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Developmental effects of second language learning through interaction:

The acquisition and use of formulaic language in the ESL classroom.

1. インタラクション仮説 (Long, 1983, 1985, 1996)

仮説：NS-NNS や NNS-NNS interactions は第二言語学習に役立つ

理由：

1.1 インプット(Krashen) 

言語構造上の修正(conversational modifications) (clarification requests, confirmation checks, comprehension checks) は学習者の理解度を増やすことにより、習得につながる 

1.2 意味交渉(Pica, 1994, 1996;Gass, 1997; Long, 1996)

学習者が相互理解を図る過程 (1)理解度を増やす(2)form-meaning関係に学習者の注意を引く(3)positiveと negative feedback を提供する(4)第二言語能力におけるgaps を気付かせる

1.3 アウトプット(Swain, 1985, 1995)

インプットのみでは不充分 (1) 理解可能なアウトプットは意味処理から統語処理への移行を強制する (2)第二言語能力のgapsを学習者の気付かせる
1.4 Attention (Schmidt, 1986, 1995))

‘noticing’ or conscious attention to formは第二言語習得に必要不可欠である。

1.5 Long (1996) Interaction Hypothesisの改訂版
学習者の意味を伝える必要性、意味交渉の際のインプット、フェードバックが同時に作用して、学習者はFORMとMEANING両方に注意する。

2. 研究

2.1 インタラクションは第二言語習得に役立つか？
(Ellis, Tanaka, & Yamazaki, 1994; Gass & Varonis, 1994; Loschky, 1994; Mackey, 1999)

2.2 インタラクションはどのようにして第二言語習得に役立つか？

2.2.1 positive と negative feedback: 

Leeman (2000); Long, Inagaki, & Orgeta (1998) Mackey & Philp (1998); Mackey, Gass, & McDonough (2000).

2.2.2 アウトプット:

Ellis & He (1999); McDonough (2001); Nobuyoshi & Ellis (1993); Pica, Holliday, Lewis, & Morgenthaler (1989); Pica, Lincoln-Porter, Paninos, & Linnell, (1996); Swain & Lapkin (1995).

2.2.3 Noticing:

Philp (1999) Mackey, Gass, & McDonough (2000)

2.3 インタラクション仮説の適用性:

2.3.1 インプット、アウトプット、意味交渉の機会は実際に存在するのか？
YES: Long & Porter (1985), Pica, Holliday, Lewis, & Morgenthaler (1989); Pica, Lincoln-Porter, Paninos, & Linnell (1996); Oliver (1995, 1998, 2000); Van den Branden (1997).

NO Foster (1996); Musumeci (1996); Jacob, Rottenberg, Patrick, & Wheeler (1996) 

2.3.2 学習者にとってこのような機会は有用か？
YES: Ellis, Basturkmen, & Loewen (2001a,b), Ellis & He (1993), Oliver (1995, 2000), McDonough (2001), Nobuyoshi & Ellis (1993)

NO: Lyster (1998)

2.3.3 実際に学習者の第二言語は発達するのか？
YES: Mackey (2000) + [Doughty & Varela (1998), Lyster (1994), Spada & Lightbown (1993), White (1991), Williams & Evans (1998), Williams (2001)]

NO: Sato (1986), Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford (1993, 1996)

2.4 その他の要因
2.4.1 年齢 

Results of studies with young learners (Doughty & Varela, 1998; Lightbown & Spada, 1990; Liu, 1991; Lyster, 1998a,b; Lyster and Ranta, 1997; Oliver, 2000; Sato, 1986; Spada & Lightbown, 1993; Swain and Lapkin, 1998; Van den Branden, 1997) may not be generalizable to adult learners.
2.4.2 学習者の習熟度
Proficiency is related to developmental effects of interaction, focus-on-form, and interaction patterns (Iwashita, 2001; Mackey & Philp, 1998; Williams, 2001)

2.4.3 Working memory 

Working memory may constrain learning outcomes. (Mackey, Philp, Egi, Fujii, & Tatsumi, in press).

2.4.4 Context
Experimental setting, classroom context (EFL vs. ESL vs. immersion)

3. What kind of language learning does interaction promote?

3.1 Target structures

3.1.1 疑問文 

Lightbown and Spada (1993); Liu (1991); Mackey (1999, 2000); Mackey & Philp (1998); Mackey, Philip, Egi, Fujii, & Tatsumi (in press); McDonough, (2001). 

3.1.2 過去形 

Doughty & Varela (1998); Mackey (2000); McDonough (2001); Nobuyoshi & Ellis (1993); Sato (1986)

3.1.3 その他 morphosyntax: 

gender and number agreement of nouns and adjectives in Spanish (Leeman, 2000) and French (Swain & Lapkin, 1998), reflexive verbs in French (Swain & Lapkin, 1998), and Japanese locative construction (Loschky, 1994). 

3.1.4 語彙
Ellis & He (1999); Ellis, Tanaka, & Yamazaki (1994); Loschky (1994); Swain & Lapkin (1998). 

3.1.5 スピーチ・アクト
Ellis (1992); Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford (1993)

3.2 第二言語発達の定義(Operationalizations of development)

3.2.1 発達段階 (Pienneman and Johnston, 1987) 疑問文
emergence of new structures [ Appendix 1参照]

3.2.2 Distributional analysis (suppliances in obligatory contexts) – 過去形
3.2.3 筆記試験（知識を問うものなど）
3.2.4 Fluency, accuracy, complexity 

(What kind of learning is it that interaction promotes? 

  Accuracy? Development of new structures? Fluency? All of the above? 

3.3 第二言語習得理論（認知心理学の観点より）から得る示唆
3.3.1 Skehan (1998) – dual representation model [RULES + EXEMPLARS]

lexical repertoire ( syntactic analysis ( relexicalization

after the Critical Period, learners more prone to rely on exemplar based system?

3.3.2 Ellis, N. (1996, 1999, 2002, in press) 

chunkingがLAP(Language Acquisition Process)

多くのchunkを記憶する。

それはルールを発見するためのデータベースとしても機能する他、

記憶や言語処理の際に効率がよい。
proposed developmental path: formula – low scope pattern – construction 

(The role of formulaic/ lexicalized language

3.4 Formulaic language　

コミュニケーション・ストラテジー、学習ストラテジーとして有用

3.4.1 定義 (Foster, 2001; Weinert, 1995; Wray, 2000)

Foster (2001) "any combination of words which are stored in memory as a fully or partially formed sequence, as opposed to words that are brought together on a particular occasion" (p.81).

3.4.2 Identification


Foster(2001) – native intuition

 Myles, Mitchell, and Hooper (1999)　難易度、正確さ、頻度、流暢さなどの基準

3.4.3 研究

Foster(2001) 例 I think, I don’t know, sort of, I suppose, for me

Myles, Mitchell, and Hooper (1999) 疑問文

Chunks, creative construction (Comment t’appelles-tu? ( Comment s’appelle le garcon?)

Bardovi-Harlig (in press)

Bolander (1989) スウェーデン語学習者
4. 本研究
4.1 Research questions

1. What effect does task-based interaction in the EFL classroom have on learners' inventories of formulaic language? （量と質両方から学習者一人一人のアウトプットを分析）
2. Is there any relationship between the emergence of new formulaic language and interactional features such as input and feedback? （Repetition, uptakeはあるのか？先生のinputのuptakeなのか？）
3. Is there evidence of a developmental sequence: formula ( low-scope pattern ( construction? 

4. Are learners that rely on formulaic language more likely to develop?
4.2 方法論
4.2.1学習者

日本における大学生

False beginners/ intermediate

4.2.2 Target structures 

タスクにてElicitできるもの、意味の習得よりルールの習得を要するもの、先行研究のあるもの（疑問文、比較級、前置詞）

4.3.3 研究計画

期間：一学期間、一週間に一回の授業

教材：

· タクス（全て録音）

picture difference task


map task


narration task, oral presentation task


Q&A task

· Learning Journals (Mackey, McDonough, Fujii, & Tatsumi, 2001参照)
· 筆記試験 
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Appendix 1.

(Adapted from Lightbown & Spada, 1999; Mackey, 1999; Pienneman & Johnston, 1987)

	Stage
	Description
	Examples



	1
	Single words, formulae or sentence fragments
	Four children?

A dog?

	2
	Declarative word order

No inversion, no fronting
	It’s a monster in the right corner?

The boys throw the shoes?

	3


	Ability to identify the beginning and end of strings

Fronting

Wh-fronting, no inversion

Do-fronting
	Where the little children are?

What the dog are playing?

Do you have a shoes on your picture?

Does in this picture there is four astronauts?

	4
	Ability to identify particular elements

Inversion in wh+copula and yes/no questions

Wh- + copula:

Auxiliary other than do in yes/no questions
	Where is the sun?

Is there a fish in the water?

Can you tell me?

	5


	Ability to shift around various elements

Inversion in wh-questions

Inverted wh-questions with do

Inverted wh-questions with auxiliaries other than do
	How do you say [proche]?

What’s the boy doing?

What have you got in your picture ?

	6


	Ability to identify substrings

Complex questions

Tag question:

Negative question:

Embedded question
	It’s better, isn’t it?

Why can’t you go?

Can you tell me what the date is today?




Example 1

S1: Is there glass, glass, 

S2:                glass?

S1:       mmmm.??????めがねglass, glasses, [glasses
Akiko:                                   glasses]

S1:                               man's face?

S2: Yes I do.

S2: Aaaah. This picture is two man.

S1: Two man.

S2: Which man is with two ??? glass?

S1: Huh?

S2: Which man has with glass?

S1: Cooking, cooking papa.
Example 2

S2:Where is, where is most famous places, place?

S1: Shosenkyo.

S2: What is Shosenkyo?

S1: Hill. Hill and water. 

S?: Hill? Hill?

S1: Hill, hill. H-I-l-l. Hill. 

S2: Ah, hill. 

S1:       [hill

S2:        わかった。]

    Ah, I see. Wa-Waterfall.

S1:そう、そう、[waterfall.

S?                   滝？滝？]

S?: Waterfall?

S1: 水が落ちる。Water. Fall.

S?  滝

S1: 滝。といろいろ景色がきれいだと。しょうせんきょう

Example 3

S1: There is dog under the table?

S2: Yes

S1: Is there? Are there? Is there frisbee?

S2: Frisbee?

S1: Is there kite?

S2: No. Kite?

S1: Is there a flower under the kitchen? Under the smoke?

S2: Nothing.

*****

S1: Is there? Are there three cuts?

S2: cuts?

S1:cars.

S2: camping car

S1: Yes.

S2: Car of center

S1: Camping car?

S2: Ok.ok.

S2: Is there have the socks?

S1: No.

S1: Is there print on cooking person's T-shirt?

S1: Yes it is.

S1: Is there anything on sara?

S2: Plate

S1: Plate?

S2: No it isn't  

S1: Is there chair near the tree?
Example 4

S1:

My favorite sports team is Carp. Baseball professional baseball team. There are three reasons. First, my hometown team. Second carp is weak but. Finally carp is weak but sometimes strong. Still March. Sometimes strong is the best point.

S2:

I like Yokohama Baystars is professional baseball team. First reason, I born in Yokohama and my hometown is Oppana. Baystars and the team Yokosuka Searex is play game in Oppana stadium. Second reason is three years ago, I went to Yokohama stadium to watch the game and hanabi. Yokohama stadium is can look at hanabi in Yamashita koen. Its very beautiful. But Yokohama Baystars is weak. Now I think I wants stop to be ??? Somedays Baystars is strong again. I think. Thank you.

S3:

Today I'd like to talk about my favorite sports athlete. My favorite sports athlete is Ito Koji. He is an athlete of track and field. The reason of my like is first, he runs very fast. Second. He thinks always positive. If he runs so nots so fast, maybe he thinks positive. So I like him. Finally, he is very he effort very hard because he is not so fast in he was high school student . I know. But he don7t give up to continue to run. He same me. I am not so run fast now but if I continue to run, running, run, in the future, maybe I became a very famous good athlete. So, I like him. The best. Thank you.

S4:

I like Jubilo Iwata. There are three reasons. First, Jubilo's home is very near my hometown. Second, Jubilo Iwata is very strong. Now number two in J-league. The third. The team don't use foreigners. That is the reason I like Jubilo Iwata.
	Interaction hypothesisは学習活動（インプット、アウトプットなど）が言語習得にメカニズムについての仮説であり、多くの実証研究に裏付けられている。本研究では、言語習得の内容、interlanguageにどのような変化がもたらされるか、第二言語習得理論の観点から検証したい。


Example 1 (OHP) Explain context (show picture?) shows pushed output, negotiation for meaning, positive feedback from teacher, lexical and morphosyntactic negotiation attention to form and meaning --- PLAY EXCERPT

Example 2 comprehensible input --- PLAY EXCERPT

Developmental effects of second language learning through interaction: The acquisition and use of formulaic language in the ESL classroom.

Following Long’s Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1983, 1985, 1996), a considerable amount of research has investigated the role of interactionally modified input, interactional feedback, attention, and comprehensible output in promoting second language development. One area within interaction research that has been underrepresented is the analysis of the developmental effects of interaction. This study aims to investigate the nature of second language development that is promoted through conversational interaction. Following recent cognitive theories of second language learning and use that emphasize the role of formulaic chunks in language development, the study will conduct an investigation of task-based learning in the EFL classroom to examine 1) the effects of task-based interaction on learners’ inventories of formulaic language, 2) the relationship between specific interactional patterns and emergence of new formulae, 3) the role of formulaic language in subsequent creative construction, and 4) individual differences in use of formulaic language.   

Long (1983, 1985, 1996)がインタラクション仮説を提唱して以来、第二言語能力の発展における、フィードバック、アテンション、アウトプットなどの果たす役割が数々の研究において検証されてきた。しかし、インタラクションを通して言語能力がどのように発展するのか、その習得内容の分析がいまだ充分行われていない。本研究では、インタラクションを通じて習得

認知科学の観点から、言語習得や言語運用における定式表現（formulaic/ prefabricated language）の重要性に対する関心が高まっているのを受け、本研究においては、コミュニケーション・タスクを用いた学習において、1)インタラクションが学習者の定式表現のレパートリーを増やすことがきるか、２）コミュニケーション・タスクのどのような要素が定式表現の習得に寄与しているのか、３）定式表現が文法法則の習得に役に立っているのか、４）定式表現使用における個人差は習得とどのような関連を示すか、の４つの問題を分析する。
