effects of text memorization (Boers & Lindstromberg, 2012; Dai & Ding, 2010). Of those
scarce studies, this section reviews four recent noteworthy investigations into such effects.
The first two studies reviewed are qualitative in nature, whereas the other two are quantitative
experiments. These studies on the whole indicate that text memorization or recitation leads to
the learning of formulaic language, and the particularities of each study have also spawned

various insights into ideas for future research on teaching 1.2 formulaic sequences.



4.5.1 Wray’s (2004) study

Wray (2004) examined the performance of an adult learner taking part in the British
television program “Welsh in a Week.” A novice learner of Welsh studied a considerable
amount of formulaic sequences in order to become sufficiently fluent with a limited amount
of Welsh for meeting the challenge of a public presentation. After four days of instruction,
the learner successfully performed a cooking demonstration in her L.2. The findings of
Wray’s study suggest that verbatim memorization of lengthy stretches of text may support
oral performance of learners, or at least of lower-level learners (given that the learner in her
study was a beginner). Wray also found, however, that although the learner knew that she
would be most successful if she simply memorized the material given to her, five months
after her performance she had committed typical learner errors in what she remembered of
the original text, indicating that adult learners are inclined to process linguistic material
through their distinctive analytic filter, and therefore the teaching of formulaic material to
them may be a tremendous challenge. While this study clearly shows that having a learner
memorize a long text can increase the quality of speech production, it is not clear whether a
learner can keep engaging in such a mentally challenging task with different texts for a much
longer duration of time, such as an academic semester, and still display high-quality
performance. Nor is it clear whether bits and pieces of word strings in the memorized text can

be retrieved during rather impromptu speech production tasks.

4.5.2 Wray and Fitzpatrick’s (2008, 2010; Fitzpatrick & Wray, 2006) study

Wray and Fitzpatrick (2008, 2010; Fitzpatrick & Wray, 2006) published a study in
which adult ESL learners were required to memorize nativelike conversational turns for
future interactions. Their study devised discrete cycles of preparation, practice, and
conversations with native speakers. First, the participants each worked with a native speaker

of English to identify conversations or transactions, related to their own real-life needs that
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they would have in the near future with native speakers. Next, the participants explained to
the native speaker what they would expect to say during the targeted encounters, and together
they prepared sets of appropriate nativelike utterances. The learners then learned these
models by heart through rehearsal, after which they engaged in the targeted authentic
conversations with native speakers. The findings of Wray and Fitzpatrick™ study suggest that
even entirely fixed phrases can be highly beneficial in conversation, while extreme
circumstances, as in where unexpected turns show up in the conversation, also reveal
tenacious weaknesses that are intrinsic to a predominant reliance on formulaic material. Wray
and Fitzpatrick also found that not all participants regarded this model of utterance storage
and retrieval as useful, thus indicating the existence of individual differences in preferred
learning strategies (see also Fitzpatrick & Wray, 2006; Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2008). Their
study invites the question of the extent to which memorization of texts that are prepared prior

to instruction can promote learning of the formulaic sequences therein.

4.5.3 Yu’s (2009) study

Yu (2009) conducted an experimental study investigating whether two different means
of learning the word sequence despite the fact (that) result in differential outcomes of the
learning of the syntactic rules embedded in the word string, which according to Yu, are
problematic for Chinese learners of English owing to L1 transfer. While the contrast group of
the study was given direct instruction on the grammatical aspect of the word string despite
the fact (that), the treatment group was instructed to commit to memory the word string
through recitation without being given any explicit information about the rules. It was found
that the recitation group significantly outperformed the grammar instruction group in the
L1-to-L.2 translation test. Yu claims that the result lends support to the facilitative roles that
rote memorization can play in fostering the learning of formulaic sequences. One unique

quality of Yu’s study is that not only were the students in the recitation group directed to
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memorize the target item, but they also passed the recitation test given to them before the
post-test. This suggests that the better result from the treatment group in Yu’s study may have
been because the students in that group actually recited the text, rather than were just told to
memorize it on their own. In-class recitation activities, therefore, have the potential to
promote the learning of formulaic sequences. One question and two cautions are in order,
however. First, Yu’s study focused only on despite the fact (that), so what would have
happened if multiple or even a large number of formulaic sequences had been targeted? Will
the same result as Yu’'s be observed if many items are taught at a time or over the course of,
say, one academic semester? Second, the translation test used in Yu’s study was in a written
format. Would those students in the treatment group have been able to outperform the
contrast group if there had been a speaking test? Last, although despite the fact (that) was the
sole target item, the translation test gave the students ‘despite’ as part of the prompt. Thus,

the results should be interpreted with caution.

4.5.4 Dai and Ding’s (2010) study

Dai and Ding (2010) engaged one group of EFL students in text memorization involving
verbatim recitation, during daily independent study time in the course of a school term.
Another group, in contrast, was given discretion as to how to use their allotted study time to
work with the English texts. In the writing assignments at the end of the term, the text
memorization group was found to use more varied and more accurate formulaic sequences
than the other group. The findings of Dai and Ding’s study indicate that text memorization
can be an effective second language learning strategy. The contrasting performance of the
two groups at least shows that this strategy 1s more cost-effective than other strategies tried
out by the non-memorization group, because the total amount of time spent in learning on
their own was controlled so as to be equal. Another major finding from the Dai and Ding

study, revealed by a comparison of high and low achievers, is that low achievers overall
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benefited more from the text memorization than high achievers, indicating that the method
produces more positive effects on formulaic learning when targeting lower-level learners.
Their findings on the whole suggest that teachers should be encouraged to employ such
practice and engage students in imitating and memorizing the collocations and sequences in
the input in order to improve the quality of their output. One limitation of their study,
however, is that they measured the participants’ improvement only through writing. There are
thus two cautions in interpreting their findings. First, since the measurement was done
through composition writing, the students were free from the kind of socio-interactional
pressure reviewed earlier, and as such, they might have been able to attend to the formal
aspect of their production more than in speaking. Second, because they were given 40
minutes to compose their writing, the students were also not under the same level of timed

pressure as normal oral communication would impose.
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CHAPTER 5

Methodology

5.1 Introduction

Chapters 2 through 4 reviewed relevant research offering theoretical accounts of the
nature of formulaic sequences, and on processing, use, and learning of such sequences,
specifically by adult language learners in foreign language contexts. Chapter 4 also reviewed
past studies that investigated the effects of instructional interventions in teaching formulaic
sequences to L2 learners. In the course of this literature review, it was suggested that the
following four perspectives were lacking in the research currently available. First, little 1s
known regarding the extent to which, over an extended period of time, memorization can
occur by directing learners to memorize a large volume of language material prepared
beforehand that contain FSs. Forgetting is no doubt inevitable; however, we acquire
knowledge and skills through repeated encounters of the same material. There is a first time
for everything. Thus, it does matter how much language a particular type of instruction gets
the students to actually memorize, even if some or most of it gets forgotten over time. Second
and more specifically, as far as the literature review is concerned, no study to date has tested
the differential effects of having learners engage in memorizing the same set of material with
different cognitive loads. With respect to the present study, can it be said that engaging
learners in memorizing only select targeted parts of a text results in the same level of learning
as engaging them in memorizing the entire text? If lowered cognitive processes can bring
about similar or even better outcomes, then they are more time-efficient. Third, it was also
shown that little or no research has been conducted on the extent to which different
techniques designed and implemented to have learners memorize a lengthy text for an
extended period of time will result in differential effects on the learners’ attitude toward

memorization as a way to develop their oral proficiency. Lastly, rather surprisingly, few
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researchers have used measures of time-pressed speech production that would allow them to
directly investigate the ability of their subjects to readily use the target FSs that they had

studied under specific instructional designs.

5.2 Research questions

Based on the need for research into these areas, this dissertation aimed to investigate
the effects of engaging EFL university students in two types of recitation, over an extended
period of time, of a large volume of dialogs prepared prior to instruction as a way to
encourage them to memorize linguistic material containing useful FSs, to use those FSs in
speech production, and to continue memorization of such useful language chunks on their
own, even after instruction. The following five research questions were thus set.

*  Research Question 1: Do ‘whole text’ and ‘partial text’ recitation of a large volume of
useful dialogs, prepared in advance of instruction, engage foreign language classroom
learners in memorization over the course of one semester, and is there a significant
difference between the two in their facilitative effect?

*  Research Question 2: Does engaging foreign language classroom learners in the
‘whole text’ and ‘partial text’ dialog recitation specified in RQI1 facilitate formulaic
speech production, and is there a significant difference between the two in their
facilitative effect?

*  Research Question 3: Does engaging foreign language classroom learners in the
‘whole text’ and ‘partial text’ dialog recitation specified in RQI1 facilitate speech
fluency as measured by syllables per minute, and is there a significant difference
between the two in their facilitative effect?

*  Research Question 4: Does engaging foreign language classroom learners in the

‘whole text’ and ‘partial text’ dialog recitation specified in RQ1 favorably affect their



attitude toward text memorization as a means to develop their oral communication
skills, and 1s there a significant difference between the two in their effect?
*  Research Question 5: What variables may have been at play that can explain the

differences in performance of high and low achievers?

5.3 Pilot testing

Draft items for the tests to measure use of formulaic sequences in speech production
and the questionnaires to define learners’ attitudes and beliefs in relation to various aspects of
the learning of their target language (English), as well as their reflections on their study for
the class in question (see Sections 5.4.2.3.1 and 5.4.2.3.2), were piloted on 31 Japanese
university students attending an English course taught by the researcher in the spring
semester of 2012. These students were comparable to the eventual participants in the
treatment groups of the main study, because those in the treatment groups were given the
finalized speaking tests and questionnaires while taking the same course. Even though the
mstruments were overall found to be informative and to have acceptable test characteristics,
some minor issues were spotted when the researcher was observing the pilot students taking
the tests and the surveys and when he was analyzing the data. Thus, the parts involving those
1ssues were revised. For instance, a few prompts in the speech production tasks contained
some English phrases that were re-used in some pilot participants’ responses, so such
mstruction was taken out. Another significant change was also made to the number of items
in the surveys. The number of items in the pilot study appeared to be too large for the
participants to manage. The questionnaire was designed to follow the guidelines set for
questionnaire research by Brown, Dornyei, and Oppenheim (Brown, 2001; Dérnyet, 2010;
Oppenheim, 1992); namely, the use of multi-item (summative) scales to assess mental
variables not readily observable by direct means (e.g., attitudes, beliefs, opinions, interests,

values, aspirations, expectations, and other personal variables). However, the decision was
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made to radically reduce the total number of items, while still retaining each one of the multi
items addressing one factor. As a consequence, the reliability of the results was lowered. This
possible or likely trade-off was adopted in this study on the grounds that 1) load on students
should not be too heavy; 2) results of the pilot study showed consistent responses to
differently worded items asking about the same point; and 3) the language used to complete

this survey was their native language.

5.4 The main study

This section provides details of the main study, conducted after the pilot testing period.
The participant characteristics, instruments used, and procedures followed are explained in
detail. The dialog materials developed for the study and the different kinds of instruction
provided to the participants are listed, and are then followed by descriptions of the
measurement tools utilized in the study, that is, the speaking tests, questionnaires, and
quasi-interviews. Following this section, a brief summary is given of the statistical analyses

employed in this study.

5.4.1 Participant characteristics

Three groups of political science and economics majors in Meiji University, a leading
private university in Japan, participated in this study. Two of the three groups were treatment
groups, and the third one was set up as a contrast group. Treatment Group 1 (TG1) consisted
of 12 students (male: 9, female: 3) who were in either one of two English classes focusing on
study-abroad preparation taught by the researcher in the spring semester of 2013. The two
classes followed the same course syllabus. The only difference was that one of them
accommodated freshmen and sophomores while the other one was for juniors and seniors.

Treatment Group 2 (TG2) consisted of another 12 students (male: 8, female: 4) who

were again in either one of two English classes taught by the researcher in the spring
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semester of 2014. These two classes followed the same course syllabus of the classes the
TGI students were taking. As will be described in detail below, while the participants in TG1
were encouraged to memorize all of the dialogs that were specially prepared for this study,
those in TG2 were only required to commit to memory particular parts of those dialogs that
contained the formulaic sequences of the focus of this study.

The last group, the Contrast Group (CG), was comprised of 11 students (male: 8,
female: 3) who were in either one of yet another two English classes taught by the researcher
in the spring of 2014. The contents and target populations of these two classes differed: one
was a TOEFL iBT preparation class for first and second year students, and the other an oral
communication-oriented class for third and fourth year students. Thus, a total of 35 university
students participated in this study. Importantly, this small sample size clearly presented a
statistical problem: Could the results obtained from such a small sample be generalizable to
the target population? Ultimately, the case for this study needs to be verified by more
substantial follow-up studies with far more participants. However, the present study did
address some primary issues that have not been explored in relevant past research, and it is

therefore hoped that this study will serve as a starting point for further related studies."’

5.4.2 Instruments and procedures

This subsection first offers an overview of the dialog materials developed for this study
and the different instructional interventions given to the participants. This overview is then
followed by a sub-subsection in which the speaking tests administered, the questionnaires

conducted, and the quasi-interviews given are explained in turn.

17 Last, but not least in importance, this study could have obtained additional data from at least 13
other students. Discussion of those students will be given in Chapter 7 (Section 7.8).
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5.4.2.1 Dialog materials

Before conducting the pilot study (see Section 5.3), the researcher developed 66 model
English dialogs (3,182 words in total) that would be the language material worked on by the
participants in TG1 and TG2. Bearing in mind the variety of communicative situations that
the students may encounter when studying abroad, the researcher designed these dialogs
based on his own study-abroad experience and with the help of two native speakers. Attempts
were made to design the content to be motivating enough for students in TG1 and TG2, who
were all either planning to study or considering studying abroad in the near future. The
dialogs prepared can be roughly categorized in terms of the following three sets of scenes.
The first set contained particular scenes that students will experience when traveling abroad:
e.g., going through immigration at the airport, making complaints about a hotel room at the
front desk, making orders at a restaurant or fast food shop, asking for directions to the nearby
post office, asking for a discount in shopping. The second set was about possible exchanges
between a student and a university professor: asking a question in class, asking for an
extension of submitting an essay, thanking the professor for writing a recommendation letter,
and so forth. The last set included a variety of potential campus conversations: meeting for
the first time, talking about family, asking for help, asking for advice, talking about last
weekend, talking about plans during a long vacation, an invitation to an evening gathering,
bumping into each other near the campus, gossiping about a classmate, saying good-bye
when finishing school, and so on.'® The scripts, along with their Japanese translations, were
packaged in a booklet (see Appendix A), a copy of which was given to each participant in

Treatment Groups 1 and 2. Sample dialogs are provided below."

18 There was another set of dialogs designed for exchanges between a Japanese student and an
overseas student. Those dialogs were meant for Japanese students who would meet a foreign friend
again overseas or back in Japan.

19 Half of the dialogs were video-recorded and the other half audio-recorded, and all video and audio
data were made available on YouTube. Additionally, approximately half of each set were designed to
be relatively short dialogs compared to the length of the other half of the same set. These differences
and use of YouTube were deliberate, and this study addressed issues surrounding these. These are,
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Type 1: Travel abroad situations

Dialog 60: Problem/Request@hotel

English Japanese

Guest 1 Hi. Morning. BRYITINWET,

Cletk 2 Good morning, sir. Didwesleep FBH 9 23 WWF3, FERIT LSRN F
well last night? L7zine

Guest 3  Yes. Well, ... [Ty - -

Cleck 4 How can I help you? WD SE L7 ?

Guest 5  Well, uh, my room’s Z—&TThaz, MEO=T A
air-conditioner, it doesn’t seemto T ] & Ho A LEBNTV RN LD
be working properly. Couldyou 72/ CT9, GENCELICKTHE L X E
send someone to fix it? A

Cletk 6  Ah, sorry, sorry. I'll geton itright FRIZH LR S WEHATLZ, 7272
away, Sir. HIZ,

Guest 7 And, uh, canIuse a safety deposit H &, E—77 1 - Ry 7 Al £
box? ne?

Clerk 8 Sure. Uh, please fill in this form. LHLAATY, 2HLHLDY—MIIH

AL &,
Guest 9  All right. D F L,

Type 2: Talks between a student and a university professor

Dialog 08: What’s going to happen next?

English

Japanese

Prof. 7.

Takeshi

Prof. 7.

Takeshi
Prof. 7.

Takeshi

=

5

6

OK, finally, do we have any
questions? Yes.

What’s going to happen next to
the Japanese economy?

Hmm, I thought you were gonna
ask that. The Japanese economy.
Well, the Japanese economy, I'm
afraid, 1s not looking so good.
Mm. And unless the government
does something about it, and even
if they do something about it, I'm
not really sure.

Oh, 1t’s bad.
It’s bad. Study hard.

Hm, OK, I will.

S{C\ mZWZ, BfiZb £9n°
Uy,
HARREIZ, WIZEI D £3h2
S—te, TOZ LEZHMPND LBV
L7, BARBHE CT4, 22—, H
AfREIL, Bakhnb, bW EYE
FELSHD FHA, £ LT, BN
s L7g T duX, £72, IRICHE S0
&L= LThH, FUTIiTE<D
N FEHEA,

BL72nTd 4,

% 7N TY, s, k- T2
SY AN

VAN U

however, outside the focus of this dissertation and to be discussed in forthcoming papers.
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Type 3: Conversations between university students

Dialog 06: Brothers/sisters

English Japanese
Joe 1 Do you have any brothers or s (k) W 2
sisters?
Takeshi 2  What do you think? ESEELEH 2
Joe 3 OK, let me guess. You have a L, YTTHADL L, BEPRWBAL
younger sister, don’t you? RIRUND?
Takeshi 4  What makes you think that? fArcE 5 S biF?
Joe 5  Idon’t know. Just a hunch. DINNIRN, TR X,
Takeshi 6  Well, I'm an only child. How — Ao F7E Xk, Bix?
about you?

Joe 7  Ihave one younger brother and ~ #— A & fifi— A5 X,
one older sister.

Takeshi 8  Wow, I wish I could’ve had a WU e BEB LS (k) Ak L

brother or a sister. ST 5,

Joe 9  You know what? You could FIH7E. WOMNFIZEWITHk R X,
come over sometime and meet
them.

Takeshi 10 That would be great. Thanks. WA, HY AL,

There were a number of reasons why the material developed for this study took a dialog
format. First and foremost, the dialog style was expected to raise the likelihood that the
students would see the usefulness of the formulaic sequences therein when they actually
encounter the same or similar exchanges. The intention of this approach is similar to that of
Wray and Fitzpatrick’s (2010) study, where the participants in that study were provided with
conversational expressions for the situations that they expected to encounter in the near future
(see Section 4.5.2). The major difference between the material in this study and that in their
study is that the former was developed prior to instruction while the latter was constructed
through collaboration with the participants. A collaborative approach to materials
development in Wray and Fitzpatrick’s study might well have made the materials seem more
relevant to the participants in the study. In contrast to this, the present study was intended to

vestigate the extent to which material designed in advance for a particular group of students
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(1.e., students wishing to study abroad) could be effectively utilized in the foreign language
classroom. The second major reason why the target formulaic sequences were embedded in
dialogs was that many of those sequences are interactional: that is, they are used when people
talk to each other. In order for the meanings and pragmatic functions of these FSs to be
clearly demonstrated to the students, the dialog format seemed the most appropriate. Another
significant reason why this format was adopted for the present study was that dialog texts can
be conveniently utilized when engaging classroom learners in pair-work, which will lead to
interactional transactions between them that might approximate to transfer-appropriate
processing that will support future authentic communication (see Section 3.5). Last but not
least in importance, this material was prepared because no equivalent material was found in

the textbook market (see also the second footnote under Section 5.4.2.1).

5.4.2.2 Instructional interventions
Detailed descriptions of the different kinds of instruction given to the three groups are
provided below. All clear differences and similarities specified here will be helpful when

interpreting and analyzing the statistical data in the discussion (Chapter 7).

Treatment Group 1

At the beginning of the semester, the students were informed that the recitation of all
the dialogs (3,182 words) would be 30% of their final grade. During each class, linguistic
(e.g., syntactic, phonological, pragmatic) explanations relating to a number of dialogs
(roughly 6 on average) were given by the researcher. Every week, for a third or more of the
90-minute class time, students reviewed selected dialogs in pairs and when ready acted them
out, again in pairs, to another student or the researcher, with the booklet closed. For each
dialog that was successfully performed (i.e., without too much hesitation or many mistakes),

the “Checker” signed on the “Check Sheet” for each reciter. When the researcher was the
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Checker, he also provided brief corrective feedback to the students being checked. When the
students were working on the Check, they were encouraged to recite each dialog twice,
desirably putting at least one-week interval. Thus, for each dialog, there was a 1st Check and
a 2nd Check. A copy of the Check Sheet is available in Appendix B. While the students were
working on the Check, the researcher walked around the classroom and occasionally gave
brief corrective feedback to individual students or to the entire class as well. At the end of the
semester, the researcher provided an evaluation for the dialog recitation to each student,

referring to their Check Sheet.*

Treatment Group 2

As with TGI, the students in TG2 were informed at the beginning of the semester that
30% of their final grade would be on the acting-out of all the dialogs. However, the TG2
participants were only required to memorize the blanks in the dialog booklet (1,047 words in
total, 33% of the entire text). During each class, also similar to TG1, linguistic explanations
on approximately 6 dialogs were given by the researcher. Every week, for a third or more of
the class time, students reviewed selected dialogs in pairs and when ready read aloud those to
each other, to another student, or to the researcher while looking at the textbook with the
Japanese translation covered. The manner in which the students in TG2 performed the
dialogs was therefore very different from the manner in which the TG1 students completed it,
a point further described below and considered in depth in Chapter 7. For each dialog
successfully read aloud, the Checker signed on the Check Sheet for each reader. Again, when

the researcher was the Checker, he also provided brief corrective feedback to the student

20 As will be seen in Chapter 6 (Table 6.1, Figure 6.6.1), the progress made by TG1 on 1st Check
was very high (M = 98.67%), even though TG1 worked on three times as large a size of the text as
TG2 did (see the descriptions of TG2). The boxplot for 1st Check in Figure 6.6.1 illustrates that the
TG1 students cluster at a very high score range. Actually, there were two other students taking the
same course as these students. However, these two students’ data were left out of the following
analyses on the basis of their 1st Check achievement percentages (35% and 59% respectively) being
specified as ‘outliers’ in another boxplot that contained these two students’ data.
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being checked on. As in the case with TG1, the students in TG2 were also encouraged to do

both 1st Check and 2nd Check for all dialogs. The remainder is exactly the same as what was

done with TG1. The researcher walked around the classroom and, when he saw fit, gave brief

corrective feedback to individual students or to the entire class; and at the end of the semester,

each student’s dialog memorization was evaluated according to their Check Sheet. Sample

dialogs with the blanks for TG2 are shown below using the same samples introduced in

Section 5.4.2.1.

Type 1: Travel abroad situations

Dialog 60: Problem/Request@hotel

TGl

TG2

Guest 1 Hi. Morning.

Cletk 2 Good morning, sir. Did we sleep
well last night?

Guest 3 Yes. Well, ...
Clerk 4  How can I help you?

Guest 5 Well, uh, my room’s
air-conditioner, it doesn’t seem to
be working
properly. Could you send someone
to fix it?

Cletk 6 Ah, sorry, sorry. I’ll get on it right
away, SiI.

Guest 7 And, uh, can I use a safety
deposit box?

Clerk 8  Sure. Uh, please fill in this form.
Guest 9 All right.

Hi. Morning.

Good morning, sir. Did we sleep
well last night?

Yes. Well, ...

( JcanI( ) you?

Well, uh, my room’s ( ),
it [ 11 ] to be ( )

( ). Could you [ ] someone
to( )it?

Ah, sorry, sorry. I'll get () it right
[ ], sir.

And,uh,canI( )al| ]

[ |

Sure. Uh, please () () this form.

All right.

Type 2: Talks between a student and a university professor

Dialog 08: What’s going to happen next?

TGl

TG2

Prof. Z. 1 OK, finally, do we have any
questions? Yes.

Takeshi 2  What’s going to happen
next to the Japanese economy?
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OK, finally, do we have any
questions? Yes.

What’s going to (

() () the Japanese economy?



Prof. 7.

Takeshi
Prof. 7.
Takeshi

tn

Hmm, I thought you were gonna
ask that. The Japanese economy.
Well, the Japanese economy,

I’'m afraid, is not looking so
good. Mm. And unless the
government does something
about it, and even if they do
something about it, I'm not really
sure.

Oh, 1t’s bad.
It’s bad. Study hard.
Hm, OK, I will.

Hmm, I thought you were ( )

ask that. The Japanese economy.

Well, the Japanese economy,
11 ], 1s not (

[ ) so
(7).Mm. And][

] the

government ( ) ( )
([ 1C )(C)they[ ]
[ ) Jaboutit, ’'m( ) ( )
Oh, 1t’s bad.

It’s bad. Study hard.
Hm, OK, I will.

Type 3: Conversations between university students

Dialog 06: Brothers/sisters

TGl TG2

Joe 1 Do you have any brothers or Do you ( )( ) brothers ( )
sisters? sisters?

Takeshi 2 What do you think? ( ) do you ( )?

Joe 3 OK, let me guess. You have a OK,( )( )( ). You have a
younger sister, don’t you? [ ] sister, ( ?

Takeshi 4 What makes you think that? ( ) ( ) you think that?

Joe 5 I don’t know. Just a hunch. I don’t know. Just a ( ).

Takeshi 6 Well, I'm an only child. How Well,’'man( )child. [ ]
about you? [ ] you?

Joe 7 I have one younger brother and I have one younger brother and
one older sister. one ( ) sister.

Takeshi 8 Wow, I wish I could’ve had a Wow, I ( ) I could’ve had a
brother or a sister. brother or a sister.

Joe 9 You know what? You could You ( ) ( )? You could
come over sometime and meet 1T ]( ) and meet
them. them.

Takeshi 10 That would be great. Thanks. That ( ) be great. Thanks.

Key differences between the TGs

The key instructional differences between TG1 and TG2 were thus twofold. First, the

materials in which the two groups engaged were the same in terms of content but different in

surface form. That 1s, the dialogs worked on by TG2 had a significant number of blanks, and

unlike the students in TG1, who were required to commit to memory the entirety of each
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dialog, the students in TG2 were only expected to memorize the words (formulaic sequences
of the study’s focus) in those blanks. The second difference was a consequence of having
TG2 students work on the material with a multitude of blanks. Unlike TG1’s case, where
students acted out the dialogs with a partner, participants in TG2 were, when performing the
dialogs, directed to do so alone. Acting out with a partner would have made the recitation
task for TG2 students a little too simple. Additionally, being required only to fill in the blanks

while acting out the dialogs necessitated focus on the script.

Contrast Group

Reviewing the characteristics of CG depicted in Section 5.4.1, the participants in CG
were in two different classes. One class was a TOEFL 1BT test preparation course with
freshmen and sophomores, and the other a communication-oriented English course with a
focus on use of movies and TV dramas in English, with juniors and seniors. In terms of the
focus of this study, these two classes had two features in common. First, since they were
meant to be the CG collectively, they did not deal with the dialog materials for TG1 and TG2.
Another characteristic they both had in relation to the focus of this study was that there was
in fact extensive memorization involved. For the students in the TOFL 1BT class were given
the assignment of memorizing a large volume of sample responses to the speaking and
writing sections of the test. The students in the communication-oriented class, conversely,
were assigned to pick out a scene from a movie or TV drama of their choice and recite the
scene to a partner every week. Thus, the students in CG were similar to TG1 and TG2 in that
they had a significant amount of memorization to complete (although the materials were
different). One rather important difference between CG and TGs was that even though all
classes were elective courses, the final grades for the TGs classes were not counted as part of
the students’ GPA, a potentially influential factor affecting the results and a point returned to

in Chapter 7.
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5.4.2.3 Measures
This sub-subsection provides an overview of the speaking tests administered, the

questionnaires conducted, and the quasi-interviews given.

5.4.2.3.1 Speaking tests

Two speaking tests, which were developed using Microsoft PowerPoint and were
revised versions of those used in the pilot study, were administered to all participants. Each
test consisted of three parts, described in detail below.”! As a total of 6 individual classes
were involved in this study (i.e., two classes for TG1, two for TG2, and two for CG), and two
tests were conducted per class (i.e., one in the beginning and the other at the end of the
semester), there were 12 test sessions in total. Each test session was given in a
computer-equipped classroom. The students in each class took their tests at the same time.
During a test, each student sat at a computer and gave their spoken responses to the prompts,
appearing one by one on screen, to a microphone following the directions on screen and
mstructions given by the researcher before each part started. The first test, the Pre-Test, was
given to all classes between April 10th and 16th. After the exact interval of 98 days for all
classes, the second test, the Post-Test, was administered between July 17th and 23rd. Detailed
schedules for all three groups are shown in Figure 5.1. This schedule includes all test and
questionnaire dates (for details of questionnaires, see Section 5.4.2.3.2), including when
mstruction on specific dialogs was given for TG1 and TG2. One caveat in analyzing this
figure is that while TG2 on average had one week less than TG1 in the semester (TG1: 14.5
class meetings; TG2: 13.5 class meetings), TG2 on average started working with the dialogs

one week sooner than TG1 (with TG1 starting halfway through the third class, TG2 halfway

21 There was actually one more part in the speaking test. It was designed to measure the participants’
oral fluency in their L1, Japanese. As this issue is not part of the present study’s investigation, this
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through the second). Detailed descriptions of each part of the speaking test are as follows (for
the actual Microsoft PowerPoint slides that were shown to the participants during the tests,

see Appendices C and D).

part will not be touched on any further in this dissertation.
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Figure 5.1. Detailed schedules for all three groups.

71



Part 1: Reading-aloud short sentences

Part 1 of the speaking test was designed to measure the improvement in the participants’
ability to properly articulate multi-word strings, sentences of different semantic structures
(e.g., a tag question, a question beginning with a WH-word), and words from the dialog
textbook. The words selected from the textbook were those commonly identified as
troublesome for Japanese learners of English. Although pronunciation was not a primary
focus of this study, this read-aloud task was given on the grounds that formulaic language is a
multifaceted phenomenon involving a variety of linguistic features that obviously include
aspects of pronunciation, along with non-verbal elements such as facial expressions and
gestures. Whereas non-verbal features were outside the scope of this dissertation, this
pronunciation component was therefore included as part of the test. Another note about this
part of the test, which was much less cognitively demanding than the remainder of the test, is
that giving this component at the beginning was intended to tease out the tension in those
participants who might feel intimidated by having other test-takers hear their possibly
€ITONEeoUs Tesponses.

The procedure and scoring of this part of the test (both in Pre-Test and Post-Test) is as
follows. During each test, the participants were instructed to read aloud 10 short English
sentences, each consisting of one specific pronunciation feature. Each prompt started with a
Japanese sentence, which was followed by an English translation of the prompt. Some
prompts also included particular instruction for reading aloud the English. It should be noted
that although the prompts in Pre-Test and those in Post-Test were designed to measure the
same pronunciation features, the wording for each specific prompt was deliberately changed
in the Post-Test. This modification was made in order to circumvent aid from any memory
traces from the Pre-Test, even though such traces were presumably unlikely, given the long

interval between the Pre-Test and the Post-Test (1.e., 98 days). An additional note about the

72



wording of the prompts is that English sentences to be read aloud in the Pre-Test were taken
directly from the dialog textbook, because the participants had yet to work on the English
sentences used in the Pre-Test before taking that test; thus, there was no need to word the
prompts differently from the dialog textbook. As for the duration of this part of the test, the
participants were given either 10 or 15 seconds per prompt to comprehend the prompt and
read aloud the English sentence. The seconds given to the participants depended on the
overall density of a prompt. Two prompts in each test were 15-second ones. Finally, the
scoring of a response was either 0 or 1 (0 as “fail’ and 1 as ‘pass’) in accordance with the
particular pronunciation feature in focus. The full score in this part was 10. Scoring was done
by the researcher three times, with at least a two-week interval between scoring sessions, and
for each item a majority score was adopted. Below are examples of the prompts and notes
covering the explanations laid out above. A summary of all prompts and notes are available

in Appendix E.

Prompt type 1 in Part 1: Multi-word sequence

Pre-Test: You seem to have had a good weekend.
(FWERZ®ZIN/ZX 5 TTH)

Post-Test: You seem to have had a bad holiday.
(E<WAHZB TSNz X 9 TTR)

Instruction: Pronounce “to have” colloquially.

Time given: 15 seconds

Scoring point: contraction of “to have”

Original script: You seem to have had a good weekend. (Dialog 16)

In this example, participants were expected to be able to say 7o 've as the contracted colloquial

form of 7o have, a multi-word sequence. If a participant read aloud the whole sentence with
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this contraction, he or she gained one point; otherwise, zero.

Prompt type 2 in Part 1: Sentence
Pre-Test: He’s an idiot, isn’t he? (fff > T, /3472 X 43)
Post-Test: He’s smart, isn’t he? (£ » T, BAEL U L 42)
Instruction: Assume that the person you are talking to will agree with you.
Time given: 10 seconds
Scoring point: falling intonation of a tag question

Original script: He’s an idiot, isn’t he? (Dialog 41)

In this case, participants were to process the sentence to read aloud as a whole, although isn '
he? was the specific focus. Following the instruction that the interlocutor would concur,
participants were led to read aloud this sentence with a falling intonation rather than a rising

one. Thus, if they did so, they obtained one point here.

Prompt type 3 in Part 1: Word
Pre-Test: I hate McDonald’s. (v 7 K7 /L FKBEEY)
Post-Test: I love McDonald’s. (¥ 7 K7 /L K KA &)
Instruction: NONE
Time given: 10 seconds
Scoring point: pronunciation of the triple consonant in “McDonald’s”
Original script: Then walk for three blocks, and it’s on the left side right

next to McDonald’s. (Dialog 65)

This last case here has to do with a gray area of formulaic language. Following Wray’s rather

inclusive view about the minimum requirement of a formulaic sequence (see Section 2.2),
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according to which even an individual word can be regarded as a formulaic sequence, the
focus of this prompt is a sequence involving the pronunciation of three consonants
McDonald’s). This particular prompt was prepared as learners whose L1 is Japanese, a
syllabic language, often have difficulty pronouncing three successive consonant sounds in
English without inserting vowels between them (e.g., strong, scratch), even when they are
able to properly pronounce a double consonant string (e.g., frip, clock). Participants were
given one point if they read aloud McDonald’s without putting /a/ between Me and /u/

between cD.

Part 2: Short translations or directed responses

This part of the speaking test was designed to see if the participants in TG1 and TG2
made significant improvement compared to the CG participants in making use of the FSs in
the dialog textbook in a time-constrained manner over the course of one-semester instruction.
Only a select few FSs were targeted in this part, as the dialog material contained a plethora of
FSs yet the testing time was limited. Participants were therefore given 16 prompts in
Japanese in this segment (both Pre-Test and Post-Test). Their task was to respond to those
prompts in English from the computer as if they were speaking to someone. Each prompt
required them to either translate part of the Japanese prompt into English or supply and utter
something in English that would be a reasonable reaction to the particular situational cues
given. Each prompt was meant to tap into the participants’ knowledge of the dialogs—or
more specifically the FSs therein—that they worked on in the class, and was also designed in
such a way that they would be easily able to respond to it appropriately if they used some
particular FSs from the dialog textbook. Moreover, not only did this part attempt to measure
memory trace of those FSs in the participants’ long-term memory, it also served as a means
to assess accessibility, in the sense of access speed, to those sequences stored in memory

because the time given to understand and respond to each prompt was only 18 seconds.
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As for the contents of the prompts, half of all 16 prompts in each test were the same
ones, designated ‘repeated’ prompts, while the remaining 8 prompts in the two tests were
different from each other, designated ‘non-repeated’ prompts. More specifically, half of the
‘repeated’ prompts and another half of the ‘non-repeated’ prompts (i.e., 4 x 4 = 8§ items) were
constructed in such a way that a ‘direct’ application of some FSs from the dialog textbook
would suffice as appropriate responses. In contrast, successful completion of the remaining
prompts (i.e., 4 items from the repeated prompts and another 4 from the non-repeated
prompts, 8 items in total) would not be accomplished by such plain re-use. Rather, if
participants wanted to successfully respond to these prompts using some FSs from the
textbook, they would have to ‘modify’ those to fit in the cued situation. Lastly, each response
was given two scores. One was the number of the FSs available in the dialog textbook that
were used in the response. Accurate use of a FS was not evaluated in a strict manner, because
accurate and fluent speech production was beyond the capability of the participants in this
study. This was a deliberate choice, and the reason for it is that this study’s principal
concerns were remnant of memory and accessibility. This is a theoretically-founded choice,
as there 1s a purported tension between fluency in the sense of fast and smooth production
and accuracy, especially under time-constrained circumstances (Skehan, 1998). The other
score given to each response was the degree of its appropriateness as a response to the
prompt in question. The full score for each prompt was set as 3 points. All responses were
meticulously examined by the researcher and a set of scoring criteria was created for each
prompt. Counting of the FSs used and scoring for appropriateness were both done by the
researcher three times, with at least a two-week interval between scoring sessions, and for
each item a majority score was adopted. Unlike Part 1, this part required transcribing, which
was first outsourced to a transcribing company and then all transcribed data was carefully
reviewed by the researcher. Examples of the prompts in this part together with the scoring

criteria are provided below, and all prompts and scoring criteria (not including some irregular
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criteria) are summarized in Appendix F.

Prompt type 1 in Part 2: Repeated & direct application

Target sentence(s): / was wondering if you could give me an extension for
handing in my essay. (Dialog 11)

FSs counted: 1) / was wondering if...; 2) you could, 3) give me; 4) an
extension for; 5) handing in

Scoring criteria for appropriateness: 1) submission; 2) extension; 3) asking
if something is possible in a remote, roundabout way // Additional
scoring criteria: a) no. 1 (submission) can be left out without a
deduction; b) however, if either no. 2 (extension) or no. 3 (asking
if...) is missing, the response is not interpretable properly, and thus 0
1s given; c) if something 1s wrong due to erroneous vocabulary
use and yet a proper guess on the part of the listener 1s likely,

then give just 1 point

Prompt type 2 in Part 2: Repeated & modified application

Target sentence(s): Uh, what do vou think of Japan becoming the third
world, uh, third biggest world economy after China? (Dialog 7)

Sample modified expression: What do you think of China becoming the
second biggest world economy after the US?

FSs counted: 1) What do you think; 2) think of. 3) Prep. + Noun + Gerund; 4)
second + Superlative; 5) after ...

Scoring criteria for appropriateness: 1) China as no. 2; 2) economy; 3) after the

U.S.
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Prompt type 3 in Part 2: Non-repeated & direct application
Target sentence(s): See? I told you. (Dialog 53)
FSs counted: 1) See?; 2) fold you
Scoring criteria for appropriateness: 1) I told you // Additional scoring criteria: a)
if said 1s used rather than fold, then give just 1 point; b) the use of rold 1s
given only 1 point unless it is used as in 7 fold you;, c) say (instead of its past
tense form) 1s given 0; d) however, if did say 1s used, give 2 points out of

3

Prompt type 4 in Part 2: Non-repeated & modified application
Target sentence(s): I'm running out of ideas here! (Dialog 23)
Sample modified expression: I'm running out of cash!
FSs counted: 1) Present Progressive; 2) run out of....
Scoring criteria for appropriateness: 1) present progressive tense; 2) run out of; 3)
cash // Additional scoring criteria: money instead of cash is also

acceptable

Part 3: Extensive oral production in English

While Part 2 of the speaking test tried to elicit particular FSs from the participants in a
rather deliberate manner (it was even obvious to those students in TGs), Part 3 was intended
to be a far more general measure of oral proficiency. That is, not only were the responses to
the prompts in this part analyzed with respect to the number of FSs used from the dialog
textbook, but this part also sought to gauge the participants’ oral fluency, measured by
pruned syllables (i.e., excluding fillers and self-corrections) spoken per minute. During this
part participants spoke about four different topics. For each topic, they were first given 30

seconds to understand the prompt and prepare a response. After the preparation time, they
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were then to respond to the topic at hand in 60 seconds. Since the number of syllables spoken
per minute was one of the two scoring criteria for this part, participants were encouraged to
continue speaking until the time expired. Since this part was to measure the participants’
general oral fluency, different prompts were given to them in the two tests. The first prompt
in each asked the participants to describe what is happening in a photo. The photos used in

the tests are shown in Figure 5.2.

Photo shown in Pre-Test Photo shown in Post-Test

Figure 5.2. Photos used in Part 3 of the speaking tests.

Secondly, the participants were prompted to speak about a past experience. The topic in
Pre-Test was some impressive event or episode in their life thus far. In Post-Test, they spoke
about something impressive that happened to them during the semester. Next, they were
asked to explain some Japanese document from their university to some imaginary overseas
student who did not speak Japanese. In the Pre-Test, their task was to explain the information
in a document about a TOEFL ITP test administered in the school and how to apply to take
the test. In the Post-Test, they were to explain a document detailing the requirements for
graduation from the school. The final prompt asked the participants to speak about some
imaginary situation. The hypothetical situation in the Pre-Test was a situation in which they

were to imagine that they had one million yen in hand. They were to speak about how they
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would spend the money. The one given in the Post-Test was a situation where they were to
take a leave of absence from school and do anything they wanted for one year. As shown, the
four prompts in each test sought to see the participants’ overall oral proficiency. This part
required transcribing similar to the process of Part 2: it was first outsourced to a transcribing
company and then all transcribed data was carefully reviewed by the researcher. Total
numbers of pruned syllables were calculated for each participant’s responses, which became
their fluency score for this portion of the assessment. FSs used in their responses that were
also available in the dialog textbook were counted too, which constituted their other score for

this part of the test. The scoring was carefully carried out by the researcher.

5.4.2.3.2 Questionnaires

Based on the guidelines for questionnaire research by Brown, Dérnye1, and Oppenheim
(Brown, 2001; Dornyei, 2010; Oppenheim, 1992), two survey forms were prepared for this
study, although the total number of items was restricted considerably, as was explained in the
description of the pilot study (see Section 5.3 for detail). The Pre-Questionnaire, administered
in the beginning of the semester, contained 29 survey items, asking the participants about
their attitudes and beliefs regarding various aspects of English learning, including the
learning of formulaic language. However, as seen below, this dissertation used the data of
only three of the 29 items. The reason for this 1s that this survey was investigating certain
research questions that were not relevant to this dissertation. The themes of those
non-essential research questions include use of video material, learning of non-verbal
language as part of verbal and formulaic language, and motivational effects of the imminence
of study abroad experience. The Pre-Questionnaire also included 8 factual survey items. The
Post-Questionnaire, conducted at the end of the semester, contained a total of 43 items in the
case of the TGs and 29 items for the CG, some of which were the same items as those used in

the Pre-Questionnaire, and the rest of which asked the participants to reflect on their
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memorization study for the class. For the same reason mentioned above concerning the
Pre-Questionnaire, the participants’ responses to only 19 out of those items were examined in
this dissertation. This second survey form again contained some factual survey items: 6 items
for the TGs and 4 for the CG. Both surveys were administered in the participants’ L1,
Japanese. All items with the exception of the factual ones in the surveys were based on a
six-point Likert scale (“1” referring to “disagree™ and “6” to “strongly agree”). Wherever
possible, double-barreled items were avoided. Each time a questionnaire was administered in
a class, the students were informed that confidentiality of data identifying individuals was
guaranteed, and that their candidness would be greatly appreciated. Entering the responses on
the paper-based questionnaires into the computer was then done by one non-specialist and
double-checked by the researcher. The original Japanese questionnaire forms and a
comprehensive summary of the items used in this dissertation, along with their English
translation, can be found in Appendices G, H, I, and J. Each one of the items actually used
carries its own significance, and thus a brief explanation of each is provided below under
particular categories. While original items were created in plain Japanese, their English
translation contains a number of technical terms for the sake of succinctness.

The three questionnaire items listed in Table 5.1 were those used in both the
Pre-Questionnaire and the Post-Questionnaire. The first asked the participants about their
attitude toward emulating adept pronunciation, that is, the extent to which they considered
emulating the pronunciation of native speakers and advanced learners as important. The
second was on memorization of formulaic sequences (or in the actual questionnaires, more
specifically on committing to memory conversational expressions such as It’s up to you,
asking the participants how important they considered such memorization). The third item,
conversely, was to see how hard they would work on such memorization if they perceived it
as likely to result in receiving a good grade, or how difficult it would be if they were left to

do so on their own. These three items, highly relevant to the central issues investigated in this
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study, were given in both questionnaires in order to see any significant attitudinal changes

toward these over the course of the instruction that the participants received.

Table 5.1

Attitudinal Items Used in Both Pre-Questionnaire and Post-Questionnaire

Focus of the item Item (shortened version)

Importance of emulating proficient =~ Emulating proficient pronunciation is important.
pronunciation

Importance of memorizing FSs Memorizing FSs is important.

A grade incentive to memorization A grade incentive will help me engage in dialog
memorization.

Table 5.2 encompasses those Post-Questionnaire items that asked the participants in
TGI and TG2 to reflect on their dialog study. The item on motivational effects of in-class
recitation inquired into the extent to which time reserved in class for checking dialog
memorization motivated them to commit the dialogs to memory. The item on motivational
effects of in-class memorization time, in contrast, sought to find out the extent to which
having time in class for memorizing dialogs motivated them to engage in memorization. The
remaining two items in this list then attempted to see how much effort they actually put into
memorization of the dialogs, even beyond just memorizing them. While the first one asked
whether the students practiced each dialog until becoming able to act it out at a natural speed,
the second one inquired into whether they practiced until they were able to perform it with
proper pronunciation, intonation, stress, pauses, linking, and drops (i.e., non-pronounced

plosives /p/ /b/ /t/ /d/ /k/ /g/ at the word end not immediately followed by a vowel sound).
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Table 5.2

Reflective Items on Memorization Given Only to TGs

Focus of the item Item (shortened version)

Motivational effects of in-class I worked hard on dialog memorization thanks to

recitation "Check."

Motivational effects of in-class I engaged in dialog memorization thanks to the in-

memorization time class time given to it.

Practicing until fast I practiced until I was able to act out the dialogs
fast.

Practicing until attaining proper I practiced until I was able to properly articulate

articulation the dialogs.

The questionnaire items grouped in Table 5.3 called on all participants to reflect on the
improvement that they felt they had made in a few areas of output production, with the
exception of aspects of pronunciation, which were covered in other items grouped in the next
table. The first one had to do with speech production only, asking the participants whether
they had come to use fillers (e.g., well, uh, you know) when what they wanted to say was not
coming to mind at the moment. The second and third items, conversely, were concerned with
learning of grammar, especially in terms of syntax and morphology. The item on learning of
new sentence structures asked if they came to use syntactic structures that they had not used
before such as hypotheticals and tag questions; and the other item, on learning of vocabulary
with control of morphological and syntactic features, was to determine whether they were
better able to use words in the grammatically correct form and order than previously. Finally,
the item on learning of formulaic sequences sought to see if there had been an increase in the

number of FSs that the students could use in their output production.
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Table 5.3

Reflective Items on Improvement in Output Production (Except for Articulatory Aspects)

Focus of the item Item (shortened version)

Learning of fillers I have come to use fillers when lost for words.

Learning of new sentence structures I have come to use sentence structures that I did
not use before.

Learning of vocabulary with control My word use has improved morphologically and

of morphological and syntactic syntactically.
features
Learning of FSs There has been an increase in the number of FSs

that I can use.

The items categorized under Table 5.4 targeted the improvement in the participants’
articulation. The first item in the list, on learning of pronunciation, inquired about general
aspects of pronouncing individual words in English, asking the students whether they became
better able to pronounce individual words (e.g., words with / at the end, s/ and s, / and r,
plosives [i.e., p, b, t, d, k, and g]). By contrast, the second and third items looked into
supra-segmental facets of articulation. The second item was on learning of liaison, that is, on
progress made in linking a word ending with a consonant and the next word beginning with a
vowel sound. The third item addressed the extent to which the participants became better at

pronouncing words with appropriate intonation and stress.
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Table 5.4

Reflective Items on Improvement in Articulation

Focus of the item Item (shortened version)

Learning of pronunciation I can now pronounce individual words.
Learning of liaison I can now link words when pronouncing them.
Learning of intonation and stress I can now pronounce words with appropriate

intonation and stress.

The two items put together in Table 5.5 were specifically meant to see how adept the
participants became at language processing. The first item here was concerned with the
students’ realtime processing ability to hold incoming sounds in short-term memory as word
chunks rather than individual words, and to repeat them with the same articulatory contour
with respect to pronunciation, intonation, stress, and other factors related to articulation. It
inquired about whether the students felt improvement in this. The second one, on the other
hand, was a more direct inquiry in regards to the focus of this study, asking whether they felt

that they had improved their ability to memorize phrases and dialogs.

Table 5.5

Reflective Items on Improvement in Language Processing

Focus of the item Item (shortened version)
Improvement in emulating I have become better at holding incoming sounds
articulation as chunks and repeating them with the same

articulatory contour.
Improvement in chunk memorization I have become better at memorizing phrases and
dialogs.

The last set of reflective questionnaire items remaining (Table 5.6) were those trying to
learn the extent to which the three types of instructional interventions provided to the

participants differentially affected their attitude toward memorization, especially of formulaic
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language. The first item was a simple inquiry about the enjoyment of committing formulaic
strings to memory. The second one was more concrete with respect to memorization as a way
to develop their oral communication skills. It attempted to see whether they came to view
committing to memory phrases and dialogs favorably to the point of being able to readily
recite them, one step farther than mere memorization. Finally, the third item was concerned
with adopting text memorization as a means to develop their overall knowledge of the L2.
That 1s, it sought to find out whether they came to have a favorable attitude toward doing so
as a way to learn or reinforce their knowledge of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and

other points concerned with acquiring their L2.

Table 5.6

Reflective Items on Changes in Attitude Toward Memorization (Esp. of FSs)

Focus of the item Item (shortened version)

Favorable change in attitude toward I have come to enjoy memorizing phrases and
text memorization dialogs.

Favorable change in attitude toward I have come to have a favorable attitude toward

readily recitable memorization memorizing phrases and dialogs to the point of
being able to readily recite them.

Favorable change 1n attitude toward Through dialog memorization, I have come to

text memorization as a way to learn a have a favorable attitude toward doing so as a way

variety of features to learn grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation,and
other aspects of my English learning.

5.4.2.3.3 Reliability of the quantitative measures

This study investigated the effectiveness of engaging learners in text memorization
from a variety of perspectives utilizing a specific set of dialogs prepared in advance for the
target population in the study-abroad preparation course that TG1 and TG2 would eventually
take. Accordingly, the reliability of the quantitative measures for this study was compromised.

First, regarding the questionnaires, as mentioned in Section 5.3 on pilot testing, this study
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deliberately did not employ multi-items scales to assess a mental variable, and thus the
statistical reliability of each questionnaire item in this study was not substantiated. Second,
although this study sought to investigate the effectiveness of dialog text memorization as a
way to develop one’s formulaic language knowledge in a general sense, the text from which
to derive test measures was restricted to the dialog material developed for the study-abroad
preparation course, which was why the reliability of the test items was not statistically
substantiated in pilot testing. Such being the case, for the evaluation of the statistical results
presented in the next chapter, Table 5.7 summarizes the reliability estimates of the Pre- and
Post-Test scores obtained from the participants in the main study. As can be seen, the
estimates for some components were low, and thus the statistical analyses henceforth have to

be made with this limitation in mind.

Table 5.7

Reliability Estimates for the Speaking Test Components (Cronbach Alpha)

Pre-Test Post-Test
Pronunciation in Part 1 464 581
FS use in Part 2 492 729
Appropriateness in Part 2 651 745
FS use in Part 3 197 561
Syllables per minute in Part 3 926 .898

5.4.2.3.4 Quasi-interviews

Upon the completion of the speaking test each time, the participants were then given a
few questions in Japanese on their monitor, and they offered their answers in Japanese to
each question one by one in the same manner in which they responded to the prompts for the
speaking tests. For each question, they were given 90 seconds to answer, although the
interviews did not move on to the next question until all participants in the same session

finished their answers. The main purpose of these quasi-interviews was to look into
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individual differences that might affect the effectiveness of each instructional intervention
under investigation of this study. During the Pre-Interview, students were asked about their
prior experience of memorization for their English learning, specifically about what materials
they committed to memory and how they memorized them. They were also asked whether
they considered themselves as cut out for foreign language learning and the reasons for their
view of themselves. In the Post-Interview, they were asked to reflect on their English study
over the course of the semester. In particular, they were asked about the following three
things: (1) how they committed to memory the materials to be memorized; (2) how the
memorization work in which they engaged for this research over the course of the semester
influenced and changed their view toward memorizing a large volume of formulaic
sequences as a way to improve their English; and (3) what opportunities to communicate with
others in English they had except for the class they were taking for this research. The actual
Microsoft PowerPoint slides that were shown to the participants during the quasi-interviews
can be found in Appendices K and L. The interview data were first transcribed by an English

education major in university, and then double-checked by the researcher.

5.5 Statistical analyses

Due to the small sample size (i.e., TG1 and TG2 each consisting of 12 participants with
CG being comprised of 11), a normal distribution was not assumed for the present study.
Therefore, all statistical analyses were conducted by means of non-parametric methods. As
implied in previous parts of this chapter where the speaking tests and questionnaires
administered for this study were described (see Section 5.4.2.3), there were 1n this study three
types of quantitative data that were amenable to statistical analysis. Categorized under ‘Type
A’ were all the scores obtained twice during the study, that is, all the speaking test scores and
the scores for a subset of the questionnaire items that were given to the participants twice (see

Table 5.1). Classified under ‘Type B’ were the scores for a majority of the questionnaire
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items obtained only once at the end of the semester (see Tables 5.3 through 5.6). The third
sets of data, grouped under ‘Type C,” consisted of the scores for the remaining questionnaire
items obtained, again, just once at the end of the instructional intervention and only from the
two treatment groups (see Table 5.2), and the percentage data of these two groups’
achievement for the Check (see Section 5.4.2.2). For each of these data types, a set of
statistical procedures was followed.

For each score set categorized under Type A, the following steps were taken. First, in
order to confirm that there was no initial significant difference in the score in question among
the three participant groups, a Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance (the
non-parametric equivalent of the one-way factorial ANOVA; henceforth Kruskal-Wallis test),
was conducted on the scores collected from the Pre-Test/Questionnaire. As will be shown, no
significant difference among the three groups at the beginning of the study was found in any
score set, and thus these groups were considered equivalent, at the onset of the study, with
respect to all the abilities and attitudes in question, and statistically comparable at the end.
The next step was to see if each participant group demonstrated a significant difference in
their scores between the Pre- and Post-Tests/Questionnaires. In order to determine this, a
Wilcoxon signed-rank test (the non-parametric equivalent of the paired 7-test; hereafter
Wilcoxon test) was carried out on each group’s scores. When the Wilcoxon test showed a
significant difference for two groups (there was no case where all three groups showed a
significant difference in this test), a Mann-Whitney U test (the non-parametric alternative to
the independent #-test; henceforth Mann-Whitney test) was further run on the two groups’
score increases from the Pre- to Post-Test/Questionnaire. At times where z-scores rather than
raw scores were adopted (e.g., the raw scores for the responses to non-repeated prompts in
Part 2 of the speaking tests [see Section 5.4.2.3] were standardized into z-scores as the scores
in Pre-Test were not directly comparable to those in Post-Test), and when there seemed a

significant difference between two groups at the end of the study, a Kruskal-Wallis test was
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run again on the scores collected to see if there was indeed a significant difference. If there
was a significant difference, then multiple comparisons using the Mann-Whitney test were
also performed to find out which pairing(s) had a significant difference.

Moving next to each score set classified under Type B, a Kruskal-Wallis test was
conducted in order to find out whether there was a significant difference among the three
participant groups, and when such a difference was observed, the results of the multiple
comparison were consulted using the Mann-Whitney test to see which particular pairings had
a significant difference. Finally, each data set grouped under Type C went through a
Mann-Whitney test to determine whether there was a significant difference between the two
treatment groups.

All statistical tests were run with IBM SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences,

Version 22).
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CHAPTER 6

Results

6.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the statistical results of the engagement in dialog recitation by the
two treatment groups, the speaking tests, and questionnaires. These results will be revisited
and further analyzed in the next chapter with a view to answering Research Questions 1-4,
which were set at the beginning of Chapter 5. Research Question 5, which has to do with
individual difference variables, will be addressed in Chapter 7, with reference to the data
from the quasi-interviews.

In the following sections, each data set will be presented in three ways: 1) in a table
with mean scores, standard deviation values, probabilities, and effect sizes; 2) in a line or bar
chart showing mean scores graphically; and 3) in a boxplot form displaying variation of
scores with the specifications of medians, data points, upper and lower quartiles, whiskers,
upper and lower extremes, and outliers. Tables in this chapter will use the following elision
marks: M = mean score, SD = standard deviation, p = probability, » = effect size. The
significance level (o) was set at .05, and henceforth, .01 <p < .05 will be indicated by the
addition of *, whereas p < .01 will be signified by~ instead of one superscript asterisk. The
effect size will be indicated as “‘almost no’ (» <.10), ‘small’ (.10 <r < .30), ‘medium’ (.30 <r

<.50), or ‘large’ (.50 <r).

6.2 Check achievement

Table 6.1 and Figures 6.1.1-2 show the achievements on ‘1st Check’ and ‘2nd Check’
by the two treatment groups (see Section 5.4.2.2 for details of Check). For the 1st Check, the
very high mean percentages clearly show that both types of recitation tasks (i.e., whole-text

and partial-text) effectively engaged the students in memorizing the dialogs. Curiously, even
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though the whole-text memorization must have been far more demanding for TG1 than the
partial-text memorization was for TG2, a Mann-Whitney test shows that the achievement
percentage of TG1 was significantly higher than that of TG2 (U =-2.286, p = .033", r=-.47
[medium effect]). Conversely, regarding the 2nd Check, while little progress was made by
both groups, TG2 engaged in the 2nd Check with greater effort, although non-significantly
more effort, than TG1 did (U= 1.218, p = .242, » = .25 [small effect]), again an interesting

result. These results will be analyzed in detail in Chapter 7.

Table 6.1

‘Check’ Achievement of Dialogs by TGs

Time Group M (SD) P r
TGl 98.67 231 . .

Ist Check ( ) 033 medium (-.47)
TG2 80.92 (23.11)
TGl 9.42 8.54

2nd Check ( ) 242 small (.25)
TG2 23.50 (22.40)

Note. TGl: n=12,TG2: n=12
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Figure 6.1.1. Mean distribution of percentages of ‘Check’ achievement by TGs.

92



1st Check achievement 2nd Check achievement

100 4 | e . ogee 100 —
oo
o]
[%]
80 80 -
8]
S
o) : © ——
E 60 - o g 60 6
& g 5
3] 3 o
[0)] — , _ |
o 40 : S 0 .
20 20 — to 5]
© o
0 - 0 - — e
I | I 1
TG1 TG2 TG1 TG2

Figure 6.1.2. Boxplots showing variations of ‘Check’ achievement by TGs.

6.3 Part 1 of the speaking test

Table 6.2 and Figures 6.2.1-2 illustrate the changes in all three groups’ scores for Part 1
of the speaking test (reading-aloud short sentences; see Section 5.4.2.3.1 for details). A
Kruskal-Wallis test was run on the Pre-Test scores, which confirmed that no significant
difference existed among the three groups on this part of the test at the onset of the study (H
(2) =2.660, p = .264). Wilcoxon tests found a significant improvement by TG1 and TG2 but
not by CG (TG1: z=3.084, p = .002"", r = .63 [large effect]; TG2: z=2.223,p=.026, r
= 45 [medium effect]; CG: z=1.294, p = .196, r = .28 [small effect]), and thus a
Mann-Whitney test was further run on the score increases made by these two groups, which
found that TG1’s improvement was even significantly larger than TG2’s (U=-3.324, p
<.000"", r = -.68 [large effect]). These results show that both types of recitation tasks
instigated learning on articulatory aspects of the formulaic sequences covered in the dialog
material, and that whole-text memorization had even greater effect on this particular aspect

than partial-text memorization.

93



Table 6.2

Improvement in Articulatory Appropriateness in Part 1 (Reading-Aloud Short Sentences) of

Speaking Test
Pre-test Post-test
Group : _ P r
M (SD) M (SD)
TGl 3.25 (1.55) 7.42 (1.00) 0027 large (.63)
TG2 3.83 (1.75) 5.17 (2.66) 026" medium (.45)
CG 4.55 (1.92) 5.36 (1.57) 196 small (.28)
Note. TGl:n=12,TG2: n=12,CG:n=11
8.0
7.0
o
§ 6.0 a=CmnTG1
g »e}e G2
v >0 -\ (G
=
4.0
3.0
Pre-Test Post-Test
Time

Figure 6.2.1. Mean distribution of scores for articulatory appropriateness in Part 1

(reading-aloud short sentences) of speaking test.
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Figure 6.2.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in articulatory appropriateness

in Part 1 (reading-aloud short sentences) of speaking test.

6.4 Use of formulaic sequences in Part 2 of the speaking test

Table 6.3 and Figures 6.3.1-2 compare the increases in the number of formulaic
sequences from the dialog material used by the three groups for the ‘repeated & direct
application’ prompts in Part 2 of the speaking test (short translation or directed responses:;
see Section 5.4.2.3.1 for details). No significant difference among the three groups on this
particular set of the prompts at the onset of the study was confirmed by the Kruskal-Wallis
test run on the Pre-Test scores (H (2) = 2.028, p = .363). A significant improvement was
detected only from TG2 this time (TG1: z=1.901, p = .057, » = .39 [medium effect]; TG2: =
=2.844, p=.004"", r = 58 [large effect]; CG: z = .647, p = .518, r= .14 [small effect]). The
results here will be revisited shortly when the results for the ‘non-repeated & direct

application’ prompts are demonstrated with Table 6.5.



Table 6.3
Improvement in Number of Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for ‘Repeated & Direct

Application’ Prompts in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of Speaking Test

Pre-test Post-test

Group : _ P r
M (SD) M (SD)
TGl 1.17 ( .94) 2.75 (2.38) 057 medmum (.39)
TG2 .83 (.39 2.50 (1.51) 004 large (.58)
CG 1.27 (.79) L.55 (1.21) 518 small (.14)
3.0
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Figure 6.3.1. Mean distribution of number of formulaic sequences used from dialogs for
‘repeated & direct application” prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of

speaking test.
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Figure 6.3.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in number of formulaic
sequences used from dialogs for ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short

translations or directed responses) of speaking test.

Table 6.4 and Figures 6.4.1-2, in contrast, display the increases in the number of
formulaic sequences from the dialog material used for the ‘repeated & modified application’
prompts in Part 2. Once more, no significant distinction among the three groups on this
particular set of prompts at the onset of the study was found (H (2) = .210, p = .900).
Dissimilar to the case of the ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts, no significant
improvement was confirmed from any group (TG1: z=1.671, p = .095, » = .34 [medium
effect]; TG2: z=.289, p = .773, r = .06 [almost no effect]; CG: z=-.905, p = .366, r=-.19
[small effect]). These results will be reviewed when the results for the ‘non-repeated &

modified application’ prompts are provided with Table 6.6.
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Table 6.4

Improvement in Number of Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for ‘Repeated &

Modified Application’ Prompts in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of

Speaking Test
Pre-test Post-test
Group : _ P r
M (SD) M (SD)
TGl 2.58 (1.00) 433 (2.84) 095 medium (.34)
TG2 2.67 (1.37) 2.75 (1.60) 73 almost no (.06)
CG 245 (.93) 2.09 (.99 366 small (-.19)
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Figure 6.4.1. Mean distribution of number of formulaic sequences used from dialogs for

‘repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed responses)

of speaking test.
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Figure 6.4.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in number of formulaic
sequences used from dialogs for ‘repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short

translations or directed responses) of speaking test.

Table 6.5 and Figures 6.5.1-2 compare the increases in the number of formulaic
sequences from the dialogs used by the three groups for the ‘non-repeated & direct
application’ prompts. Since the raw scores for these prompts between the Pre and Post tests
were not directly comparable, the scores were standardized into z-scores. No significant
distinction among the three groups on this set of prompts at the beginning of the study was
discovered (H (2) = 1.856, p = .395). While no significant improvement was found from the
TGs using the Wilcoxon test (TG1: z=1.497, p = .134, = .31 [medum effect]; TG2: z =
1.426, p = .154, r= 29 [small effect]), a significant decrease was found from CG (z =-2.173,
p=.030", r =-.46 [medium effect]). This in turn indicates that the TGs indeed made
significant improvements compared to CG, which was confirmed by a Kruskal-Wallis test
run on the Post-Test scores (H (2) = 7.600, p = .022") and the multiple comparisons (CG vs.
TG1: U=2.400, p=.049", r = .50 [large effect]; CG vs. TG2: U=2.410, p=.048", r= .50
[large effect]; TG1 vs. TG2: U=-.011, p = 1.000, » = .00 [almost no effect]). When the
results for the ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts were laid out (see Table 6.3), it was

shown that the TG2 alone made a significant increase in performance on direct application
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prompts; however, the results in Table 6.5 illustrate that TG1 also made a significant
improvement, although only on the non-repeated prompts. This can be interpreted in two
ways. First, since there were technically three prompt sets (i.e., one for the repeated part,
another for the non-repeated part in the Pre-Test, and the other for the non-repeated part in
the Post-Test), it was most likely that the internal difficulties of the prompts in these three
sets were different and/or the participants’ prior knowledge of the formulaic sequences in
those prompts varied. Second, the fact that TG2, nevertheless, showed significant
advancements for both repeated and non-repeated prompts suggests that partial recitation
works at least slightly more effectively on direct application prompts, a point returned to in

Chapter 7.

Table 6.5
Improvement in Z-Score for Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for ‘Non-Repeated &

Direct Application’ Prompts in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of

Speaking Test
Pre-test Post-test
Group _ _ P r
M (SD) M (SD)
TGl -.18 ( .78) 34 (1.20) 134 medium (.31)
TG2 -.18 (.78) 21 ( .82) 154 small (.29)
CG 40 (1.38) -.60 (.77 030" medium (-.46)
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Figure 6.5.1. Mean distribution of z-score for formulaic sequences used from dialogs for

‘non-repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed

responses) of speaking test.
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Figure 6.5.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for formulaic

sequences used from dialogs for ‘non-repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short

translations or directed responses) of speaking test.

Table 6.6 and Figures 6.6.1-2 illustrate the increases in the number of formulaic

sequences from the dialogs used by the three groups for the ‘non-repeated & modified

101



application’ prompts. As with the case of the ‘non-repeated & direct application’ prompts, the
raw scores for these between the Pre and Post tests were converted into z-scores. No
significant variance among the three groups on this set of prompts at the beginning of the
study was observed (H (2) = 1.646, p = .439). As seen with the ‘repeated’ & modified
application prompts, no significant enhancement was confirmed from any group (TG1: z
=157, p = .875, r = .03 [almost no effect]; TG2: z=-.157, p = .875, r=-.03 [almost no
effect]; CG: z=-1.246, p = 213, r =-.27 [small effect]). To be certain that there was no
significant difference among the three groups, a Kruskal-Wallis test was also performed on
the Post-Test, and indeed no significant difference was found (H (2) =4.507, p = .105). The
results described thus far with respect to the use of formulaic sequences from the dialog
textbook during Part 2 of the speaking test (short translation or directed responses) suggest
that both types of recitation tasks help the learners become able to use them in their original
forms, but neither is of itself sufficient to help them apply those sequences in modified forms.
Presumably, such applications require additional encounters in authentic texts and

communication. This issue will be further discussed in Chapter 7.

Table 6.6
Improvement in Z-Score for Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for ‘Non-Repeated &

Modified Application’ Prompts in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of

Speaking Test
Pre-test Post-test
Group _ _ P r
M (SD) M (SD)
TGl -.01 (1.17) 29 (1.29) 875 almost no (.03)
TG2 29 (.92) 21 ( .86) 875 almost no (-.03)
CG -.31 ( .93) -.54 ( .60) 213 small (-.27)
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Figure 6.6.1. Mean distribution of z-score for formulaic sequences used from dialogs for

‘non-repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed

responses) of speaking test.
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Figure 6.6.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for formulaic
sequences used from dialogs for ‘non-repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2

(short translations or directed responses) of speaking test.

The data gained for the use of formulaic sequences from the dialogs for all prompts in

Part 2 of the speaking test are summarized in Table 6.7 and Figures 6.7.1-2. The raw scores
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used for the analyses of the responses to the repeated prompts were standardized into z-scores
in order to make comparisons in an integrative way. No significant distinction among the
three groups at the beginning of the study was confirmed (H (2) = .214, p = .898). Using the
Wilcoxon test, the significant difference between the Pre- and Post-Tests was discovered only
from the CG (TG1: z = .863, p = .388, r=.18 [small effect]; TG2: z=1.255, p = .209, r= .26
[small effect]; CG: z =-2.312, p=.021", r = -.49 [medium effect]). This analysis was
substantiated by a Kruskal-Wallis test on the Post-Test scores (H (2) = 10.232, p = .006 ),
and in order to pinpoint the pairings with a significant difference, multiple comparisons with
the Mann-Whitney test were made, with the results being that both TGs’ scores were
significantly higher than CG’s (CG vs. TG1: U=2.770, p = .017, r = .58 [large effect]; CG
vs. TG2: U=2.809, p = .015", r = .59 [large effect]; TG1 vs. TG2: U= -.040, p = 1.000, r =
-.01 [almost no effect]). This combined analysis thus suggests that both types of recitation
tasks resulted in increased use of the formulaic sequences covered in the dialog material,
albeit in a limited (that 1s, more direct than modified) manner. Once again, further discussion

will be given in Chapter 7.

Table 6.7
Improvement in Z-Score for All Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for Part 2 (Short

Translations or Directed Responses) of Speaking Test

Pre-test Post-test

Group . - p r

M (SD) M (SD)
TGl -.06 (2.99) 1.48 (3.92) 388 small (.18)
TG2 _15 (2.28) 38 (1.31) 209  small (26)
CG 23 (2.94) -2.03 (1.43) 0217 medium (-.49)
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Figure 6.7.1. Mean distribution of z-score for all formulaic sequences used from dialogs for

Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of speaking test.
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Figure 6.7.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for all formulaic
sequences used from dialogs for Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of speaking

test.

6.5 Appropriateness of responses in Part 2 of the speaking test
Table 6.8 and Figures 6.8.1-2 show the improvements in the appropriateness of the
responses to the ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 of the speaking test (for the

scoring criteria for ‘appropriateness,’ see Section 5.4.2.3.1 and Appendix F). No significant
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difference among the three groups on this particular set of prompts at the onset of the study

was confirmed by the Kruskal-Wallis test administered on the Pre-Test scores (H (2) = 1.357,

p =.507). A significant increase was observed only from TG1 (TG1: z=2.673, p =.008"", r

= .55 [large effect]; TG2: z=1.449, p = .147, r = .30 [medium effect]; CG: z=1.435, p

=151, =31 [medium effect]). This result is interesting because the analysis of the same set

of prompts regarding the use of formulaic sequences from the dialog textbook identified a

significant improvement only from TG2 (see Table 6.3). This is yet another facet of the

results to be discussed in Chapter 7.

Table 6.8

Improvement in Appropriateness of Responses to ‘Repeated & Direct Application’ Prompts

in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of Speaking Test

Pre-test Post-test
Group - - p r
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 6.17 (2.25) 8.00 (2.66) 008" large (.55)
TG2 7.08 (2.15) 8.00 (1.95) 147 medium (.30)
CG 6.73 (2.49) 791 (2.26) 151 medium (.31)
8.5
8.0
o
o7/.5
L=
-
2 70 TG1
® oo} e G2
s 6.5
-\ (G
6.0
5.5

Pre-Test Post-Test

Time

Figure 6.8.1. Mean distribution of score for appropriateness of responses to ‘repeated &

direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of speaking test.
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Figure 6.8.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in score for appropriateness of
responses to ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed

responses) of speaking test.

Tables 6.9-11 and Figures 6.9.1-6.11.2 show the results of the remaining three sets (i.e.,
repeated & modified application, non-repeated & direct application, and non-repeated &
modified application) in regard to the appropriateness of the responses in Part 2 of the
speaking test. No significant variance among the three groups was found at the beginning for
the repeated & modified application prompts (H (2) = .618, p = .734), the non-repeated &
direct application prompts (H (2) = 2.329, p = .312), or the non-repeated & modified
application prompts (H (2) =4.717, p = .095). Nor was there any significant improvement
observed at the end of instruction for the repeated & modified application prompts (TG1: z =
1.556, p =.120, r = .32 [medium effect]; TG2: z = .923, p = .356, r= .19 [small effect]; CG: =
=.000, p = 1.000, » = .00 [almost no effect]), the non-repeated & direct application prompts
(TG1:z=-.941, p= 347, r=-.19 [small effect]; TG2: z=1.412, p = .158, r= .29 [small

effect]; CG: z=-1.159, p = 247, r =-.25 [small effect]; H(2) =3.917, p = .141), or the
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non-repeated & modified application prompts (TG1: z=-.235, p = .814, » =-.05 [almost no
effect]; TG2: z=-.314, p = .754, r = -.07 [almost no effect]; CG: z = .267, p = .790, r= .06

[almost no effect]; H (2) =3.087, p = .214).

Table 6.9
Improvement in Appropriateness of Responses to ‘Repeated & Modified Application’

Prompts in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of Speaking Test

Pre-test Post-test
Group - - p r
M (SD) M (SD)
TGl 4.67 (2.43) 5.50 (2.54) 120 medmum (.32)
TG2 4.08 (1.68) 4.50 (2.02) 356 small (.19)
CG 4.09 (2.43) 4.09 (2.17) 1.000 almost no (.00)
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Figure 6.9.1. Mean distribution of score for appropriateness of responses to ‘repeated &

modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of speaking

test.
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Figure 6.9.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in score for appropriateness of

responses to ‘repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or

directed responses) of speaking test.

Table 6.10

Improvement in Z-Score for Appropriateness of Responses to ‘Non-Repeated & Direct

Application’ Prompts in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of Speaking Test

Pre-test Post-test
Group _ r
M (SD) M (SD)
TGl 37 ( .66) A1 (1.16) 347 small (-.19)
TG2 -.17 (1.15) .36 ( .68) 158 small (.29)
CG -22 (1.15) -.52 (1.02) 247 small (-.25)
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Figure 6.10.1. Mean distribution of z-score for appropriateness of responses to ‘non-repeated
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test.
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Figure 6.10.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for appropriateness
of responses to ‘non-repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or

directed responses) of speaking test.
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Table 6.11
Improvement in Z-Score for Appropriateness of Responses to ‘Non-Repeated & Modified

Application’ Prompts in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of Speaking Test

Pre-test Post-test
Group : _ P r
M (SD) M (SD)
TGl .16 (1.05) 24 (1.16) 814 almost no (-.05)
TG2 34 (1.11) 21 (.79 754 almost no (-.07)
CG -54 ( .66) -49 (1.02) .790 almost no (.06)
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Figure 6.11.1. Mean distribution of z-score for appropriateness of responses to ‘non-repeated
& modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of

speaking test.
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Figure 6.11.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for appropriateness
of responses to ‘non-repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or

directed responses) of speaking test.

The data acquired for the appropriateness of the responses in Part 2 of the speaking test
are summarized in Table 6.12 and Figures 6.12.1-2. The raw scores used for the analyses of
the responses to the repeated prompts were standardized into z-scores in order to make
comparisons in an integrative way. No significant difference among the three groups at the
beginning of the study was confirmed (H (2) = 1.661, p = .436), nor were there any
significant increases found at the end (TG1: z=.157, p = .875, r= .03 [almost no effect];
TG2: z= 314, p =754, r = .07 [almost no effect]; CG: z=-.711, p= 477, r =-.15 [small
effect]; H(2)=2.911, p=.233). Overall, unlike the case of the use of formulaic sequences,
no obvious advantage of TGs over CG was found when it comes to the appropriateness of the
responses, although a slight advantage of TG1 was observed for the repeated & direct
application prompts. An interpretation of this disappointing result will be provided with other

considerations in Chapter 7.
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Table 6.12

Improvement in Z-Score for Overall Appropriateness of Responses in Part 2 (Short

Translations or Directed Responses) of Speaking Test

Pre-test Post-test
Group - - p r
M (SD) M (SD)
TGl 49 (3.18) 712 (4.20) 875 almost no (.03)
TG2 27 (2.15) 48 (1.27) 754 almost no (.07)
CG -.82 (3.07) -1.31 (2.88) AT7 small (-.15)
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Figure 6.12.1. Mean distribution of z-score for overall appropriateness of responses in Part 2

(short translations or directed responses) of speaking test.
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Figure 6.12.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for overall
appropriateness of responses in Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of speaking

test.

6.6 Part 3 of the speaking test

Tables 6.13-14 and Figures 6.13.1-6.14.2 illustrate the results of the three groups’
performance in the extensive oral production part of the speaking test (Part 3; see Section
5.4.2.3.1 for details) with respect to the participants’ use of formulaic sequences from the
dialog textbook and their oral fluency measured by pruned syllables per minute. In either case,
no significant variance among the three groups at the beginning of the study was found (use
of formulaic sequences: H (2) =2.697, p = .260; syllables per minute: H (2) =.108, p
=.947).

First, with regard to the use of formulaic sequences that were also contained in the
dialog textbook, only CG showed a significant improvement (TG1: z = .894, p = 371, r= .18
[small effect]; TG2: = = .180, p = .857, r = .04 [almost no effect]; CG: z=2.532, p= 011", r
= .54 [large effect]). At first sight, this result was contrary to expectations, as neither
treatment group showed significant development, even though they must have committed to
memory a large number of formulaic sequences, many of which are of general use. Perhaps,

those generally applicable sequences had attracted CG’s attention more than the TGs
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precisely because of their serviceable nature. This result will be discussed further in Chapter
7, in which an additional corpus-based statistical analysis is given.

Second, with regard to their fluent production measured by pruned syllables per minute,
TG2 was the only group showing a significant advancement in their production (TG1: z
= 275, p =784, r = .06 [almost no effect]; TG2: z=2.118, p = .034", r = 43 [medium
effect]; CG: z=1.957, p = .050, »r = .42 [medium effect]). A few questions arise from this
result. First, since this part of the speaking test must have measured the participants’ general
proficiency in oral production due to the wide range of topics chosen for the prompts, CG
could have gained a significant rise here as they did in the use of formulaic sequences.
Second, what factor(s) contributed to the different results between TG1 and TG2 here? These

1ssues will also be considered in Chapter 7.

Table 6.13
Improvement in Number of Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for Part 3 (Extensive

Oral Production in English) of Speaking Test

Pre-test Post-test
Group _ _ P r
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 542 (3.03) 6.42 (3.90) 371 small (.18)
TG2 342 (1.31) 4.58 (3.37) 857 almost no (.04)
CG 345 (2.16) 6.45 (3.93) 0117 large (.54)
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sequences used from dialogs for Part 3 (extensive oral production in English) of speaking test.
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Table 6.14
Improvement in Number of Syllables Spoken per Minute for Part 3 (Extensive Oral

Production in English) of Speaking Test

Pre-test Post-test
Group - - p r
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 5592 (18.72) 57.75 (23.80) 784 almost no (.06)
TG2 55.44 (17.05) 61.73 (20.15) 0347 medium (.43)
CG 53.89 (17.32) 59.80 (18.72) 050 medium (.42)
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Figure 6.14.1. Mean distribution of number of syllables spoken per minute for Part 3

(extensive oral production in English) of speaking test.
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Figure 6.14.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in number of syllables

spoken per minute for Part 3 (extensive oral production in English) of speaking test.

6.7 Attitudinal items used in both Pre- and Post-Questionnaires

Table 6.15 and Figures 6.15.1-2 summarize the results of the questionnaire items asked
to all three groups twice during the study (see Section 5.4.2.3.2 and Table 5.1 for details). No
significant distinction among the three groups was found at the beginning of the study for
‘importance of emulating proficient pronunciation’ (H (2) =.711, p = .701), ‘importance of
memorizing FSs’ (H (2) =.037, p = .982), or ‘a grade incentive to memorization’ (H (2) =
4.263, p=.119). Nor was there any significant change observed at the end of instruction for
importance of emulating proficient pronunciation (TG1: z=.106, p = 915, »= .02 [almost no
effect]; TG2: z=.707, p = .480, r = .15 [small effect]; CG: z = .000, p = 1.000, » = .00
[almost no effect]), importance of memorizing FSs (TG1: z=1.406, p = .160, » = .29 [small
effect]; TG2: z = .816, p = .414, r = .17 [small effect]; CG: z=-264, p =.792, r=-.06
[almost no effect]), or a grade incentive to memorization (TG1: z=1.190, p = 234, r= .24
[small effect]; TG2: z=1.807, p = .071, r = .37 [medium effect]; CG: z=-.846, p = .397, r=
-.18 [small effect]). Since there was another set of attitudinal survey items, given only at the
end of the study, interpretation of the results here will be given when summarizing the results.

(see Table 6.20 and Figures 6.20.1-2).
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Table 6.15

Likert-Scale Score Changes in Attitudinal Survey Items

Pre-questionnaire

Post-questionnaire

Focus of the item Group P r
M (SD) M (SD)
Importance of TG1 5.08 ( .67) 5.08 (.90) 915 almost no (.02)
emulating proficient TG2 467  (1.07) 500 ( .85) .480  small(.15)
pronunciation CG 464  (143) 464  ( .92) 1.000  almostno (.00)
TG1 5.17 (.99 5.58 (.52) .160 small (.29)
Importance of
. TG2 5.17 (.99 5.33 (.78) 414 small (.17)
memorizing FSs
CG 5.27 (.79 5.18 (.75 792 almost no (-.06)
A orade | five t TG1 4.17 (.99 4.50 (1.00) 234 small (.24)
rade incentive to .
grace e TG2 325 (1.36) 3.92 (1.44) .071 medium (.37)
memorization
CG 4.27 (.91 3.73 (1.74) 397 small (-.18)
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Figure 6.15.1. Item-by-item mean distribution of Likert-scale scores for questionnaire items

regarding attitudes that were surveyed in both Pre-Questionnaire and Post-Questionnaire.
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regarding attitudes that were surveyed in both Pre-Questionnaire and Post-Questionnaire.
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6.8 Reflective items on engagement in memorization given only to TGs

The results of those survey items given only to the TGs at the end of instruction
regarding their engagement in memorization are demonstrated in Table 6.16 and Figures
6.16.1-2. A significant difference between the two treatment groups was found for
‘motivational effects of in-class recitation’ (U= -2.097, p = .045", r = -.43 [medium effect]),
but not for the other three items (‘motivational effects of in-class memorization time’: U =
-1.130, p = .319, r =-.23 [small effect]; “practicing until fast’: U'=-.926, p = .378, r=-.19
[small effect]; “practicing until attaining proper articulation’: U= 301, p =.799, » = .06
[almost no effect]). There are two interesting observations to be made about these results.
First, the results here suggest that in-class recitation tasks can strongly motivate students to
memorize a large volume of text; otherwise, there would not have been the significant
variance between TG1 and TG2 on motivational effects of in-class recitation. Second, it 1s
noteworthy that there was no significant difference for practicing until attaining proper
articulation, because TG1 significantly outperformed TG2 in the articulation part of the
speaking test (Part 1; see Table 6.2 and Figures 6.2.1-2), suggesting that whole-text recitation
can affect learning of pronunciation aspects in an implicit manner. These two observations

will be returned to in Chapter 7.
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Table 6.16

Reflections on Engagement in Memorization (Asked to TGs Only)

Focus of the item Group M (SD) P r
Motivational effects of in-class TGl 342 (.79 045" medium (-.43)
recitation TG2 450 (117) '
ot . TG1 5.17 .84

Motlvajuon.al effects of in-class ( ) 319 small (-23)
memorization time TG2 4.83 ( .58)

o _ TG1 4.00 (1.21)
Practicing until fast 378 small (-.19)

TG2 3.58 (1.24)

Practicing until attaining TGl 3.67 (1.23) 799 almost no (.06)
proper articulation TG2 3.67 (1.07) ' '

Mean Score
w £

BTGl BTG2

Motivational effects of in- Motivational effects of in-
class recitation class memorization time

Practicing until fast

Practicing until attaining
proper articulation

Figure 6.16.1. Mean distribution of Likert-scale score for questionnaire items regarding

engagement in memorization.
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Figure 6.16.2. Item-by-item boxplots showing Likert-scale score for questionnaire items

regarding engagement in memorization.

6.9 Reflective items on improvement in output production (except for articulatory
aspects)
Table 6.17 and Figures 6.17.1-2 outline the results of those reflective questionnaire

items on the improvement in non-articulatory aspects of output. A significant difference
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among the three groups was found for ‘formulaic sequences’ (H (2) = 6.224, p = .045"), and
the multiple comparisons revealed that the exact significant variance was between CG and
TG1 (CG vs. TG1: U=2.488, p=.039", r = .52 [large effect]; CG vs. TG2: U=1.458, p

= 435, r= 31 [medium effect]; TG2 vs. TG1: U= 1.053, p = .877, r = .22 [small effect]). No
significant difference was observed for ‘fillers’ (H (2) = 3.6635, p = .160), ‘new sentence
structures’ (H (2) = 2.265, p = .322), or ‘morphological and syntactic control’ (H (2) =2.719,
p =.257). Two observations are in order. First, the results of the two items relating to
grammar (i.e., ‘new sentence structures’ and ‘morphological and syntactic control’) are
consistent with those non-significant improvements found in the case of the “‘modified
application’ prompts in Part 2 of the speaking test (see Tables 6.4, 6.6, 6.9, and 6.11). Taken
together, the implication is that merely engaging learners in text memorization, whether with
a whole-text or partial-text approach, is insufficient to drive the kinds of analysis at the time
of encoding that will make the formulaic sequences therein flexibly applicable in future
language use. Another noteworthy result is the significant discrepancy found between TG1
and CG on improvement in the use of formulaic sequences, not between TG2 and CG,
because, as seen in Tables 6.3, 6.5, and 6.7, TG2’s overall development in the use of
formulaic sequences in Part 2 of the speaking test was considered higher, to some extent but

not significantly, than TG1’s. This is yet another point further discussed in Chapter 7.



Table 6.17

Reflections on Improvement in Qutput Production (Except for Articulatory Aspects)

M

Focus of the item  Group (SD) P
TGl 4.08 (1.17)

Fillers TG2 3.83 (.94 160
CG 3.18 (1.17)

N TGl 425 (.97

te“’:lemence TG2 3.67 (1.16) 322

SHTCHEs CG 391 ( .83)

Morphological and TGl 3.67 (.78) 257

syntactic control TG2 4.00 (.74) '
CG 3.45 ( .82)

_ TGl 5.08 ( .67)
Formulaic TG2 475 ( 62) 045°
sequences

CG 4.18 ( .98)
| BTGl BTG2 ElCG|
6
5
e
94
w
=
g3
2
2
1

Fillers

New sentence structures

Morphological and Formulaic sequences
syntactic control

Figure 6.17.1. Mean distribution of Likert-scale score for questionnaire items regarding

improvement in output production (except for articulatory aspects).
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Figure 6.17.2. Item-by-item boxplots showing Likert-scale score for questionnaire items

regarding improvement in output production (except for articulatory aspects).

6.10 Reflective items on improvement in articulation
Table 6.18 and Figures 6.18.1-2, on the other hand, summarize the results of those
reflective questionnaire items on the improvement in a number of articulatory aspects of

output. First, a significant difference was found for ‘pronunciation of individual words’ (H
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(2)=11.650, p=.003""), and by the multiple comparisons, a significant variance was found
between TG1 and CG (CG vs. TG1: U=3.385, p=.002", = .71 [large effect]; CG vs. TG2:
U=2.139, p=.097, r = .45 [medium effect]; TG2 vs. TG1: U=1.274, p = .608, r = .26
[small effect]). Another significant distinction was identified for ‘liaison’ (H (2) = 12.288, p
=.002™"), and through multiple comparisons a significant difference was found, again,
between TG1 and CG (CG vs. TG1: U=3.505, p=.001", = .73 [large effect]; CG vs. TG2:
U=1.891, p=.176, r = .40 [medium effect]; TG2 vs. TG1: U=1.649, p = 297, r= 34
[medium effect]). These results lend further support to the results found in Part 1 of the
speaking test (reading-aloud short sentences; see Table 6.2). However, there was no
significant discrepancy among the three groups for ‘intonation and stress’ (H (2) =.930, p

= .628), with the implication being that intonation and stress are both much more difficult for
learners to assess than pronunciation of individual words or liaison and thus more difficult to

evaluate progress on their own.

Table 6.18

Reflections on Improvement in Articulation

Focus of the item Group M (SD) P
Pr 2fion of TG1 4.42 (1.00)
onunciation o -
individual words 162 383 .94 003
CG 3.00 (1.10)
TG1 5.00 ( .85
Liaison TG2 433 ( .78) 0027
CG 3.55 ( .82)
TG1 4.25 (1.14)
Intonation and stress  TG2 3.92 (1.17) 628
CG 3.82 ( .98)
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Figure 6.18.1. Mean distribution of Likert-scale score for questionnaire items regarding

improvement in articulation.
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Figure 6.18.2. Item-by-item boxplots showing Likert-scale score for questionnaire items

regarding improvement in articulation.
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6.11 Reflective items on improvement in language processing

Table 6.19 and Figures 6.19.1-2 deal with the last set of reflective survey items on the
progress that the participants felt they had made, that is, the items on language processing. As
Table 6.19 shows, neither treatment group felt that they had improved their skill in emulating
articulation or chunk memorization significantly more than CG (emulating articulation: H (2)
=1.155, p = .561; chunk memorization: H (2) =2.972, p = .226). An interpretation of these
results is that these two types of processing have more to do with learners’ holistic language
knowledge, as well as their analytic (particularly implicit in nature) language knowledge (see
Chapters 2 and 3), with the implication being that, fundamentally, adeptness in articulatory
emulation and chunk encoding depends on the extent to which language knowledge,
presumably more holistic than analytic, 1s already established in long-term memory. The
language knowledge base of the participants in this study was not substantially established

yet, even at the end of the study.

Table 6.19

Reflections on Improvement in Language Processing

Focus of the item Group M (SD) P
TGl 3.92 (1.00)

Emulating articulation TG?2 358 (1.00) 561
CcG 3.55 ( .82)
TGl 4.50 (1.09)

Chunk memorization  TG2 3.92 ( .90) 226
CcG 3.82 ( .87)
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Figure 6.19.1. Mean distribution of Likert-scale score for questionnaire items regarding

improvement in language processing.
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Figure 6.19.2. Item-by-item boxplots showing Likert-scale score for questionnaire items

regarding improvement in language processing.

6.12 Reflective items on changes in attitude toward memorization, especially of FSs

The final set of the questionnaire results concern those items that asked the participants

to reflect on the extent to which their attitude toward text memorization favorably changed.
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As illustrated in Table 6.20 and Figures 6.20.1-2, while there was no significant difference
observed among the three groups regarding the first two survey items (‘toward text
memorization’: H (2) = 5.420, p = .067; ‘toward readily recitable memorization’: H (2) =
4.764, p = .092), on the last item ‘toward text memorization as a way to learn a variety of
features,” TG1 came to have a significantly more favorable attitude toward it than the CG (H
(2)=9.984, p =007 ; CGvs. TGl: U=3.134, p = .005 , = .65 [large effect]; CG vs.
TG2: U=1.288, p=.594, r= 27 [small effect]; TG2 vs. TGl: U=1.887,p=.177,r= .39
[medium effect]). The results here, together with the those introduced in Table 6.15, indicate
that a whole-text memorization approach may be able to leave a more instructional effect on
the students’ willingness to further work on text memorization on their own than a

partial-text memorization approach.

Table 6.20

Reflections on Favorable Changes in Attitude Toward Memorization

Focus of the item Group M (SD) P
TGl 492 (.79
Toward text memorization TG2 433 ( 89) .067
CG 409 ( .70)
L . TG1 508 ( .67)
Eﬁ:ﬁgigﬁgﬂy recitable TG2 442 (1.00) .092
CG 445 ( .69)
. TG1 508 ( .67)
Toward text memorization as a —— 1.4 00y 007"
way to learn a variety of features ' (.90) -
CG 4.00 ( .63)
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Figure 6.20.1. Mean distribution of Likert-scale score for questionnaire items regarding

favorable changes in attitude toward memorization.
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Figure 6.20.2. Item-by-item boxplots showing Likert-scale score for questionnaire items

regarding favorable changes in attitude toward memorization.
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CHAPTER 7

Discussion and conclusions

7.1 Introduction

While Chapter 6 presented the quantitative results of the study in graphic and
numerical terms, with little interpretative comment, this chapter first aims to offer a more
detailed discussion of insights, reflections and questions that arise from the same data. The
discussion follows the order of the five research questions that were presented in Chapter 5,
with each question discussed here in separate sections. When addressing RQ3, pertinent
quasi-interview data (see Section 5.4.2.3.4 for details) will also be referred to. Following this
discussion, a summary of the major findings of this study will be offered, with pedagogical
implications, which will then be followed by the methodological limitations of this study.

Finally, there will be concluding remarks and future directions for research.

7.2 Differential effects of whole-text and partial-text recitation on engagement in
memorization

This section addresses the first research question set in Chapter 5: Do ‘whole-text’ and
‘partial-text’ recitation of a large volume of useful dialogs, prepared in advance of
instruction, engage foreign language classroom learners in memorization over the course of
one semester, and is there a significant difference between the two in their facilitative effect?
The progress made on 1st Check and 2nd Check of dialog recitation by both TGs (see Section
5.4.2.2 for details) is first discussed, and is followed by discussion of the results of the

questionnaire items pertinent to this research question.
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7.2.1 First Check of dialog recitation

The results show high mean percentages at the point of the 1st check: 98.67% for TG1
and 80.92% for TG2. This seems to suggest that the whole-text and partial-text recitation of a
large number of dialogs over the course of a semester did indeed engage the students in
memorization.

In view of the large volume of material that students were to learn by heart and be able
to recite, these are remarkably high figures. In total, the dialogs consisted of 3,182 words in
the case of TG1, and 1,045 words in the case of TG2. The results seem all the more
remarkable if we take into account the fact that students had to sustain their focus on the task
for an entire semester, and this in a class for which there would be no grade counting for
GPA or graduation. It seems that the students were genuinely committed to this
memorization work.

Why would they show such commitment? This was probably because the materials,
which were designed to be helpful to the students in their prospective period of study abroad,
were perceived by the students themselves to actually be helpful in this way. Since this is
precisely the reason for developing the set of model dialogs in the first place, the result can
be seen as a vindication of the rationale for the course. More generally, it also underlies the
importance for teachers to use materials that will be perceived as useful by their students, a
point that 1s returned to below in Section 7.7.4. A further point that needs to be borne in mind,
and one that can only be briefly mentioned in this research, is that there was probably a
“rub-off” of the teacher’s genuine enthusiasm for, commitment to and belief in the project.

Let us now turn to the second half of RQ1, and consider whether there is a difference
between the extent to which whole-text and partial-text recitation facilitated engagement in
memorization. The results suggest that there is such a difference because, as shown in
Section 6.2, the achievement percentage of TG1 for the 1st Check was significantly higher

than that of TG2. In a sense, this result must come as a surprise, because whole-text



memorization can be assumed to be far more demanding than partial-text memorization (see
also Section 7.2.3.3). Figure 7.1 depicts the varying achievement results for each dialog
group by group. As mentioned in Section 5.4.2.3.1, one caveat in analyzing this figure 1s that
while TG2 on average had one week less than TG1 in the semester (TG1: 14.5 class
meetings; TG2: 13.5 class meetings), TG2 on average started working with the dialogs one
week sooner than TG1 (with TG1 starting halfway through the third class, TG2 halfway

through the second).

7.2.2 Second Check of dialog recitation

The data from the 2nd check offer us a more attenuated and less affirmative answer to
RQ1. While both groups made little progress beyond what they had achieved for the 1st
Check, TG2 made more progress on the 2nd Check than TG1, but the difference was
non-significant. Taking a closer look at the 2nd Check accomplishment data, while the top
three achievers in TG1 constituted 59.46% of all 2nd Check achievement by that group, the
top three in TG2 constituted 59.29% —almost the same percentage as TG1’s top three
achievers—of all 2nd Check achievement made by their group. All of these 2nd Check top
three achievers in each group had attained 100% on their 1st Check. On the other hand,
TG1’s top three achievers on the 2nd Check completed 22% on average, whereas TG2’s top
three completed 55.33% on average. Assuming that these six students were among the most
motivated in the two groups, the data indicate that the highly motivated learners were able to
do more than half of their 2nd Check allocation when assigned to do partial-text recitation,
while if assigned to do whole-text recitation, it became hard for them to reach even one
quarter of their target. This reinforces the point made above that whole-text recitation can be
considered to be more demanding than partial-text recitation.

Once again, the whole-text recitation group had to commit to memory much more than

the partial-text recitation group (3,182 words compared to 1,045 words, which 1s 304%, or
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three times as much). It is not, then, a question of which highly motivated group performed
better, but rather of what pedagogical implication there is here. It seems to be this: for highly
motivated students, partial-text recitation assessed twice may work better than whole-text
recitation that is assessed only once, assuming that work towards being assessed twice creates

a better chance of resulting in memory trace.
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66. asking for a discount

65. asking for the direction
64, money exchange

63. @McDonald's

62. @restaurant

61,1 haven't seen you in ages.
60. problem&reguest@hotel
59. immigration

58. We'll be in touch.

57. Watch out!

56. Do you have the time?
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54. cheating & suspension
53, See? | told you.
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. It's a waste of time.

. judge a book by its cover
40. I'm sick of ...

39, What for?
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34. wait in line

33, kill time

32. astrology reading
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Figure 7.1. The varying achievement results for each dialog group by group.
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7.2.3 Questionnaire items pertinent to RQ1

To some extent at least, the questionnaire results are also pertinent to RQ1 and need to
be noted here. In this sub-section, the results for the item ‘A grade incentive will help me
engage in dialog memorization’ will be reviewed, followed by discussion of the first three
reflective items on engagement in memorization, given only to the TGs (Section 6.8, Table
6.16). Discussion of the last reflective item (i.e., ‘practicing until attaining proper
articulation”) will be addressed separately under Section 7.3.3, where the improvements in

pronunciation will be discussed.

7.2.3.1 A grade incentive

The non-significant variance in the changes on the item ‘A grade incentive will help
me engage in dialog memorization’ (see Table 6.15) suggests that even if a task requires hard
work, the fact that it 1s perceived as useful by students is sufficient to drive their engagement
in memorization. However, the results for this item might have been different if grades
contributing to GPA had been involved, so further research needs to be done to understand

the impact of this variable.

7.2.3.2 Motivational effects of in-class recitation

As pointed out in Section 6.8, TG1 showed a significantly higher score for the item I
worked hard on dialog memorization thanks to the Check’ than TG2, but no other significant
variance between the two groups was found for the other three items in this category:
‘motivational effects of in-class memorization time,” ‘practicing until fast,” and ‘practicing
until attaining proper articulation.” The results suggest that in-class recitation tasks can
strongly motivate students to memorize a large volume of text; otherwise, TG1 would not

have had the significantly higher score than TG2 on motivational effects of in-class recitation.
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It 1s possible to also interpret these results as indicating that students would not work on
lengthy text memorization for an extended period of time on their own, even if they felt that it
would help them learn material better, and so a class in which students are indeed expected to
do a substantial amount of recitation (and therefore necessarily, memorization) can be helpful
to those who would be likely to benefit from such memorization-oriented learning. The
question of which students can be considered likely to so benefit represents an important

potential area for further investigation and clarification that is suggested by the present study.

7.2.3.3 Motivational effects of in-class memorization time

This refers to the item ‘I engaged in dialog memorization thanks to the in-class time
given to it.” While TG2 only needed to memorize about a third of the amount of text tackled
by TG1, the students in TG2 appreciated the in-class memorization time almost as highly as
those in TG1. This may indicate that when the degree of challenge presented by the
memorization task is unnecessarily low, students may not put in as much effort as they would
otherwise do. If this is the case, it seems to suggest that there is a need to seek an optimal

level of challenge that will maximize their engagement.

7.2.3.4 Practicing until fast

The item I practiced until I was able to act out the dialogs fast,” was based on the
assumption of the clear desirability for encoding to reach a point where the material can be
readily retrieved from memory. Otherwise it will be less likely to be useful in realtime
language use. In this respect, the mediocre mean scores for this questionnaire item indicate
that neither of the two instructional approaches taken were sufficient. Perhaps, since
partial-text memorization requires far less time than whole-text memorization, it may be
possible to push students engaged in it to practice the material until they are able to retrieve it

at the speed of native speaker production. Setting a specific recitation time limit on each
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dialog might have had a stronger motivational effect. This might have been particularly true
in the case of TG1, where students worked in pairs when acting out the dialogs; in other
words, a time trial approach would not work so effectively in pair work, because both
students in a pair have to be able to act out their part at the specified speed, and it is easy to
imagine a situation where one partner can achieve this but is dragged down by his or her
partner, thereby taking away the socio-interactional ‘bubble’ that this task was meant to

create. This is an obvious area for further research.

7.2.4 Conclusions for RQ 1

The following conclusions can be drawn, then, from the results of RQ1. First, it can be
concluded that both types of classroom intervention were effective in engaging foreign
language classroom learners in memorization over the course of one semester. Regardless of
grade incentive, students can be effectively instructed to memorize a large volume of text
over the course of a semester, providing the content is perceived as relevant. However, the
question of perceived relevance is itself an area for further research, and this insight should
therefore be seen as tentative. For highly motivated students, both whole-text and partial-text
approaches seem to work well. For partial-text recitation, a time trial approach may generate

more learning.

7.3 Differential effects of whole-text and partial-text recitation on holistic processing
This section addresses the second research question set in Chapter 5: Does engaging
Jforeign language classroom learners in the whole-text and partial-text dialog recitation
specified in Research Question 1 facilitate formulaic speech production, and is there a
significant difference between the two in terms of their facilitative effect? The results for RQ
2 are analyzed in terms of the following four categories: (1) the use by students of formulaic

sequences (Section 6.4, Tables 6.3-7; Section 6.6, Table 6.13; Section 6.9, Table 6.17); (2)
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the appropriateness of responses to time-pressed cued prompts in Part 2 of the speaking test
(Section 6.5, Tables 6.8-12); (3) pronunciation, based on Part 1 of the speaking test (Section
6.3, Table 6.2; Section 6.8, Table 6.16; Section 6.10, Table 6.18); and (4) the ability to

process language data (Section 6.11, Table 19).

7.3.1 Use by students of formulaic sequences

In this sub-section, the results for the use of FSs in Part 2 of the speaking test (for
time-pressed cued prompts; Section 6.4, Tables 6.3-7) are discussed. This needs to be
approached from the points of view of ‘direct application’ and ‘modified application.” This
will be followed by a review of the results for the use of FSs in Part 3 of the test (extensive
oral production; Section 6.6, Table 6.13). Finally, the results for the questionnaire items

pertinent to the learning of FSs will be analyzed.

7.3.1.1 Direct application

What needs to be noted here is that for the ‘repeated’ category, a significant
improvement was detected only in the case of TG2, but in the case of ‘non-repeated’ both
TGs significantly outperformed the CG. There is thus a need to explain the discrepancy in the
comparative results for ‘repeated & direct’ and ‘non-repeated & direct’ application prompts.
Since there were technically three prompt sets, it seems most likely that the internal
difficulties of the prompts in these three sets were different and/or the participants’ prior
knowledge about the formulaic sequences in those prompts varied. This needs to be
acknowledged as a methodological weakness of this research. Nevertheless, the fact that TG2
showed significant advancements for both repeated and non-repeated prompts suggests that
partial recitation may work at least slightly more effectively with direct application prompts.

There 1s, however, an important argument for the TG1 instruction having worked even

better than the TG2 instruction, an argument that finds support in a study by Peters (2012).
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Investigating the effect on retention of typographic enhancement and of glossing, a form of
mput enhancement, Peters found that the participants in the treatment group, who worked on
texts with typographic enhancement (underlining and bold font) were better able to recollect
glossed formulaic sequences from reading with the enhancement. One methodological issue
with her study was that the students had been informed that a vocabulary post-test would
follow, which means that they may have made more of an effort to remember the highlighted
items 1in the text than those which were not highlighted. In the study presented in this
dissertation, too, the administration of the Post-Test was announced beforehand (see below
also). It is conceivable that some students in both groups made an extra effort to remember
the material, although they had been informed that the score for this would not be counted as
part of their final grade for the course (and again, the final grade would not be counted as part
of their GPA either). Assuming that they did make an extra effort to remember the material as
a preparation for taking the Post-Test, then, TG2 had a better chance of obtaining good scores,
because they would have thought that the focus of the test would be those parenthesized
words that they had committed to memory, whereas TG1 students would have had to
determine for themselves where the focus of the test was going to be, because they were
expected to memorize everything. Thus, although TG2 performed slightly better than TG1 on

this part of the test, the learning outcome of TG1 should perhaps be considered to be greater.

7.3.1.2 Modified application

In contrast with the case of the ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts, no significant
improvement was confirmed from any group for ‘repeated & modified application” prompts.
When it comes to ‘non-repeated’ here, as seen with the ‘repeated’ & modified application
prompts, no significant enhancement was confirmed from either group. The results taken
together suggest that both types of recitation tasks help the learners to become able to use

them in their original forms, but neither is of itself sufficient to help them apply these
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sequences in modified forms. Presumably, such an application would require additional
encounters in authentic texts and communication.” The non-significant results of the two
survey items on grammar (Section 6.9, Table 6.17: ‘new sentence structures’ (i.e., ‘I have
come to use sentence structures that I did not use before.”), and ‘morphological and syntactic
control’ (i.e., “‘My word use has improved morphologically and syntactically.”) are consistent
with those non-significant improvements found in the case of the ‘modified application’
prompts. Taken together, the implication drawn thus far is that merely engaging learners in
text memorization, whether with a whole-text or partial-text approach, is insufficient to drive
the kinds of analysis at the time of encoding that will make the formulaic sequences therein
available for flexible language use in the future (compare this with the discussion in the next
sub-section, however).

In concluding these two sub-sections of direct and modified application prompts, a
comparison of the aggregated scores (i.e., the use of FSs from the dialogs for a// prompts in
Part 2) showed that both TGs’ scores were significantly higher than those of the CG. This
fact suggests that both types of recitation task resulted in more use of the formulaic sequences

covered in the dialog material, albeit in a limited (that is, more direct than modified) manner.

7.3.1.3 Use of FSs in non-restrictive conditions

Turning to Part 3 of the speaking test (i.e., extensive oral production; Section 6.6,
Table 6.13), we saw that only the CG showed a significant improvement in their use of FSs
from the dialog textbook, a result that at first sight appears contrary to expectations, as
neither treatment group showed significant development while having committed to memory
a large amount of formulaic sequences, many of which are of general use. One possible

explanation considered was that perhaps those generally applicable sequences had attracted

22 The overall non-significant results for ‘modified” application prompts can be usefully compared
with Nekrasova’s study (2009), which indicates that “fixed’ FSs tend to be used by L2 learners more
than ‘non-fixed” ones. The current study’s results coincide with Nekrasova’s finding.
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the CG’s attention more than in the case of the TGs, precisely because of their serviceable
nature. One of the two classes comprising the CG was, as indicated in Chapter 5, a
communication-oriented class, and thus, there were perhaps more opportunities for the
students in this class to perceive as serviceable and therefore naturally use some of the FSs
that were also available in the dialog textbook.

In order to further explore the nature of the participants’ formulaic speech production in
this rather non-restrictive part of the speaking test, another inquiry, an n-gram statistical
analysis, was carried out. Given the relative freedom of the task, an n-gram analysis seemed
more appropriate for investigating the participants’ formulaic speech production in this part
of the test, as this kind of analysis is a neutral measurement for formulaic language use. An
additional reason for conducting this corpus analysis was that, unlike in the case of Part 2 of
the speaking test, where the identification of the FSs from the dialog textbook was not
difficult, the speaking data gathered from Part 3 were much harder to interpret in terms of
whether each potentially formulaic sequence was also available in the dialog textbook.

N-gram statistical analyses in corpus linguistics to date have tended to focus on
trigrams (1.e., n = 3) (Tono, Kaneko, Sugiura, & Izumi, 2013), and the present study also
investigates trigrams in the participants’ speech production in Part 3. The procedures taken
for this additional analysis are as follows. First, the concordancing software AntConc was
used to identify those trigrams which could be most useful for informing this study. In order
not to be overwhelmed by too many trigrams, those trigrams which were produced by at least
four participants in any one of the three groups during the Post-Test were selected. The
number of participants was determined as four because a lower number would have resulted
in too many examples. With three participants, for example, the number of trigrams would
have been doubled. Even with this limitation, 29 trigrams were identified. Out of these 29
candidate trigrams, those trigrams that did not appear at all across the three groups in the

Pre-Test were then excluded from further analysis, on the assumption that they (e.g., hundred
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twenty four) had more to do with the particular prompts in the Post-Test. Through this
screening process, 15 out of the 29 candidates were taken out and 14 trigrams remained for
this corpus analysis. Next, for the Pre-Test and Post-Test respectively, the total number of the
times that those 14 trigrams were used was calculated for each participant. A series of
statistical analyses using SPSS, as specified in Section 5.5, was then conducted in order to
find out whether there was significant improvement in any of the three groups. Tables 7.1-4
and Figures 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 illustrate the results of the three groups’ performance in Part 3 of

the speaking test with respect to the participants’ production of trigrams.

Table 7.1
Trigrams that Were Produced by Four or More Participants in Any Group during Post-Test

and Also Occurred More Than Once during Pre-Test

Post-test Pre-test
TGl TG2 CG Tri TG1 TG2 CG
Rank Freq. Range Rank Freq. Range Rank Freq. Range Rank Freq. Range Rank Freq. Range Rank Freq. Range
1 32 11 1 35 10 1 26 9 I want to 1 21 8 1 34 11 1 21 9
3 11 9 4 13 7 5 10 6 want to go 2 7 4 2 13 6 14 3 2
2 12 7 5 11 7 2 16 6 you have to 19 3 2 — 0 0 9 4 3
5 10 6 5 11 5 7 6 5 and T want 52 2 2 10 4 3 31 2 2
8 7 7 16 4 3 21 3 3 to go to 52 2 2 150 1 1 31 2 1
8 7 4 16 4 4 13 4 4 so I want 19 3 3 5 6 3 2 10 6
1n 5 4 54 2 2 36 2 2 and some people - 0 0 — 0 0 126 1 1
48 2 2 54 2 2 9 5 4 Idont 5 5 4 10 4 4 4 6 5
19 4 4 159 1 1 21 3 3 in the sea - 0 0 — 0 0 126 1 1
- 0 0 8 8 5 36 2 2 there is a 52 2 2 — 0 0 31 2 2
19 4 4 - 0 0 36 2 2 in this semester 174 1 1 — 0 0 - 0 0
126 1 1 16 4 4 — 0 0 1f you want 9 4 4 47 2 2 14 3 3
48 2 1 12 5 4 — 0 0 itsa - 0 0 47 2 1 31 2 2
126 1 1 16 4 4 — 0 0 you want to 9 4 4 47 2 2 14 3 2

Note. Contracted negation forms (e.g., dont) are counted as two words (do not; don t on AntConc).
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Table 7.2

Trigrams that Were Produced by Four or More Participants in Any Group during Post-Test

but did Not Appear during Pre-Test

Post-test Pre-test
TGl TG2 CG Trigram TG1 TG2 cG

Rank Freq. Range Rank Freq. Range Rank Freq. Range Rank Freq. Range Rank Freq. Range Rank Freq. Range
5 10 9 2 14 12 3 11 11 hundred twenty four - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
3 11 9 2 14 12 5 10 10 one hundred twenty - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
7 8 5 7 9 5 7 6 4 have to get - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
19 4 4 27 3 3 13 4 4 are going to - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
1 5 3 12 5 5 9 5 3 on the boat - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
19 4 4 16 4 3 13 4 3 and they are - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
1 5 4 12 5 5 150 1 1 get one hundred - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
26 3 3 27 3 3 13 4 4 they are going - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
26 3 2 159 1 1 3 11 6 have to take - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
10 6 4 27 3 3 36 2 2 the boat and - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
26 3 3 16 4 4 - 0 0 and foreign language - 0 0 - 0 0 — 0 0
1 5 4 27 3 3 - 0 0 they will go - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
1 5 4 54 2 2 150 1 1 to get one - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
19 4 4 159 1 1 150 1 1 and PE - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
- 0 0 16 4 4 - 0 0 want to graduate - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0

Table 7.3

Total Number of Trigram Types and Tokens in Part 3 (Extensive Oral Production in English)

of Speaking Test
Grou Pre-test Post-test
P Types Tokens Types Tokens
TG1 1,954 2,225 1,883 2,162
TG2 1,890 2,155 2,059 2,391
CG 1,688 1,889 1,761 2,033
Table 7.4

Improvement in Number of Targeted Trigrams for Part 3 (Extensive Oral Production in

English) of Speaking Test

Pre-test Post-test
Group - - p r
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 4.50 (3.56) 8.17 (4.02) 026" medium (.46)
TG2 5.58 (5.20) 8.67 (6.69) 091 medium (.35)
CG 545 (2.84) 718 (3.03) 064 medium (.40)
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Figure 7.2.1. Mean distribution of number of targeted trigrams for Part 3 (extensive oral

production in English) of speaking test.
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Figure 7.2.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in number of targeted trigrams

for Part 3 (extensive oral production in English) of speaking test.

Similarly to the other statistical results reported in Chapter 6, there was no significant
variance among the three groups at the beginning of the study: #(2) =1.188, p=.552, r
= .20 (small effect). However, some puzzling and potentially interesting results were found
here. That is, contrary to the results found for the participants’ use of FSs from the dialog

textbook, where CG was the only group demonstrating a significant improvement, it was only
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TGI 1n this further analysis that showed a significant improvement (TG1: z=2.228, p
=026, r = .46 [medium effect]: TG2: = =1.691, p = .091, = .35 [medium effect]; CG: z =
1.849, p = .064, r = .40 [medium effect]). Clearly, these mixed findings about the participants’
formulaic language production in Part 3 make it difficult to draw any decisive conclusion.
However, some interpretations are in order. The dialog textbook contains all or at least some
of the component words of each trigram being analyzed here. Therefore, the significantly
higher occurrences of those particular trigrams in the speech production made by TG1 can be
explained either as a demonstration of application of their analytical knowledge about those
component words or as a manifestation of their holistic knowledge of those trigrams that had
come about through their extensive dialog recitation work.

To conclude this sub-section, the results of the FS use by the participants in Part 3 of
the speaking test indicate two things that can inform future investigations into L2 learners’
FS speech production. First, elicitation methods and tools need to be carefully designed and
prepared. This study was not able to gather interactive conversational speech data, and given
the content of the material that the TGs worked on (i.e., dialogs, not monologues), this
particular part of the test appears insufficient to tap into the learners” knowledge of the FSs
they had studied. Second, reservations owing to particular data analyses employed should be
kept in mind when interpreting the statistical results. In the case of the present study, the
n-gram analysis carried out dealt only with selected data. Although an expansion of the range
of data to be analyzed would have been a formidable and indeed impractical challenge, the
fact remains that while the search of the participants’ use of FSs from the dialog textbook
was run on the entire speech data, the n-gram analysis only covered the trigrams used by the
participants (and only part of them). Therefore, only limited interpretations of the results of
the n-gram analysis are possible in the present study. With these two caveats in mind,
however, the significant improvements made by the TGs in Part 2 of the speaking test over

the CG (see the preceding two sub-section) do suggest that it is reasonable to conclude that
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the holistic language knowledge gained by the TG students over the course of the semester

became a resource available for future analytic processing in actual language use.

7.3.1.4 Questionnaire items pertinent to the learning of FSs

Turning to the reflective survey items on improvement in output production other than
pronunciation (Section 6.9, Table 6.17), we see that there is a difference between the three
groups for ‘formulaic sequences’ (i.e., ‘There has been an increase in the number of FSs that
I can use.”). The exact significant variance between the CG and TG1 is interesting because
TG2’s overall development in the use of formulaic sequences in Part 2 of the speaking test
was considered to some extent higher, though not significantly, than that of TG1. The
prompts in Part 2 were to do with a few selected FSs from the dialog material. A great
majority of the FSs that TG1 students had memorized were not in the Post-Test. It is possible,
thus, that TG1 had indeed learned more FSs than TG2, although such an interpretation is not
possible solely on the basis of the results found in Part 2 of the speaking test. Another
possible explanation for this variance, then, has to do with the additional trigram analysis
made 1n the previous sub-section. That is, TG1 students probably felt, more than the other
students, that there had been an increase in the number of FSs they could use since they did

indeed make a significant improvement in the use of those particular trigrams.

7.3.2 Appropriateness of responses to time-pressed cued prompts

Moving to the discussion of the appropriateness of responses to time-pressed cued
prompts in part 2 of the speaking test (Section 6.5, Tables 6.8-12), in the case of repeated &
direct application we see a significant increase only in the case of TG1. This is an interesting
result, because the analysis of the same set of prompts regarding the use of formulaic
sequences from the dialog textbook identified a significant improvement only in TG2. With

the remaining three sets (i.e., repeated & modified, non-repeated & direct, and non-repeated
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& modified) there was no significant improvement observed at the end of instruction. To
summarize all four sets of this data, we can say that no significant increases were found at the
end. Overall, in contrast with the case of the actual use of formulaic sequences, no obvious
advantage of TGs over the CG was found when it comes to the appropriateness of the
responses. However, once again, a slight advantage of TG1 was observed in the repeated &
direct application prompts. It seems likely that whole-text memorization/recitation promotes
more analysis on the part of the learners than is the case with partial-text
memorization/recitation does, and that this is because learners engaged in whole-text
memorization are more likely to activate their analytic knowledge for successful fulfillment
of the task. Otherwise, the task of committing everything to memory and repeating it as a
single unit would be an intolerable burden. Very importantly, the analysis employed in this
process might lead to a larger store of analytic knowledge in memory, which in turn might
allow the learners in the future to analyze language data and add to their holistic language
knowledge more successfully. This cycle may have been precisely what happened to TG1
students, which would explain why TG1 showed a significant increase in producing those

particular trigrams.

7.3.3 Pronunciation

The analysis here relates to Part 1 of the Speaking Test (Section 6.3, Table 6.2) and the
questionnaire items pertinent to articulation (Section 6.8, Table 6.16; Section 6.10, Table
6.18). Regarding the Speaking Test, there was a significant improvement on the part of TG1
and TG2 but not in the case of the CG. TG1’s improvement was significantly larger than that
of TG2. These results show that both types of recitation tasks instigated learning of
articulatory aspects of the formulaic sequences covered in the dialog material, and also show
that whole-text memorization had an even greater effect on this particular aspect than

partial-text memorization. TG1’s improvement is all the more notable, because, as mentioned
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in Section 6.8 (see Table 6.16), there was no significant difference for practicing until
attaining proper articulation. The test and survey results suggest that whole-text recitation can
also bring about implicit learning of aspects of pronunciation.

Turning to the reflective survey items on improvement in articulation (Section 6.10,
Table 6.18), a significant difference was found for ‘pronunciation of individual words’ and
significant variance was also found between TG1 and the CG. Another significant distinction
was 1dentified for ‘liaison,” and the significant difference was, again, between TGI and the
CG. These results lend further support to those found for Part 1 of the Speaking Test.
However, there was no significant discrepancy among the three groups on ‘intonation and
stress,” with the implication being that intonation and stress are both much more difficult for
learners to assess than pronunciation of individual words or liaison, and it is thus more

difficult for them to evaluate their progress on their own.

7.3.4 Ability to process language data

Lastly, on the ability to process language data (see Section 6.11, Table 6.19), neither
treatment group felt that they had improved in their skill for emulating articulation or chunk
memorization significantly more than the CG. A possible interpretation of these results is that
these two types of processing have to do with learners’ holistic language knowledge (see
Chapters 2 through 4). If this is a valid interpretation, the implication would be that,
fundamentally, adeptness in articulatory emulation and chunk encoding depends on the extent
to which language knowledge, presumably more holistic than analytic, is already established
in long-term memory. The language knowledge base acquired by the participants in this

study was probably not yet substantially established, even at the end of the study.

7.3.5 Conclusions for RQ 2

The conclusions drawn from the data relating to RQ 2 are summarized as follows. First,
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looking at the data as a whole, it can be concluded that whole- and partial-text recitation tasks
did bring about more formulaic speech production. It can also be said that there is a
significant variance in facilitative effects between the two types of task. If we look at the
‘direct application’ prompts for Part 2 alone, the test results indicate an advantage for
partial-text memorization, although it can be argued that whole-text memorization might
actually have been more effective (see Section 7.3.1.1). In the case of the ‘modified
application’ prompts in Part 2, neither TG showed more effective results than the CG. The
same can be said for the results for ‘extensive oral production’; however, an alternative
n-gram analysis suggests the effectiveness of a whole-text memorization approach, with the
implication being that research methodologies for the investigation of learners’ FS use in
speech production need to be carefully designed. For appropriateness, a weak advantage was
found for TGI1. A possible reason is that students in TG1 may have engaged in more analysis
during the encoding of the text. In terms of pronunciation, the speaking test results, together
with the pertinent survey results, strongly suggest that whole-text recitation 1s more
conducive to learning than partial-text recitation. The results are inconclusive with regard to
the ability to process language data. Looked at as a whole, whether taking into account the
mixed results for the participants’ FS production in Part 3 or excluding them altogether when
drawing conclusions for RQ2 precisely due to their mixed nature, the results do indicate that
a whole-text memorization approach brings forward more formulaic speech production than a

partial-text memorization approach.

7.4 Differential effects of whole-text and partial-text recitation on fluent speech
production

This section addresses the third research question set in Chapter 5: Does engaging
Jforeign language classroom learners in the whole-text and partial-text dialog recitation

specified in RQI facilitate speech fluency as measured by syllables per minute, and is there a
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significant difference between the two in their facilitative effect? The data here relate to Part 3,
and are to do with fluent production measured by pruned syllables per minute (Section 6.6,
Table 6.14). Here we see a significant advancement only in the case of TG2, a fact which
calls for the following comments.

What factor(s) contributed to the different results between TG1 and TG2 here? In the
discussion of RQ2, it was indicated that there was the possibility that TG1 engaged in more
analysis (which may be a major reason why they performed significantly, albeit slightly,
better with respect to appropriateness in Part 2). TG1 may have thus become more attentive
to grammar or form, presumably because such attention helped them to memorize the whole
text correctly. There is a trade-off in language processing between being analytical and
form-focused on the one hand, and speed or fluency in speech production on the other
(Skehan, 1998). TG2’s significantly improved performance on the number of syllables per
minute in Part 3 can be accounted for in this way. Perhaps, TG2 had gained confidence,
thinking that they had learned, without the kind of deep analysis purportedly engaged by TG,
a lot of phrases that they thought were helpful in speech production. Clearly, TG1 must have
gained that kind of confidence. It appears that in this situation the analytic, or careful,
approach to the language has been at the expense of confidence. This is not of course to say
that learners do not need to be able to analyze the language, and the limited conclusion we
can draw here, for the time being, 1s that TG2 outperformed TG1 and CG in terms of fluency
as measured by syllables spoken per minute. What needs to be borne in mind is that this does
not guarantee good quality in terms of what was actually being said by TG2 participants.

Another aspect worth referring to here 1s how come CG did not show a significant
increase here. It was pointed out in the previous section that one of the two classes
comprising the CG, a communication-oriented class, may have offered more opportunities for
the students in that class to naturally use some of the most serviceable FSs for those students

which were also included in the dialog textbook, and this may have been the reason that CG
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exhibited a significant increase in the use of FSs from the dialog textbook. In the case of the
other class forming the CG, a TOEFL 1BT class, the students in the class were instructed to
memorize a number of 45-second to 1-minute responses to the speaking section of the
TOEFL test, and thus they may have become more skilled at speaking to some imaginary
listener for such a long duration of time without conversational turns, and yet it did not
contribute to significantly increasing CG’s fluency in Part 3. This is only speculative but
perhaps it had to do with the degree to which the language tasks in which the two classes
respectively engaged were perceived by them as fun: communication tasks engaged by the
former group were fun enough to cause learning of serviceable FSs, whereas TOEFL
speaking tasks engaged by the latter group were not enjoyable enough to help them develop

their fluency of speech production.

7.5 Differential effects of whole-text and partial-text recitation on attitudinal change
toward text memorization

This section addresses the fourth research question set in Chapter 5: Does engaging
Jforeign language classroom learners in the whole-text and partial-text dialog recitation
specified in RQ1 favorably affect their attitude toward text memorization as a means to
develop their oral communication skills, and is there a significant difference between the two
in their effect? The analysis here first refers to the attitudinal items used in both Pre- and
Post-Questionnaires (Section 6.7, Table 6.15). We can see no significant change at the end of
mstruction for ‘tmportance of emulating proficient pronunciation’ or for ‘importance of
memorizing FS.” Next, examining the reflective items on changes in attitude toward
memorization, especially of FSs (Section 6.12, Table 6.20), we can note that while there was
no significant difference observed among the three groups regarding the first two survey

items (‘toward text memorization’; ‘toward readily recitable memorization’), in the case of



the last item ‘toward text memorization as a way to learn a variety of features,” TG1 came to
have a significantly more favorable attitude toward it than the CG. The results, taken together,
indicate that the whole-text memorization approach appears to have left a more positive

effect on the students’ willingness to further work on text memorization on their own than a
partial-text memorization approach. The results suggest that in this study, only whole-text
memorization has had a favorable influence on the learners’ attitude toward text

memorization. This is certainly an area for further research.

7.6 Analysis of high and low achievers

In this section, as an attempt to address the fifth research question set in Chapter 5 (i.e.,
What variables may have been at play that can explain the differences in performance of high
and low achievers?), the top three and worst three achievers in each group (henceforth, ‘high
achievers’ and ‘low achievers”) will be analyzed based on their representative speaking test
scores and with reference to their factual data, quasi-interview data (see Section 5.4.2.3.4 for
details), and noteworthy questionnaire responses.

A word of explanation about how their overall rankings were derived is needed here.
First, all raw test scores in each part were standardized into z-scores so that they would be
comparable. Second, for Pre-Test and Post-Test respectively, each participant’s total z-score
was calculated by summing up the (1) ‘FSs used’ (z-score of the FSs counted in Part 2), (2)
‘appropriateness’ (z-score of the appropriateness score in Part 2), (3) ‘syllables per minute’
(z-score of the syllables spoken per minute in Part 3), and (4) ‘pronunciation’ (z-score of the
pronunciation score in Part 1).* The sum of these four z-scores was operationalized as the
student’s overall oral proficiency in English at the timing of each test. Next, the rankings for

the four representative z-scores and the total z-scores were calculated. Then another set of

23 Due to the mixed results identified. a choice was made to exclude scores for formulaic speech
production in Part 3.
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rankings, called ‘pre-post difference’ rankings, was derived using each student’s z-score
change in each category, derived from his or her corresponding Post-Test z-score minus the
Pre-Test z-score. Finally, the overall ranking in each group was derived based on the
within-group participants’ pre-post difference rankings for the total scores. Table 7.5
summarizes the three highest and three lowest achievers based on their within-group pre-post

z-score difference rankings.
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The Three Highest and Three Lowest Achievers Based on Their Within-Group Pre-Post

Table 7.5
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In the remaining part of this section the data from this table will be analyzed, looking at
each student one by one with reference to the data specified at the beginning of this section.
When their interview responses are quoted, English translations are provided. When referring
to their responses to those questionnaire items based on a six-point Likert scale, only the
items for which their z-scores, each derived from all participants’ responses, were either

above 1.5 or below -1.5 will be referred to.

7.6.1 Three high achievers in each group

KM (ranked 1st in TG1)
KM was one of the students who had hated rote memorization before joining his TG1
class, but through the engagement in memorization and recitation in the class, came to have a
favorable attitude toward text memorization. Therefore KM was doubtful about this approach
at first, but over time changed his view. He also had many opportunities to interact with
foreign English speakers outside this class. He was taking a sociology class taught in English
by a native speaker, and had chances to speak in English with foreigners in his part-time
work. Apparently he came to realize the usefulness of readily accessible formulaic chunks in
dealing with those authentic communicative situations. He commented:
To be honest, I didn’t think it was so useful to memorize conversational phrases through
dialogs at first, but as I was working on it, I gradually came to think that those phrases
were indeed useful in actual conversations, and so my attitude toward memorization
changed rather favorably actually.
This comment explains why KM’s use of FSs in the speaking test dramatically jumped up
(from 26th to 1st). Taken together, it does look like KM came to appreciate the usefulness of

formulaic language. This coincided with his very hard work on the Checks. He was among
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the top three ‘2nd Check’ achievers in TG1 (see Section 6.2). He also made use of the
YouTube materials outside of the class to help him memorize the dialogs.

Interestingly, although his progress on pronunciation was not as great as in the other
areas, his survey z-scores for ‘I can now pronounce individual words’ and ‘I can now link
words when pronouncing’ were both above 1.5. He was a very confident learner, which can
be most evidently understandable from his high z-scores for syllables per minute. Lastly,
another major reason why he made the most progress among all participants seems to be the

fact that that he was about to study abroad for about a year as an exchange student.

YW (ranked 2nd in TG1)

Most notable about YW is that she had thought that it was important to memorize
phrases and dialogs but had never had a chance to focus on such a study. She commented “It
was good that this class gave me the opportunity to memorize phrases and dialogs.” She
indeed seemed to make use of this course, as she also commented “I wanted to memorize the
dialogs in my free time but could not really work on it, so I memorized them in class when
we were given time to memorize them.”

Even though YW’s scores at the end of the semester were overall rather low (with the
exception of the score for pronunciation), this class was very effective for her. This
assessment can be made not only because her total score for the pre-post difference was
ranked 3rd of all participants, but also because of her remarkably high z-scores (i.e., above
1.5 each) for ‘I have come to have a favorable attitude toward memorizing phrases and
dialogs to the point of being able to readily recite them’ and ‘“Through dialog memorization, I
have come to have a favorable attitude toward doing so as a way to learn grammar,
vocabulary, pronunciation, and other aspects of my English language learning.” As for the
biggest improvement she made (i.e., on pronunciation—rank: 22 = 3), she also felt that her

pronunciation improved a great deal: her z-scores for ‘I can now link words when
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pronouncing them’ and ‘I can now pronounce words with appropriate intonation and stress’
were both above 1.5. YW’s test score improvements and favorable attitudinal changes toward
memorization are all the more noteworthy, because, unlike KM (reviewed above), she neither
had an opportunity to communicate in English outside this class nor had any concrete

study-abroad plan. Nevertheless she worked very hard for this course.

YS (ranked 3rd in TG1)

YS was yet another high achiever in TG1. His scores at the beginning of the semester
were already overall high, and yet he studied hard for this course and his pre-post difference
rank was 4th. One major reason why Y'S studied hard for this class was probably that he was
going to join a one-month study-abroad program in the summer. It is worthy of mention that
Y'S was a student who knew it would take a lot of work to improve but found it difficult to do
so on his own. He commented “T have a hard time managing my motivation for studying, so I
study by putting myself in classes that force me to study.” When memorizing the dialogs, YS
made use of the YouTube material, feeling probably (like KM) that this was necessary in
order to successfully complete the course.

Y'S was an analytic language learner when joining the class, although already fluent in
English (pre-test rank for syllables per minute: 4th). Before taking the class, he had thought
grammar was the most important element in language learning. That changed through taking
this class. He said: “T used to think that grammar was the most important element, but now I
feel that if I construct my message according to grammar, my speaking becomes very slow”
and “T have come to think that it 1s important to memorize language data in chunks.”

One of the reasons YS’s view changed this way was probably that he had ample opportunity
to communicate in English away from this course, like KM. He commented “T was really
happy when I was able to communicate in English using the phrases I had memorized.”

YS’s interview data also suggest that he was building confidence by feeling able to say
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multiple words off the cuff. Interestingly, he still seemed to be very analytic in orientation at
the end of the semester, as his pre-post difference rank for syllables per minute was the
lowest of all participants. It can be interpreted that he became even more analytic with the
new exemplar knowledge provided by the dialogs, and that he expected that by creating new
chunks on his own and using them in a variety of situations, he would over time have a better
control of the formulaic language (and its underlying constructions) that had been newly

added to his language knowledge.

NK (ranked 1st in TG2)

NK was an exceptionally open and friendly student. She was not afraid to talk to
people at all, whether in Japanese or in English (even though her English oral proficiency at
that time was still considered intermediate). She said “I can make friends with anybody, a
foreigner, a handicapped, a child, an elderly, whoever.” NK was thus very confident in her
communication ability, and this seems to explain why her use of FSs from the dialog
textbook was rather poor, even at the end of the semester (rank: 18) compared to her other
relatively high scores. The low score matches her low evaluation for ‘memorizing FSs 1s
important’ (z-score: below -2.0).

Like KM and YS, NK had ample opportunity to communicate with students from
overseas outside of the class, during the semester. Unlike the cases of KM and Y, she still
had not come to consider holistic memorization of FSs as important by the end of the
semester. It seems possible that learners like NK who are overall good at communication
irrespective of the language may tend not to appreciate the usefulness of formulaic language
in foreign language learning. This would be because of their fundamental socio-interactional
ability gained from their past experiences, and they already feel they can fulfill those
socio-interactional functions served by FSs (see Chapter 2) without recourse to nativelike FSs

in the target language. For such learners, it appears that other teaching approaches may work
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more effectively. Nevertheless, NK was among the most hardworking students in TGs,
presumably because she was also going to join a one-month study-abroad program in the
summer, and whether she liked it or not, she was committed to doing what she was told to do

for the class, as it was a study-abroad preparation class.

GF (ranked 2nd in TG2)

GF was yet another student who was going to join a one-month study-abroad program
in the summer. Similar to the three high achievers in TG1, GF seemed to appreciate this class
a great deal. He was among the top three ‘2nd Check’ achievers in TG2 (see Section 6.2).

He also made use of the YouTube material, learning not only the words being used but also
how they were articulated, and with what kind of emotion. It is most likely that one reason
for GF being highly motivated to study the dialog material was that he was about to study
abroad. However, like KM and YS, he also had ample opportunity to put into practice the FSs
he studied in the class, communicating with native English-speaking students from overseas
during the semester. He commented “It was fun using the phrases I memorized in this course
with those foreign students.” Probably due to this positive experience using the FSs he had
learned in class, his z-score for ‘I have come to have a favorable attitude toward memorizing
phrases and dialogs to the point of being able to readily recite them” was above 1.5. One last
note about GF is that he seems similar to YS in TG1 in that their pre-post difference score
ranks for syllables per minute were both comparatively low. Given that GH was a very
hardworking student, it is possible to speculate that he also became more analytic, stimulated

in the way that YS was by the new knowledge.

TK (ranked 3rd in TG2)
TK was a complex student. He said all the time that he did not like English, and yet

had chosen to take part in a one-month study-abroad program in the summer, had chosen this
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class and attended regularly. Apparently he at least had some kind of high motivation to

study English for his future. Although TK was not confident in his English at all, saying “I
can’t speak English at all,” he did make noteworthy improvement on ‘appropriateness’
(pre-post difference rank: 7th) and ‘syllables per minute’ (rank: 5th). However, he did not
make as much improvement on ‘FSs used’ (rank: 12th). He said “My memorization is very
poor” and this may explain why he did not make as much improvement on the use of FSs.

His z-score on the questionnaire item ‘I have come to enjoy memorizing phrases and dialogs’
was below -1.5, too. Most of his work on memorizing the dialogs was done in class time, and
he commented “I tried my best to memorize everything I was supposed to memorize in class.”
This seems to reflect his deep-seated negativity toward the act of memorization.

Overall, memorization of the dialogs in this class was far from motivating for him,
something that did not change over the course of the semester. The only positive comment
made by him on this class was “At first I was very resistant to English, but by memorizing
and reciting the dialogs, my resistance to English became a little weaker.” It seems that for
students like TK, provision of useful material and class time for working on it 1s not enough.
It may be that there are some students who need explicit instruction on effective ways to

commit material to memory.

Al (ranked 1st in the CG)

Al was in the TOEFL 1BT preparation class of the CG, although she did not yet have,
by the end of the semester, a concrete plan to study abroad. AI did not answer if she had any
chance of communicating in English away from this class. She did not seem to have such
chances. Al was a very hardworking student. She never missed class, and she was among the
few students in that class who did all of the highly demanding homework assignments. That
1s most likely why, even though her scores at the end of the semester were overall still low

among all the participants (with the exception of pronunciation), she had made a great deal of
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progress and became the 2nd-ranked of all participants in pre-post differences. One notable
point about Al is the progress she made on pronunciation. This may have been because she
worked intensely on memorization of response samples for the speaking part of the test,
which was part of the assignments given to the students in the class. This is an interesting
result, as it suggests that whole-text memorization, as a means to develop learners’
pronunciation, may not have to take the form of a dialog. Some of the material to be

memorized could be in the form of monologs containing many useful FSs.

TN (ranked 2nd in the CG)

TN was also in the TOEFL iBT preparation class of the CG. First, even though TN was
ranked the 2nd in the CG, his overall pre-post difference ranking was 20th, below the
mid-level of all 35 participants. He did not have any plan for studying-abroad at the end of
the semester, and according to TN’s answers in Post-Interview, he did not seem to have any
outside opportunities to communicate in English during the semester. TN was a difficult
student to evaluate, as he was always quiet. TN did not think he had language learning
aptitude, and particularly lacked confidence in his speaking ability, even in Japanese,
commenting “T don’t think I’'m cut out for foreign language learning, especially speaking. I'm
poor at speaking Japanese too, and I sometimes wonder why I’m so poor at speaking (in
Japanese).”

It 1s a major argument of this dissertation that FSs powerfully help language users in
realtime communication, whether in the L2 or L1, and TN might have benefited a great deal
if he had been in either TG1 or TG2 rather than the CG, although his z-score for ‘I have come
to enjoy memorizing phrases and dialogs’ was below -1.5. One interesting note to add about
TN is that his z-score for ‘I have come to use fillers when lost for words’ was below -1.5. The
speaking scripts that he memorized in the TOELF iBT class contained no fillers. In this

regard, too, he might have benefited from joining either TG1 or TG2, as the dialogs



contained many fillers, which serve as a time-buying device in realtime communication.

YT (ranked 3rd in the CG)

Whereas Al and TN were in the TOEFL 1BT class of the CG, YT was in the
communication-oriented class of the contrast group, in which she was expected to express
herself far more than those CG participants in the TOEFL class. However, YT was not a
talkative student, like TN, who was ranked 2nd in CG. She almost never spoke up on her own,
and her interview responses were minimal, too. Given the small amount of data to analyze,
therefore, there is little room for speculation.

Given her reluctance to talk, YT might have also benefited, like TN, from taking either
the TG1 or TG2 class. Her reluctance to speak up was attributable to her lack of FSs to
depend on in realtime situations. It was unlikely that she disliked the researcher and did not
want to communicate with him, because actually, one year before the data from TG1 were
collected, she took the same course as TG1. Although she had stopped coming early in the
semester of that year, if she had had a negative attitude toward the researcher the first time
around, she would not have chosen to take another class of his the second time, considering
this communication-oriented class was not a mandatory one for her.

Nevertheless, the fact that YT had left a course that was basically the same as that of
the TGs 1s intriguing. There are any number of possible reasons why she left it, as YT had
low z-scores (i.e., below -1.5) for the questionnaire items ‘I have come to enjoy memorizing
phrases and dialogs’—as mentioned in Section 5.4.2.2, the CG participants in the
communication-oriented class also had to memorize a volume of oral texts—and ‘There has
been an increase in the number of FSs that I can use.” Perhaps, for students like YT and
maybe TN too, provision of useful material and class time for working on it is not enough, as
speculated when reviewing TK (ranked 3rd in TG2) from another perspective.

Overall, YT was probably struggling to find a good way to develop her English. Perhaps it 1s
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for this reason that she was joining a one-month study-abroad program the following

SUImmer.

7.6.2 Three low achievers in each group

TM (ranked 10th in TG1)

TM seemed to be struggling between the reality he perceived himself to be in and his
aspirations. While he commented “I do want to express myself in my own way, but also
realize that nothing comes from zero, so I do think that my communication skills will
improve by memorizing conversational phrases and dialogs,” his use of FSs was close to the
worst in Post-Test (rank: 33rd). In this respect alone, the whole-text memorization may not
have worked so well for TM. However, very notably, his pronunciation improved
dramatically (from 22nd to 3rd). This is remarkable given the other low ranks. What is more
noteworthy is that the survey item ‘Emulating proficient pronunciation is important’ is the
only one for which he scored below -1.5. This can be interpreted as further support for the
claim on pronunciation that whole-text memorization and recitation implicitly instigate the
learning of pronunciation (see Section 7.3.3).

One last point to add about TM is that he was also going to join a one-month
study-abroad program in the summer. In addition to YW (ranked 2nd in TG1), there was one
other student in TG1 who did not have any concrete plan to study abroad at the end of the
semester. Yet TM did not make as much progress in TGlas these two. It can be speculated
from this that the fact that a student was about to study abroad did not appear to be the only

determining factor for the memorization of dialogs to be effective for him or her.

AS (ranked 11th in TG1)

AS, another student about to participate in a one-month study-abroad program in the
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summer, was open to interaction with people, even in English, but was not as extroverted and
communicatively competent as NK (ranked 1st in TG2). In the analyses above of the six high
achievers in TG1 and TG2, five of whom were about to study abroad, it is pointed out that
the imminence of studying abroad probably would not have been the sole or main motivation
for them to work hard in the class and improve. It was suggested that the presence or absence
of opportunities to communicate in English away from the class was likely to be another
major factor, although NK was an exception to this hypothesis considering her already high
communicative competence.

AS also had opportunities to communicate in English away from the class, but her
pre-post total score difference rank was 24th and her use of FSs dropped noticeably from Pre-
to Post-Test (5th = 15th). She thus might be considered to be like NK. However, unlike NK,
she seemed to be very much enjoying the memorization and recitation of the dialogs, as she
scored above 1.5 for ‘I practiced until I was able to act out the dialogs fast” and ‘I have come
to enjoy memorizing phrases and dialogs.” AS also worked very hard for the Checks, as she
became one of the top three ‘2nd Check’ achievers in TG1 (see Section 6.2).

It seems then that what matters is ‘transfer-appropriate processing’ (see Section 3.5).
Presumably, in-class recitation was not enough to enable the content memorized to be
serviceable, while it could be very useful in realtime communication. Rather, the knowledge
gained through the work needs to be strengthened, through transfer-appropriate encoding, to
the point of becoming serviceable in realtime communication. The model dialogs were in the
main intended to be serviceable for campus communications between a student and a
university professor or another university student. In the case of KM (ranked 1st in TG1), he
was taking a lecture taught by a native English-speaking professor, and in the case of YS
(ranked 3rd in TG1) and GF (ranked 2nd in TG2), their interactions in English were with
university students visiting from overseas. AS, on the other hand, did not mention having any

communication with overseas university students, nor with a university professor. Therefore,
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the knowledge that AS gained from the study of the dialog was presumably not strengthened
enough by sufficient subsequent transfer-appropriate processing, and thus her score for use of
FSs did not improve as much as KM, YS, or GF.

AS was nevertheless very positive about the improvements she had made over the
semester. Her z-scores were above 1.5 for the following survey items: ‘I can now link words
when pronouncing them’; ‘I can now pronounce words with appropriate intonation and
stress’; ‘I have come to use sentence structures that I did not use before’; ‘I have become
better at holding incoming sounds as chunks and repeating them with the same articulatory
contour’; and ‘There has been an increase in the number of FSs that I can use.” Indeed,
particularly for pronunciation, she seems to have made some progress (Pre-Test rank: 7th;
Post-Test rank: 3rd).

To sum up, although her test results were not exactly consistent with her high survey
scores, the very fact that she was positive about having made so much improvement is
noteworthy. She was very eager to learn English, commenting “These days I have been
keeping a diary in English,” and it is conceivable that AS would keep working on this kind of

memorization on her own even after the instruction.

TT (ranked 12th in TG1)

TT 1s the last student analyzed from TG1, who was also going to study abroad for about
two weeks in the summer. Although TT’s pre-post difference in the use of FSs was very low
(rank: 31), he was still ranked at 4th in Post-Test. He commented:

At the beginning of the semester, I was not really sure how useful it would be to

memorize a large volume of conversational phrases and dialogs, and so was reluctant,

but now that I committed to memory so many dialogs, even though it required very hard
work, I do now feel the usefulness of having the memory of those dialogs, albeit

partially, when at a loss for words. I have come to think that quantity, not just quality, is
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important.
At the end of the semester, he felt that he made progress on pronunciation (z-scored above
1.5 for ‘learning of pronunciation’ and ‘learning of liaison”) and fillers (z-scored above 1.5
for ‘learning of fillers’), and most importantly, came to view more favorably toward learning
language chunks (z-scored above 1.5 for ‘favorable change in attitude toward text
memorization’). Thus, even though his total pre-post difference z-score rank in TG1 was the
bottom (also 28th of all participants), it can be argued that whole text memorization worked

effectively on him.

TS (ranked 10th in TG2)

TS was among the most dedicated students in TG2, as indicated by the fact that he was
the top ‘2nd Check’ achiever of TG2 (64%). The main reason why TS’s pre-post difference
score rank was so low (rank: 26th) was that his pronunciation score was extremely low (rank:
32nd) considering his other high scores in Post-Test. He was probably (still) analytic in
language processing at the end of the semester, even though he was already able to produce
oral output rather smoothly among the participants (pre-test rank for syllables per minute:
8th; post-test rank: 5th). He commented “In conversation, I tend to think first before speaking,
that is, I am not at the point where words come out of my mouth smoothly.” Being analytic
means he was still more or less processing words piecemeal. This analytic mode could have
caused him to read aloud the prompts in the pronunciation part of the test rather unnaturally,
or at least not as naturally as other participants, especially TG1 students.

It would be interesting then to know how his score for pronunciation in Post-Test
would have been if he had been in TGI instead of TG2, as students in TG1 overall improved

significantly on pronunciation.

SS (ranked 11th in TG2)
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SS was one of those students in TG2 who did not seem to appreciate the effectiveness
of dialog memorization and recitation. SS’s 1st Check achievement was relatively low (64%),
and his z-score for ‘I engaged in dialog memorization thanks to the in-class time given to it’
was lower than -2.5. It 1s thus clear that he was not committed to the memorization and
recitation task for this group. Given SS’s score drop for the use of FSs (pre-post difference
rank: 29th), he indeed did not make much progress on formulaic learning in this class, either.
He commented:

I was at first skeptical about the effectiveness of the approach taken in this class, and

now, if I am to say which, I am still skeptical. On the whole, I am neither enthusiastic

nor negative toward it. I don’t quite have an opinion about it.
Although SS was taking another English class being taught by a native speaker and in that
class he seemed to be having an opportunity to communicate in English, he may not have
tested some phrases he had learned in this class in the other class. He did not elaborate on this
point, and thus unfortunately there is no way of knowing. SS did also say, however, “There
are occasions where I was feeling like I was learning something about how to say things in
English, and examples in the YouTube videos were helpful.” Thus, this class was not totally
a waste for him; otherwise, he would have just stopped coming.

SS was not going to study abroad after the semester was over, and this may have been
the major reason why he did not work so hard on memorization; he may not have seen the
potential usefulness of the FSs in the dialog textbook as well as those in TGs who were about
to study abroad. This then indicates that the content of the material to be worked on needs to
be evaluated as relevant and useful by the students, a challenge for materials developers and

teachers considering the wide variety of wants and needs that students bring to the classroom.

TI (ranked 12th in TG2)

TI’s 1st Check achievement was the lowest of all TG participants (27%). This
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percentage is extremely low considering the mean score of TG2 for 1st Check, that is,
80.92%, although still he was not an outlier and thus not excluded from the statistical
analyses. This must have been the reason why his pre-post difference rank for the use of FSs
was the bottom (35th). However, unlike SS (ranked 11th in TG2), whose 1st Check
achievement was also low but not this low, TI seemed to regard memorization of
conversational phrases as helpful and important:

If I think about 1t, when we talk in Japanese, we use prefabricated chunks all the time,

and so I think it 1s very effective to memorize conversational phrases and dialogs to the

extent that they will come out of my mouth. When we express ourselves, except for

when we use some technical terms or engage in some discussion, I think we say what we

say without thinking so much. I think the same thing is the case with English too, so this

memorization approach is a very good way.
Furthermore, unlike the case of SS, TI made improvement on syllables per minute (pre-post
difference: 6th). What does this tell us? It seems to lend support to the above indication about
the relevance and utility of the material felt by the students. That is to say, unlike SS, TI at
least had a positive attitude toward memorizing the kinds of text that he considered useful. It
may have been that TI did not see the potential usefulness of the dialogs as much as most of
the other TGs participants did, and thus did not put as much effort into the Checks, while in
some other aspects of English learning he did memorize some phrases or sentences that he
regarded as useful for him. This may have been the reason why he made the improvement on
syllables per minute.

Thus, it can be argued that TT might have worked much harder for the Checks and

accordingly made more progress on the use of FSs if he had had opportunities to interact with
other students coming from overseas, like YS and GF, thereby being able to see much more

value 1n the dialogs.
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KY (ranked 9th in the CG)

KY was conscious of and sensitive to other people and a very humble student.
Although he commented “T am not good at talking with people,” his z-score ranks for
syllables per minutes (pre-test: 7th; post-test: 7th) reveal that he was a relatively good
speaker already. One question, then, 1s “How would the results have been if this extensive
speech production test had taken a more interactional style?” “Would KY have been placed at
the same rank?”” “Conversely, would the students in TGs have gained better scores if it
indeed had been a conversational style, as they were likely to have learned ways to handle
such transactions through the dialog study?” KY’s scores were particularly low for
pronunciation, which coincides with his comments: “I memorize by writing. ... When I was
to memorize the response samples for the speaking section of the TOEFL 1BT test, I listened
to the CD and rehearsed it in my head.” At least for pronunciation, he probably would have

benefited from taking the TG1 course.

SK (ranked 10th in the CG)

SK was a returnee student in the communication-oriented class. His scores in Pre- and
Post-Tests were thus basically high, although his z-scores for the use of FSs and for
pronunciation dropped considerably (primarily because the students in TG1 and TG2 either
caught up with or even overtook him). Considering that SK’s appropriateness improved
(pre-test: 16th; post-test: 5th), he did at least seem to have learned how to express himself
better in this class. SK commented that he did not improve as much as he had wished by
living overseas, something that he seemed embarrassed about. He even commented that from
time to time he hated English. Nevertheless, he considered English as important for his future.
It appears that SK’s problem with English was not so much about the language as his
non-linguistic communication skills. He might have learned some interactional tips if he had

joined either TG1 or TG2 and worked on the dialogs, to give analytic attention to the
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interactional language therein.

NS (ranked 11th in the CG)

NS, another student in the TOEFL iBT preparation class, was one of the least
successful students among the participants, although he kept coming to the class and
completed the course. NS did not reveal himself much in class, nor in the interview. Thus, it
1s not easy to interpret how and what NS was doing throughout the classes. However, he did
reveal himself momentarily during the interview: “I don’t think I’m cut out for foreign
language learning because I wonder how convenient it would be if I could get by just with
Japanese. If I could, then I would not have to bother to learn foreign languages.” Students
like NS would be a challenge in any class or for any teacher. How could they be motivated to

learn the foreign language? Or why should they be motivated to do so in the first place?

7.7 Summary of major findings and pedagogical implications
This section provides a summary of major findings and pedagogical implications of

this study.

7.7.1 Significant effects and pedagogical implications of whole-text memorization and

recitation

1. The progress made by the whole-text recitation group on pronunciation was significant.
This was the case even with TM, who did not consider emulating proficient
pronunciation as important. There is evidence here that strongly suggests that whole-text
recitation offers an effective approach to the teaching of pronunciation. The example of
Al further suggests that the memorized test does not even have to be in dialog form. A
member of the contrast group, AI made considerable improvement on her pronunciation

by working on monolog-style speaking scripts.
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The whole-text recitation group engaged in their memorization task significantly more
intensively than the partial-text recitation group. This conclusion was drawn not only
because the former group’s achievement percentage on the 1st Check was significantly
larger than in the case of the latter group, but also because the amount of the text for the
former group to commit to memory was three times as large as the latter group’s.

The whole-text memorization group favorably changed their attitude toward text
memorization. There may have been some individual differences at play, however.

As for appropriateness in speech production, the performance of the whole-text
recitation group was slightly better than that of the other participants. For some students,
as speculated on YS and GF, text memorization and recitation may attract attention to
the underlying, generative structures, not just to the surface manifestations. (Note that in
this case, the memorization/recitation type is not specified, as GF was in the partial-text
memorization group and yet seemed to have overall had the same tendency in his test
scores as YS.)

The whole-text memorization group may be claimed to have demonstrated the largest
improvement in formulaic speech production overall, in that this group showed
significant increases in formulaic production for all parts of the speaking test (see
Section 7.3, however).

One plausible explanation for the whole-text recitation having worked so well may be
that the students acted out the dialogs in pairs, an interactive practice condition that was
hard to realize for the partial-recitation group. In this sense, the dialog style was a
crucial component to make things work. On the other hand, use of pair work comes with
practical difficulties as well, such as when the number of the students showing up is an
odd number, when some students are late for class, when there are non-communicative

students, and when certain students always choose to work together.



7.7.2 Significant effects and pedagogical implications of partial-text memorization and

recitation

1.

The whole-text and partial-text recitation were both almost equally effective in
proceduralizing the learned material in somewhat time-constraining conditions, albeit in
a fixed manner. Thus, when the objective of teaching certain formulaic sequences is to
achieve that limited level of performance, although still of itself serviceable in realtime
communication, the partial-text recitation approach, being more time-efficient, seems
most practicable.

On the same subject of time-efficiency, the results suggest that the imposition of a time
constraint on the recitation task can enhance recall from memory of the memorized FSs.
However, successful completion of memorization by this means will undoubtedly
require more time. This in turn suggests the need for the teacher to adjust the cognitive
load in accordance with the needs and level of the students.

When the degree of challenge presented by the memorization task is lower than it needs
to be, it 1s possible that students will be less inclined to put in effort than would
otherwise be the case. If this is indeed true, then there is a need to find an optimal level
for maximizing engagement.

The partial-text memorization group showed a significant increase in the number of
syllables spoken per minute. It was, then, suggested that while the whole-text recitation
group may have been invited to pay more attention to details with the help of their
analytic knowledge, the partial-text memorization group may have developed more
confidence from memorizing the supposedly useful chunks of English. Given the
purported trade-off between analysis and fluency (Skehan, 1998), when the emphasis of
teaching is more on fluency than on analysis, then the partial-text recitation approach

may well be more appropriate.
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7.7.3 Common effects of whole-text and partial-text memorization and recitation

1.

Both types of classroom intervention effectively engaged the participants in text
memorization and recitation over the course of one semester.

The above effect was achieved regardless of the presence of a grade incentive.

Highly motivated students committed to memory a much larger volume of text than
other students.

Text memorization and recitation alone was not sufficient for the students in either
treatment group to become able to obtain a generative command of the sequences
committed to memory. Apparently, such advanced applications of the material learned
will require further practice, although a whole-text memorization approach may lead to
advancement in formulaic production of the component words of the text to be
memorized (as observed in the n-gram analysis).

Similarly, text memorization and recitation alone seem unlikely to bring about an
improvement in the processing of language data, at least regarding this study’s target

population.

7.7.4 Other variables that may affect the effectiveness of the text memorization

approach

1.

Imminence of study abroad experience: It was suggested that students may be highly
motivated to engage in the tasks given to them when they are very soon going to study
abroad. It was also pointed out, however, that this fact alone will probably not determine
the commitment level of students (e.g., YW, TM, AS, and TT).

Outside-class opportunity for communication in the target language: It was observed
that students who reported that they had had opportunities to communicate in English
outside the class, such as KM, YS, and GF, seemed to have better appreciated the

usefulness of the dialog material and thus worked in more depth on it than those who did
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not report such an experience during the semester. However, it was also mentioned that
such an experience in itself was not a sufficient condition for effective learning (e.g.,
AS). It was suggested that outside-class communication will effectively increase the
chance of the new knowledge to be readily available, to the extent that the authentic
practice outside the class approximates to or resembles the (possible) conversational
turns available in the textbook (see Section 3.5 on transfer-appropriate processing).
Content of the material to be worked on: Another contributing factor to the relative
effectiveness of a particular teaching approach, strongly related to the two points above,
1s the extent to which the content of the material used for the students is, or more
precisely perceived as, relevant to their needs and wants at the time. It was mentioned
that a possible reason why SS and TI, two low achievers in the partial-text recitation
group, did not work as hard on the recitation task as the rest of the participants in the
group, was that the material was not appealing to them, even though the fact that they
took the class suggests that they were at least thinking about studying abroad. Thus the
dialog material, prepared in advance for this specific target learner population, was not
effective for them, at least (cf. Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2008).

Universally applicable communicative competence: As also observed by Wray and
Fitzpatrick (2010), not all learners choose to memorize (and use) model utterances
presented to them. In the present study’s case, NK was probably one such student. In
analyzing her case, it was noted that an important factor was the fact that she was
already very effective in fulfilling the socio-interactional functions with her
intermediate-level English and high communicative competence.

Low memorization ability: It is easy to imagine that learners who consider themselves to
be poor memorizers will not appreciate or work hard on text memorization. Although
TK was among the high achievers in the partial-text recitation group, and did seem to

have made progress on the learning of FSs, he still had not come to view text
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memorization in a favorable way by the end of the instruction. Perhaps students like TK
may be able to see it differently if they at the same time were able to experience the kind
of outside-class communication engaged in by KM, YS, and GF.

6. Prior experience with memorizing conversational turns: Japanese learners of English
typically go through arduous text memorization in school. YW was not an exception.
However, she had never engaged in memorizing conversational turns for oral
communication before coming to the class. The lack of such an experience, in her case,

was a major motivator pushing her to engage in the dialog memorization.

7.8 Limitations of this study

While this study addressed some important issues on the teaching of formulaic
language by means of text memorization for which research is most needed (see Chapters 1
and 4), a number of methodological limitations are apparent. Aside from the problem with
the reliability of the speaking tests and questionnaires used for the statistical analyses in this
study, one fundamental limitation was the small sample size. In TG1, there were actually
seven other students who had participated in this study almost until the end but did not come
to the final meeting or take Post-Test and Post-Questionnaire. These students were thus left
out of the group and the statistical analyses, and their data must be interpreted differently
from the data of those who stopped coming to class long before the end of the semester,
presumably because they did not consider this course to be beneficial enough for them.

The mean percentage of these seven final- absentees’ 1st Check achievement was 79%
(max. = 100%, min. = 61%), which 1s almost as high as that of TG2’s 1st Check achievement
(81%), although a little lower than that of those students measured in TG1 (i.e., 91%). By
contrast, the mean percentages of those students who stopped coming to class long before the
end of the semester were as follows: in the case of TG1, 9 dropouts, M = 25%, max. = 70%,

min. = 2%; in the case of TG2, 8 dropouts, M = 7%, max. = 21%, min. 0%). Had those
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final-class absentees taken Post-Test (and thus been included in the statistics), the results
would have been different, given their much higher scores than the dropouts. Most likely the
results would have been more in favor of TG1. Several possible reasons why they missed the
final meeting can be imagined. This was the exam period, and they may have had to attend a
final exam for a required course on the day of the Post-Test, or simply been preoccupied with
exam preparation in general, and felt that since they had already almost completed their 1st
Check they had done enough for this class. Some of them might simply have thought that
even if they did not show up for Post-Test, there still would be many others who would take
the test, thus not causing much trouble to the researcher. In any case, this is where the fact
that the final grade for this course would not be counted toward their GPA had an impact.

Equally important as the case of these final-class absentees is the fact that there were a
few other students in the TG1 and TG2 classes who missed the class meeting at the beginning
of the semester when Pre-Test was administered. There were two such students in the case of
TGI and one in TG2. Their 1st Check achievement was very high (100%, 98%, 100%
respectively, and thus non-negligible. The above all points to the difficulty this study was
facing in gathering data from a sufficient number of participants.

One more mmportant point worth mentioning with regard to these dropouts is their
respective percentage. TG1’s dropout rate was 28%, TG2’s 38%, and CG’s 13%. These
figures suggest that one major reason why the dropouts decided not to continue coming to
class was most likely that the final grade for the classes with TG1 and TG2 students would
not contribute to their GPA, a point mentioned above. Of course we cannot rule out the other
possibility that there may have been other non-GPA classes the CG students were taking that
were interesting enough for them to stay for the whole course. What explanation is there for
the significant difference in the dropout rate between TG1 and TG2? This brings us to the
second implication or suggestion concerning the data for the dropouts. Perhaps, as explored

in Section 7.2.3.3, the fill-in-the-gaps memorization was not challenging enough, and/or
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acting out the dialogs with the script without a partner was not fun enough. Other class
dynamics may also have been at play and this issue requires further investigation in future
research.

Another arguable limitation of this study is the validity of the speaking tests employed.
While this study adds to the very small number of studies that utilize speaking tests to
measure the participants’ knowledge of particular formulaic sequences (in the case of this
study, those contained in the dialogs), the specific designs of the tests that were meant to
measure certain aspects of the participants’ knowledge of FSs could no doubt be improved.
For example, the prompts in Part 3 (extensive oral production) were probably unable to elicit
FSs from the dialogs to a satisfactory degree. As indicated previously in the discussion
(Section 7.3.1.3), successful elicitation of those FSs would have probably required
interactional-style speaking tests, as many of the FSs learned were learned in the course of

conversational turns.

7.9 Conclusion and future directions

The opening chapter of this dissertation pointed to the serious lack of research into the
extent to which classroom teaching can promote formulaic learning by means of text
memorization. Chapter 4’s literature review of text memorization as a way of nurturing the
registration of formulaic language in memory and fluent language use showed that the
adoption of speaking measures in the pertinent studies has been even more scarce. This lack
was one major motivation for the study reported in this dissertation, and all methodological
limitations taken into consideration, it is hoped that the findings and implications presented
here can provide insights to teaching practitioners seeking optimal ways to deal with
formulaic language in the classroom. If it is successful in doing so, it is a contribution to the
research into the effectiveness of utilizing text memorization (a still controversial area) to

facilitate the acquisition of holistic language knowledge introduced in Chapter 2.
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Future research projects investigating text memorization will be useful to interested
researchers and classroom practitioners if they include speaking measures as measurement
tools, especially if the tools are informed by transfer-appropriate processing, introduced in
Chapter 3. In other words, it is advisable for them to be designed in such a way as to
approximate to situations in which the application of the targeted FSs, in both “direct” and
‘modified” manners, will most effectively lead to successful task completion.

The discussion of the results has also indicated that selective effects of whole-text vs.
partial-text memorization should be further explored. In this particular line of enquiry, the
addition of time constraints on the recitation task was also suggested as another variable
affecting the efficacy of utilizing text memorization.

Finally, as introduced in Chapter 2, the mastery of each particular formulaic sequence
1s realized in a gradual manner, and as such it will be invaluable to have data collected and
analyzed longitudinally, for an even more extended period of time than the current study, as
cross-sectional data are insufficient to inform the extent to which text memorization is a

viable approach to formulaic learning.
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Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue o1: Meeting for the first time

Takeshi 1 Hi, I'm Takeshi. How're you doing?

Joe 2 Hi. I'm Joe. Nice to meet you.

Takeshi 3 So, uh, how do you like Japan so far, Joe?

Joe 4 It's only been a few days, but I already love it here.

Takeshi 5 Good to hear that. Let me know if you have any problems. OK?

Joe 6 You're very kind. Thanks, Takeshi.

Takeshi 7 So, uh, what kinds of things do you like to do, Joe? You know, I wanna
take you to some places. Do you like, uh, karaoke?

Joe 8 We don't really do karaoke in the U.S., but I've wanted to go for a long
time.

Takeshi g Good. Let's go to a karacke bar tonight!

Joe 10 That would be wonderful!

EXPRESSIONS: (3) So, ... { uh [ so far (7) You know. ...

Dialogue 02: Year in school

Joe 1

Takeshi 2

I'm in my junior year now. What year are you in, Takeshi?

I'm a sophomore.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) junior (2) sophomore

Dialogue 03: Split the bill

It's on me.
No, no. Let me pay.
OK, then, let's split the bill.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) It's on me. (3) split the bill

Dialogue 04: Call it a day

Joe 1

Takeshi 2

We've done more than enough for today. Let's call it a day.
1 was going to say the same thing.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) call it a day

Dialogue 05: Get carried away

Takeshi 1

Joe 2

You really got carried away last night, didn’t you?
Yeah. Did I really yell and throw up on the street? I'm so embarrassed.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) gst carried away (2) throw up
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RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) Hello. (2) I'm very honored to mest you. (7) It won't get you anywhers.
(8) Let's party. (10) That would be great. / Nice talking to you.

1 RS I ENE FrodMEE e
2 ZEEETT,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) freshman / senior

1 EAESL
2 VR R, IRIZHDETE,
3 Dot Lok, BIDEIIZLED,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (3) Let's go Dutch.

1 SRR SHER, CDETIILES,
2 BLALZEETIEIAME oMk,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) exactly the same thing

1 HRECTEEE ARG ER T
2 AU A TH B Rof 2 Zobblil e

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) ashamed



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 06: Brothers/sisters

Joe 1
Takeshi 2
Joe 3
Takeshi 4
Joe 5
Takeshi 6
Joe 7
Takeshi 8
Joe 9

10

Takeshi

Do you have any brothers or sisters?

What do you think?

OK, let me guess. You have a younger sister, don't you?

What makes you think that?

I don't know. Just a hunch.

Well, I'm an only child. How about you?

1 have one younger brother and one older sister.

Wow, I wish I could've had a brother or a sister.

You know what? You could come over sometime and meet them.
That would be great. Thanks.

EXPRESSIONS: (4) What makes you <do>? (5) Just a hunch. (8) | wish | could ... (8) You know what?

[ come over

Dialogue 07: What do you think of ...2

Prof. Z. 1
Takeshi 2

Prof.Z. 3
Takeshi 4
Prof.Z. 5
Takeshi 6
Prof.Z. 7
Takeshi 8

Prof.Z. g

Takeshi 10
Prof.Z. 1
Takeshi 12

Prof.Z. 13

Takeshi 14

Is everything clear so far, or are there any questions, comments,
feedback? Please don't hesitate. Yes, sir.

Uh, first of all, thank you for, uh, sharing your thorough analysis on the
Mm, my pleasure.

Uh, I think I understood the gist of it...

Mm-hm.

...but I do have one question.

OK, go ahead. I hope it's not too difficult.

Uh, OK, uh, is it correct to say that the world economy is actually

imy ing?

Mm-hm. OK, on the one level, you must understand that the world
banking system came to the brink of bankruptcy. And we've now
gotten past that. However, on the other hand, we do have problems
with inflation, food prices going up, especially in the emerging
countries. We've got huge debt problems in Europe. So, depending
upon how efficiently and effectively we solve these problems, we can
then have effective continuation of world, the world economy.

1 see. Thanks. Ah, just one more question.

Yes.

Uh, what do you think of Japan becoming the third world, uh, third
biggest world economy after China?

Hmm. OK, going from no. 2 to no. 3isa ... It's a, it's a major change in
Japan's status. But let me turn this around for a moment. What do you
think?

OK, hmm.

-

=TI I - L T

LB (HEEE) LD P

YHrErEn e

Lo, YTTHDHE, HIVDA L2 ?
feEIBIbiT ?

bk, R,

—AoFEE Bix?

B ALlli— AVAE,

W i, B LA () B L Aot A,
FHE, Vo FITESVIC R,

w0 ol B0dtk,

EXPRESSIONS: (1) Don't hesitate. (3) mm (4) the gist of ... (5) mm—hm (8) do (7) Go ahead. (8) Is it
correct to say that .7 (8) on the one level / come to the brink of ... [ get past ... / on the other hand /
do [ depending upon ... { then (10) ah (12) What do you think of ...7 / after ... (13) hmm / tumn _._around

[ for a moment

(R B - R

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (8) You have a big family.

ZZETETIVT TS 2 MPRE, 2AV b, Za—FA A2 BVETH? s
PP, e, S,
FT, ZOF—7 O GHTEL TS, IS ELE,

Lo LELT,

EhiTbhoibBiuEt...

e,

T, WAL o&0ET,

F—ir—, ¥5F, BLAEROELWTTR,

A— HREFIEROLIAM R -TETVELELETH?

Hvtha, 2, —MEESCT, EROEM AT LD BEOGERIZRo
LEBRLATIRERA, BIE, Rx i, TOERIEIRVEZELE, LbL,
T W 1X, A7 ORE, FICFREICROND R EHEE LR OREY
BATOET, I—meATBVTHERAKROMELRL TV ET, T
&, ZheOREE DTS- R ITREL TV E T, B i, 1
REFOB RO R O LBTESTLLI,

10 bANELE, FEZEvET. BobI—,

=]

14

EIE,
BAEFAPEICKOCTERSE 3 Liclof ik, Y5 BbhETh e

Ao—, 2 BHE 3 FITRDIE, I A RDAT —F AWM TORERELITRYE
T, Vol REEBESE TS, BiLBnEine

5Ttz

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (3) You'rs welcoms. (8) Yes and no. / You could say that. (11) Surs.



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 08: What’s going to happen next?

Prof. Z. 1
Takeshi 2
Prof.Z. 3

OK, finally, do we have any questions? Yes.

What's going to happen next to the Japanese economy?

Hmm, I thought you were gonna ask that. The Japanese economy.
Well, the Japanese economy, I'm afraid, is not looking so good. Mm.
And unless the government does something about it, and even if they
do something about it, I'm not really sure.

Oh, it's bad.

It's bad. Study hard.
Hm, OK, Iwill

Takeshi 4
Prof.Z. 5
Takeshi 6

EXPRESSIONS: (3) I'm afraid ... / <be> looking good [ unlsss ... [ do somsthing about ... (4) oh

Dialogue 09: Desperately

Takeshi 1 Professor Zitowitz?

Prof.Z. 2 Yes.

Takeshi 3 Would you excuse me? I desperately need to go to the bathroom.
Prof.Z. 4 Desperately?

Takeshi 5 Desperately.

Prof.Z. 6 OK, OK Go ahead.

Takeshi 7 OK.

Prof.Z. 8 But listen, listen, don't go home, OK?
Takeshi g I, 1know.

Prof.Z. 10 Come right back.

Takeshi n I, Iwill

Prof.Z. 12 I'mwaiting for you.

Takeshi 13 OK.

Prof.Z. 14 OK.

Takeshi 15 Beright back.

Prof. Z. 16 Allnight.

Takeshi 17 Thanks.

EXPRESSIONS: (3) Would you excuse me? | desperately (8) Listen. (2) | know. (10) right (15) (I will) be

right back.
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1 ET, I, HRESVETH? G,
2 BRI, WICER0ETH?

3 Al TOZEEMSNSEEVELL AREF TR A—, AREFIT, B
SN, HEVRRIIAEERL, LT, SRR, i, FEiC
TEIMAHELLLLTE, BITEE DIV ERA,

4 BTl
BApoTd, B, AR TS,
6 iIv, EEDET,

w

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (3) What | know is ... / Who knows?

Choaw RE?

[ U

Brokon T ? b, RIBTER AT,
nigTERN?

BB TEEEA,

bhnELE, Le, {ToTHET,

[ U

EHE, VDT T, FITRS LS,
bhaTET,

FTUR2TLAEII,

EhEt.

1 FoThhbia,

13 3y,

1y F—ir—,

15 TCREDET,

16 ikl

17 BOBLITZNET,

L=T - - T B - Y

5

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (8) Look.



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 10: You will make it.

Prof.Z. 1
Takeshi 2
Prof.Z. 3
Takeshi 4
Prof.Z. 5
Takeshi 6
Prof.Z. 7
Takeshi 8
Prof.Z. g
Takeshi 10
Prof.Z. 1
Takeshi 12
Prof.Z. 13

OK, why such a long face? Give it to me.

Well, I didn't get the research assistant position.
Really? It's horrible.

Yeah. I don't know...

You know, for some reason, they just don't seem to understand how
really talented you are.

Well, it's nice of you...

Yeah, it's true.

Well, hopefully, I'll make it next time.

You will make it. Don't give up.

OK.

You'll get it next time.

Well, thanks for your encouragement.

Mm, you always have it.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) a long face / Give it to ms. (5) just (6) It's nice of you to <do> (8) hopsfully / make

it / next time

Dialogue 11: Extension & Exception

Takeshi 1
Prof.Z. 2
Takeshi 3
Prof. Z.
Takeshi
Prof. Z.
Takeshi
Prof. Z.

[T I~ A Y

Takeshi g
Prof.Z. 10
Takeshi n
Prof.Z. 12

Listen, could I speak to you for a moment?
Mm, go ahead.

Well, I was wondering if you could give me an extension for, er, you
know, handing in my essay.

Ummm, I would like to, ...

Mm-hm.

... but you know what I'm gonna say. I can't.

Can I ask you why?

Sure. If I make an exception of you, I've gotta make an exception of
everybody. And I like you a lot, but you gotta get the work done. You

can do it.
OK.

OK?
OK.
Thanks.

EXPRESSIONS: (3) | was wondering if you could ... { extension / er [ hand in ... (4) ummm (8) maks an

sxception of ..

-/ I've) gotta <do> | get ...<p.p.>
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BAEVEEL T, YILEATTR 2 BLTART,

Uth—F T L AF DR ar i A TR, bhAEFRATLE,

Yz mETTR

FEve e s (FALTBEVDD) D EE A,

EH0abitEss, Ebit, B ichiEod:, bl Tk tth,

(BIBR-THITOFRIIS T,

WHEEDG,

TEAE, WIHE 2 THRLNTT,

FEWCDD, FHET,

biELE,

Wit (FEFvard bbbzt i,

BELTHE, F@I 2T,

Vob R RLTUETE (BB ELAEIzHET L

RELATED EXPRESSIONS:

B A LBRELESETHITETN?
ey, E5E,
Fme P ERITDRH T M, MIIREIERL TV TLEI ?

A=, TEREBIL TR T

“ib Ve

i, EEEDAETR, FhETEERA,

AL THfA-ThEWTTHR?

e, BizfAMELTLE-b, 2RICHLTRAMSLTAER ER A,
BOZEREITOTTOVETS, IETSLAE, BRLTEETL

[ U
b ELh?
bhnELE,

» &b,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (4) Unfortunatsly, ...



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 12: Almost there

Prof.Z. 1
Takeshi 2
Prof.Z. 3

Keep it up. You're almost there.
Am I? I don't know. I think I'm still less than half way through.
C'mon. You can do it. You know you can do it.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) Kesp it up. / almost there (2) less than ... [ half way through (3) C'mon.

Dialogue 13: Glad to help anytime

Takeshi 1
Prof.Z. 2
Takeshi 3
Prof.Z. 4

Thank you so much for sharing your time, Professor Zitowitz.

Hm, anytime, Takeshi. You know, anytime you have a problem, come
to me. I'm glad to help.
Thank you.

You're welcome.

EXPRESSIONS:

Dialogue 14: Favorite actor

Takeshi 1
Joe 2
Takeshi 3
Joe 4
Takeshi 5
Joe 6
Takeshi 7
Joe 8
Takeshi g

10

Joe

So, who's your favorite actor?

Ummm, I like DeCaprio. I like his acting.

You gotta be kidding me. I can't stand him.

Why don't you like him?

He's stuck-up.

Hm, I don't think so. Who do you like then?

I like Angelina Jolie. Her acting is something. Besides, she's beautiful.
Yeah, but she's getting old, isn't she?

So what? 'n she still looks young, don't you think?

Ummm, yeah, I agree.

EXPRESSIONS: (3) You gotta be kidding me. / can't stand ... (5) stuck-up (8) then (7} somsthing /
Besides, ... (8) So what? / 'n (10) | agres.
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1 FOMTFTEEST. Hibi—HTT,
2 EHTTH2YITLED, FEEFLED TV ENLET,
3 ERoT, BRLTED, bhoTHTLE, TESHLT,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) Hang in there. / Keep at it.

1 BEEMCEED, MDA X VWELE, Yoy,

2 VOTHEWTT R, i, Vo TTh, Lo ThBofZiiidhiiERizdn,
EATFHITLETE

3 AEIEET,
Lo LELT,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) Thank you for taking your time. (2) I'm glad to be of help.

EZAT, BRIZADOHEITH ?

ENE k., THFVAITFEILL, EOEET R,
TLEETLE 7 BEHE

¥ALTE?

BENILTALA,

A— ENEBDRGTY, Lok, BllRNTFE?
Frizll—Fdall—, kot 752, 8,
FER, Th, ik, FLoTETRN?
TEMEM ? Fhio, ik, HRARN?

A—. EHER,

L=T - - T B - Y

5

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (3) Ars you kidding me? / You must be joking. (5) ruds [ mean (7) besids ...

20



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 15: How should I say this in English?

Joe 1 Could you teach me something about Japanese culture?
Takeshi 2 Sure. What do you want to know?

Joe 3 I'mnot sure. I don't know much about Japan.

Takeshi 4 Would you like to know about, uh, traditional culture?

Joe 5 I'mnot sure.

Takeshi 6 Do you know about "omotenashi no seishin"?

Joe 7 Noidea. What's that?

Takeshi 8 How should Isay this in English? Uh, the spirit of hospitality? It's a very
important part of Japanese culture.

Joe 9 Sounds interesting. Please tell me more about that.

EXPRESSIONS: (7) (I have) no idea. (8) (That) sounds ...

Dialogue 16: Last weekend

Joe 1 What did you do last weekend?
Takeshi 2 Last weekend? Hmm, nothing special, except for doing homework. And

u?
Joe 3 ‘I’Dwent shopping for souvenirs for my family.
Takeshi 4 What did you get for them?
Joe 5 1bought some T-shirts, postcards, key chains, and stuff like that.
Takeshi 6 That's nice. You seem to have had a good weekend.
Joe 7 Yes, Idid. It was fun.
Takeshi 8 Good foryou.
Joe g Thanks.

EXPRESSIONS: (2) except for ... [ And you? (5} some ... [ and stufi like that (8) seem to have <p.p.>

(8) Good for you.

Dialogue 17: That’s the way it goes.

Joe 1 It'sashame. I wanted him to stay on the team. I thought he loved this
team.

Takeshi 2 That's the way it goes. Professionals go where the money is.

Joe 3 I'mnot gonna root for him anymore.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) It's a shame. (2) That's the way it goss. (3) root for ...
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BAFROITLIZ 20 TIEL ThhA ?

ik, (AR ?

E<bibiyvize, ARIZOVTE MER>TE,

ER iz oW TR ?

bl ide i,

TELTRLOMM ) i1m-T5?

Fofedl, METh?

HBETYITAECVDEE 22—, ALYy h A7 SRAEFUF 0 2 BRL{ED
FTOCEEESTL

WAETIR, bolBAT,

=T B =

RELATED EXPRESSIONS:

SelFEMLLED ?
SellA ? A—, BITILERL TRTY, IRESSHA TR, BiX?

Fh~OBTEFRVICIToRL
IFREITIE R oD 2

Tirxw, ARG —F, F—hs —, ki,
Viod, WEFEEBIEE AR,
E372h, Blofek,

Efnofada,

i,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS:

B, BT F— LI ThEV ol k, ZOF—LOZEEFBLTNT
HLBoTRDIT,
FhAEbAE, TrikEOHLEIIITAIEE,

BIEOZEEGE LR,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) That's life. / That's how things work.



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 18: You mean...2

Takeshi

Joe

I, I'will. You're my best friend.
Really? You're such a great guy.
Yeah, but next time you're buying.

ik, BIIROBEIEDIS,
AL 2 BRI,
i, ThEIEENH T,

Joe 1 This is so embarrassing. 1 BuLILLI
Takeshi 2 What's the matter? 2 E5Lkeo?
Joe 3 I forgot my wallet at home. 3 FiCHWEELTELPoMk
Takeshi 4 So, you mean you don't have any money? 4 2EY, &HloTIE?
Joe 5 No, not at all. 5 Sk, 28
Takeshi 6 It's,it's OK. I, I'll pay for lunch. 6 Rk, @ATFHREIE
Joe 7 No, I, I'm fine. 7 WL
8 8
9 9
10

Takeshi

5

EXPRESSIONS: (2) What's the matter? (3) forget ...at home (4) You mean ...7 (8) such a ... RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) What's wrong? (4) Which means? / In other words, ... / Are you saying

that ...7 (5) Something like that. (7) You don't have to do that. (8) I'll make it up. / | ows you ons. (10}
It's not a big deal. / No biggis.

Dialogue 19: What would you do if ...2

Takeshi 1 What would you do if you won the lottery? FHL Y obliTH?

-

Joe 2 Idon't kmow. Maybe I would save it. 2 AR, B, P,

Takeshi 3 You would really do that? 3 RYTEITEOD?

Joe 4 Why not? How about you? 4 FA?BIL?

Takeshi 5 Iwould buyan apartment. 5 wwriarBEih,

Joe 6 That would be a good choice. You wouldn't have to worry about paying 6 LVEBRER FLELERES ORGSR,

your rent then.

Takeshi 7 Besides, it would be a good investment. 7 Fhi, L BEICLESE

Joe 8 That's smart. You know what? I would do the same. 8 Wb oA, BLEITEL
EXPRESSIONS: (1) What would you do if you <i@£#>7 (2) | would ... RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (8) On second thought, ...

25 26
L]
’

Dialogue 20: There’s no way | can ...

Takeshi 1 So, what was the most embarrassing experience of your life? 1 LIAT, ANETRLETHLokIlE?
Joe 2 Ohno, It's too embarrassing. There's no way I can tell you. 2 FAYA WFhLTETEARGEL
Takeshi 3 Come on. Let me hear it. 3 VLoh, BATE

Joe 4 Alright, but it's just between us, OK? 4 bhofk Y ZARORBEENER,
Takeshi 5 I promise Iwon't tell anyone. You have my word. 5 FHTLLE, BICLEDRVST, ¥,
Joe 6 OK, here we go. Ummm, I can't tell you. It's just too personal. 6 Dotk A—bhge e b— PoIVFALRY, I L—MNEELNG,
Takeshi 7 Oh, ¢'mon!You can't do that to me, man! 7 Ehainok,

EXPRESSIONS: (2) There's no way ... (4) It's between us. (5) You have my word. (8) Here we go. (7) RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (3) Let me have it.

You can't do that to me. { man

L]
Dialogue 21: Whatever.
Joe 1 This conversation is over! 1 OGR!
Takeshi = Whatever. 2 BH—EITTI
EXPRESSIONS: (1) over (2} Whatever. RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) If you say so.
7 28
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Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 22: Don’t you hate it when that happens?

Takeshi 1 Do you remember the Japanese professor who won the Nobel Prize last

year?
Joe 2 Sure. What was his name?
Takeshi 3 It's, er... Ugh, I've forgotten it.
Joe 4 It's on the tip of my tongue, but I can't seem to remember it either.
Takeshi 5 Don't you hate it when that happens?
Joe 6 Ugh, it's driving me crazy!
Takeshi 7 Take it easy. It's not that important.
Joe 8 You're right. It'll come to us when we are not expecting it.

EXPRESSIONS: (3) ugh (4) on the tip of one’s tongue (8) drive _..crazy (7) Take it sasy.

Dialogue 23: Running out of time/ideas

Joe 1 We're running out of time! We've gotta think of some solution really
fast!
Takeshi 2 Iknow,Iknow, but I'm running out of ideas here!

EXPRESSIONS: (1) <be running out of ...

23

Dialogue 24: Catching a cold

Prof.Z. 1 'What's wrong, Takeshi? You don't lock so good.
Takeshi 2 Uh, I might be catching a cold. I, uh, sort of have a fever.

Prof.Z. 3 Really? That's not good. Um, maybe you should be taking some
medicine, and get some rest.
Takeshi 4 Yeah, that's good advice. I think I'll do that. Thank you.

Prof.Z. 5 Listen, um, take care of yourself, all right?
Takeshi 6 Yes, thank you.

EXPRESSIONS: (2) <be’> catching a cold / sort of ... (5) Taks cars of yourself.

Dialogue 25: Guess what?

Takeshi 1 Guess what?
Joe 2 What'sup?
Takeshi

3 Danis dating Michelle.
Joe 4 Noway!I didn't think she was his type.
Takeshi 5 Iknow.Icouldn't believe it either.
Joe 6 How long have they been going out together?
Takeshi 7 Since the party last Friday.
Joe 8 Wow! Let's go and ask him how he asked her out.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) Guess what? (2) What's up? (4) No way! (8) go out togsther (8] ask ...out

3
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1 EEAAREZRLEEEAER, RATS?

HhDA, BRI oot ?

Fhit, s, Ehbeofk,

DY ETHPDoTHANTY, BBy,
FhoTHIAFERR,

B, A7A7T 5!

Erdh, TARKLEZLL ol dib,

Htth, ToHbL LBV T ER,

=T - T R

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (7) Don't get upsst.

1 BRI AE | R R R e |

2 bhaTE, biraeTh, B, FA7THREL!

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) have run out of ...

30

1 EALFELh, Frioe i amEnEs T,

2 BRESIENTTEHoE AT, BELELT,

3 *‘:‘i"?’}h? B Th, BERASENRGEBVETE Thi,
TLEE,

FOREVTTR, THILLHEEVET. FE TN ET,

BAEIZ,

6 v, FEITEET,

(S Y

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) I'm nausecus. [ | have a sors throat. / | have an upset stomach. / | have
no appstits. [ kind of ...

HDER,

{2

Fo Ikt EGoTHATRE,

A | A EOIA TR DT s,
Ehh, BLELehAd ok,

Yob it E§oTE0?

Sl &R A —F DB S TE,

T | IR THELER-LOLMEIZVII,

-

=T B - Y R

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (3) Baslisve it or not, ... [ sesing ... (4) Thers's no accounting for tastes. / |

don't get it. (8) <be> sesing ... / <be> a coupls / ex— (7) hit it off



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 26: Get cold feet

Joe 1 So, how did it go?

Takeshi = What?

Joe 3 You asked Rachel out on a date, didn't you?
Takeshi 4 No.Igot cold feet at the last minute.

-

T Y2

figas 2

LA F =T —HIRoATLE?

e, B EEVSE RISy beoltk,

Bow b

EXPRESSIONS: (1) How did it go? (3) ask .._out on a date (4) get cold fest [ at the last minuts RELATED EXPRESSIONS:

Dialogue 27: Thanks, but no thanks.

Takeshi 1 Want some gum? 1 HAnE?
Joe 2 Uh, thanks, but no thanks. 2 BOEE, THR,
EXPRESSIONS: (1) (Do you) want some ...7 (2) Thanks, but no thanks. RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) Mo, thank you.

Dialogue 28: I’ll pass.

Joe 1 I'mstarving, man. Let's go out 'n get something to eat. 1 ML, hE-iTIoR,

Takeshi 2 Ummm, I'll pass. I'm on a diet. 2 A bk FAzobpiEhh,

EXPRESSIONS: (2) pass [ <bs> on a dist RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) I'll take a rain check. / Maybe some other time.
B 3%

Dialogue 29: It’s a big loss.

Prof.Z. 1 What'sup?
Takeshi 2 You know, my dog, my adorable dog, he got hit by a car.

YaLfcA Tt

-

2 EAEBLTORERMEIID RS oA T,
Prof.Z. 3 You'rekidding. 3 &b,
Takeshi 4 Well, I'm not. 4 FYATT,
Prof.Z. 5 It'shorrible. 5 EALIDE e
Takeshi 6 Yeah. 6 FEirees
Prof.Z. 7 We're really, really sorry to hear that. 7 EThBREOBETT..-
Takeshi 8 Hm. B ..
Prof.Z. g The dogis like a member of the family. 9 RiFFEEO—AOLIALO TGN,
Takeshi 10 Yeah, it's a big loss. 1w e, BERSKESTT,
Prof. Z. 1 Sorry. u IR
EXPRESSIONS: (2) get hit by a car (10) loss RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (11) My condolences.
-
Dialogue 30: Ouch!
Takeshi 1 Ouch! 1 Mol
Joe 2 Static electricity, huh? 2 BEsErhe?
EXPRESSIONS: (1) Cuch! (2) ..., huh? RELATED EXPRESSIONS:
35 36
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Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 31: Count me in.

Joe 1 Takeshi, are you free tonight?
Takeshi 2 It depends. I do have some homework to do. Why?
Joe 3 I'mgonna see that new movie directed by J.]. Abrams. Why don't you

join me? There will be some others going with us.
Takeshi 4 Abrams? Are you serious? He's, uh, my favorite director, and, uh, it's
been a while since I last saw his movie at the theater.

Joe 5 So, are you coming?

Takeshi 6 Yeah, please count mein.

Joe 7 Great. Let's meet at the dorm at 7. We'll take the train to the theater.
Takeshi 8 Got it. Thanks for asking me.

Joe g The more, the merrier. See you then.

EXPRESSIONS: (2) It depends. (4) Are you serious? [ It's been a while since | last ... (8) Count me in.

(8) got it. (8) The mors, the merrier. [ Ses you then.

Dialogue 32: Astrology reading

Takeshi 1

Joe 2

‘What, what do you mean you've decided not to go?
According to my astrology reading, I may have some bad luck today.
I'm afraid of something terribly bad happening to me if I go out.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) What do you mean ...7 (2) according to ...
Dialogue 33: kill time

Takeshi 1

Joe 2

I'm so sorty to have kept you waiting.
That's OK. I was killing time on my cellphone.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) keep ...waiting (2) kill time

37

Dialogue 34: Wait in line

Joe 1

Takeshi 2

Can you get us something to drink? I will wait in line.
OK. I'll be right back.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) wait in line

Dialogue 35: I’ll leave it to you.

Takeshi 1

Joe 2

‘Which movie do you want to see tonight?
I don't know which movies are showing now. I'll leave it to you.

EXPRESSIONS: (2) I'll leaves it to you.

Dialogue 36: You can count on it.

Takeshi 1

Joe 2

Do you think he will come on time?
He's punctual. You can count on it.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) on time (2) punctual

Dialogue 37: Get ahold of ...

Takeshi 1

Joe 2

Hello? Joe? Where are you? I wanted to get ahold of you.

Sorry. The connection was bad on my phone. Don't worry. I'll be right
over. Just give me ten minutes.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) Hello? / get ahold of ...

39
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RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) I'm not in the mood. [ | have a prior [previous] engagement

[commitment]. (8) count ...out (7) dormitory

1 R O%HiaT, ENHTEL?
2 BEWVIZESE, & B0 R TR IS AT R, AL S
ETHEVBIZEIA LR, ZheaT,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) I'm out of luck.

1 HtbeoTRYTA,
2 ko, RTRMOEL TG,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) Somsthing came up. [ A family situation came up. / | had an emergency.
(2) | got stood up.

38

1 MAHE-TETGRS ? RIIFITEA TENL,
2 bhol, TELE

RELATED EXPRESSIONS:

1 ARk, Y OREEE?
2 {THREMENTHELTVAR LR, B,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS:

1, BEEICELLES ?
2 PEERMBESFE 0, YTICLTREREL

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) You can bst on it. | tardy

1 bLAL ? Pa— 2 XIionEo 2 BBt ATE L,
2 Tk, RO OEBIHE LT, OREREL, TCIT<NB, 10 HFEFHBLIE,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) get in touch with ... (2) reception / I'm coming. / I'm on my way.



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 38: Instead of ...

Instead of eating out, how about ordering pizzas?
Good idea. Let’s do that.

Joe 1

Takeshi 2

EXPRESSIONS: (1) instead of ... [ eat out

Dialogue 39: What for?

What's the umbrella for? It's not gonna rain today, you know.
Better safe than sorry.

Joe 1

Takeshi 2

EXPRESSIONS: (1) What's ___for? (2) Better safe than sorry.

Dialogue 40: I’'m sick of ...

Takeshi 1

Joe 2

I am sick of Pete!
Oh, me too! He repeats his bullshit again and again!

EXPRESSIONS: (1) sick of ... (2} bullshit

Dialogue 41: Judge a book by its cover

Takeshi 1

Joe 2

He's an idiot, isn't he?

Don't judge a book by its cover. He looks dumb but actually he is really
smart.

EXPRESSIONS: (2) judge a book by its cover / dumb

Ll

Dialogue 42: It’s a waste of time.

Takeshi 1

Joe 2

I'm still pissed off with that son-of-a-bitch!
Let it go. Be cool, man. Don't let him bother you. It's a waste of time.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) pissed off / son—of-a-bitch (2) Let it go. / It's a wasts of time.

Dialogue 43: | couldn’t help it.

Takeshi 1

Joe 2

‘Why the hell did you leave in the middle of the party?
I couldn't help it. I couldn't stand their bad-mouthing.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) the hell (2} | couldn’t help it. / bad—-mouthing

Dialogue 44: I'll be right with you.

Takeshi 1
Joe 2
Takeshi 3
Joo 4

Do you have a minute?

Yeah, I'll be right with you. Just give me a moment to finish this.
OK. Let me know when you are ready.

Absolutely.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) Do you have a minuta? / (I'll} be right with you.
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1 Afoftbhic, EFEILEG?
2 bl FALLES,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS:

1 ok, ffofth ? 4 BITERLECTLLE,
2 BBz sfvTLE, (EERkoh)

RELATED EXPRESSIONS:

1 E—hZiEsAEE
2 b | Bloo, mhILEMELMELRLET A LR,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) tirsd of ... (2) nonsense / repsatedly / over and over again

1, AH e
2 ARTPEEHELESAEL ., A0 ERASITY, ERETLROAY
b,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) assheols [ moron [ fool / jerk [ pathstic [ hopelsss

1 BAEED, FEEOL !
2 STl NI BALTYOILRIIL b S AN o T, B0 BES G,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) bitch / Son of a bitch!

1 — YL THA—F DR P TRobeofD ?
2 RBTERDTARE EH0EQSHALILE ST,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) the fuck

Hrok i ?

WINTY, TR b bR A6, brokiEiTEoT,
biods, BETERCEA TR,

bhai,

-

Bowow

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) (Do) you have a sec? (2) Give me two seconds. (4) Definitsly.



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 45: It’s your fault.

Joe 1 Why the long face?

Takeshi 2 Lisa dumped me.

Joe 3 What? How come?

Takeshi 4 Iwaswalking home with Helena and she suddenly kissed me. And, uh,
Lisa came out of nowhere and caught me red-handed.

Joe 5 Don't get me wrong, but what the hell were you thinking?

Takeshi 6 Iknow,Iknow.Ishouldn't have been walking with her in the first
place. But I didn't think she would kiss me, you know.

Joe 7  Well, I can't feel sorry for you. It's your fault.

Takeshi 8 Well, Iam fully aware of it, but I'm, I'm still crazy about Lisa. What,
‘What should I do?

Joe g OK, cheer up and be positive. Everyone makes mistakes. I'm sure you'll
come up with some way to make it up to her.

Takeshi 10 I'm, I'm not sure if I can figure out what to do.

EXPRESSIONS: (2} dump ... (3) How come? (4) come out of nowhers / catch ...red—handed (5) Don't
gst me wrong, but ... (6) | shouldn’t have <p.p.> / in the first placs (7) It's your (own) fault. (8) I'm
aware of ... [ I'm crazy about ... (8) Cheer up. / come up with ... / some way to make itup to ... / (10}
figure out ... / what to do

45

Dialogue 46: It doesn’t make sense.

Takeshi 1 That's why you shouldn't be doing that. And...
Joe 2 Wait a sec. You gotta be mistaken. It doesn't make sense.
Takeshi 3 Well, it does. And lock, ... Oh, where was I?

EXPRESSIONS: (1) That's why ... (2) mistaken [ It dossn't make sense. (3) Whers was 17

Dialogue 47: Come in

Takeshi 1 Knock, knock. Can I come in?

Joe 2 Hey, Takeshi. Please. Come on in.
Takeshi 3 Hey, Joe. How're you doing?

Joe 4 Great. And you?

Takeshi 5 Good.

Joe 6 So, what brings you?

Takeshi 7 Uh, well, ...

EXPRESSIONS: (1) come in (2) Come on in. (8) What brings you (hers)?

YALiem, BEHe LT 2

UHHESh bk

fifEoT2EILTEE?

~FE—EIC o TRLREBF AEN LT, T, IS IhblbizdBn
T, Rbhbrott Ak,

E e Th, By, —EMEELTho?

PhoToHoT, Thitb—RBITMEEUeithot, HiHY, F2E050TED
ot AR,
Ao—, AfETERVR, BREEEE,

8 L—<bhioTh B, EEIHOILRFESAEEL YILEBOAKEES ?

PV

o

=1

g bl EEHLTHEEIZTI. BTLMEGEET, ShdbesiEs
BrvokoT,
1w {iHEL-odh, BV E.

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) She told me she was dons with me. (5) Wers you (fucking) out of your
mind? / If | were you, ... (7) You asked for it. / You had it coming.

1 Ehh, FRELTHSFARANE T, Fhb
2 brolffoTE MlE-T5, Bl
3 BOLIE 2T, Thk, Hi, fEofolfe.

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) Wait a minuts. / That's nonsense. [ (That) makes sense.

-

away, Ao Thiw?
B, Firi, Y3E, AoT,
Pk, Ya—, TE?
@ Bixe
WINERLEEE,

T YLk ?
RokEpee

e I - LY R

RELATED EXPRESSIONS:



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 48: I’'m supposed to ...

Joe 1 Takeshi, is your laptop connected to the Internet?
Takeshi 2 Yes. Do you want to use it?

Joe 3 MayI? I'm supposed to be receiving an important email. VP KA AR RIS LTS TTE,

Takeshi 4 All right. I've gotta finish up this report on my computer by noon, but if Vg, BETIZIO YL TLR—ME EFR&siEY, 8 EoRkb, Bk
it's urgent, go ahead. IZEHE,

Thanks a lot. It won't take more than a few minutes.

Hirie PO )—peiva, FoRRoTE?
Db fETEND ?

-

Bow b

Joe 5 5 BHUBLS, fTHbidbiil i,

Takeshi 6 I'm not in such a hurry, Joe, so take your time. 6 FALIZROTRVIG, Pa—, DdadDEIE,

Joe 7 1appreciate it, Takeshi. I will buy you a coffee later. 7 BOBLY, S, @ Ta—b—BI5L

Takeshi 8 Uh, never mind. What are friends for? 8 WiaT, KELeA,

EXPRESSIONS: (3) <be> supposed to <do> (4) urgent (8) in a hurry / Take your time. (7} | appreciate RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (3) Do you mind if | ...7 / Is it OK if | ...? (4) That can wait. (8) I'm not that

it. (8) Never mind. [ What are friends for? rushed.

L] L]
Dialogue 49: Nightmare

Joe 1 Ihad anigl last night. Zombies were chasing after me. 1 BEE, EVWEBR b oL YERBITEV TSR BSoT,

Takeshi 2 How scary. You should stop watching those horror movies. 2 o, FE—BERIOPHEFI L,

EXPRESSIONS: (1) nightmare (2) How scary. RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) refrain from <doing>

49 50
L] -

Dialogue 50: I’'m jealous.

Prof.Z. 1 So, do you have any plans for the summer? 1 T EAhEOHERSSA TR

Takeshi 2 Ido. 2 e

Prof. Z. 3 OK, tell me. 3 A—r— EATND?

Takeshi 4 Well, I'm, uh, thinking of, uh, visiting Italy. 4 AFVTIFTIEB-TET,

Prof.Z. 5 You're kidding. Italy? 5 HEYPALFVT?

Takeshi 6 Mm-hmm. 6 FE,

Prof.Z. 7 Ilove Italy. I'm jealous. 7 AFVFREETT. A6PELL,

Takeshi 8 Yeah, I'm really, really looking forward to it. 8 LoTLELALTT,

Prof.Z. g OK, where do you plan on visiting in Italy? 9 T AFITOEDUNTITATTN?

Takeshi 10 Iplan to visit, er, er, Venice, ... w A—& V=RXFT,

Prof.Z. n OK n AF—ir—,

Takeshi 12 Florence, ... 12 ALY,

Prof.Z. 13 Good. 13 VT,

Takeshi 14 Rome,... 1 A=,

Prof.Z. 15 Oh, wonderful. 15 B, BEGLL,

Takeshi 16 ..and the Vatican, of course. 16 FLT, bhEAYrF I,

Prof. Z. 17 Ooh, it's great. Perfect. Just one thing if you get a chance. If you could 17 TIW, B ERESSHIIEDE ST, LLEROT A7 1 VIFIZ T2
go down just the kind of lower coast of Italy called Amalfi itis T IEMTEAE, IR T, BRTTL
absolutely fantastic. Beautiful scenery.

Takeshi 18 A..Amalfi? 18 FeaFe, TH?

Prof.Z. 19 Yeah. 19 £

Takeshi 20 I'm all ears. Please tell me more about it. 20 ETLEBERENVET, bolEA TS,

Prof.Z. 21 OK, here we go. n Fwdr—,

EXPRESSIONS: (4) <be> thinking of <doing> (7) I'm jealous. (20) I'm all sars. RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (7) | envy you. (17) awesoms

51 52
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Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 51: You earned it.

Prof.Z. 1 You look happy. You got some good news, right?

Takeshi 2 You're right.

Prof.Z. 3 Tellme.

Takeshi 4 Igot the scholarship.

Prof.Z. 5 You got the scholarship?

Takeshi 6 Yeah.

Prof.Z. 7 Really?

Takeshi 8 Well, thank you, Professor Zitowitz, for writing a recommendation
letter.

Prof.Z. o Well, first of all, congratulations. And to be honest with you, I mean, I

didn't do anything. You earned it, and I'm proud of you. Good work.
Takeshi 10 Well, thank you so much.

Prof.Z. n Thank you.
EXPRESSIONS: (1) ..., right? (8) Congratulations! / To be honest. ... / You samned it. / I'm proud of you.
[ Good work.

Dialogue 52: It’s a nice compliment.

Takeshi 1
Prof.Z. 2
Takeshi 3
Prof.Z. 4

Och, thank you for reading my essay.
It's a lot of work, but it was my pleasure.
You are the nicest person I've ever met.

Thank you. It's a nice compliment. But if I have to be honest, you know,
you're a nice guy also.
Oh, thank you.

You're welcome.

Takeshi 5
Prof.Z. 6

EXPRESSIONS: (3) <be> the —sst <&¥> I've ever <p.p.> (4) complimsnt

Dialogue 53: See? | told you.

Joe 1 Ohman,IgotaD in the economics course.
Takeshi 2 See?I told you.
Joe 3 Iknow.Ishould have attended class more.

EXPRESSIONS: (2) Ses? | told you.
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-

SNLEITHR, R -RsERESLTTR?

HeEITT,

HATEEN,

RS HHAELI,

REEELBATST?

e,

E -1l

FEITEELE, Phoro Vs, ERREEOTNEST,

1, BT, FLT, Bl SiTfib LT b, BEBbR-ATT,

EoizEvET, LPELER,
1w FYITHEITEELE,

u IhEIE,

=TI I - L T

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (8) Good job.

54

AERICEBATESY, WO TE WV ELE,
EnBFMIEADW ELID, XL ELT,
SRR Iz REL LT,

WO FELLILBVHLS, TH, EE, BLEMHOLOTTL,

-

Bowow

BHORLSTLET,
EHORLELT,

o

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (4) What a nice compliment!

1 Be BFE. DERobeoiek,
2 ELREEILD,
3 bhoToHoT, bobHBLTE &L,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) A+ / A-/F

56



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 54: Cheating & Suspension

Takeshi 1

Joe 2

Stephen cheated and got suspended.
‘What was he thinking? That he could get away with it?

EXPRESSIONS: (1) cheat / get suspended (2) gst away with ...

Dialogue 55: What a coincidence!

Takeshi 1 Hi!

Prof.Z. 2 What a coincidence!
Takeshi 3 Hey!

Prof.Z. 4 Ididn't expect to bump into you here.
Takeshi 5 Me neither.

Prof.Z. 6 How're you doing?
Takeshi 7 Good. How are you?
Prof.Z. 8 Good. You look good.
Takeshi g Well, thank you.
Prof. Z. 10 Take care.

Takeshi n Yeah. You too.
Prof.Z. 12 OK, bye-bye.

Takeshi 13 OK, bye.

EXPRESSIONS: (2) What a coincidencs! (4) | didn't expect to <do> / bump into ... (5) Me neither.

57

Dialogue 56: Do you have the time?

Prof.Z. 1 Listen. Do you have the time?
Takeshi 2 Uh, yeah. Uh, it's quarter to four.
Prof.Z. 3 Quarter to four!?

Takeshi 4 Yeah.

Prof.Z. 5 Gotta go. See you later.

Takeshi 6 Yeah, see you later.

Prof.Z. 7 Byebye.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) Do you have the time?

Dialogue 57: Watch out!

Takeshi 1
Prof.Z. 2
Takeshi 3
Prof.Z. 4

Watch out! You could've stepped on that shit.
That was close. You, you saved my life.

Yeah. Next time you'll save mine.

You got it.

EXPRESSIONS: (1) Watch out! [ You could've <p.p.> (2) That was closs. [ You saved my life. (4] You
got it.
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1 AF4—T i A LTRSS STk,
2 (EATEAES, IFPoTOTENLLTLESTlOdh,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) cheat on ... [ get expelled

ZAhlzhiL !
s EA TR
EI3RTT,

CARRLI A TSNS LT B TERATLEL
e
WFILHITHN?
BT, SeEiL e
Byt TREITHR,
AR ET,
LanEt,

v, S,

1 ZE5b,

13 ZE57h,

[r- RN - NV, R SV R VY

5

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (4) | wasn't expecting to <do> (5) Ms too. (8) How's the family? (10) Say hi
to everybody. / I'm running, but good to see you.

58

brok b Edne
BV, A—kL 4B 15 ARTT TR,
4 BF 16 4yHI ! 2

[EU3%

ThiRng, E-#T,

P, E®T,

#ar3.

-

I Y I

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) What time do you have? [/ Do you have time? (2) ten to four / ten past

four

fadeey | kR A TLIL
fafeinofe T, BidELE,
SEROZEERIT TSR,
THE,

-

Bow b

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) Watch it!



Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 58: We’ll be in touch.

Joe 1 Well, I should be leaving now. 1 BHTHENE,

Takeshi 2 Oh, OK. Uh, Joe, this is a little something for you. 2 Be, BIER, Ya—, Zh, EOLELDLSRVTE,

Joe 3 Wow, how nice of you! Thanks so much for your hospitality. I will 3 HURLS L EPVHTRLERYITEYAL), —EEhE,
never forget this for the rest of my life.

Takeshi 4 Well, it was my pleasure. Uh, have a safe flight home, and, uh, please 4 EIVELELT, MOOT7FA, BEIh, i CFERICLALS
say hello to your family.

Joe 5 Thanks. We'll be in touch. 5 BBk, EREYEED.

Takeshi 6 We will. I'll miss you. 6 bhoA. BLOESL,

Joe 7 I'll miss you too. This is not a good-bye. See you later, buddy! 7 @b, Thiddarsieinnis, Fh!

Takeshi 8 See you! 8 &b Eth)

EXPRESSIONS: (2) a little something for ... (3) for the rest of my life (4) say hello to ... (5) We'll be in
touch. (8) I'll miss you. (7) buddy

Dialogue 59: Immigration

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) Flease accept this as a token of my appreciation. (3) | can't thank you

snough. (4) | was nice mesting you. / Have a safe trip home. / Give my best regards to ... (8) You'll be

missed. [ | miss you. / | missed you. (7) man [ girl / Oh, man!

62

Officer 1 Is this your first time to the U.S.7 1 TAVHICEEQRSESIH T T2

Passenger 2 Yes. I've, er, never been here before. 2 fIV, BT ZE RS0 EE A,

Officer 3 How long are you planning to stay? 3 YOBHTETSTETTR?

Passenger 4 I'll be staying for about a month. 4 #W1r AMOWETETT.

Officer 5 What's the purpose of your visit? 5 AEBMTTTR?

Passenger 6 Studying. 6 #ETY,

Officer 7 Mm-hmm. Where will you be staying? 7 EITHh, MERILELTT?

Passenger § In Boston for the first three weeks, then in New York for about a week, 8 B¥O3EAMEEAR, FOEN L EME=2—3—7 REORA TSR
and lastly, er, in D.C. for the, er, remaining couple of days. D.C.T¥.

Officer g OK, OK, that's all. Enjoy your stay. g9 v, BLETY, BLATEEL,

Passenger 10 Thanks. Have a nice day. 1w FETEET, Av—HE,

EXPRESSIONS: RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (6) Sightsesing. [ Business.

Dialogue 60: Problem/Request@hotel

Guest 1 Hi. Morning. 1 BRIZEGET,

Clerk 2 Good morning, sir. Did we sleep well last night? 2 BRIIZIEVET. MEIEEhEL N ?

Guest 3 Yes. Well, ... 3 ke

Clerk 4 HowcanI helpyou? 4 VhdEhELS?

Guest 5 Well, uh, my room's air-conditioner, it doesn't seem to be working 5 A—tTthz BREOTIRALTTITY, bW TWRWEIRAT
properly. Could you send someone to fix it? T EPICELIZETLAA AT

Clerk 6 Ah, sorry, sorry. I'll get on it right away, sir. 6 BIZHLIRIEWERATLE, BERID,

Guest 7 And,uh, canIuse a safety deposit box? 7 Bk =TT Ry AMEXETH?

Clerk 8 Sure. Uh, please fill in this form. 8 LBLAATY, ZhELEOY—HIZTRAE S,

Guest o Allright 9 DhwELE,

EXPRESSIONS: (4) How can | help you? (8) I'll get on it right away. (8) fill in ._. RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (5) The toilst dosen't flush. / Hot water dossn't come out. (&) I'm on it /

work on ... (7) Can | take out my stuff from the safety deposit box? [ Can | make a call here to somsons
staying in this hotsel?

& 5
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Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 61: | haven’t seen you in ages.

Takeshi 1 Hey, Joe, long time no see! T, Ya—, ALED !

-

Joe 2 Hey, Takeshi, I haven't seen you in ages.

2 B, Fr ALEDER,

Takeshi 3 How've you been? 3 TEMok?
Joe 4 Pretty good, pretty good. You? 4 LoTh, Bii?
Takeshi 5 Couldn't be better! 5 WML !
Joe 6 Well, you look fabulous. 6 EFOLER,
Takeshi 7 Oh, thank you. You do, too. It's so great to see you again. 7 B0k, Bbh, Fad TELGL
Joe 8 Ditto, man. We gotta go out soon. 8 R, TUETITISN
Takeshi g Absolutely! Can hardly wait! 9 HhAAL ! FhELRVE
EXPRESSIONS: (1) Long time no see. (2) | haven't seen you in ages. (5) Couldn’t be better. (8) Ditto. RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) At last. (5) Terrific. (8) Lock at you. (8) I'll see you around. / Lst's get
(8) Can hardly wait. together sometime soon. [ Let's grab a bite. (8) It was nice to see you again.

L]
Dialogue 62: (@Restaurant
Server 1 Are you ready to order? 1 TEXEALGLTLE?
Customer 2 Yes, uh, could I have the, uh, lunch special? 2 3, FrF AL ETHITET S ?
Server 3 Hmm, sure. Uh, what would you like to drink with your meal? 3 HLIEVELE, BREIEESIShETN?
Customer 4 Just a glass of water, please. 4 REEE,
Server 5 OK. And canI interest you in a desert? 5 v, FHF—HNIBBL R ETS e
Customer 6 Uh, maybe not. I'll think about it while I eat. 6 A— HWTT, Al ERET,
Server 7 Sure. Anything else? 7 Ph0ELE, fUIZIHTH I vETH?
Customer 8 No. That'll be all. 8 v, bbkTd,
Server 9 OK. All right. I'll be back shortly with your order. g MLIFNELE TEXOBES, TICERL ELET,
EXPRESSIONS: RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) Just a minuts. I'll be right with you. (8) Yummy. / Yuck.

&5 66
L]
’

Dialogue 63: @McDonald’s
Server 1 Isit for here or to go? 1 ERTHEBLEM TS, ThibBHLEmITThe
Customer 2 Uh, to go, please. 2 Aok BHMTEECLET,
EXPRESSIONS: (s it) for here or to go? RELATED EXPRESSIONS:

L]
Dialogue 64: Money exchange
Clerk 1 How may I help you? 1 WholenhEs,
Customer 2 I'd like to change some yen into dollars. 2 MEFACE#LEVGATIY,
Clerk 3 Hmm, certainly, 'n how much would you like to change? 3 LIFEVELE, #6, AREISFRT TR
Customer 4 20,000 yen. 4 25, BEVLET,
Clerk 5 OK, the exchange rate today is 83 yen to one dollar. How would you 5 SHOABEL—HI1FA 8 FizenEd, AERY oLy ELELE?

like that?
Customer 6 OK, then, uh, could I have a hundred dollars in twenties, another 6 Lok, 100 FA% 20 FAALT, §9 100 FA% 10 FAELT, B0E 1 FANCHE
hundred in tens, and the rest in ones? FET?
Clerk 7 OK. No problem. 7 bhwELE,
EXPRESSIONS: (3) Certainly. (8) twenties [ tens [ ones / the rest RELATED EXPRESSIONS:
&7 68
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Appendix A (continued)

Dialogue 65: Asking for directions

Stranger 1
Local 2

Stranger 3
Local 4

Stranger 5

Local 6

Excuse me. Could you tell me the way to the nearest post office?

Ummm, let me see... First, go straight to the second light, and turn
right.

OK, turn right at the second light, right?

That's right. Then walk for three blocks, and it's on the left side right
next to McDonald's.

Let me confirm. Three blocks from the light, and it's on the left side
next to McDonald's. I see. I think I got it. Thanks so much.

You're welcome.

EXPRESSIONS: (2) Let me ses ... (4) That's right. (5) Lst ms confirm.

Dialogue 66: Asking for a discount

Customer 1
Salesperson 2
Customer 3
Salesperson 4
Customer 5
Salesperson 6
Customer 7
Salesperson  §
Customer g
Salesperson

Excuse me. Uh, how much is this painting?

Ah, this masterpiece over here?

Yes.

It's only, especially for you, 1,000 dollars.

A thousand dollars? Including tax?

Hm, no, without it.

‘Well, isn't the price a bit outrageous? Couldn't you come down a little?
Hubh, for a painting like that, uh, it's, it's a little bit difficult for me, but,
uh, I'll see what I can do. OK, what about gso including the tax?

How about goo?

10 goo!? OK, goo, but that's as low as I'll go.

Customer m1 You've got a deal.

EXPRESSIONS: (2) over here (7) a bit / Couldn't you come down a litie? (8) I'll see what | can do. (11)

You've got a deal.

214

-

Bow b

ThERL, REVOEERTCOBEREL THTE T ?

Aok, F2P, ZoBOESETHESEUT-T, GIZl-TTFEy,

v, ZoBoESEE, TThe

3, TG 3 T o2 T, BERITEFO-IFFAFOTEITY,
MEERER TS, (F506 3 Tey2iToT, EF, vv20OMYTTh, 5%

¥, b ELE, BOBLAIEVET,
EAIVELELT,

-

=T B - Y L

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) How far is it from hers? (5) Let me repeat that.

FTHEEL, ZOBITVE?

IHEOEEET T ?

e,

feofed, Hiodhizf-oi=bhiz, 1,000 FATF,

1,000 FA-T45 2 BiA T+ ?

Wi, Bk T,

HrolWiRE Leie Tt 2 A LEM R T T ?
ZOEIAESROEE P LELVO TR, b ELE, TR, 950 TS TT
P BAT,

900 TEHTTH?

900 T4 ! 2900, Th, FETLIETEERAL,
EFNTFETHELLD,

RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) over there (4) bucks (5) excluding tax (7) a rip—off (10) Deal? (11) Deal.
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Dialog Title

meeting for the first time

Appendix B

Check Sheet

1st Check 2nd Check

Checker's Sign @ CheckedDate  Checkers Sign @ Checked Date

year in school

split the bill

call it a day

get camied away

brothers/sisters

‘What do you think of ...?

‘What's going fo happen nextfo .7

desperately

‘You will make it.

1 extension & exception

12 almost there

13 glad to help anytime

14 favorite actor

15 How should | say this in English?
16 last weekend

17 That's the way it goes.

18 You mean you don't have any money?
19 ‘What would you do if you won the lottery?
20 There's no way | can tell you.

21 Whatever.

2 Don't you hate it when that happens?
23 running out of timefideas

24 catching a cold

25 Guess what?

2% get cold feet

7 Thanks, but no thanks.

2 I'll pass.

29 It's a big loss.

30 Quch!

3 Count me in.

3z astrology reading

33 kill time:
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Appendix B (continued)

1st Check 2nd Check

Checker's Sign @ CheckedDate  Checkers Sign @ Checked Date

34 wait in line

a5 I'll leave it fo you.
36 ‘You can count on it.
37 get ahold of ...

3 instead of ...

39 What for?

40 I'm sick of __.

i judge a book by its cover
42 It's a waste of time.
43 | couldn't help it.

44 I'll be right with you.
45 It's your fault.

46 It doesn’t make sense.
47 come in

48 I'm supposed fo ...
40 nightmare

50 I'm jealous.

51 ‘You eamed it.

52 It's a nice compliment.
53 See? | told you.

54 cheating & suspension
55 What a coincidence!
56 Do you have the time?
57 Watch out!

58 We'll be in touch.
50 immigration

80 problemé&request@hotel
a1 | haven't seen you in ages.
62 @restaurant

63 @McDonald's

84 money exchange
a5 asking for the direction
88 asking for a discount
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Appendix C

The original speaking Pre-Test

NEYRE—F T DTAE
TWET,

[EEA]

1. TAMERITEMEIZIZ—UERENFEEA,

2. BEETAVIZAMNSTEL T EEETAL B
ELHRYTENDT, EFIZAIZRANSTET £5
[ZEELTLIEELY,

3. BFELIFAMERHYER A, AYLELLITE,

TAIDEBAEHLT-DOBEEE>THhET,

CCICHREES
(1~10) B LR
ENET,

2WEETRIITH
[CEYEDYZET .

TNTIEHRARBLET,
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Part 1:
B GRA LT
(1088)
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EHLTLEEEET,
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| love English!
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I'm supposed to meet her at 6 p.m.

7Y (70)
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Static electricity, huh?
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You seem to have had a good weekend.
THEHICCOBEMIOEORERAT
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MM (Fh) . A Y(ZEIR TUWATHWVE o172 |

Did I really yell and throw up on the street?

7Y (70)
10 5

S

I(ENESIZEZTLANIENTELT)
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What do you think?

7Yl (70)
10 5

S

M43, FA-2-o-2&I2F->5 !

It is absolutely fantastic!

7Yl (70)
10 5
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| hate McDonald’s.

7Y (70)
10 5

S

ME->T. 1\ htz&k4al

He's an idiot, isn't he?

* EBLEFNRET SERDDITTHRA TS,

7Yl (70)
10 5

S

*EIEZ SR TVDHHEFADHERDEFATT .
ThmYELI- 22BDESEHE. TTHL7?

OK, turn right at the second light, right?
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TORFILE TN N—H—tyrEEALELT -,
BEIRYDEZIEBIZA M >TIA TS,
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[BESRIEEDLLLDFETTM? ]

How long are you planning to stay?

7Y (70)
10 5
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TADEOFHBHELGNEE>TEEL,
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HEIERADNGHIFNERTEL - EET
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—
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EANZRMSTIBRETIZZO (BHD)PCT(Z
D) Lik—rEt EFhRNENTENATE &R lE
E-oTEELY,
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IREZIZIFSATYIZIEE > TS,

YRR (7))
15 10 5

—




Appendix C (continued)

226

BRAESYTRMNEREALGEITIITEYER A,
TBICEEDLIEE 2T ALY,

YRR (7))
15 10 5

—

ThEMNTAYHIZRNTHBRE 2O F (K
E)IChot=C&FESIRS ? IERANIZERTLE
=Ly,

YRR (7))
15 10 5

—

HEIERADNG . HARBODHELVEH L%
EnEL, [(ERICIHEmL TEGL DS LALL
PO RENFEIT DLIICLFET IEEBFL TS
LY,

YRR (7))
15 10 5

—




Appendix C (continued)

Part 3:

EIETORXEERRE
(4%8)

BERBTETRINAFEYIIZDOLT,
EEBETHEBLTEEN,
ThTh. FEvODEREEEDRRBAE 30T,
REER IZeoE T,

HEEOBERIZDOWTELTEEW, BAMET
EV—F&ET FSICLTLEELY,
STARTD & E T,

60Ffa

HiEf=lE. RADNRIWES - E%DVDL %
JWLTEFEL LOALER AR IZGWEENE
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The original speaking Post-Test
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3. BFELIFAREEIHYFEEA . BYNELLITE,

RAVBEBAEH LG -OBEER>THhET,

CCICHREES
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ENET,

2WIEETRYITH
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Part 1:
B EGEA LT
(1088)
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EHLTLWEEET,
FhEFh,10(F=1F15) B LURATHEEZEEL,
FREOENEROAHEZELTEELY,
-, FEETEHMNTNARAUMZE
FELGALRETELTSEN,

FHITHEFORA

IEERIFE !

YHIZEDITT
BATESL,

I love English!
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[TFAGTELLE DI ATT &)

You’re not supposed to do that.

7Y (70)
10 5

S

NER) ZhELEVATLER ]

You wanna do it, huh?

7Yl (70)
10 5

S

&KLV BEBIEShf=L53TT

You seem to have had a bad holiday.
THEHICCOBEMIOEORERAT
FLTESLY,

FRYER (7))
15 10 5

—
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He yelled and threw up on the street.

7Y (70)
10 5

S

M(EHNEIZEZTLANIENTELT)
WIXESEZTED? )

What does he think?

7Yl (70)
10 5

S

M35, EoLohLKELEE !

It is unbelievably bad!

7Yl (70)
10 5

—
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| love McDonald's.

7Y (70)
10 5

S
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He's smart, isn't he?

* EBLEFNRET SERDDITTHRA TS,
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10 5

S

*EIEZ SR TVDHHEFADHERDEFATT .
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OK, turn right at the first light, right?
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[ZZTEDLKBL DR, R8T 5 FETT
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How long are you going to study there?

7Y (70)
10 5
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Appendix G

The original Pre-Questionnaire to all groups
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Appendix K
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Appendix L
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Appendix L (continued)
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