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ABSTRACT 

 

This study investigates Japanese high school teachers’ learning of grammar 

proceduralization strategies designed to promote oral fluency. It is a multiple case study 

of six Japanese EFL teachers who learn to use their declarative knowledge of L2 

grammar while engaging in tasks that enable them to compare their oral output with a 

native English speaker’s reformulations of it. Past studies of language learning 

strategies have been primarily focused either on the learners’ general study habits 

toward the target language or on their skill-specific language learning strategies in the 

areas of listening, reading, speaking, writing, and vocabulary. Although the 

effectiveness of these strategies on learning outcomes is known to be highly constrained 

by learners’ prior linguistic knowledge, strategies to proceduralize grammar, a core 

component of one’s linguistic knowledge, have not been well researched. Therefore, 

little is known about how learners’ volitional efforts contribute to the proceduralization 

of L2 grammar. Research into oral fluency development has provided evidence that the 

use of formulas promotes fluency, but it has not revealed how formulas and other 

varieties of multiword units contribute to different aspects of oral fluency; namely, 

temporal, repair, and perceived fluency. This study fills these gaps in research by 

defining, investigating, and creating a set of grammar proceduralization strategies as a 

promising construct that sheds light on what learners can proactively do to 

proceduralize their knowledge of L2 grammar. 

The three main purposes of this study are to (a) investigate Japanese EFL 

teachers’ grammar proceduralization strategies for appropriating, refining, and using 

their grammar knowledge, (b) identify L2 morphosyntactic forms and multiword units 
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that facilitate Japanese EFL teachers’ oral production during oral summary and personal 

anecdote tasks, and (c) investigate the possible relationships between the participants’ 

L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, their use of specific grammar forms, and their 

oral fluency development. The participants are six Japanese teachers of English who 

teach at public senior high schools in Japan. To gain a detailed understanding of the 

participants’ complex learning processes, their learning trajectories were investigated 

for a period of six months, using a longitudinal mixed-methods design, with detailed 

analyses of their English learning history, post-task protocols, linguistic measures, and 

rubric-based assessment of their oral fluency development. 

The results provide (a) a typology of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies 

created based on models of communicative competence and speech production, (b) 16 

categories of grammar items that have potential impact on oral fluency development, 

with insights into factors that facilitate and debilitate the participants’ use of these 

grammar items, and (c) insights into how the participants’ goal orientation leads to their 

orchestration of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, their use of 16 categories of 

grammar items, and to the different trajectories of their temporal, repair, and perceived 

fluency development. This study presents data to support the conclusion that a reverse-

saliency strategy to learn L2 grammar in concepts, propositions, and discourse is a key 

to effective EFL pedagogy.
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Background of the Issue 

Grammar enables people to communicate ideas that cannot be conveyed with a 

juxtaposition of isolated words. Especially for learners of English as a foreign language 

(EFL), knowledge of second language (L2) grammar is crucial if they are to 

comprehend and avoid misunderstandings in oral and written communication. 

Vocabulary items cannot be utilized for production without the knowledge of their 

grammatical functions in a variety of language use situations. In Japan, however, 

English grammar has long been taught primarily to equip students with the skills to 

decode written texts with little emphasis on developing productive oral skills. This 

focus on reading, as well as washback from university entrance examinations, 

constrains Japanese EFL teachers’ instructional approaches, resulting in the 

predominant use of the grammar-translation method (Gorsuch, 2000). A lack of focus 

on the proceduralization of L2 grammar—the process of turning the declarative 

knowledge of L2 grammar into procedural knowledge—poses a major issue in language 

teaching (DeKeyser, 1998, 2003, 2007). 

In spite of the emphasis on reading in Japanese secondary school classes, many 

Japanese students wish to be able to speak fluently, or at least to be able to carry on 

daily conversations in English (e.g., Bennesse Corp., 2014). One reason for this desire 

to acquire speaking proficiency is that Japanese businesses are calling for new recruits 
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who can use English effectively, as this will help them survive in the globalizing world 

economy. Upon entering university, therefore, many high school graduates start 

relearning English for practical rather than examination-related purposes. While would-

be university students can regard communicative English as something to be saved for 

delayed gratification, grammar-translation classes can be demotivating for secondary 

school students who do not have to take university entrance examinations (e.g., Kikuchi 

& Sakai, 2009). 

The Japanese government has not ignored the issue of communicative English 

skills. For the past few decades, the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, 

Science and Technology (MEXT) has promoted communicative language teaching. The 

previous courses of study implemented in 2002 (junior high school) and in 2003 (senior 

high school) emphasized the importance of nurturing communication ability among 

students (MEXT, 2002, 2003). This emphasis was reflected in junior high school 

textbooks that included a variety of conversational discourse and communicative 

activities designed to help teachers teach reasonably natural forms of spoken English. 

The high school English curriculum stipulated by MEXT included Oral Communication 

I and II courses in addition to English I and II (four-skills courses), Reading, and 

Writing, to encourage teachers to focus more on oral/aural communication. 

Despite such efforts, a government report (MEXT, 2008a) suggested that high 

school English I and II courses were still dominated by the grammar-translation method, 

and that Oral Communication classes were being used for presenting supplementary 

grammar exercises and not for developing communicative skills. To rectify this 
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situation, in 2008 and 2009 MEXT issued new English courses of study for junior and 

senior high schools (MEXT, 2008b, 2009) that were implemented in 2012 and 2013, 

respectively. In the revised junior high school curriculum, the number of English classes 

were increased from three to four per week. In senior high school, there was a major 

change in the types of subjects offered, with all high schools required to teach English 

Communication I, a new subject that integrated two courses from the previous 

curriculum, English I and Oral Communication I. The newly implemented current high 

school Course of Study (MEXT, 2009), in particular, stipulates that classes, in principle, 

should be conducted in English and that grammar instruction should be given in ways 

that support communication through effective linkage with language activities (p. 7). 

In a year-long qualitative study of 19 private high school EFL teachers in Japan 

between 1997 and 1998, Sato (2002) found that (a) persistent school norms and values 

prioritized managing students and keeping pace with others over quality of teaching; (b) 

teachers were faced with the dilemma of choosing between communication-oriented 

English and examination-oriented English; (c) the grammar- translation method and 

discrete-point testing dominated teaching and assessment, the potential reasons for 

which include uncertainty about effective ways of teaching English and English 

grammar, the avoidance of conflict with learners, a lack of learner motivation, 

multilevel grouping, and a lack of teachers’ English proficiency, and (d) teacher 

learning opportunities were scarce and the teachers learned by trial-and-error by 

watching other teachers. 
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More recently, Nishino (2009) investigated 139 Japanese high school teachers’ 

beliefs and practices regarding communicative language teaching (CLT). The results 

indicated that (a) the respondents did not frequently use communicative activities 

despite their positive beliefs about CLT; (b) the type of school—academic or 

vocational—did not have a statistically significant influence on the respondents’ beliefs 

and classroom practices regarding CLT, and; (c) the teachers’ classroom practices were 

influenced by student-related communicative conditions, such as student and parent 

expectations for English classes or a student preference for pair or group work. Her path 

analyses of the survey results and in-depth interviews provided evidence of the dynamic 

relationships between the teachers’ practices, their teaching contexts, their learning 

experiences, in-service training, and the student-related communicative conditions. 

EFL instruction in secondary schools in Japan is thus regulated by teachers’ 

beliefs in language teaching, controversies in educational policies, social needs for 

communicatively competent English speakers, and the implicit needs universities have 

for academically literate candidates. In spite of increasing information and research-

based insights from the fields of second language acquisition (SLA) and teaching 

English to speakers of other languages (TESOL), the basic principles of communicative 

language teaching have not yet been adequately transferred to classroom practice in 

Japanese high schools. As a result, a large number of Japanese high school graduates 

remain unable to speak English with a functional level of fluency after six years of 

formal English education. 
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Some Japanese educators have argued that teaching communicative English at 

school is an unrealistic goal and that secondary school English education should be 

focused on grammar and translation (Saito, 2009). However, considering that certain 

social environments become accessible to speakers as a function of their current level of 

fluency (Segalowitz, 2010, p. 24), it can be argued that developing a certain level of 

oral fluency is crucial. 

To maintain the momentum of reform for communicative language teaching, the 

Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) will 

implement the next courses of study for English for elementary, junior high, and senior 

high school in 2020, 2021, and 2022 respectively (MEXT, 2017). In this new 

framework, English will become an official subject for the 4th and 5th grades in 

elementary school, aiming to develop the students’ communicative competence with a 

coherent curriculum from elementary school to senior high school. The introduction of 

the concept of CEFR, or Common European Frame of Reference (Council of Europe, 

2001), is a reflection of the Ministry’s message that English education should be action-

oriented instead of being focused on the dissemination of knowledge. 

Grammar is an important element in Japan’s EFL landscape, but it is a double-

edged sword. If taught simply as a body of knowledge, the grammar-translation 

orientation will be passed down to the next generation of teachers. If taught as a 

repertoire of strategies to communicate in another language, the learners will be 

empowered. The premise of this study is that L2 grammar needs to be taught in ways 

that promote productive skills in general and oral fluency in particular. 
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Statement of the Problem 

In this study I address three major problems. The first problem concerns an 

insufficient research focus on the processes of EFL learners’ L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies, which are defined in this study as the learners’ conscious 

efforts to learn, refine, and use their declarative knowledge of L2 grammar in ways that 

enable them to speak English with increased fluency. The field of SLA, which was 

initially focused on method-driven research, has shifted its focus toward more theory-

driven research that tests hypotheses about second language acquisition processes 

(Nassaji & Fotos, 2007). A body of classroom-based research has provided support for 

the position that form-focused instruction that is combined with communicative tasks is 

more effective than purely meaning-focused instruction (Norris & Ortega, 2000). 

Suggestions have also been made to use SLA theories to yield instructional principles as 

a way to fill the gap between theory and practice (e.g., Kanda & Beglar, 2004). 

However, in the Japanese EFL environment, where most learners learn L2 

grammar explicitly and where opportunities for producing output are limited, 

investigations into learners’ volitional control of proceduralization processes is just as 

important as investigating the effects of instructional conditions and interventions that 

facilitate learning (Robinson, 2007; Skehan, 1998). In order to support learners in their 

attempts to let their declarative knowledge “sink in” (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 59) by 

proceduralizing it, learner contribution to psycholinguistic mechanisms and its effects 

on the proceduralization of L2 grammar must be better understood. The first problem, 
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in other words, concerns that of the quality of know-how (i.e., strategies) being shared 

among teachers and students. 

The second problem concerns the quality of L2 grammar knowledge being 

taught for productive skills. While MEXT (2008, 2009) reiterated the importance of 

teaching English grammar in context and through communicative language activities, 

the non-communicative status quo of Japanese English education has not changed much. 

In the meantime, Japanese applied linguists have made proposals to address this issue. 

For example, Takashima (2000, 2005) proposed a framework called Task-Supported 

Language Teaching (TSLT) in which drills, exercises, task-oriented activities, task 

activities, and tasks are introduced incrementally in the classroom. Takashima has 

claimed that this sequence of activities fits the Japanese EFL environment. He 

emphasized the importance of using simulations to enable learners to connect form, 

meaning, and use of L2 grammar. 

Izumi (2009), drawing upon SLA research conducted both in Japan and overseas, 

endorsed focus-on-form (Long, 1991) as a promising candidate for shifting the current 

pedagogical approach in Japan further toward the CLT paradigm. He suggested using 

instructional techniques such as consciousness-raising, dictogloss, processing 

instruction, input flooding, and input-enhancement. He encouraged Japanese EFL 

teachers to try new methods instead of teaching the way they were taught with the 

grammar-translation approach. 
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As Borg (1998, 1999, 2006) has argued, however, teachers’ choices of grammar 

instruction depend on their beliefs about grammar, their educational and professional 

experiences, and the context in which they are teaching. Even when Japanese teachers 

wish to apply focus-on-form activities, the choice of grammar items poses a difficulty 

because not enough classroom-based data have been collected indicating what form(s) 

to focus on (Izumi, 2009, p. 149). Isolating the particular grammar forms that enhance 

oral communication skills is difficult at present. 

Furthermore, instead of looking at L2 grammar as a set of prescriptive rules to 

be learned from textbooks, both teachers and students need to conceptualize it as pieces 

of knowledge to be learned, refined, and proceduralized in communication. They also 

need to be aware that truly usable L2 grammar can be found in language spoken by 

native or proficient English speakers, which in large part derives from lexicalized 

sentence stems (Pawley & Syder, 1983). Insights into the quality of L2 grammar 

knowledge needs further attention with its utility for oral production in mind. 

The third problem involves the issue of delineating the complex relationships 

between learners’ use of strategies, L2 grammar items they learn, and their oral 

production skills in EFL contexts. Numerous models of communicative competence 

have been proposed (Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Canale & Swain, 1980; Celce-Murcia 

& Larsen-Freeman, 1999; Hymes, 1972; Purpura, 2004; Savignon, 1983). However, 

much more work needs to be done to inform learners of how a model of communicative 

competence can help them improve their skills to suit their communicative purposes. It 

is important for teachers and students to share an understanding about what pieces of 
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knowledge are more instrumental in oral production and what L2 grammar strategies 

are more important in learning, understanding, and using L2 grammar knowledge for 

meaningful communication. 

To summarize, three major problems are addressed in this study: The first 

concerns the gap in research into L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, the second 

concerns the gap in research into the quality of L2 grammar knowledge that promotes 

oral fluency, and the third concerns the gap concerning the connections between 

strategies, specific language use, and oral fluency. Process-oriented, longitudinal 

investigations are needed to provide insights into these problems. 

 

Purposes and Significance of the Study 

The first purpose of this study is to understand the processes in which Japanese 

EFL teachers use L2 grammar proceduralization strategies as they develop and 

reformulate their L2 grammar knowledge and then use that enhanced knowledge to 

develop oral fluency. The processes are analyzed in reference to theories of second 

language acquisition, primarily skill acquisition theory (Anderson, 1982; Anderson et 

al., 2004; DeKeyser, 2007) and the Associative-Cognitive CREED (Ellis, 2007), as well 

as theories on language learning strategies (Oxford, 2011). This study is designed to 

clarify how these theories manifest themselves in learners’ learning processes. The 

resultant insights into such processes vis-à-vis SLA theories can provide a better 

understanding of how Japanese EFL learners develop their oral production skills in an 

input-poor environment, drawing upon their L2 grammar knowledge. 



 10 

The second purpose is to clarify the L2 grammar forms Japanese EFL teachers 

use or do not use when engaging in real-time oral production. Among the many 

grammar points conventionally taught in Japanese junior and senior high schools, 

grammar knowledge that promotes or hinders fluent oral production needs to be 

delineated and prioritized to enable a more focused approach to teaching oral skills. 

This will be done through an in-depth investigation of Japanese EFL teachers’ oral 

production and an analysis of post-task interview data. 

The third purpose is to investigate the possible connections between the 

participant teachers’ use of strategies, their use of specific L2 grammar items, and the 

development of their oral production skills in EFL contexts. The individual differences 

among the participants and transferability of strategies for different oral production 

tasks will be considered as well. 

Because teachers’ use of English in the classroom is an important source of 

input for students, the analysis of teachers’ oral production is of great importance. The 

study’s significance is further underscored by the revised Course of Study for senior 

high school (MEXT, 2009), which mandates that teachers should teach classes 

primarily in English. Above all, the data from this study can serve as an important 

resource for enhancing grammar instruction in the classroom as well as for designing 

oral communication modules for in-service teacher training programs. 

 Strategies are empowering because they help EFL learners optimize their 

learning environments, but the most crucial area where strategies are needed for many 

EFL learners, namely L2 grammar, has been left unexplored. In order to support 
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learners in their attempts to let their declarative knowledge “sink in” (DeKeyser, 1998, 

p. 59) by proceduralizing it, learners’ volitional contribution to psycholinguistic 

mechanisms and its effects on the proceduralization of L2 grammar must be better 

understood. The strategic processing of L2 grammar—accompanied by an enhanced 

knowledge of how it relates to oral communication—can plausibly contribute to 

enhanced learner performance in L2 speaking tasks. 

 

The Audience for the Study 

This study is motivated by my life-long journey of exploring strategies to learn 

English as foreign language both as a learner and a teacher. As the study delineates 

numerous strategies to obtain, refine, and use L2 grammar in an input-deprived foreign 

language environment, the results provide beneficial insights for researchers, teachers, 

curriculum/materials designers, and teacher trainers. 

The first audience for this study is researchers exploring the interface between 

SLA theories and classroom practice. The findings from the study provide them with 

new insight into the body of knowledge on focus-on-form instruction, and into the 

relative effects of explicit and implicit learning in a foreign language setting. Because 

studies on L2 grammar strategies are still scarce, the current study is an important point 

of reference for future researchers interested in grammar instruction. 

The second audience is practicing teachers. A deeper understanding of the 

relationships among L2 grammar strategies, practice, and fluency helps teachers deepen 

their understanding and prioritize their choice of grammar instruction and practice. 
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Especially for those who teach at Japanese high schools, insights into L2 grammar 

strategies provide another option to make their classes more effective in developing 

students’ communicative abilities. If students learn to apply such strategies and work on 

improving their linguistic weaknesses, the effectiveness of classroom activities will 

improve due to a more efficient use of their cognitive resources. The shared knowledge 

of such strategies can also enhance the quality of collaboration between native and non-

native teachers in the classroom because it can help both parties better align their 

instructional practices. 

The third audience for this study is curriculum/materials designers. The 

repertoire of L2 grammar strategies and practices discussed in this study can lead to 

more effective and more motivating teaching materials. Language programs and 

pedagogical materials incorporating L2 grammar strategies will prevent grammar 

lessons from becoming an unengaging part of the English language curriculum. The 

results of this study also provide potentially useful information regarding aspects of 

grammar that promote oral fluency, which should be a very important part of 

pedagogical materials. 

The fourth audience is teacher trainers. How grammar should be treated is a 

common concern for many practicing teachers, whether they are native or nonnative 

teachers. The insight gained from the study can help teacher trainers design teacher 

training programs that address this issue. Compared to task-based or focus-on-form 

approaches, which require a drastic change in the teacher’s teaching style in Japan, L2 

grammar strategies are more easily incorporated into the conventional teaching 
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approaches in Japan and elsewhere. Because of their practicality, L2 grammar strategies 

have more potential at present than tasks or focus-on-form activities for helping EFL 

students to speak English more fluently. 

 

Delimitations 

The participants in this study were six Japanese EFL teachers working at public 

high schools in Kanagawa Prefecture, Japan. They are all native speakers of Japanese, a 

language that is not genetically related to English; thus, the results of this study should 

be generalized with caution to speakers of languages that are genetically related to 

English or to individuals with considerably lower or higher grammatical knowledge or 

oral proficiency. Another limitation is that the participants are volunteers who might 

have greater motivation to improve their English skills than many other English-

language learners. Finally, the N-size is small; thus, the participants represent a small 

sample from a much larger population of Japanese high school English teachers. The 

results, therefore, should be generalized with caution. 

 

Organization of the Study 

The subsequent chapters in this study are presented as follows. In Chapter 2, 

Review of the Literature, I review the literature regarding (a) language learning 

strategies and L2 grammar, (b) oral fluency and L2 grammar proceduralization, and (c) 

L2 grammar in discourse. At the end of this chapter I discuss the gaps in the literature 

and present the purposes and research questions that guide this study. Chapter 3, 
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Methods, concerns the methodological procedures adopted in the study. I present a 

rationale for adopting a multiple case study with a mixed methods approach and 

describe the participants, the instrumentation, and procedures. In Chapter 4, Results, I 

describe the results of a multiple case study conducted with six Japanese high school 

teachers of English on their use of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, their 

fluency development, and their use of specific grammar items in task performance. In 

Chapter 5, Discussion, I interpret the findings for each research question based on the 

synthesis of the results and present the interpretations based on theoretical perspectives. 

In the Conclusion Chapter, I synthesize the insights from the preceding chapters, 

discuss the main contributions of this study and present suggestions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

Language Learning Strategies and L2 Grammar 

In the first section of this chapter, I review research into L2 language-learning 

strategies and establish the connection between past research and the current study, 

followed by a discussion of Oxford’s (2011) conceptual framework and its relevance to 

theories of second language acquisition. 

 

Reconceptualizing Language Learning Strategies 

The concept of language learning strategies, popularized in the 1990s by 

O’Malley and Chamot (1990), Oxford (1989, 1990), and Wenden (1991), has 

contributed to investigating variations in foreign language mastery. Oxford (1990), for 

example, defined learning strategies as “steps taken by students to enhance their own 

learning” (p. 1). On the basis of extensive data analysis, she provided a categorized list 

of language learning strategies (1990): memory, cognitive, compensation, 

metacognitive, affective, and social strategies. Numerous researchers have utilized 

Oxford’s taxonomies and the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) during 

the subsequent three decades. 

Despite the research and pedagogical significance of language learning 

strategies, however, the difficulty in defining the strategy construct as well as in 

asserting its psychometric robustness have invited criticisms. For instance, Dörnyei 
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(2005) argued that it is difficult to distinguish between an ordinary learning activity and 

a strategic activity, and Ellis (2008) pointed out that proposed strategy taxonomies are 

not compatible with current theories of second language acquisition. As an alternative 

theoretical framework, Dörnyei and Skehan (2003) suggested that learning strategies 

can be regarded as a subset of action control, or self-regulation, within Dörnyei’s (2001) 

process model of L2 motivation. This led to Tseng, Dörnyei, and Schmitt’s (2006) 

proposal of Self-Regulating Capacity in Vocabulary Learning scale (SRCvoc), which 

explores general inclinations toward vocabulary learning strategies rather than specific 

behavioral descriptions. The creation of this scale was an attempt to seek a theoretical 

basis for learning strategies in the realm of motivation research. It also was an 

indication that the focus had shifted from the product to the process of learning. 

Macaro (2006) presented a more cognitive-oriented framework than Dörnyei’s 

model. He argued that learner strategies form an essential construct that can be 

formulated in a cognitive model of language learning and use, stating that “strategies do 

not make learning more efficient; they are the raw materials without which L2 learning 

cannot take place” (p. 332). Macaro posited that (a) a strategy occurs in working 

memory, and it is comprised of a goal, a situation, and a mental action; (b) strategies are 

integral components of processing theory rather than shortcuts to faster processing, and; 

(c) successful learning is no longer linked to the learners’ frequency of strategy use, but 

to their orchestration of strategies available to them. He also argued that a strategy is 

more appropriately described in terms of thinking rather than doing and that categories 
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of strategies can be reduced to cognitive and metacognitive strategies with other 

conventionally proposed categories subsumed into these two. 

In response to a series of criticisms and proposals regarding the theoretical 

robustness of language learning strategies, Oxford (2011) presented a new all-

encompassing framework called the Strategic Self-Regulation (S2R) Model of language 

learning. Drawing upon cognitive, affective, and sociocultural theories of SLA and 

general education, she classified strategies into three categories: cognitive, affective, 

and sociocultural-interactive strategies. She also emphasizes the function of 

metastrategies—metacognitive, meta-affective, and metasociocultural-interactive 

strategies—that regulate the use of their corresponding strategies—cognitive, affective, 

and sociocultural-interactive strategies. She argued that introducing these concepts 

addresses learners’ need to manage cognition, affect, and social interaction. 

Language learning strategies research has reemerged after several years of 

inactivity, and in its new form, writers have made an effort to reinforce the theoretical 

robustness, adopt a more process orientation, and integrate socio-affective aspects of 

human language learning into the models of strategy use. Drawing on Afflerbach, 

Pearson, and Paris (2008), Oxford (2011) defined self-regulated L2 learning strategies 

as “deliberate, goal-directed attempts to manage and control efforts to learn the L2” (p. 

12). In the current study, I endorse this renewed initiative while supporting Macaro’s 

conceptualization of strategies as integral components of language processing. 
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Language Learning Strategies and L2 Learning Success 

Research into language learning strategies originates in the good language 

learner (GLL) studies (e.g., Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, & Todeco, 1978; Rubin, 1975; 

Stern, 1975; Stevick, 1989). In her seminal article, based on her observation of video-

recorded ESL learners’ interactions, Rubin (1975) defined the good language learner as 

a person who (a) is a willing and accurate guesser, (b) has a strong drive to 

communicate, (c) is not often inhibited, (d) is prepared to attend to form, (e) practices 

by seeking out opportunities to use the language, (f) monitors his or her own and the 

speech of others, and (g) attends to meaning. These learner characteristics are still 

important in individual differences research. 

The motivation to clarify the factors contributing to L2 success developed into 

studies investigating the relationship between learning strategies and language learning. 

O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Küpper, & Russo (1985), comparing the 

strategies used by beginning and intermediate-proficiency ESL students, observed that 

intermediate-proficiency students tended to use metacognitive strategies more often 

than low-proficiency students. The authors suggested that high-proficiency students’ 

greater linguistic development enabled them to attend to metacognitive control in 

addition to other areas of language learning. Ehrman and Oxford (1995) reported that 

cognitive aptitude as well as cognitive strategies correlated strongly with L2 proficiency. 

Green and Oxford (1995) stated that higher proficiency learners reported a greater use 

of learning strategies of all kinds. Correlations between successful learners and their use 
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of strategies were reported; however, evidence that use of language learning strategies 

led to acquisition was lacking. 

In many Asian countries, where English is taught as a foreign language, 

learners’ mastery of English depends strongly on their volition and conscious effort, 

leading to a strong research interest in language learning strategies. In Japan, Takeuchi 

(2003), reviewing language learning strategy research both in and outside of Japan, 

argued that effective learners use a variety of metacognitive strategies, find as many 

language use opportunities as possible, and “push themselves into a situation where 

they had to use a slightly more advanced form of the foreign language to finish the task 

at hand” (p. 387). 

Sick (2006) investigated the relative influences of language aptitude, motivation, 

strategy use, and confidence on achievement at a prestigious private Japanese high 

school. The results and subsequent conceptual modeling showed that (a) motivation and 

aptitude were the primary predictors of achievement, (b) linguistic self-confidence was 

influenced by motivation and achievement, and (c) strategy use had a negative 

association with achievement when motivation was controlled for. Sick argued, with 

reservations, that this negative relationship occurred because more successful learners 

employed fewer strategies as a consequence of a diminishing need to use strategies. He 

also pointed out that Oxford’s (1990) SILL explores the frequency of use of general 

strategies instead of learners’ appropriate and efficacious use of such strategies, making 

it difficult to assess the cognitive processes that impact proficiency development. 
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Another study by Lai (2009) revealed positive correlations between learners’ use 

of language learning strategies and their foreign language proficiency. Lai investigated 

language learning strategies used by 418 EFL learners at a university in Taiwan who 

were grouped into three proficiency levels. Using the SILL and an English proficiency 

test comprised of listening, reading, and grammar sections, she found that all three 

groups used compensation strategies most often. She also discovered that high-

proficiency students used more learning strategies, especially cognitive and 

metacognitive strategies, while low-proficiency students preferred social and memory 

strategies. Lai argued that cognitive and metacognitive strategies might be two types of 

strategies essential for successful language learning, and that the proficient learners use 

these strategies because they were capable of using them. Strategies that distinguished 

more-proficient from less-proficient learners were centering, arranging, and planning 

one’s learning; using analysis and reasoning; and practicing sounds and speaking. 

The conflicting research findings regarding the relationship between strategy use 

and learner success show the limitations of self-report instruments. In order to obtain a 

clearer picture of how strategies facilitate learners’ language development, strategies 

need to be investigated with an effort to make plausible connections between learners’ 

linguistic output and the kinds of strategies they use. 

 

Skill-Specific Language Learning Strategies and L2 Grammar 

In an effort to provide practical insights into instruction, researchers have 

investigated the impact of strategies on skill-related outcomes such as reading, writing, 
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listening, speaking, and vocabulary. Among these, writing requires knowledge of L2 

grammar for production while listening and speaking require proceduralized or 

automatized grammar knowledge for real-time processing. These three skill areas have 

long been neglected in English classes at Japanese high schools. 

In the language classroom, writing can be seen as an extension of grammar 

learning on the one hand, and the communication of meaning on the other (Gordon, 

2008, p. 244). Skilled L2 writers are thus likely to be those who can learn grammar 

successfully from the early stages of foreign language acquisition and then apply that 

knowledge when conveying messages via writing as more advanced learners. In a study 

comparing proficient and less-proficient L2 writers of Arabic, Khaldieh (2000) pointed 

out that both groups were active strategy users, but the less-proficient writers’ 

performance was undermined by deficiencies in linguistic knowledge as well as by high 

levels of anxiety, frustration, and negative attitudes toward writing. The lack of basic 

linguistic knowledge diminished the utility of strategy use, indicating that the impact of 

strategy use is constrained by the amount of knowledge and skill learners already have. 

A similar phenomenon concerning prior linguistic knowledge and strategy use 

has been observed for L2 vocabulary strategies. Liu and Nation (1985) found that in 

order to use the guessing from context strategy, learners needed to know about 95% of 

the running words in the text. Conversely, a number of researchers have shown the 

effectiveness of deliberate, effortful, and systematic learning of vocabulary (Laufer, 

2006). For example, Fan (2003) identified two strategies that distinguished successful 

L2 vocabulary learners among Hong Kong ESL students: reading extensively outside 
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the class and attending to words and expressions used by classmates and teachers. As 

Moir and Nation (2008) concluded, learners’ willingness to autonomously take control 

of learning and their ability to reflect upon their approach to learning, that is, applying 

metacognitive strategies, seem to be important for successful vocabulary learning. 

L2 listening researchers have also identified strategies employed by successful 

learners. In O’Malley, Chamot, and Küpper’s (1989) study, the more effective EFL 

students used more strategies involving self-monitoring (checking comprehension and 

understanding), elaboration (relating new information to prior knowledge), and 

inferencing (using information to guess at meaning or to complete missing ideas) than 

their less effective counterparts. Vandergrift (1998), following the think-aloud 

procedure that O’Malley et al. used, argued that successful L2 listening required 

learners to overcome cognitive constraints imposed by real-time processing. His study 

indicated that learners needed to avoid overloading short-term memory by focusing on 

semantic cues efficiently, resisting the urge to translate, and chunking large units of 

meaning. Again, however, the effectiveness of these strategies was strongly influenced 

by learners’ linguistic knowledge. Those who had more linguistic knowledge were able 

to gain a clearer image of the text earlier in the listening process and therefore did not 

have to rely too much on schematic knowledge to understand the gist of the text 

correctly (p. 393). In other words, listening strategies worked better for those who 

already had a certain amount of proceduralized L2 grammar knowledge. 

Like listening, L2 speaking is strongly constrained by real-time processing 

demands. L2 speaking strategy researchers, therefore, have investigated communication 
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strategies (CSs), such as compensation strategies. For example, in a study of 53 novice 

French learners’ use of communication strategies, Labarca and Khanji (1986) found 

negative correlations between their use of communication strategies and oral 

proficiency ratings, suggesting that the more proficient learners used fewer strategies. 

In contrast, Nakatani (2010) reported that, among 62 Japanese EFL learners, the 

high-proficiency group used more social affective strategies (e.g., controlling one’s 

feelings to reduce anxiety), fluency-oriented strategies (e.g., keeping conversation flow, 

speaking clearly and loudly), and negotiation-for-meaning strategies (e.g., making sure 

the listener understands), suggesting a potential benefit of teaching communication 

strategies to learners studying in EFL environments. He noted, however, that the effects 

of strategy instruction were limited for the low-proficiency participants, who lacked 

sufficient strategic or linguistic knowledge for spontaneous communication. He also 

argued that it was difficult to establish causality between communication strategies and 

target language development because the participants’ output, which was modified by 

negotiation of meaning, did not provide clear evidence of accuracy improvement. In 

other words, the communication strategies facilitated interpersonal communication, but 

they did not ensure L2 grammar development. 

In Littlemore’s (2003) experimental study, 82 French-speaking university-level 

learners were asked to record what they saw in a booklet (plants and animals whose 

English names were unknown to most participants) either by naming it or by using 

another way so that an English speaker could later listen to the recording and identify 

the objects. On the basis of the correlations between the scores of learners’ 
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communicative effectiveness and the frequencies of their strategy use, she concluded 

that reconceptualization strategies, such as describing the individual features of the 

target item analytically, were the most effective: for example, “It has a red part at the 

top and a white part at the bottom” (a radish), and “This is something that you can eat” 

(squid). To use this type of strategy, however, learners needed sufficient lexical and 

linguistic knowledge to describe different aspects of these objects. It can be inferred that 

the relative effectiveness of such communication or compensation strategies depends on 

the extent to which those strategies require prior linguistic and strategic competence. 

In a recent meta-analytic study of 61 strategy instruction (SI) reports, Plonsky 

(2011) presented data indicating that (a) instruction of cognitive strategies is more 

effective (d = 0.48) than that of metacognitive strategies (d = 0.24), (b) strategy 

instruction is more effective for more advanced students (d = 0.23 for secondary 

students; d = 0.55 for post-secondary students), and (c) the effects of strategy 

instruction differ depending on the outcome variables. There were medium to large 

effects for reading, speaking, vocabulary, pronunciation, and strategy use, more modest 

effects for writing and attitude toward language learning, and negligible effects for 

listening, grammar, and general language ability. These results suggested that cognitive 

strategies have considerable potential for improving learners’ proficiency, but strategy 

instruction is constrained by learners’ current proficiency level. Considering the extent 

to which L2 grammar underlies learners’ overall proficiency and the fact that 

intermediate proficiency learners in foreign language contexts often have difficulty 
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proceduralizing their grammatical knowledge, an investigation into strategies pertaining 

to this area requires more attention. 

 

Research into L2 Grammar Learning Strategies 

Compared with investigations of general language learning strategies and 

investigations of skill-specific strategies, research conducted on L2 grammar strategies 

is limited. 

Kemp (2007) investigated grammar learning strategies by 144 multilinguals 

aged 17 to 71 in Scotland. He developed a 40-item questionnaire, each item describing a 

strategy for learning or using grammar. The items were based on strategies 

recommended by textbooks or adapted from Oxford (1990). For example, the Memory 

for Grammar category includes I put the new structure in a sentence so I can remember 

it, and the Thinking about Grammar category includes I attend to my grammar when I 

communicate outside the classroom. One-tailed Spearman ranked correlation coefficient 

analyses indicated that the more languages multilinguals know, (a) the greater the 

number of strategies they use, (b) the more often they use them, and (c) the greater the 

number of those who report using idiosyncratic strategies in addition to the ones listed 

on the questionnaire. He suggested that multilinguals have learned to use their working 

memory capacity more efficiently and focus more attention on important information in 

the input, thereby enabling accelerated acquisition because they have automatized their 

strategic processing of grammar learning (p. 256). The strategic selection of important 

information in the input seems crucial for the efficient acquisition of the target language. 
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The question remains, however, as to what kinds of linguistic information in the input 

were more instrumental in facilitating acquisition or whether there was a relationship 

between specific grammar structures and the strategies the learners used. 

This issue was addressed by Konishi and Tarone (2004), who investigated the 

syntactic patterns used by fluent native English speakers in compensatory strategies to 

refer to items for which either they or their non-native interlocutor did not know the 

name. A total of 30 native speakers of North American English were asked to role-play 

a series of 15 situations. In each situation, they needed to refer to certain items (e.g., 

rhinoceros, oak, pliers, and furnace), but they had to use alternative expressions 

because the Japanese interlocutor, role-played by one of the researchers, did not know 

the target word. 

After analyzing the transcribed data, Konishi and Tarone found that native 

speakers extensively used post-modification to explain a function (e.g., A furnace is 

something that keeps the room warm.) and premodification to refer to appearance (e.g., 

An oak is a, is a large, very large tree.). They suggested that teaching these 

communication strategies in combination with the accompanying syntactic patterns can 

improve students’ ability to use the second language as well as their mastery of a core 

set of English syntactic patterns. Although this study was conducted in the 

communication strategies framework, it highlighted the importance of proceduralizing 

syntactic patterns for successful oral communication, especially for learners whose L1 

syntactic patterns differ considerably from those of the target language. 
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Cohen, Pinilla-Herrera, Thompson, and Witzig (2011) developed and evaluated 

the effectiveness of a learner strategy website for Spanish grammar. They first 

identified Spanish grammar forms that L2 learners considered problematic, such as 

mood, pronouns, tense/aspect, ser and estar, por vs. para, and gender/agreement. They 

then invited students and nonnative teachers of Spanish to interview sessions, in which 

the interviewees’ accounts of Spanish grammar learning strategies were videotaped. 

Digitalized video clips considered beneficial to learners were selected and uploaded 

onto the website with other types of study tips such as notes, mnemonics, diagrams, and 

chants. For example, in the ser and estar section, the website provided an acronym to 

help learners remember when to use one over the other, a video clip in which a learner 

discussed how she used context to understand the nuance of ser, and a rhyme for 

memorizing the differences between the two options. 

The authors argued that the users’ ratings of perceived usefulness of those 

strategies indicated the website’s potential for “supporting learners in remembering and 

correctly using various grammatical forms that had previously been problematic for 

them” (p. 167). As the authors maintained, however, the results had limitations in that 

there was no verification of proficiency gains and the number of participants was small 

(N = 15). Nevertheless, Cohen et al.’s study is an important effort to address the gap in 

the research and provides implications for improving the current grammar instruction in 

Japan because the grammar items covered on the website were selected based on the 

communicative needs of the learners instead of their need to obtain better scores on 

grammar examinations. 
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Oxford’s (2011) Framework and SLA Theories 

When putting SLA theories into practice, drawing upon cognitive perspectives 

alone does not suffice. Students in foreign language classrooms are constrained by not 

only cognitive but also by affective and sociocultural factors. In communication-

oriented language programs in particular, successful instruction and learning depend 

upon the learners’ motivation, attitude, and classroom dynamics. 

It is an interesting parallel that the three traditions of SLA research summarized 

by Johnson (2004)—behaviorist, cognitive-computational, and dialogical approaches—

resemble the three categories of human learning—psychomotor, cognitive, and affective 

domains—proposed by Bloom (1956) and others. The field of speech communication, 

which bears strong relevance to language teaching, also adopts similar categories—skill, 

knowledge, and motivation—to describe the constructs of human communication 

(Morreale, Spitzberg, & Barge, 2001). A balanced incorporation of insights from all of 

these taxonomies is appropriate not only in curriculum development but also for 

investigating various aspects of L2 grammar strategies. 

In Oxford’s (2011) new framework, the Strategic Self-Regulation (S2 R) Model, 

Bloom’s psychomotor and cognitive domains are subsumed in cognitive strategies 

while the affective domain is divided into affective and sociocultural-interactive 

strategies. Each category has an additional dimension called metastrategies, which is 

made of metacognitive, meta-affective, and meta-sociocultural-interactive strategies. 

These masterstrategies are informed by their underlying metaknowledge, which 
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includes person knowledge, group or culture knowledge, task knowledge, whole-

process knowledge, strategy knowledge, and conditional knowledge. 

 

 

Masterstrategies for General Management and Control 

Paying Attention, Planning, Obtaining and Using Resources, Organizing 

Implementing Plans, Orchestrating Strategy Use, Monitoring, and Evaluating 

 

 

Cognitive Strategies 

1. Using the Senses to Understand 

and Remember 

2. Activating Knowledge 

3. Reasoning 

4. Conceptualizing with Details (e.g., 

analyzing, comparing) 

5. Conceptualizing Broadly (e.g., 

synthesizing, summarizing) 

6. Going Beyond the Immediate 

Data (e.g., guessing, predicting) 

Affective Strategies 

1. Activating Supportive 

Emotions, Beliefs, and 

Attitudes 

2. Generating and 

Maintaining Motivation 

Sociocultural-Interactive 

Strategies 

1. Interacting to Learn and 

Communicate 

2. Overcoming Knowledge Gaps 

in Communicating 

3. Dealing with Sociocultural 

Contexts and Identities 

 

Figure 1. Oxford’s Strategic Self-Regulation (S2 R) Model (based on Oxford, 2011, p. 

24). 

 

However, it is difficult to conceptualize metastrategies for all three dimensions. 

For example, as McDonough (2012) argued, a meta-affective strategy can be construed 

as a cognitive operation. Oxford also introduced the concept of tactics to refer to “the 

very particular applications of strategies and masterstrategies in real-life situations for 

specific purposes and needs” (p. 41). Oxford’s new model is a rather complicated model 

Metacognitive 
Strategies 

Meta-affective 
Strategies 

Meta-SI 
Strategies 
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for empirical testing, yet it provides insights into a comprehensive integration of current 

SLA theories, especially Vygotsky’s (1981) sociocultural model. 

The learning of L2 grammar encompasses all three categories of strategies; 

however, the acquisition of L2 grammar is arguably most closely connected with 

cognitive and metacognitive strategies. For example, planning for cognition, one of the 

metacognitive (or master) strategies in Oxford’s (2011) model, includes the following 

specific strategy, or what Oxford calls a tactic: For a given task, I have to figure out my 

goals: whether I should emphasize communicative fluency or accuracy of using 

grammar and vocabulary. Sometimes my goal can be both at the same time (p. 102). 

This type of metacognitive thinking by EFL learners is instrumental in making the best 

use of their limited linguistic capacity and engaging in fluency-inducing practice. An 

example of a cognitive strategy related to L2 grammar includes I say the dialogue in L2 

out loud to myself many times so it will stick in my mind (p. 109). In this study, I draw 

on Oxford’s (2011) model, focusing on the cognitive and metacognitive domains but 

with full awareness of their interconnectedness with affective and sociocultural aspects 

of language learning. 

 

Oral Fluency and the Proceduralization of L2 Grammar 

In this section, research into oral fluency is reviewed in terms of its relevance to 

the Japanese context, its connection to human cognitive processes, and its relationship 

with theories of instructed SLA, in particular the noticing hypothesis. The importance of 

viewing fluency as a manifestation of cognitive functioning is discussed. 
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Oral Fluency in the Japanese Context 

In Japanese junior and senior high schools, learners of English do not usually 

have many opportunities for one-on-one interactions with fluent English speakers, nor 

do they have much exposure to natural English input outside the classroom. The 

resultant lack of stored knowledge of multiword units (Nation, 2013), or formulaic 

sequences (Wray & Perkins, 2000), makes it difficult for them to engage in real-time 

conversations that require rapid processing of input and output. 

Drawing upon Ellis (2001) and Pawley and Syder (1983), Nation (2013) argued 

that native speakers can produce language fluently and appropriately because “units of 

language of clause length or longer are stored as chunks in the memory” (p. 483). He 

suggested that frequent multiword units need to be taught and learned based on what he 

calls the four-strand approach, which consists of meaning-focused input, meaning-

focused output, language-focused learning, and fluency development. Wood (2010) 

investigated the oral fluency development of 11 adult L2 English learners in Canada, 

and found evidence that formulaic language promotes oral fluency. He reported that his 

participants’ oral fluency development, or increased length of runs in retelling tasks, 

was due to (a) the use of self-talk and fillers, (b) repetition of formulas in a run, (c) the 

use of multiple formulas to extend a run, (d) the use of formulas as rhetorical devices 

(e.g., discourse markers), and (e) repeated reliance on one formula or filler. 

On the other hand, in order to be fluent in ever-changing communicative 

situations, L2 learners also need the ability to rapidly create morphosyntactic forms that 
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are based on the application of rules rather than on accessing stored knowledge of 

multiword units. It is impractical to expect that a typical EFL learner can learn all the 

formulaic expressions necessary for daily communication. Moreover, multiword units 

need to be combined to create meaningful discourse and that requires knowledge of 

syntax. Learners have to balance the use of both the exemplar-based and the rule-based 

systems (Skehan, 1998). L2 fluency development therefore is necessarily comprised of 

gaining control of both lexicalized and non-lexicalized grammar structures during on-

line communication. 

If the goal of classroom instruction is to develop individuals with native-like 

speaking competence, the evidence seems to favor focusing on the teaching of formulas. 

However, if the goal is to develop learners who can understand the target language and 

produce it creatively and intelligibly, then the instructional focus should be placed on 

both the mastery of frequently-used multiword units and on the strategic learning, 

proceduralization, and automatization of L2 grammar rules. 

 

Theoretical Framework of L2 Oral Fluency 

Valuable insights into the connections between L2 oral fluency and L2 grammar 

learning strategies are provided by Segalowitz (2010). His L2 fluency framework 

(Figure 2) depicts the relationships among the sources influencing L2 speech production 

(central oval), namely, cognitive perceptual processing systems, motivation to 

communicate, an interactive communicative (social) context, and fluency-relevant 

perceptual and cognitive experiences such as exposure to L2 input and opportunities for 
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practice. A comparison between this conceptual representation and Oxford’s (2011) 

framework reveals the interconnectedness of the cognitive, affective, and sociocultural-

interactive domains in the development of L2 oral fluency. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2. Framework of L2 fluency. Adapted from N. Segalowitz, 2010, Cognitive bases 

of second language fluency, p. 164. Copyright 2010 by Routledge. 

 

For assessing L2 oral fluency, Segalowitz (2010) proposed both quantitative 

indicators (speech rate, phonation/time ratio, articulation rate, and mean length of runs) 

and qualitative criteria (syntactic phrases, collocations, generalized productive frames, 

fillers, and lexical phrases). The former represent the degree of proceduralization of L2 

grammar while the latter represent the content of learners’ L2 grammar, or lexico-

grammar, knowledge. He referred to the Motivational L2 Self System (Dörnyei & 

Ushioda, 2009) as a significant element in the motivation module of this framework. 
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Based on his cognitive science perspective on L2 fluency, he provided three suggestions 

for L2 fluency development (pp. 173-178). 

The first suggestion concerns transfer appropriate processing (TAP), which is 

defined as the kinds of mental processing at the time of learning that match those that 

will be elicited in the transfer context. In other words, TAP refers to simulating mental 

processing to prepare for communication in natural settings. This suggestion involves 

promoting forms of cognitive processing such as Tomasello’s (2003) notion of joint 

attention in which individuals monitor each other’s attention while attending to the 

objects and events that are being talked about, and intention reading, which involves 

trying to understand the social intention of the other person. His second suggestion 

concerns helping learners to perceive and use linguistic resources as linguistic 

affordances, or helping them appropriately exploit linguistic resources, such as 

vocabulary, fixed expressions, syntactic devices, prosody, and sociolinguistic features, 

to perform particular speech acts. His final point concerns providing activities that are 

inherently repetitive in order to activate and reactivate the same set of cognitive 

processes and to develop cognitive fluency, which is highly efficient cognitive 

processing mechanisms underlying the planning, assembly, and execution of the target 

L2 utterances. 

All of these suggestions are primarily concerned with the cognitive perceptual 

processing systems in his framework (the left square in Figure 2). These systems 

contain Segalowitz’s reformulation of Levelt’s (1989, 1999) model of speech 

production consisting of the three stages of conceptualization, formulation, and 
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articulation. Segalowitz (2010) has argued that within these three stages of speech 

production are hidden what he terms “fluency vulnerability points” (p. 9). These are 

areas where underlying processing difficulties can cause L2 speech dysfluencies. 

Bygate (2005) drew on Levelt’s model from another perspective. He 

conceptualized L2 oral expertise as a combination of both the oral language repertoires 

and the processes for using them (p. 107). Just as expert tennis players can use strategic 

combinations of moves or routines, expert speakers can be regarded as those who have 

oral language repertoires stored as readily available routines, which includes discourse 

repertoires, adjacency repertoires, syntactico-grammar, lexico-grammar, phonological 

store, and articulatory repertoire. He emphasized that, in processing these repertoires, 

the higher structures, such as discourse, coordinate the lower ones, such as lexico-

grammar and syntactico-grammar. Therefore, the lower level skills need practicing in 

the context of higher level processes of discourse. Such conceptualization can play a 

key role in addressing the issue of dysfluency in Segalowitz’s (2010) fluency 

vulnerability points. 

Table 1 represents a simplified adaptation of Levelt’s (1989) model that 

integrates both Segalowitz’s (2010) concept of fluency vulnerability points and 

Bygate’s (2005) concept of L2 oral language repertoires. In an EFL environment where 

learners are not provided with sufficient opportunities to learn L2 oral skills in natural 

settings, the awareness of such vulnerability points and the strategic learning of oral 

language repertoires are necessary in order to efficiently develop oral fluency. 
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Table 1. Fluency Vulnerability Points and Relevant Oral Language Repertoires 

Speech production 
processes 

(Levelt, 1989) 
Fluency vulnerability points 

(Segalowitz, 2010) 
Oral language repertoires 

(Bygate, 2005) 
Conceptualization 
 

Microplanning: planning what to 
say within the learner’s linguistic 
limitations 
 

Macroplanning, which precedes 
microplanning, is not influenced 
by the constraints of L2. 

 

Discourse repertoires, e.g., 
small talk, discussion, narrative 
 
Adjacency repertoires, e.g., turn-
taking, repair, sequences 
 
Situational knowledge 
 
Background knowledge 
 

Formulation Grammatical encoding 
 
Lexical retrieval (linked to 
grammatical encoding) 
 
Morpho-phonological encoding 
 
Phonetic encoding 
 

Syntactico-grammar 
 
Lexico-grammar 
 
 
Phonological store 
 

Articulation 
 

Articulation Articulatory repertoire 

Monitoring Self-perception (Self-monitoring) Monitoring 

 

Among Segalowitz’s (2010) seven fluency vulnerability points (the middle 

column), the lexical retrieval problem hinders L2 learners’ fluency in multiple ways. 

For example, the use of lexical items involves knowing what forms to choose (e.g., 

count vs. noncount nouns) as well as how to connect them with other items (transitive 

vs. intransitive), which is a task that requires grammatical encoding. Lexical items need 

to be encoded into correct or at least comprehensible phonemes if they are to serve their 

communicative purposes. Furthermore, what L2 speakers plan or are willing to say is 

constrained by the number of lexical items available to them; thus, lexical retrieval and 

grammatical encoding constitute major roadblocks to developing oral fluency. Helping 

learners overcome such roadblocks has been one of the main concerns in research on 

instructed SLA. 
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Treatment Options of L2 Grammar in Instructed SLA 

The impact of L2 grammar teaching on second language acquisition has been 

studied under such terms as instructed SLA (Doughty, 2003) and classroom SLA (Ellis, 

2008). As the terms indicate, the studies in these fields have been designed to discover 

ways to enhance L2 acquisition by adult (or post critical period) learners whose learning 

is insufficient if left to naturalistic exposure alone. The pedagogical procedures 

investigated in these studies were strongly influenced by dominant claims and 

hypotheses in the field. 

For example, Krashen’s (1985) Monitor Theory consists of five influential 

hypotheses: the acquisition-learning hypothesis, the monitor hypothesis, the natural 

order hypothesis, the input hypothesis, and the affective filter hypothesis. He 

maintained that acquisition and learning are two different processes and thus what is 

explicitly learned cannot lead to acquisition. He argued that the only way to acquire a 

language is through processing comprehensible input, that is, through understanding the 

message in the input. Long’s (1983, 1996) Interaction Hypothesis posits that, in order to 

make input comprehensible, negotiation of meaning is crucial between the provider of 

input (e.g., a native speaker or a more proficient learner) and its recipient (e.g., a non-

native speaker or a less proficient learner). Strategies to make input more 

comprehensible include repetition of words and phrases, confirmation checks, 

comprehension checks, and clarification requests (Long, 1983). Swain (1985, 1995) 

presented the Comprehensible Output Hypothesis to make a case for output processing 
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in addition to the processing of comprehensible input as a prerequisite for second 

language acquisition. Although language acquisition is far from linear, the 

computational metaphor of input, intake, developing system, and output (VanPatten, 

1996, p. 154) is the common denominator of current SLA models, and it guides the 

theorizing behind a variety of pedagogical methods and L2 grammar instruction. 

Based on the concepts of implicit/explicit learning (DeKeyser, 2003) and the 

focus on forms (FonFs)/focus on form (FonF) approaches (Long, 1991), Oxford and 

Lee (2007) categorized classroom treatments of L2 grammar into four modes. The focus 

on meaning (FonM) mode emphasizes helping learners acquire grammar naturalistically. 

In the second mode, focus on form (FonF), learners’ primary focus is on meaning, but 

their attention shift to linguistic form when the need arises incidentally, such as when 

they encounter communication problems in completing a task. The third mode, explicit-

inductive focus on forms (FonFs: explicit-inductive), asks students to pay attention to 

specific forms and discover the underlying rules. The fourth mode, explicit-deductive 

focus on forms (FonFs: explicit deductive), presents students with rules and example 

sentences, expecting them to apply these rules to relevant situations. 

In the fields of SLA and TESOL, a variety of tasks, activities, and practices have 

been devised to help learners acquire English grammar. Table 2 shows different 

approaches to L2 grammar instruction, which are categorized according to (a) the main 

focus of learners’ language processing (i.e., input, interaction, or output) and (b) the 

four modes of grammar instruction mentioned above. Some of these approaches and 
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techniques are used in Japanese secondary schools; others are used as instructional 

treatment options in SLA research (Doughty & Williams, 1998; Williams, 2005). 

 

Table 2. Options for L2 Grammar Instruction (based on Oxford & Lee, 2007)  

Input Interaction Output 

FonM (implicit)                           

Oral introduction 

 
Small talk 
Q & A on text content 
Discussion 
Debate 
 

 
Speech 
Presentation 
Quick writing 

FonF (implicit)                           
Input enhancement 
Input flood 

Dictation 

 
Recast 
Information gap 
Problem solving 
Negotiation of meaning 
Strategic interaction 

 
Picture description 
Summarizing 
Retelling 
Reproduction 
Output enhancement  

FonFs (explicit-inductive) 
Consciousness-raising 
Input processing 

Garden path 

 
Metalinguistic feedback 
Corrective feedback 
Forms-focused pair 

work 
Discussing grammar in 

the L2 

 
Output practice 
Dictogloss 
Phrase reading 
Repeating 
Shadowing 
Read and look up 
Recitation 

FonFs (explicit-deductive) 
Explicit grammar 
explanations 
Grammar translation 

 
Discussing grammar in 

the L1 

 
Pattern practice 

L1 ⇒ L2 translation 
Gap-filling quizzes 
Word order practice 

 

Those listed in the explicit-deductive FonFs category are used frequently in 

Japanese secondary schools, while those in the FonF category are often used in 

classroom-oriented SLA research. Those techniques that are listed in the FonM category 

might not primarily be used to teach grammar per se but they are used to develop 

learners’ interlanguage, or the L2 grammar system, implicitly. It should be noted that 
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the distinction between FonF and explicit-inductive FonFs is not definite but considered 

part of the implicit-explicit or unobtrusive-obtrusive continuum. In fact, some activities 

in the latter category are regarded as FonF activities by Doughty and Williams (1998). 

Ellis, Loewen, and Elder (2009) investigated the effects of several types of form-

focused instruction by using newly developed implicit knowledge measures. The results 

indicated that output-based instruction of the present-practice-produce kind surpassed 

input-based instruction while explicit corrective feedback involving metalinguistic cues 

surpassed implicit corrective feedback in producing gains in implicit knowledge. This 

finding is consistent with the results of Norris and Ortega’s (2000) meta-analytic study, 

in which they investigated the effects of 49 studies on L2 instruction to assess the 

effectiveness of explicit/implicit instruction. The results showed that explicit instruction 

was significantly more effective than implicit instruction, and that the effects of form-

focused instruction were durable. 

However, these quantitative analyses cannot provide sufficient insight regarding 

the extent to which learners draw on their implicit or explicit learning capacities or how 

they balance both. Another piece of missing information is how form-focused 

instruction might have changed the quality of learners’ declarative knowledge of target 

grammar. This information is crucial in understanding the dynamic interface between 

declarative and procedural knowledge. 
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Noticing and Proceduralizing L2 Grammar 

The dominant theoretical rationale underlying instructed SLA is the noticing 

hypothesis (Schmidt, 1990; Schmidt & Frota, 1986), which posits that learners need to 

notice L2 forms to convert input into intake. Except for the case of truly implicit 

grammar learning, such as FonM, noticing is considered central to the learning of L2 

grammar. In reviewing studies on the role of awareness and noticing in learning, 

Robinson (2003) argued that, despite controversies regarding the necessity of noticing 

and awareness as compared to that of attention, research results are consistent with 

Schmidt’s hypothesis (p. 640). 

To clarify the notion of noticing from a more formal theoretical perspective, 

Truscot and Sharwood Smith (2011) drew on a cognitive framework hypothesized to be 

composed of a core language system, including phonological and syntactic structures, 

and other interconnected systems, including conceptual structures, affective structures, 

articulatory systems, and perceptual systems. Each of these systems contains both an 

information store of representations and a computational system. They argued that, in a 

cognitive theory, the objects of consciousness are representations stored and created in 

these modules. More importantly, they pointed out that perceptual and affective 

representations—sights, sounds, sensations, mental images, the voice inside the head, 

and emotions—tend to be conscious (i.e., to have high activation levels), while 

nonperceptual representations (e.g., conceptual representations) are not. This means that 

emotions can be felt, but language processing is outside of individuals’ consciousness. 
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Based on this framework, Truscot and Sharwood Smith argued that noticing is a 

process by which a portion of auditory or visual input (a perceptual representation) is 

selected for additional cognitive processing. This process creates conscious awareness 

via an affective representation. In other words, noticing is an instance in which an L2 

learner has an emotional sense of understanding or rightness as a result of a linguistic 

form being isolated from the input and creating a new representation, which in itself is 

done implicitly. In a similar vein, they explained that noticing the gap is accompanied 

by a conscious experience of wrongness, which results from the corresponding affective 

representation. They concluded that noticing contributes to the acquisition of 

metalinguistic knowledge (i.e., learning) but does not play a direct role in developing 

the language module (i.e., acquisition). In other words, noticing is conceptualized not as 

a cause but a result of the syntactic processor’s autonomous induction process. 

This claim is connected to the interface debate, which has been centered on three 

positions. The non-interface position (Krashen, 1985; Paradis, 2009) was based on the 

position that linguistic competence (or implicit knowledge) remains unaffected by 

instruction (or explicit knowledge). Proponents of the weak interface position (N. Ellis, 

2005; R. Ellis, 2008; Schmidt & Frota, 1986; Sharwood Smith, 1981) have postulated 

that certain instructional techniques help learners notice and eventually acquire certain 

linguistic features. The strong interface position (e.g., DeKeyser, 2003) is the notion 

that, through practice, declarative knowledge can be converted into procedural 

knowledge that is accessible in the same way as implicitly acquired knowledge. 
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Regardless of the varying stances toward this issue, however, learners eventually 

have to develop implicit or proceduralized knowledge to engage in real-time 

communication. To investigate this process, DeKeyser (2009) argued, the declarative-

procedural-automatized distinction is more useful than the implicit-explicit distinction, 

which he believes is more amenable for assessing learners’ linguistic knowledge at a 

given point in time. Johnson (1996) drew on this three-stage model (Anderson, 1982) to 

propose a framework for learning English as skill acquisition, also allowing for cases in 

which procedural knowledge is acquired directly without passing through the 

declarative stage. 

According to Anderson’s ACT-R (Adaptive Control of Thought—Rational) 

framework (Anderson, 1996; Anderson & Lebiere, 1998; Anderson et al., 2004), 

declarative knowledge is created when the cognitive system recognizes an object in the 

environment in the form of chunks. This process involves categorizing an object based 

on its features (similar to noticing). Procedural knowledge is composed of production 

rules that stipulate how these chunks in the declarative knowledge store can be used to 

solve problems. This process is promoted by mimicking exemplars and by utilizing 

instruction that makes the correct chunks more salient. Production rules can be 

combined to form new unified production rules. 

This framework provides several important suggestions related to the 

proceduralization of L2 grammar knowledge. First, to acquire a complex competence, 

one must acquire all the knowledge components of that competence one by one. Second, 

the selection of the appropriate knowledge in a particular context is based on Bayesian 
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inference, which is a combination of the odds that the item has been useful in the past 

and an estimate that it will be useful given the current context. In addition, chunks in 

declarative memory and production rules are connected by the goal module in the 

cognitive architecture. Considering the large number of knowledge components that L2 

learners has to learn, and the number of components to choose from when producing 

language in different contexts, the process of goal-directed knowledge selection is an 

important aspect involved in the proceduralization of L2 grammar. 

Provided that learners have acquired chunks of declarative knowledge and the 

production rules to use them, proceduralization takes place via use. DeKeyser (2007) 

argued that the skill acquisition process stretching from the initial declarative stage to 

the automatized stage follows what is called the power law of practice, with the initial 

shift from the declarative stage to the procedural stage progressing much more quickly 

than the following more gradual, asymptotic trajectory of automatization. DeKeyser’s 

(1997) experimental study is often cited as evidence of this trend. 

From a connectionist perspective, Ellis (2005) argued that even though explicit 

and implicit learning are supported by different parts of the brain, the interface is 

dynamic and consciousness plays a major role in proceduralizing declarative knowledge. 

He also maintained that practice for proceduralization results in: (a) improved access, 

(b) schematization and script-building, (c) chunking, and (d) automatization. His stance 

for the weak interface position is exemplified by his statement that “the echoes of our 

conscious experience live on in our unconscious” (p. 340). Ellis (2006) also explained 
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that selective attention (i.e., learned attention) acquired during L1 development makes 

some aspects of L2 grammar nonsalient and therefore difficult to notice. 

Paradis (2009) argued that the process that Ellis (2005) referred to as the 

interface is a misnomer because explicit knowledge is not converted to implicit 

procedure, and thus there is no interface. What happens, he argued, is that the formula 

or explicit metalinguistic knowledge helps learners to produce the correct form of the 

target language, and repeated conscious use of the correct form provides input from 

which intake is implicitly abstracted and tallied (p. 83). Paradis’ main argument 

represents the premise that learning and acquisition are separate entities. For him, there 

are two paths to fluency: speeded-up processing (i.e., expert learning) and 

automatization (i.e., acquisition). 

The preceding review regarding a proposed interface between different cognitive 

systems suggests that L2 learners proceduralize L2 grammar via multiple pathways. 

Creating a complete cognitive model for the entire proceduralization process is outside 

the scope of this study; however, it is important for learners to be aware of these 

different paths and consciously regulate and strategize their L2 grammar 

proceduralization process based on the research evidence currently available, including 

the interconnectedness between metacognition, cognition, and affect. 

 

L2 Grammar in Discourse 

In the preceding two sections I reviewed literature on (a) research into language 

learning strategies in different aspects of language learning, including that of L2 
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grammar, and (b) research into the cognitive account of oral fluency development and 

L2 grammar learning from current SLA perspectives. Building on the previous two 

sections’ focus on the process of L2 grammar learning, in this section I review literature 

on the content, or the construct, of L2 grammar as it relates to learning English as a 

foreign language. By delineating the boundaries of L2 grammar in relation to the other 

components of communicative competence, I try to further clarify what L2 grammar 

and L2 grammar proceduralization strategies entail. 

 

Defining L2 Grammar and L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies 

In traditional linguistics, the grammar of a language can be defined as “the 

principles or rules governing the form and meaning of words, phrases, clauses, and 

sentences” (Huddleston & Pullum, 2002, p. 3). Along with phonology, graphology, 

lexicon, and semantics, grammar constitutes a part of a complete description of a 

language. Grammar typically refers to morphosyntax in the field of linguistics. 

On the other hand, the concept of grammar in second/foreign language 

pedagogy has developed in tandem with the conceptualization of communicative 

competence, a term originally conceptualized by Hymes (1972). For example, Canale 

(1983), building on Canale and Swain (1980), proposed a four-component model of 

communicative competence, which consists of grammatical competence, sociolinguistic 

competence, strategic competence, and discourse competence. In this model, 

grammatical competence involved both grammatical knowledge and skill. In contrast, 

Bachman (1990) and Bachman and Palmer (1996, 2010) conceptualized that language 
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ability consists of language knowledge, strategic competence, and other components. In 

this model, shown in Table 3, grammatical knowledge is a subcomponent of a larger 

knowledge structure that refers to the knowledge of vocabulary, syntax, and 

phonology/graphology. 

 

Table 3. Components of Language Knowledge (based on Bachman & Palmer, 2010,  

p. 45) 

I Organizational Knowledge 
A Grammatical Knowledge 

1 Knowledge of vocabulary 
2 Knowledge of syntax 
3 Knowledge of phonology/graphology 

B Textual Knowledge 
1 Knowledge of cohesion 
2 Knowledge of rhetorical or conversational organization 

 
II Pragmatic Knowledge 

A Functional Knowledge 
1 Knowledge of ideational functions 
2 Knowledge of manipulative functions 
3 Knowledge of heuristic functions 
4 Knowledge of imaginative functions 

B Sociolinguistic Knowledge 
1 Knowledge of genre 
2 Knowledge of dialects 
3 Knowledge of registers 
4 Knowledge of natural or idiomatic expressions 
5 Knowledge of cultural references and figures of speech 

 

Advocating a pedagogical grammar for communicative language teaching 

(CLT), Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999) proposed that L2 grammar should 

include the subsentential (morphological), sentential (syntactic), and suprasentential 

(discourse) levels on one dimension, and should also cover morphosyntax (form), 

semantics (meaning), and pragmatics (use) on the other. Framing L2 grammar in this 

way can enhance the quality of grammar instruction in CLT classrooms. 
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However, expanding the definition of grammar has drawbacks. In an effort to 

define grammar for assessment purposes, Purpura (2004) argued that viewing grammar 

as a synthesis of morphosyntax, semantics, and pragmatics runs the risk of equating 

grammar as language, making both concepts conterminous (p. 60). Drawing upon 

Bachman and Palmer (1996), Purpura subdivided language ability into language 

knowledge and strategic competence and defined grammatical knowledge as consisting 

of the knowledge of grammatical form and meaning, with the exclusion of pragmatics.  

The difference in the definition of L2 grammar between Celce-Murcia and 

Larsen-Freeman (1999) and Purpura (2004) seems to lie in the choice of whether to 

view L2 grammar as dynamic ability or as static knowledge. Figure 3 shows a 

simplified representation of each of the two models. 

While the former model (A) includes use (or pragmatics) as one of the three 

components of grammar, the latter model (B) excludes it. Purpura (2004) argued that 

when people use grammatical knowledge for communication, their strategic 

competence serves to connect grammatical knowledge with pragmatic knowledge and 

other non-linguistic factors such as their topical knowledge, personal attributes, and 

affect. Comparing the two models clarifies that use (pragmatics) in model (A) is 

represented as pragmatic knowledge and strategic competence in model (B). Due to the 

need to isolate grammatical knowledge for assessment purposes, Purpura drew a distinct 

line between grammatical knowledge and pragmatic knowledge. However, it seems that 

his interpretation of pragmatics is too narrow and refers only to sociocultural knowledge, 

which in Bachman and Palmer’s model (Table 3) is only part of pragmatic knowledge. 
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Functional knowledge, or knowledge of the relationship between text types and 

communicative purposes, is not clearly shown in Purpura’s model. Considering that 

functional knowledge is crucial even for most fundamental communicative acts, explicit 

inclusion of this aspect is important. 

 

(A) Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999) 

Grammar 
(morphological, syntactic, and discourse levels) 

Form 
phonology/graphology 
lexicon, morphosyntax 

Meaning 
 (Semantics) 

Use (Pragmatics) 

 

(B) Purpura (2004) 

Grammatical knowledge 
(Morphological, syntactic, and discourse levels) 

Pragmatic knowledge 
(Discourse level) 

Form 
   phonology/graphology 
   lexicon, morphosyntax, 
   cohesion, information 
   management, interaction 

Meaning 

Strategic Competence 

 

Figure 3. Simplified representation of L2 grammar as conceptualized by (A) Celce-

Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999) and (B) Purpura (2004). 

 

In contrast to Bachman and Palmer (1996) and Purpura (2004), who 

conceptualized a model of communicative language ability and L2 grammar for 

language testing, Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei, & Thurrell (1995) proposed a model of 

communicative competence to help syllabus designers better understand what to teach 
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in communicative language classrooms. This model was later revised and adapted in 

Celce-Murcia and Olshtain (2000) and Celce-Murcia (2007), from which the model for 

the current research was developed (Figure 4). 

The ovals represent knowledge components while the diamonds refer to 

cognitive or psychological processes. The rectangular box means spoken/written 

discourse as a product of the interaction of knowledge and strategies. The underlying 

assumption is that language learners’ strategic processing of L2 grammar in 

combination with other knowledge components facilitates the conversion of declarative 

knowledge to procedural knowledge, and this knowledge in turn sustains the ability to 

interpret and produce spoken and written discourse (the rectangular box at the center). 

Both the top-down and bottom-up processes are regulated by L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies and metacognition. The focus of this study, however, is on 

the components of L2 grammar knowledge (the gray ovals within the dashed area) and 

L2 grammar proceduralization strategies (the gray diamond on the right). 

Because discourse processing is the ultimate goal of learning the target language 

in this model, phonology involves knowledge of the pronunciation of segmental 

phonemes as well as suprasegmentals such as stress, rhythm, and intonation. 

Vocabulary and morphosyntax here represent the body of knowledge that EFL learners 

typically learn in and outside of the classroom. In the original account of 

communicative competence by Celce-Murcia (2007), interactional competence and 

formulaic competence were included. In the model in Figure 4, interactional 

competence was re-labeled as discourse structure to include knowledge of 
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organizational structures not only for dialogues (e.g., opening and closing a 

conversation) but for monologues (e.g., starting and ending a speech) as well. Formulaic 

competence was re-labeled as multiword units because the latter term better represents 

the knowledge of a wide variety of word strings and sentence stems. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. L2 grammar and L2 grammar proceduralization strategies in a model of 

communicative competence (based on Celce-Murcia & Olshtain, 2000; Celce-Murcia, 

2007). 

 

Interpretation/Production 
of Spoken/Written Discourse 

World Knowledge  

Metacognition 
L2 Grammar 

Proceduralization 
Strategies 

 

Sociocultural Knowledge 

Top-down  
Processing 

Bottom-up  
Processing 

Multiword Units 

Phonology Discourse Structure 

Morphosyntax  

Vocabulary 

Components 
of L2 grammar 
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As the preceding discussion suggests, L2 grammar knowledge is defined as sets 

of phonological, lexical, and morphosyntactic knowledge conjoined by the knowledge 

of discourse structure and multiword units. It can be proceduralized by the learner’s 

strategic appropriation, understanding, and use of the target language in context. L2 

grammar proceduralization strategies, the main focus of investigation in this study, are 

defined as cognitive, metacognitive, affective, and sociocultural-interactive mental 

efforts by the learner to develop and control the knowledge components of L2 grammar 

by connecting them to other relevant knowledge in the model of communicative 

competence as shown in Figure 4. In the sections that follow, literature related to the 

two key knowledge components of L2 grammar in this model, discourse structure and 

multiword units, are reviewed. 

 

Discourse Structure of Narratives 

L2 input in the EFL classrooms often comes in the form of narrative and 

expository texts. These two genres, which McCarthy and Carter (1994) called the two 

prototype genres, have distinct characteristics. For instance, narrative texts revolve 

around events embedded in a narrative schema (Labov, 1997), while expository texts 

are constructed around topics that serve as superordinate categories (Bruner, 1986). 

Berman and Nir-Sagiv (2007) have maintained, based on their analysis of discourse 

samples from different age groups, that narrative text construction is acquired at earlier 

ages than expository text construction and that learners increasingly mix genre-specific 

form and content with narrative-like elements in expository texts and vice versa. This 
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finding suggests that learners first develop linguistic skills within distinct discourse 

frameworks and then start using those acquired linguistic skills more flexibly across 

different text genres. 

Research into narrative structure has been conducted in both linguistics and 

cognitive psychology. For example, Labov and Waletzky (1967) analyzed oral 

narratives from about 600 interviews of English-speaking individuals ranging in age 

from 10 to 72, and identified the following common components that typically 

represented the narrative structure: abstract (title of the story), orientation (person, place, 

time, and situation), complication (events and problems), evaluation (reason for 

significance), and coda (additional comments or reflection). 

Analyzing the discourse structure in this manner has important implications for 

L2 grammar proceduralization. Because each component in the narrative structure has a 

rhetorical function, it tends to include specific morphosyntactic elements. Discussing 

the syntactic characteristics of openings or orientations of traditional folktales, Hatch 

(1992, p. 165) argued that they often include (a) copula sentences (use of be), (b) 

presentative (there is/there are sentences as in Once there were twins...), and (c) 

identifying or descriptive relative clauses (as in There was once a farmer who lived all 

alone). Past tense markers are another characteristic in narrative discourse. Awareness 

of such connections between discourse structure and morphosyntax can promote 

proceduralization of L2 grammar not only in written but in oral narratives as well. 
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Discourse Structure of Expository Texts 

While narratives revolve around people, places, and events in more or less 

chronological order, expository texts “explain something by definition, sequence, 

categorization, comparison, contrast, enumeration, process, problem-solution, 

description, or cause-effect” (Burke, 2000, p. 142). Expository texts, therefore, includes 

what the field of rhetorical analysis might call description, procedure/process, and 

argumentation. As she did with narratives, Hatch (1992) identified several syntactic and 

rhetorical features common to each of these types of texts. Description typically 

includes prepositional and adverbial phrases, procedure/process includes the imperative 

form or a structure such as “If you want to..., you must...” and argumentation uses 

cohesive devices and transitional expressions, which in turn can lead to more complex 

sentence structures. 

The expository genre thus includes different types of texts, but one of the 

overarching characteristics that differentiate it from the narrative genre is the level of 

clarity and logic required. One of the organizational structures that enhance clarity and 

logic is the Introduction-Discussion (or Body)-Conclusion sequence that is taught in 

both L1 and L2 English writing courses (e.g., Sullivan, 1989). The same structure can 

be applied to oral presentation. The speaker first presents the topic or the main 

argument, then elaborates the key points in ways that suit the structure of the 

augment—be it categorization, comparison, contrast, problem-solution, or cause-

effect—and finally restates the main point to ensure the audience remembers the 

message. For EFL learners and teachers who do not have ample opportunity for 
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classroom interaction, oral presentation can be a useful means to practice spoken 

production skills. 

 

L2 Grammar in Spoken Discourse 

The oral versions of the narrative and expository genres, namely storytelling and 

oral presentation, can potentially be an effective way to proceduralize L2 grammar 

because grammar can be learned and used in context and with specific purposes in mind. 

Because in Japan, EFL learners’ opportunities to practice oral skills tend to be limited 

both inside and outside the classroom, identifying discourse types that frequently occur 

both in the classroom and the learners’ current and future language use situations is 

important. Based on a review of research and practice of L2 speaking instruction, 

McCarthy and O’Keeffe (2004) provided a rationale for teaching the three genres of 

spoken discourse: small talk, discussions, and narratives. They suggested that small talk 

creates a sense of social communion, discussion skills are important but neglected in the 

EFL/ESL classroom, and narratives dominate social conversations as evidenced by 

research (Slade, 1997). 

Among these, narratives seem most amenable to oral input and output in the 

Japanese EFL classroom environment. One major reason for this is that even in 

Japanese high school classrooms where grammar-translation is still the norm, there is a 

growing tendency and governmental pressure for English teachers to have their students 

(a) listen to an oral introduction of the content of the text, (b) talk about recent 
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experiences, and (c) retell or summarize the content of what they have learned from the 

textbook (e.g., MEXT, 2009). 

Introducing, retelling, or summarizing an expository text orally can also be 

regarded as a type of storytelling to the extent that the speaker talks about what is 

happening (or what the author is attempting to tell) in the text. Speaking for persuasion 

often involves storytelling as well. 

There has also been an increasing understanding of grammar specific to spoken 

discourse (Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad, & Finegan, 1999; Carter & McCarthy, 

1995). For example, Carter and McCarthy analyzed a mini-corpus of approximately 

30,000 words of conversational English and identified the following features typical of 

spoken English: 

• Ellipsis: Wednesday at four (will/would) be OK. 

• Left dislocation and topical information: This friend of mine, her son was in hospital 

and he’d had a serious accident. 

• Reinforcement, the tail spot: You're stupid, you are. 

• Indirect speech: Tony was saying they should have the heating on by about 

Wednesday. (According to the authors, past continuous has a tendency to emphasize 

the message content rather than the form, or what the person actually said verbatim.) 

Another list of features of spoken English was provided by Willis (2003). He argued 

that spoken English (a) appears to be untidy, (b) omits words and phrases, (c) is additive, 

(d) is often repetitive, (e) is interactive (in conversation), (f) is formulaic, (g) is 

governed by typical routines when performing speech acts, and (h) is vague. He 
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proposed a variety of language activities designed to raise learners’ awareness of such 

features. Not all of such features are important for EFL learners, but this kind of 

knowledge can provide important insights as to how native speakers adroitly handle the 

difficult task of on-line spoken production. 

Timmis (2005), building upon Carter and McCarthy’s (1995) illustration—

interaction—induction paradigm, proposed principles for selecting and designing texts 

and tasks for teaching features of spoken grammar. He argued that “there is at least a 

prima facie case for teaching spoken grammar” (p. 117). Although there is an issue of 

whose spoken grammar should be regarded as a model (McCarthy & Carter, 2002), 

analyzing and utilizing native speakers’ way of constructing spoken discourse seems 

well worth the effort as long as the obtained knowledge promotes L2 learners’ speaking 

fluency instead of overburdening their working memory with unnecessary information. 

 

Multiword Units 

Be it narrative or expository, there is a strong connection between the type of 

discourse and the morphosyntactic forms that frequently occur in it. This occurs 

because different discourse structures have different communicative purposes and such 

purposes are achieved by specific combinations of sounds, words, and morphosyntactic 

forms. In most cases, these morphosyntactic forms occur in multiword units. 

The term multiword units has been used by Nation (2013) as an umbrella term to 

cover a wide variety of continuous or discontinuous sequences of words that have been 

researched in applied linguistics. Relevant terms include memorized sequences and 
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lexicalized sentence stems (Pawley & Syder, 1983), formulaic language (Wray, 2002), 

formulaic sequences (Schmitt, 2004), conventional expressions (Bardovi-Harlig, 2009), 

to name a few. Nation (2013) suggested that there are three types of approaches to 

identifying multiword units: (a) Form-based approaches identify them based on 

frequency of co-occurrence of the words along with other grammatical criteria; (b) 

Meaning-based approaches categorize sequences of words into core idioms (the 

meaning of the whole is not clear from the meaning of the parts), figuratives (a 

figurative interpretation is needed), and literals (the meaning of the parts comprise the 

meaning of the whole); and (c) Storage-based approaches seek psychological evidence 

that the sequence is stored in the brain as a whole unit. Among these, the third type of 

approaches has generated research into how multiword units contribute to the 

proceduralization of L2 grammar and L2 fluency development. 

Based on the theoretical frameworks of Levelt’s (1989) speech production 

model and Anderson’s (1983) Adaptive Control of Thought (ACT*), Towell et al. 

(1996) did a longitudinal study on advanced learners of L2 French during their 

residence overseas, and concluded that the proceduralization of linguistic knowledge, 

manifested as longer mean length of run, was the result of memorized sequences or 

accumulated multiword units. Among the different temporal measures used in the study, 

their analyses provided evidence that the mean length of run was the primary factor of 

the learners’ increased speaking rate. This finding suggests, the authors argued, that 

fluency improvement was due to “the rapidity with which syntactic and discourse 

knowledge can be accessed for on-line speech production” (p. 113). 
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In identifying multiword units, Towell et al. (1996) referred to Nattinger and 

DeCarrico’s (1992) categorization of multiword units, which is summarized as follows: 

1. Syntactic phrases: strings of category symbols (e.g., NP + Aux + VP) 

2. Collocations: strings of specific lexical items that co-occur with a mutual expectancy 

greater than chance (e.g., rancid butter) 

3. Lexical phrases: collocations that have been assigned particular pragmatic functions 

3-a. polywords (e.g., by the way, you know) 

3-b. institutionalized expressions (e.g., how do you do, nice meeting you) 

3-c. phrasal constraints (e.g., in short, as far as I know, to wrap this up) 

3-d. sentence builders (e.g., not only X but also Y, my point is that X) 

These formal characteristics serve as an important reference point for investigating 

psycholinguistic processes involving multiword units. 

The acquisition of multiword units, and of colloquial phrases in particular, 

depends on the learner’s experience interacting with native speakers or living in the 

community where the target language is spoken as the L1. Drawing on Schumann’s 

(1986) acculturation theory, Dörnyei, Durow, and Aahran (2004) conducted a 

qualitative study with seven international postgraduate students. The study was focused 

on the relationship between sociocultural integration and the acquisition of formulaic 

sequences, or colloquial phrases. As a result of their analysis of four successful and 

three unsuccessful participants, they concluded that the successful acquisition of 

formulaic sequences results from the interplay of language aptitude, motivation, and 

sociocultural adaptation. The researchers also suggested that while high levels of 
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aptitude and motivation can compensate for the lack of sociocultural adaptation ability, 

“successful sociocultural adaptation can override below-average initial learner 

characteristics” (p. 105). The results indicated that the acquisition of L2 grammar and 

multiword units is regulated by cognitive, affective, and sociocultural-interactive 

aspects of learner psychology, as suggested by Oxford (2011). 

 Focusing on the process of acquisition of multiword units, Durrant and Schmitt 

(2010) conducted a study in which adult ESL learners were first asked to learn a set of 

collocations (adjective-noun pairs) under three conditions and to take a recall test. The 

results indicated that adult L2 learners, especially in repeated exposure conditions, 

learned collocational chunks from the input. They argued that this provided counter-

evidence against Wray’s (2002) claim that adult learners focus their learning on 

individual words. They also concluded that any lack of knowledge of collocations on 

the part of the non-native speakers is not due to a non-nativelike approach to learning 

but to inadequate input. 

Past studies on multiword units in relation to fluency, individual differences, and 

the process of learning have provided evidence that learning of multiword units 

provides one of the most effective means of proceduralizing L2 grammar. However, it 

is not yet known how such learning lends itself to EFL environments where exposure to 

naturally occurring multiword units is scarce and learners’ deliberate effort to learn 

them is crucial. 
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The Gaps in the Literature 

In the previous sections I have provided an overview of current research into 

language learning strategies (e.g., Kemp, 2007; Oxford, 2011), oral fluency and the 

proceduralization of L2 grammar (e.g., Bygate, 2005; DeKeyser, 2003; Oxford & Lee, 

2007; Segalowitz, 2010; Wood, 2010), and discourse in relation to L2 grammar with a 

particular emphasis on multiword units (e.g., Celce-Murcia, 2007; Durrant & Schmitt, 

2010; Nation, 2013; Towell, Hawkins, & Bazergui, 1996). Many of the insights and 

task options have been integrated into Japanese secondary school classrooms, 

contributing to a gradual shift toward communicative language teaching. There is also 

evidence concerning the effectiveness of form-focused instruction in the CLT 

framework (e.g., Ellis, Loewen, & Elder, 2009). However, there are still research gaps 

to be addressed in order for such insights to more strongly affect pedagogy in EFL 

classrooms in Japan. 

First, little research into L2 grammar learning strategies as applied to oral 

production has been conducted. Given the centrality of grammar instruction and the 

need to improve oral production skills in Japanese secondary schools, this area needs to 

be investigated. Oxford’s framework (2011), which integrates current theories of 

education and SLA, needs to be tested for its compatibility with EFL learners’ actual or 

perceived learning processes. Strategies need to be identified and delineated in ways 

that are compatible with current theories of second language acquisition. 

Second, little research has been conducted exploring the relationship between L2 

grammar knowledge and oral fluency. Research into fluency has focused on the 
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acquisition of formulas in study abroad settings (e.g., Wood, 2010) or the effects of 

repeated practice on fluency (e.g., Arevart & Nation, 1991). However, in an EFL 

environment where speaking like a fluent native speaker might not necessarily be a 

realistic goal, the development of the ability to strategically learn and use L2 grammar 

rules as well as knowledge of multiword units provides another important avenue to 

investigate oral fluency development. 

Third, despite the development of numerous models of communicative 

competence (e.g., Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Celce-Murcia & Larsen-Freeman, 1999; 

Purpura, 2004) and accumulated knowledge about their underlying constructs such as 

discourse structure (e.g., Hatch, 1992), multiword units (Nation, 2013; Durant & 

Schmitt, 2010), and strategies, few researchers have explored what specific pieces of 

knowledge are more instrumental in proceduralizing learners’ L2 grammar knowledge 

and what strategies are more instrumental in proceduralizing different pieces of L2 

grammar knowledge. Especially in EFL environments where learners’ proactive 

contribution to the learning process is crucial, the connections between strategies, 

specific pieces of L2 grammar knowledge, and oral fluency require research with EFL 

contexts in mind. 

 

Purposes of the Study 

The first purpose of this study is to explore and analyze Japanese EFL teachers’ 

L2 grammar proceduralization strategies. This purpose involves investigating their use 

of strategies to enhance each step of the knowledge proceduralization process including 
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(a) appropriating L2 grammar items based on the noticed gap between their output and 

that of a native speaker, (b) understanding and integrating the newly learned knowledge 

into their existing declarative knowledge database, and then (c) using the newly learned 

forms in order to proceduralize them. Relevant cognitive, metacognitive, affective, and 

sociocultural-interactive strategies are explored in these proceduralization processes. 

The second purpose is to identify morphosyntactic forms and multiword units 

that facilitate Japanese teachers’ oral production during the oral summary and personal 

anecdote tasks. The changes in the participants’ oral performance in terms of fluency, 

accuracy, and complexity were traced for six months. Morphosyntactic forms and 

multiword units that facilitate oral production are delineated. 

The third purpose is to investigate the possible relationships between the 

participants’ L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, their use of specific grammar 

forms, and their oral fluency development. The degree to which the strategies can be 

transferred between the oral summary task and the personal anecdote task are explored. 

The issue of transfer is important in investigating strategies, skill acquisition, and 

fluency development because the value of learning, both in and out of the classroom, 

increases in proportion to its transfer potential. Furthermore, the utility of grammar 

learning itself lies in its transferability across different skill areas, tasks, and discourse 

types. Individual differences that affect their strategy use are also considered with the 

participants’ personal English learning history and attitudes towards grammar learning. 

The insights gained by addressing this issue can not only be utilized to prioritize 
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instructional choices in each school but also lead to a deeper understanding of the 

relationship among different components in the model of communicative competence. 

 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Based on the aforementioned gaps in research and the purposes of the study, the 

following research questions are addressed, accompanied by corresponding hypotheses 

that guide this study. 

Research Question 1: What L2 grammar proceduralization strategies do Japanese EFL 

teachers use in appropriating, understanding, and using L2 grammar when they engage 

in practice sessions that involve comparative analyses of their transcribed utterances 

and native English speaker reformulations of those utterances? 

 

Hypothesis 1: As the participants engage in the speaking tasks in which they analyze 

their use of morphosyntactic forms and multiword units and as they receive feedback on 

their performances, they will develop L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, which 

include strategies to pay attention to non-salient aspects of L2 grammar and multiword 

units in their daily encounters with L2 input. 

 

Research Question 2a: What morphosyntactic forms and multiword units do Japanese 

EFL teachers use as they engage in oral summary and personal anecdote tasks? 
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Hypothesis 2a: The participants will experience instances in which their L2 

morphosyntactic knowledge is refined or corrected (eureka moments) as a result of 

learning from an English native speaker’s reformulation of their speech performances. 

 

Research Question 2b: Are any morphosyntactic forms or multiword units useful to the 

participants for expressing ideas but difficult to use fluently? If yes, why? 

 

Hypothesis 2b: The participants will have difficulty expressing certain ideas and 

thoughts, but by learning L2 morphosyntactic forms and multiword units that native 

English speakers use in the reformulations, they will increase their repertoire of 

expressions to construct sentences fluently, thereby preventing dysfluency in their on-

line oral production. 

 

Research Question 3: To what extent does transfer occur in L2 grammar 

proceduralization from the oral summary task to the personal anecdote task, and vice 

versa? 

 

Hypothesis 3: Transfer of L2 grammar proceduralization from the oral summary task to 

the personal anecdote task, and vice versa, will not be straightforward, but the recycling 

of certain morphosyntactic forms and multiword units will occur, revealing traces of L2 

grammar proceduralization. 
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Research Question 4: To what extent does the participants’ oral fluency develop? 

 

Hypothesis 4: There will be qualitative changes in the way the participants connect 

multiword units, sentences, or ideas more smoothly, for example, by using their 

knowledge of discourse structures. 

 

Research Question 5: To what extent do the qualitative and quantitative data converge 

with regard to the main findings of this study? How and why? 

 

Hypothesis 5:  The increased control of L2 morphosyntactic forms and multiword units 

in the oral summary task and the personal anecdote task will lead to increased 

confidence, which will lead to greater fluency, accuracy, and complexity, but the 

combination of these aspects will emerge differently depending on the participants’ 

different learning histories and their proficiency level. 

 

The first research question concerns how the participants learn to proceduralize 

L2 grammar by using metacognitive, cognitive, affective, and sociocultural-interactive 

strategies. Research questions 2a and 2b concern what morphosyntactic forms and 

multiword units are instrumental in conveying the participants’ thoughts more fluently 

and why some potentially useful morphosyntactic forms and multiword units are 

difficult for them to use. The third research question concerns whether transfer of L2 

grammar proceduralization occurs between the two tasks, or in other words, whether the 
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participants have used the morphosyntactic forms and multiword units with more 

fluency or whether they have used new morphosyntactic form and multiword units in 

both tasks. The fourth research question addresses the longitudinal development of the 

participants’ oral fluency. The final research question concerns how the mixed-methods 

approach informed this study in making the final claims about the cases. Each research 

question is addressed with full consideration of the context in which each participant 

engages in the learning process, including the manner in which they are exposed to 

English and recycle it in their professional and personal lives. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

 

In this chapter, I first discuss the rationale for adopting a multiple-case design 

for this study. Then, I explain the gist of a preliminary study I conducted, present how I 

approached the issue of research quality and how I positioned myself in the research 

context (positionality), and discuss the specific design features of this study, namely, 

case study design, participants, instrumentation, tasks and data collection procedures, 

qualitative data analysis, and quantitative data analysis. Next, I discuss how I selected 

some key L2 grammar item categories that were used in the analysis. I conclude this 

chapter by summarizing the task and data analysis procedures for data synthesis. 

I used a multiple-case design, concurrently utilizing both qualitative and 

quantitative data. This is a descriptive, analytical investigation of the participants’ use 

of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies and their linguistic and oral fluency 

development during the course of six months. 

The case study method provides particular advantages to address the research 

questions in the current research because it enables an in-depth analysis of non-linear, 

complex linguistic development over time (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008). 

Dörnyei (2007) argued that the case study method is recommended for “exploring 

uncharted territories or making sense of a particularly problematic area” (p. 155). The 

investigation of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies employed by non-native high 

school English teachers in Japan is a good candidate for such criteria. 
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Learning English as a foreign language is influenced by psycholinguistic, 

affective, and sociocultural factors. While psycholinguistic analyses provide valuable 

insights into how humans acquire sounds, words, and syntactic structures in naturalistic 

environments, affective and sociocultural factors strongly influence the way EFL 

learners learn and use such linguistic resources. The primary reason for this is the 

existence of individual differences deriving from each individual’s affective and 

sociocultural relationships with the target language and culture. In order to investigate 

human language learning with these three factors in mind, the case study method’s 

holistic and integrative approach is indispensable. 

Case studies also have disadvantages. Among these, the issue of generalizability 

poses the biggest threat to the robustness of this method. Duff (2008) suggested, for 

example, that case studies tend to create an overgeneralization of findings and that a 

young field such as SLA has tended to “seek originality or novelty in studies, more so 

than the robustness, durability, replicability, or transferability of findings with different 

pools of subjects/participants and in different contexts” (p. 53). She also cautioned 

against case studies that are unguided, unplanned, and unmotivated theoretically. 

To maximize the advantages while minimizing the disadvantages of the case 

study method, and to ensure the quality of the study, I followed Yin’s (2014) systematic 

approach, whose primary tenet involves explicating the study’s protocol. A case study 

protocol is defined as “the procedural guide for collecting the data for a case study, 

including a set of field questions to be addressed by the researcher, representing the 

researcher’s ‘mental agenda’” (p. 240). 
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Preliminary Study 

A preliminary study leading to the conceptualization of the present research was 

conducted between 2010 and 2011 (Ehara, 2012). The four participants (three female 

and one male) were highly motivated Japanese junior college students majoring in 

English. The major purpose of the study was to explore how they had acquired the L2 

grammar knowledge used in their spoken production and how the individual tutoring 

sessions for one semester differently impacted their fluency development. 

On the basis of the analysis of the interview data and their fluency development 

in their monologue tasks, some commonalities and individual differences were found in 

the way they had learned their L2 grammar and developed oral fluency. For all four 

participants, the regular tutoring sessions with me5 helped them to form a habit of 

mentally rehearsing what they wanted to say in English, which in turn led to a decrease 

in silent pauses in their spoken production. On the other hand, two female students’ 

fluency level in the final session exceeded that of the other female and a male student. 

The former two students’ performances suggested that they had learned to use more 

fixed phrases or prefabricated chunks, whereas the latter two students continued to have 

difficulty making quick decisions for such morphosyntactic aspects as verb tense, plural 

vs. singular usage, and sentence structures during their spoken production. 

The former two students had confidence in L2 grammar either through massive 

experience interacting with native English speakers (implicit learning) or by explicitly 

studying and practicing English grammar (explicit learning). The latter two students had 

little confidence in their English either due to a lack of grammar knowledge or a lack of 
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experience in using this knowledge in spoken production. This latter pair of students 

seemed to exemplify the findings of a study reported by DeKeyser (2010), in which 

students’ shaky grammar knowledge and their complete lack of proceduralized 

knowledge severely hindered their fluency development in L2 (Spanish) during a six-

week study abroad program. The analysis revealed that the use of fixed phrases, 

discourse markers, relative clauses, prepositional phrases, and fillers were among the 

fluency-inducing aspects of grammar, while lexical retrieval, choice of grammar forms, 

word-by-word direct translation, and unsuccessful content planning negatively affected 

the participants’ fluency. 

The preliminary study provided several insights into data collection and analysis 

for the current research. The first insight concerns task selection. In the preliminary 

study, a personal anecdote task was used, but the topic was left to the participants as 

long as they talked about what had happened recently to them. This approach enhanced 

the ecological validity of the task, but it led the researcher to have less control over the 

participants’ linguistic output. In the current study, therefore, I provided a general topic 

and asked the participants to decide what to talk about within that topic. Second, 

regarding the measures of the participants’ task performances, I included not only 

several measures of fluency, but also measures of accuracy, complexity, lexical 

complexity, and performance assessment by three native English speakers. Third, in 

order to obtain a more detailed picture about the relationship between the participants’ 

use of specific L2 grammar items and their oral fluency, I created a list of key L2 

grammar items and categories. 
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Most importantly, the preliminary study enabled me to narrow the research 

questions to explore the broad and complicated issue of how learners proceduralize their 

L2 grammar knowledge for spoken production and to reconsider the selection of 

participants, interview methods, instruments, and the approach to the qualitative and 

quantitative data analyses. 

 

Quality Criteria for Case Studies 

Selecting the quality criteria for case studies is not a simple matter. For instance, 

Dörnyei (2007) asserted that “general agreement about research quality in scholarly 

circles stops at the recognition of its importance” (p. 48). Among the plethora of terms, 

he suggested that validity and reliability are two concepts that apply to both qualitative 

and quantitative research. Duff (2008), on the other hand, argued that there are two 

conflicting sets of criteria for case study research: one which is based on positivist 

approaches (e.g., Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2014) and the other on interpretive 

approaches (e.g., Altheide & Johnson, 1994; Merriam, 1998). She argued that case 

study researchers should determine their epistemological stance and the traditions they 

are building upon along the positivist-interpretive continuum. 

Because the current case study employed both the qualitative and quantitative 

approaches, I consider it worthwhile to address the criteria advocated by both camps. 

However, my epistemological stance is closer to positivist than to interpretivist; 

therefore, in this research I primarily adopted the four criteria or tests that Yin (2014), a 

positivist, recommends for improving the quality of case studies. First, construct 
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validity concerns identifying correct operational measures for the concepts being 

studied. In this research, concepts such as L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, 

multiword units, and oral fluency were defined and operationalized. Data triangulation 

was also addressed to enhance construct validity. 

Second, internal validity concerns establishing a causal relationship instead of 

spurious relationships. This type of validity can be achieved by explicating the process 

of pattern matching, explanation building, addressing rival explanations, and using logic 

models. Third, external validity, or the issue of generalizability, can be enhanced by 

using theory in constructing arguments and by conducting multiple-case studies with 

purposefully selected participants. Finally, reliability means replicability of the 

operations of a study such as the data collection procedures. Reliability can be 

reinforced by clearly documenting the research process, which in the current study was 

addressed by using the case study protocol. My use of computer-assisted qualitative 

data analysis software (CAQDA) also contributed to the transparency and replicability 

of the research process.  

Having clarified my relatively positivist research stance, I also value the 

importance of interpretivist approach in analyzing the participants’ learning processes 

and their affective and sociocultural interactions with their environment and myself as a 

researcher. One of the strengths of a case study lies in the ability to explore and 

investigate the phenomenon in rich contexts. Adopting an open-minded stance, I believe, 

ensured overall trustworthiness of this case study. 

 



 74 

Positionality 

In a case study where the researcher’s interpretation of qualitative data plays an 

important role in constructing claims, avoiding research bias is crucial. In addition, the 

relationships between the participants and the researcher, especially power relationships, 

can influence the validity of interview data (e.g., desirability effects). Such power 

imbalances can inadvertently lead to coercing participants to cooperate against their will. 

Eliminating research bias and researcher-participant power imbalances is difficult, but 

making such issues transparent enhances the research validity. An endeavor to examine 

how the researcher and intersubjective elements impinge on and even transform 

research is referred to as reflexivity (Finlay, 2002). 

I was a former colleague of some of the participants in the current study. For 

others, I was an advisor/mentor at a public teacher training institute. All of them had 

participated in some of my in-service teacher training workshops. In this study, however, 

I positioned myself as a researcher and at the same time as a co-worker who 

collaboratively worked with the participants to gain insights into language learning and 

teaching. By reiterating such a stance to the participants and by asking for their 

judgments about my analyses and interpretations continuously, I ensured that this study 

be conducted in a constructive, creative, and substantive manner. 

 

Case Study Design 

This study employed a multiple case design with six cases. Although the 

participants were all high school EFL teachers in Japan who learned their English 
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mostly in the Japanese EFL environment, their learning contexts varied, and thus each 

participant was regarded as a single case. For each case, or the unit of analysis in this 

study, there were two subunits of analysis: (a) the participants’ use of L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies and (b) their linguistic output. These two subunits were 

investigated longitudinally, preceded by detailed analyses of the participants’ English 

learning history. 

 

Participants 

The six Japanese teachers of English selected for the case study were all past 

participants of in-service teacher seminars I was in charge of. I had known them for 

several years and they were conscientious, dedicated teachers who were intent on 

improving their oral English proficiency. Among the advantages of having non-native 

EFL teachers as case study participants was that they had a high level of metacognitive 

ability and a desire to improve their oral output skills. 

In the selection of the participants, I ensured that they fit the following criteria: 

(a) they have learned English as a foreign language in junior and senior high school in 

Japan, (b) they teach English at a Japanese high school, (c) they are motivated to 

improve their English, especially their speaking skills, and (d) they have a good 

professional relationship with the researcher and are comfortable sharing their personal 

learning histories and their English learning processes. I obtained their written consent 

to participate in the study (See Appendix A for a Japanese version and Appendix B for 

an English version) prior to the first meeting. The number of cases was decided in order 
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to collect a variety of data to support or refute the initial set of hypotheses as well as to 

keep the research manageable for concurrent multiple case analyses. 

Table 4 summarizes the participants’ English learning backgrounds. Four 

participants were in their thirties; two were in their fifties. The age difference did not 

influence the participants’ English learning experience in junior and senior high 

schools; however, the younger group of participants had had more varied English 

learning experiences after entering university. 

 

Table 4. Participants’ Backgrounds 

 
 
 
 

Participant 

 
 
 
 

Gender 

 
 
 
 

Age 

 
 

Undergraduate and 
graduate school 

major(s) 

 
 

Years of 
English 
study 

Years of 
elemen- 

tary 
school 
English  

 
Time spent  
in English 
speaking 
countries 

Kazu Male 30s U: English (Phonetics) 20 0 1 month 
Takako Female 30s U: Oral Communication 21 0 1 year 
Koji Male 30s U: Education 

G: TESOL 
22 0 2 years 

Mamoru Male 30s U: English Language 
G: SLA 

23 0 3 weeks 

Atsuko Female 50s U: English Literature 40 0 2 months 
Kumiko Female 50s U: English Literature 42 1 1 month 

Note. U = undergraduate; G = graduate. 

 

Takako studied English in the United States for one year when she was a junior, Koji 

studied TESOL in the United States after graduating from university, and Mamoru was 

enrolled in an MA TESOL program in a graduate school in Japan at the time of this 

research. Regarding experience studying English in elementary school, only Kumiko 

had some in the sixth grade. To get a head start on junior high school English, she 

began taking English lessons from a Japanese tutor. 
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Table 5 shows the participants’ English proficiency profiles. All six participants 

had TOEIC (Listening & Reading) scores of at least 800, suggesting that they had 

listening and reading skills sufficient for international communication in English. For 

the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test and the Grammaticality Judgment Test, 

participants with more English learning experience had higher scores than those with 

less experience. The results of the Productive Grammar Test show the same trend, but 

the scores were much lower. The reason for this is that the test items targeted grammar 

points that are especially difficult for Japanese learners to use correctly. The age 

difference was most salient for this Productive Grammar Test, with a gap between the 

four participants in their thirties and the two in their forties. 

 

Table 5. Participants’ English Proficiency Profile  

Participant 

Highest 
TOEFL-PBT 
score (year) 

Highest 
TOEIC (L/R) 
score (year) 

Eiken 
 score 
(year) 

Productive 
Vocabulary 
Levels Test 

(%) GJT (%) 

Productive 
Grammar 
Test (%) 

Kazu NA 
825 

(2011) 
NA 63.9 86.8 36.0 

Takako NA 
830 

(2013) 
Pre-1st 
(2007) 

52.8 88.2 28.0 

Koji 
590 

(2005) 
940 

(2006) 
Pre-1st 
(2004) 

76.4 88.2 44.0 

Mamoru NA 
845 

(2005) 
Pre-1st 
(2005) 

87.5 98.5 48.0 

Atsuko 
603 

(2004) 
930 

(2006) 
2nd 

(1984) 
90.3 95.6 68.0 

Kumiko 
580 

(2005) 
805 

(2000) 
1st 

(2013) 
91.7 94.1 56.0 

Note. PBT = Paper-Based Test; L/R = Listening and Reading; Eiken = English-language testing 

program widely used in Japan; GJT = grammaticality judgment test (Ellis et al., 2009); NA = No 

standardized test scores were available. 
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Kazu was into his third year as a public high school English teacher when our 

meetings, or study sessions, started. In his previous career, he had worked on the staff 

of a university for four years, and as an English teacher at a private middle school for 

three years. I first met Kazu in 2014, when he was enrolled in a year-long teacher 

development program at my institution. The program designed to develop high school 

English teachers expected to take the leading role in enhancing the quality of English 

education in the prefecture. At the time of this research in 2015, he was teaching at a 

high school where students’ English proficiency was at a basic level. Besides teaching, 

he was regularly participating in teaching technique workshops on weekends and taking 

online English conversation lessons with native speakers. He agreed to participate in 

this study with the hope of improving his own English proficiency. 

Takako was in the 2012 cohort of my institute’s leader teacher development 

program. I had met her several times before, but I began communicating regularly as we 

engaged in the program’s workshops, which lasted for a year. She had been teaching in 

the prefecture for seven years at that point. Similar to Mamoru’s case, she had taught in 

her hometown in another prefecture; in her case it was for three years. She then moved 

to the prefecture where she was teaching at the time of this research. Among the six 

participants, Takako was the only one who had studied overseas for an extended period 

of time (in the United States for one year) during her junior year as an undergraduate. 

Takako told me in the preliminary meeting that she did not have confidence in speaking 

and was often intimidated by the other teachers’ English skills, even though she was in 
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the leader teacher training program. She agreed to participate in the current study, 

stating that it might push her to improve her skills. 

Koji had been teaching English as a public high school teacher for nine years. 

When the study sessions started, he had just been transferred to one of the top academic 

high schools in the prefecture. In his two previous assignments, he had taught at two 

types of high schools. One was a school designated by the Ministry of Education, 

Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) as one of the so-called Super English 

Language High Schools (SELHi), whose mandate was to explore innovative 

communicative English education. He joined the team of English teachers who focused 

on developing their students’ English communication skills. The other was a night 

school where he had to focus on motivating students to study English and providing 

them with a basic knowledge of English vocabulary and grammar. I had known Koji 

since he became an English teacher. He was enrolled in the first-year teacher 

development program in 2006 at a local education center, an affiliate of the Board of 

Education, where I used to work as a teacher consultant. He agreed to participate in this 

study to help me pursue my research project. Among the six participants, Koji had the 

most experience in English-speaking countries, spending two years in the United States 

to study TESOL in graduate school. 

Mamoru was a unique participant in this study in that, at the time of this 

research, he was in his second year of an MA in applied linguistics studies at a private 

university in Tokyo, Japan. After teaching English part-time at a high school in his 

hometown for four years, Mamoru moved to the prefecture where he was teaching when 



 80 

this study was conducted. In the prefecture, he had taught at two high schools where the 

students’ English proficiencies were low to intermediate levels. I met Mamoru in 2006, 

the same year I met Koji. They were both in the same first-year teacher development 

program that I coordinated at the prefectural education center. Mamoru was also a 

participant in the 2011 leader teacher development program at my current affiliation. A 

few years after the program, he applied for a two-year leave from the prefectural board 

of education to study at graduate school between 2014 and 2015. He agreed to become 

my research participant in 2015, even though he had also to work on his master’s thesis 

under an English-speaking advisor. 

Atsuko had been teaching English at public senior high school for 30 years 

when she participated in this study in 2015. I had known her for more than 20 years 

before the study began. Because she had been teaching at schools in the same district 

where I used to teach, we had had several opportunities to talk to each other over the 

years. She had always been a diligent learner as well as a teacher and she had 

participated in some of the in-service teacher workshops that I taught as an instructor. 

At the time of this study, she was a first-year homeroom teacher at an intermediate-level 

public academic high school. Initially she told me that she was not confident about 

participating in the study, saying that her speaking skills had deteriorated due to 

increasing responsibilities at work. However, she told me in the preliminary meeting 

that she would like to rekindle her effort to study English and improve her English back 

to the level she was at before her focus had shifted to homeroom management and other 

extra-curricular work. 
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Kumiko was a competent and diligent teacher with 30 years of experience of 

teaching at three public high schools in the prefecture. At the first school, she had to 

teach the basics to students whose English proficiency was a very basic level. At the 

second and third schools, however, she had been required to focus on preparing students 

to enter prestigious universities. I had known her for many years since we both became 

public school English teachers about the same time in the 1980s. She had always been 

an avid learner of English. Whenever she had time, she read English newspapers, 

listened to English radio programs, took English conversation classes, and participated 

in different summer workshops. At the time of this research, Kumiko was teaching at a 

top-level academic high school in the prefecture. She was also taking one of the in-

service teacher workshops at my current affiliate. She kindly agreed to participate in my 

study when requested. 

 

Instrumentation 

In order to obtain preliminary data on the participants’ English proficiency and 

their English learning history, three tests—the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test 

(PVLT), Productive Grammar Test (PGT), and Grammaticality Judgment Test (GJT)—

and one questionnaire, the English Language Profile Questionnaire, were administered. 

 

Productive Vocabulary Levels Test 

The original version of the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT) was 

developed by Laufer and Nation (1999) to measure learners’ “ability to use a word 
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when compelled to do so” (p. 37). The test, designed for diagnostic purposes, is the 

productive version of the Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT) (Nation, 1983; 1990). In both 

the PVLT and the VLT, the target words in each of the five levels were sampled from 

the 2,000, 3,000, 5,000, University Word List, and 10,000-word levels respectively. The 

format is easy to administer and is useful to assess the learner’s level of vocabulary 

knowledge instrumental to language production. 

For the current study, I created a new four-level PVLT (Appendix C) based on 

the spoken section of the British National Corpus (BNC). This decision was made in 

order to more accurately assess the participants’ level of vocabulary knowledge for 

spoken production. The test items for each level were sampled from the 1,000, 2,000, 

3,000, and 4,000-word family lists in the spoken section of the BNC, which were 

subsequently checked for consistency with the recent version of the Range program 

(Nation, 2006). The 5,000 word-level items, University Word List items, and 10,000-

word levels items were not used because the target vocabulary-learning goal for 

listening for English learners is 3,000 word families (Nation, 2013), and it would be 

inappropriate to expect non-native high school teachers to use the level of vocabulary 

beyond the 4,000 word level both inside and outside of the classroom. 

In writing the test items, I drew on Laufer and Nation (1999), and Beglar and 

Hunt (1999) especially regarding the 3:2:1 ratio for nouns, verbs, and adjectives in the 

selection of 18 target words for each level. The test was piloted with two native 

speakers of English and four Japanese senior high school teachers of English to ensure 
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that each item has only one answer and that the test battery does not lead to a ceiling 

effect. An example item from the 1,000-word level is as follows: 

 

1. The math prob________ is way too difficult for me. 

 

Because the current study was focused on oral production, responses with minor 

spelling errors were counted as correct answers. However, the mistakes in morphology, 

such as the third person singular -s or past tense markers were given a score of 0.  

[Examples of responses scored 0] 

(2,000 Word Level) 

2.  I think we should stay home under the circum___________. Res. circumstance 

(3,000 word frequency level) 

16.  Saying “head or tails,” he to_______ the coin into the air. Res. toss 

 

Grammaticality Judgment Test 

The grammaticality judgment test was used by Ellis et al. (2009) to measure 

learners’ implicit and explicit knowledge of a second language (Appendix D). It 

consists of 68 sentences, half of which are grammatical and half of which are 

ungrammatical. For each of the 17 predetermined grammatical structures, there are four 

sentences to be judged correct or incorrect. The test is purported to measure implicit 

knowledge when administered under time pressure (Timed Grammaticality Judgment 

Test) and to measure explicit knowledge under untimed conditions (Untimed 
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Grammaticality Judgment Test). I used the test for the latter purpose to measure the 

participants’ explicit knowledge. Examples are as follows: 

 

1. I haven’t seen him for a long time. 

17. * I have been studying English since a long time. 

(*Ungrammatical) 

 

Productive Grammar Test 

The Productive Grammar Test, which was specifically designed for this study, 

measures the extent to which Japanese learners of English have command of grammar 

points that are assumed to cause difficulty for them in producing English (Appendix E). 

Prepositions, count vs. non-count nouns, articles, and tense/aspect usage are among 

such problematic grammar points. This multiple-choice test consists of 25 items, which 

are derived from a database of my questions and native English speakers’ answers on a 

variety of grammar points with which I had difficulty in producing English during the 

past decade. An example item is as follows: 

 

生徒が先生に宿題を提出する際、「日誌の提出が遅れてすみません」と言うとき。

(You want to apologize to your teacher as you hand in your journal late.) 

I’m sorry that (① I hand ② I have handed ③ I’m handing) this journal in late. 
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English Learning Profile Questionnaire 

The English learning profile questionnaire is an open-ended questionnaire the 

participants completed prior to the first interview (Appendix F for a Japanese version 

and Appendix G for an English version). The items include questions about the 

participants’ English learning experience at major stages of their life, especially 

focusing on how they gained their knowledge of L2 grammar and oral fluency. The 

responses are used to conduct a semi-structured interview with each participant in the 

first meeting. 

 

Task and Data Collection Procedures 

Tasks and data collection were conducted at my affiliated organization in 

Yokohama, Japan, or the participants’ schools located in the same prefecture, once a 

month for six months. In each session, each participant Japanese teacher of English met 

with me for 60 to 90 minutes, during which time s/he was asked to perform two tasks: 

(a) an oral summary task and (b) a personal anecdote task. Both tasks are among 

classroom tasks that CLT-oriented teachers are encouraged to implement in Japanese 

high schools and are considered useful in helping learners develop their oral output 

skills. Such tasks are also feasible pedagogic options considering the logistical 

constraints of the current Japanese high school context. It is important, therefore, for the 

teachers to be able to model these tasks fluently. 

Before the first task, I explained to the participant our mutual goals, which were 

to (a) learn to use strategies to gain, refine, and use L2 grammar knowledge 
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(morphosyntax and multiword units), and (b) improve oral presentation skills by 

focusing on clarity and fluency in speech. I mentioned my assumptions regarding the 

possible benefits of improving L2 grammar proceduralization strategies and provided 

several strategies from the inventory I had compiled, encouraging the participants to 

devise their own strategies to suit their needs and learning styles. I also encouraged 

them to raise their awareness of L2 grammar points that can cause difficulties when 

they speak English in the classroom and when they read English materials in preparing 

for the classes. The importance of day-to-day input, interaction, and output 

opportunities was mentioned as well. 

The participants’ task performances were video- and audio-recorded and 

retrospective verbal reports in the following meeting were audio-recorded. A digital 

SONY HDR-CX430V video camera was used to capture the participant from the waist 

up. This wide-angle view is recommended (e.g., Erickson, 1992) because it gives the 

viewer a better sense of the environment and captures both linguistic (i.e., voices) and 

extralinguistic (i.e., facial expressions and gestures) information of the participants’ task 

performance. During the recording, I sat close to the participants in a friendly manner to 

alleviate their nervousness. I used a small video camera without attaching an external 

microphone and established a collaborative atmosphere, thus minimizing the 

obtrusiveness of video-recording. A SONY ICD-SX1000 digital audio recorder was 

used at the same time to obtain high quality audio data. 

Both the task performance and verbal reports were transcribed for content 

analysis. The verbal reports from the second meeting to the sixth meeting included the 
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participants’ reflections on (a) the comparison of their oral output and the native 

speakers’ reformulation of it, and (b) their self-perceived process of learning, 

understanding, and using L2 morphosyntactic knowledge and multiword units during 

the tasks as well as in their daily professional lives. 

After each meeting, a native English-speaking researcher—a TESOL major who 

teaches at a university in the metropolitan area—recorded a reformulated version of the 

same tasks for the Japanese teachers to listen to and to compare with their own output. 

The audio file was sent via email to each participant within two weeks after each 

meeting. Individualized written feedback on the participants’ performance and the 

transcripts of native speakers’ reformulations were provided in the same email. The 

participants were encouraged to keep an English-learning journal to jot down thoughts 

or questions that arose about their English proficiency development. 

During the six-month task-feedback-noticing-task cycle, the participants were 

expected to have opportunities to engage in the following psycholinguistic, affective, 

and sociocultural experiences. First, they were asked to repeat the same tasks, activate 

and reactivate the same set of cognitive processes, and thus develop cognitive fluency 

(Segalowitz, 2010). Second, they were provided with explicit corrective feedback on 

their speech production, which has been found to be effective in developing implicit 

linguistic knowledge (Ellis, Loewen, & Elder, 2009). Third, they were encouraged to 

notice the gap (Schmidt & Frota, 1986; Truscot & Sharwood Smith, 2011) between 

their speech production and that of a native English speaker. Lastly, the participants 

were given advice on strategies to proceduralize L2 grammar knowledge to promote 
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fluency. This process was expected to enable the participants to obtain linguistic input 

(i.e., phonology, vocabulary, morphosyntax, multiword units, and discourse structure) 

in the context that both the participants and the native English-speaking researcher 

jointly pay attention to, promoting transfer appropriate processing (Segalowitz, 2010; 

Tomasello, 2003). Concurrently, the participants learned how to control their 

confidence during the tasks and made decisions regarding to what extent they would 

emulate the native English speaker model. In other words, they participated in this study 

with varying degrees of cognitive, affective, and sociocultural learner contributions. 

The schematic representation of the task and data collection procedures and the 

information regarding the dates of meetings with each participant are shown in Figure 5 

and Table 6, respectively. 

 

Oral Summary Task 

In each of the six meetings, each participant was presented a textbook section to 

summarize orally. To make the task more instrumental in developing the participant’s 

professional expertise, the oral summary was done in a way similar to what is known 

among language teachers in Japan as an oral introduction, the purpose of which is to 

introduce the topic and the content of the text in ways that engage students, build or 

activate schema, and preview some of the upcoming target language. 
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Figure 5. Task and data collection procedures. 

 

Summary 1  

Personal Anecdote 1 

Reformulated Summary 1 

Reformulated Personal Anecdote 1 

The participants will carry out the 
task with the same content as in 
Meeting 1 

Meeting 1 (July, 2015) 

Summary 2  

Personal Anecdote 2 

Reformulated Summary 2 

Reformulated Personal Anecdote 2 

Meeting 2 (August, 2015) 

Retrospective Interview 1 

Email Feedback 1 

Email Feedback 2 

Summary 1 (Post-test) 

Personal Anecdote (Post-test) 

Meeting 6 (December, 2015) 

Retrospective Interview 5 

Meeting 3 (September, 2015) --- Meeting 5 (November, 2015)  

Preliminary Meeting (March, 2015) 

Learning History Interview / Orientation 

Administration of three tests (PVT, PGT, GJT) 

Meeting 7 (January, 2016 – February, 2016) 

Retrospective Interview 6 



 

Table 6. Dates of Meetings for Tasks and Interviews 

Participant 
Preliminary  

Meeting Meeting 1 Meeting 2 Meeting 3 Meeting 4 Meeting 5 Meeting 6 Meeting 7 

Kazu Mar 3, 2015 Jul 9, 2015 Aug 20, 2015 Sep 13, 2015 Oct 26, 2015 Nov 20, 2015 Dec 18, 2015 Feb 4, 2016 

Takako Mar 15, 2015 Jul 11, 2015 Aug 8, 2015 Sep 24, 2015 Oct 31, 2015 Nov 28, 2015 Dec 19, 2015 Jan 28, 2016 

Koji Mar 5, 2015 Jul 9, 2015 Aug 19, 2015 Sep 26, 2015 Oct 24, 2015 Nov 23, 2015 Dec 19, 2015 Jan 31, 2016 

Mamoru Mar 10, 2015 Jul 13, 2015 Aug 10, 2015 Sep 14, 2015 Oct 15, 2015 Nov 18, 2015 Dec 17, 2015 Feb 3, 2016 

Atsuko Mar 3, 2015 Jul 13, 2015 Aug 21, 2015 Sep 14, 2015 Oct 25, 2015 Nov 20, 2015 Dec 15, 2015 Feb 3, 2016 

Kumiko Mar 9, 2015 Jul 7, 2015 Aug7, 2015 Sep 22, 2015 Oct 27, 2015 Nov 23, 2015 Dec 22, 2015 Jan 24, 2016 

 

9
0
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An authorized high school English textbook was used for the oral summary task. 

In each meeting, the participants were given a 200 to 300-word passage (one section of 

a lesson) from a MEXT-approved English Communication textbook with some key 

words highlighted. The participants were then asked to summarize the passage as if they 

were introducing the content to the class to raise students’ level of enthusiasm. The 

vocabulary, Flesch-Kincaid readability, and topic familiarly were considered so that the 

task difficulty for each meeting remained consistent. A sample worksheet used for this 

task is shown in Appendix H. The same text was used in the first and the sixth sessions. 

In the oral summary task, the participants (a) read the passage silently, (b) 

answered a few comprehension questions orally to make sure that they understood the 

gist, (c) planned for the presentation for five minutes, and (d) summarized the text 

orally in the style of an oral introduction for approximately 3 minutes. In steps (c) and 

(d), the participants engaged in pre-task and within-task planning (R. Ellis, 2005) 

respectively, so that their propositional and linguistic planning in both phases were 

explored during the post-task interviews. No time pressure was applied in step (d) to 

allow the participants to use on-line monitoring and to potentially utilize newly learned 

explicit knowledge (Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). 

 

Personal Anecdote Task 

After the oral summary task, the participants told a personal anecdote that they 

would not mind sharing with the researcher or any other person casually. The 

participants were asked to tell the same anecdote in the first and sixth meetings. In this 
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task, the participants (a) engaged in small talk with the researcher for about 15 seconds, 

(b) identified the topic for the personal anecdote task provided by the researcher, (c) 

planned for the presentation for one minute, and (d) told a story for approximately three 

minutes. Although the participants were free to choose the content of their talk, a topic 

was provided each time to control the variety of their spoken discourse. 

The list of texts to be summarized for the oral summary task and the topics for 

the personal anecdote task is shown in Table 7. 

 

Feedback as Intervention 

As shown earlier in Figure 5, after the first task session onward, the participants 

were given feedback on their task performance by email. The feedback included (a) 

comments and advice on the overall clarity and suprasegmental aspects of their 

performance, (b) information that could deepen the participants’ understanding of L2 

grammar, (c) comments and advice on some useful morphosyntactic forms, multiword 

units, or discourse structure (e.g., Hatch, 1992; Labov & Waletzky, 1967; McCarthy & 

Carter, 1994) that can be found in the native speaker’s reformulated performance. 

The email included the transcripts of the participants’ original performance and 

the native English speaker’s reformulations as MS Word file attachments. For the oral 

summary task, the native English speaker provided a model oral summary of the given 

text. For the personal anecdote task, on the other hand, he provided his reformulation of 

the participants’ individual performance. 
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Table 7. Texts and Topics for the Oral Summary and Personal Anecdote Tasks 

 
Texts for the Oral  
Summary Task 

Topics for the Personal  
Anecdote Task 

Meeting 1 
(Jul 2015) 

Ando Tadao: The philosophy of a 
famous Japanese architect, Ando 
Tadao 
187 words 
FRE = 79.4; FKG = 4.9 

Most memorable trip 

Meeting 2 
(Aug 2015) 

Sleep and Dream: The reason why 
we sleep and dream 
189 words 
FRE = 85.6; FKG = 3.9 

High school memory 

Meeting 3 
(Sep 2015) 

Irena Sendler: A background story of 
why Irena Sendler came to be known 
to the world 
177 words 
FRE = 55.3; FKG = 8.6 

Difficult experience at work 

Meeting 4 
(Oct 2015) 

Money around the World: Currencies 
in the world and what their designs 
tell us 
203 words 
FRE = 68.4; FKG = 7.0 

The time you studied English 
the hardest 

Meeting 5 
(Nov 2015) 

Water Problem: The importance of 
supplying safe water to people in the 
world 
152 words 
FRE = 61.8; FKG = 8.8 

Scariest experience in life 

Meeting 6 
(Dec 2015) 

Same as Meeting 1 Same as Meeting 1 

Meeting 7 
(Jan 2016 – 
Feb 2016) 

（Retrospective Analysis of the Final 

Task Performance ） 

（Retrospective Analysis of the Final 

Task Performance ） 

Note. FRE = Flesch Reading Ease; FKG = Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level. 

 

The email feedback on each performance was elaborated in the subsequent 

retrospective interview session, where the participant and I discussed our discoveries as 

to what aspects of the native English speaker’s performance were judged to be 

instrumental in improving the participant’s future performances. The resultant 

interaction between the participant and me served as an intervention that was hoped to 
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enhance the L2 grammar proceduralization strategies of the participants, their daily 

language learning/use habits, and their oral fluency. 

 

Reformulation Procedures 

A native English speaker, a Canadian TESOL researcher with an extensive 

experience teaching at Japanese universities, provided model performances for the oral 

summary and personal anecdote tasks. 

For the oral summary task, the native English speaker read the same text given to 

the participants, took some time to formulate his ideas, jotted down some key words, 

and recorded his oral summary, occasionally glancing at his notes. He was given some 

more time than the participants to make sure that he could create a logical, coherent 

model for the participants to learn from. 

For the personal anecdote task, the native English speaker provided his own 

rendition of what the participants wanted to say. In other words, he reconstructed the 

same oral performance without changing the content but using his own words so that it 

sounded as native-like as possible. This reformulation technique was initially developed 

by Cohen (1982, 1983) in his research on writing instruction, which I adapted to oral 

performance in the current study. The following steps were taken: 

1. After each meeting with the participants, I created notes with some key phrases 

from the transcripts of the six participants’ performances.  
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2. I visited the native English speaker at his office, showed the notes, and explained 

what the participants wanted to say in English, providing some background 

information if necessary. 

3. The native English speaker and I discussed the content of each participant’s 

anecdote. In cases where there were parts he did not understand, I provided my own 

interpretation of the utterance from my perspective as a Japanese speaker of English. 

4. The native English speaker took some time, jotted down notes if necessary, and 

recorded his reformulation of each participant’s personal anecdote into a digital 

recorder. 

5. I transcribed the recordings and checked with the native English speaker when 

clarification was needed. 

The following is a transcript of Atsuko’s Time 2 personal anecdote on her high school 

memory, my notes including some key phrases from the anecdote, and the native 

English speaker’s reformulation. 

[Atsuko’s Time 2 personal anecdote] 

OK er (.) when I was (1.0) junior (.) when I was junior in high school er 

(2.0) I visited (1.0) one English teacher’s (1.0) one English teacher’s home 

(1.0) The teacher’s name was (1.0) is was er (1.0) Mr. O--- (1.5) Y--- (.) I 

(.) really respected him (1.0) at that time and of course now I still respect 

him er he (.) he mm (2.0) When I wa- (1.0) at the time (.) he (.) maybe he 

taught only (1.0) our class (.) He (.) taught us (.) er English reading and 

grammar and co- (1.0) composition (.) everything and maybe only (.) our 

class he taught (1.0) And he retired that (.) spring (1.0) So during that 

spring (.) er vacation (1.0) I (.) some of my friends and I visited (.) him (.) 

and his (1.0) his wife (2.0) his wife cooked (.) dinner for us and we (.) 



 96 

stayed (3.0) his- we stayed at his home (.) maybe (2.0) six or seven hours 

(.) we talked a lot (4.0) Some students says (.) some students said (.) at that 

time some students said (1.0) our- I mean my classmates said (.) er they 

didn’t (.) like (.) his class because he is very strict and he’s very (1.0) er 

sometimes (.) for s- (.) for them mean (1.0) to them (1.5) but the (.) 

students who love English (2.0) is (4.0) er loved his class so much (1.0) I 

learned a lot (2.0) from his class (2.0) So when (1.0) er visiting his home 

(2.5) is (1.0) one of my best memories of a high school (.) of my high 

school days. 

 

[Researcher’s notes given to the native English speaker] 

▪ junior (2nd year) in high school 

▪ visited Mr. O’s home... an English teacher I respected / and I still do 

▪ He taught us English reading, grammar, and composition 

▪ We were the only 2nd year class he taught 

▪ He retired at the end of the school year in March 

▪ We visited his home / spring break 

▪ His wife cooked dinner / we stayed for six or seven hours. 

▪ Some students didn’t like his class... very strict... maybe mean 

▪ But for those who loved English... he was a great teacher 

▪ I learned a lot from him 

▪ Great memory! 

 

[The native English speaker’s reformulation] 

When I was a junior in second year in high school, I visited the home of a 

teacher named Mr. O---. Ah he was an English teacher that I really 

respected. Actually, I still do respect him a lot. Um… but at that time, he 

was teaching us English reading, grammar, and composition. I think we 

were the only second year class that he taught. And he retired at the end of 

the school year in March. And during the spring break, we visited his 
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home. His wife cooked dinner for us and I think we stayed for six or seven 

hours. Some of the students … didn’t like his class because he was very 

strict, and maybe even a little mean. But … those students like me who 

loved English… for us, he was a great teacher. And I learned a lot from 

him. And visiting his house that time was a great memory for me. 

 

Retrospective Interviews, Post-task Interviews, and Stimulated Recall 

The preliminary meeting was focused on interviewing the participants on their 

English learning history. The first to seventh meetings, from July 2015 to February 

2016, were focused on the participants’ strategic processes of learning, understanding, 

and using L2 grammar as they engaged in the tasks and their day-to-day EFL learning 

and teaching experiences. For this purpose, three types of data collection procedures 

were conducted in addition to the oral summary and personal anecdote tasks. The 

following three procedures were conducted in Japanese to enable the participants to 

fully express their thoughts. 

A retrospective interview was conducted at the beginning of each meeting 

(except for one in July) to obtain information about what kinds of language knowledge 

and strategies the participants had learned as a result of comparing their transcribed 

utterances and the native English speaker’s reformulations of those utterances. 

A post-task interview was conducted immediately after each task to elicit the 

participants’ thoughts on perceived causes of dysfluency and instances in which certain 

strategies enhanced their fluent oral production. Asking these questions immediately 

after the event enabled me to elicit the participants’ responses while minimizing 

memory decay. 
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The stimulated recall technique (Gass & MacKey, 2000) was used in discussing 

the participants’ task performances in detail. For considerations of time constraints and 

the participants’ fatigue, the stimulated recall in this study was conducted one month 

after the tasks. This increases the likelihood that the retrieval is from long-term memory, 

causing recall interference and increasing the chance that the participants will say what 

they think the researcher wants them to say (MacKey & Gass, 2005, p. 78). However, 

this drawback was mitigated by using high quality video recording and transcripts of the 

participants’ performances, which facilitated their recollection of each task. I focused 

on (a) fluency vulnerability points (Segalowitz, 2010) that caused dysfluency and (b) 

morphosyntactic forms or multiword units that the participants newly learned to use. 

Their comments were audio-recorded, transcribed, and analyzed. 

 

Email Exchanges 

In each email exchange, I provided feedback on the participants’ recent task 

performance and attached an audio file of the native-speaker reformulation of it. I 

encouraged them to make an effort and reminded them that refining knowledge of L2 

grammar would be beneficial in improving English speaking skills. I tried to stay 

connected with the participants without making them feel bothered by extra work. To 

prevent this from happening, I provided the participants with whatever assistance they 

needed in teaching their classes, including their questions regarding English usage, 

teaching techniques, and materials development. 
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English Learning Journals 

Each time I sent the participants an email with feedback on their task 

performance, I asked them to fill out a simple form, a MS Word attachment titled 

English Learning Journal with questions about (a) their recent discoveries or problems 

about L2 grammar, (b) their experiences with dysfluency, (c) the amount and content of 

their exposure to and use of English in their private and professional lives. At the start 

of the study sessions, they were encouraged to write their thoughts at odd moments so 

that they would not have difficulty recalling their on-going learning experiences when 

they responded to my questions. 

 

Performance Assessment 

The first, third, and the sixth performances were independently assessed by three 

native English speakers, using the first one minute of the audio-recorded performances. 

The raters are all English-teaching professionals who are currently teaching either at the 

author’s affiliation (in-service teacher training institute) or at a university. The two 

tasks—the oral summary task and personal anecdote task—were rated using the same 

rating scale for fluency. The rating scale chosen for assessing fluency is a data-based 

fluency scale (Hasselgren, 1998 as cited in Luoma, 2004, pp. 87-88). This scale is based 

on the fluency rating scale Fulcher (1996) developed drawing on theory and empirical 

data. Before rating the participants’ performance samples, the raters were given the 

opportunity to practice with a dummy sample video for initial calibration. The scale is 

shown in Appendix I. 
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Qualitative Data Analyses 

In order to address each of the five research questions, both qualitative and 

qualitative analyses were conducted. To explore what kinds of grammar 

proceduralization strategies Japanese EFL teachers used in appropriating, understanding, 

and using L2 grammar during the course of six months (Research Question 1), 

interview transcripts, immediate and stimulated recall reports, and English learning 

journals were first printed out for initial coding and pattern finding. The text data were 

also fed into NVivo10, a computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDA) 

program. This approach enabled me to automatically record my coding and pattern-

finding processes and regular member-checking, facilitating the transparency of my 

analyses. 

To address the next two questions, which concern what morphosyntactic forms 

and multiword units Japanese EFL teachers used in the two tasks (Research Question 

2a) and whether there were any morphosyntactic forms or multiword units that were 

useful to the participants but difficult to use fluently and why (Research Question 2b), 

the transcripts of both the participants’ and the native English speaker’s performances 

were analyzed to identify the similarities and differences in the use of morphosyntactic 

forms and multiword units. These traits were manually checked while corpus analysis 

software such as AntConc (Anthony, 2014) was used as a supportive device. 

Regarding whether there was transfer of L2 grammar proceduralization 

strategies between the oral summary task and personal anecdote task (Research 
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Question 3), the task performance transcripts, post-task interviews, and stimulated recall 

data were checked to seek evidence that similar strategies, morphosyntactic forms, or 

multiword units were used across the two tasks. 

 

Quantitative Data Analyses 

In order to address research question 4 regarding the participants’ oral fluency 

development, six sets of transcription data from both the oral summary and the personal 

anecdote tasks were analyzed based on four measurements: fluency, accuracy, 

morphosyntactic complexity, and lexical complexity. The concepts of complexity, 

accuracy, and fluency, or CAF, have long been used for L2 performance and 

proficiency research. Although several challenges have been identified (Housen & 

Kuiken, 2009), CAF is still used to assess learners’ written and spoken output (e.g., 

Housen, Kuiken, & Vedder, 2012). Drawing upon Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) and 

Skehan (2009), I used CAF and an additional component, a measure of lexical 

complexity. I also considered practicality issues in making the final choice of measures 

in this study. 

 

Fluency 

Measures of fluency for speech production can concern temporal variables or 

hesitation phenomena (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005). The former includes speech rate, 

number of pauses, pause length, and length of run, while the latter involves false starts, 

repetitions, reformulations, and replacements. On the basis of a review of past research 
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on L2 fluency development, Kormos (2006) suggested that temporal variables such as 

speech rate and the mean length of fluent runs are the most accurate predictors of 

fluency. The hesitation phenomenon also provides insights regarding L2 speakers’ 

speech production. For example, Skehan (2009) found that under non-planning 

conditions, native English speakers paused more than non-natives at AS-unit boundaries. 

This means that native English speakers use pauses effectively for on-line planning. 

 It is worthwhile, therefore, to investigate both of the two types of measures to 

understand the participants’ fluency trajectories. In this study, I chose two measures of 

temporal variables and three measures regarding hesitation variables. 

▪ Speech Rate (SR): The total number of syllables produced per minute on task. It 

reflects the overall ease with which the participant can speak in real time. 

▪ Mean Length of Runs (MLR): The mean number of syllables produced between 

pauses, defined here as unfilled silences of longer than 0.3 seconds, following Wood 

(2010, p. 107). It indicates the length of streams of words or multiword units that are 

uttered between pauses. 

▪ Mean Length of Pauses (MLP): The mean length of all pauses beyond a 

predetermined threshold. In this study it is defined as the total length of pauses that 

are equal to and longer than one second, divided by the total number of pauses equal 

to and longer than one second. 

▪ Total Pause Lengths (TPL): The total length of pauses that are equal to and longer 

than one second. To make between-task comparisons possible, this measure was 

converted to total lengths of pauses per minute. 
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▪ Repeated Words or Phrases: The percentage of repeated words or phrases (verbatim 

or substitutive) per total number of words (Bygate, 1996). 

 

It can be assumed that higher levels of L2 grammar proceduralization leads to higher 

speech rates, longer mean length of runs, shorter mean length of undue pauses (i.e., 

pauses of one second or longer), shorter total pause lengths (i.e., total length of undue 

pauses), and fewer instances of dysfluency. In addition, the more fluent participants 

become, the more appropriately they will pause, that is, at AS-unit boundaries instead of 

in the middle of AS (Analysis of Speech) units. An AS-Unit is defined as “a single 

speaker’s utterance consisting of an independent clause, or sub-clausal unit, together 

with any subordinate clause(s) associated with either” (Foster, Tonkyn, & 

Wigglesworth, 2000, p. 365). 

It should also be noted that L2 grammar proceduralization might manifest itself 

in the three processes involved in fluency development (Kormos, 2006, p. 165), namely, 

(a) the automatization of morphosyntactic and phonological encoding processes, (b) the 

creation of formulaic sequences (i.e., multiword units) from smaller units of language, 

or (c) the deduction of rules from memorized chunks acquired as an unanalyzed unit. 

 

Morphosyntactic Accuracy 

Accuracy measures can be categorized into two types. One focuses on the ratio 

of errors in a given text to some unit of production (e.g., words, clauses, sentential 

units) and the other focuses on the proportion of such units to those that are error free 

(Lambert & Kormos, 2014). Because this study concerns the participants’ uptake of any 
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morphosyntactic form, the number of errors per 100 words (Mehnert, 1998) was used. 

Errors were double-checked by a native English speaker who were enrolled in Masters 

in TESOL program at the time of this research, and agreement was reached as to the 

correct alternative to each error. In identifying and coding types of errors, Izumi, 

Uchino, and Ishihara’s (2004a) The NICT JLE Corpus TAG LIST (Appendix J) was 

used. The coding, conducted manually, was subjective and the same error could be 

coded into different categories. Because only the error count was used in the analysis, 

the subjective nature of coding did not interfere with the analysis of the results. 

However, the best effort was made to ensure consisting coding. 

 

Morphosyntactic Complexity 

The amount of subordination was a measure of grammatical complexity. This 

measure is the total number of clauses divided by the total number of AS-units. The 

main difference of the AS-unit as compared to the conventional T-unit is the inclusion 

of independent sub-clausal units such as How long you stay here? and Three months 

(Foster et al., 2000, p. 366). These phrases that include ellipted elements are typical of 

spoken discourse. In this study, however, the data consist of spoken monologues. 

Therefore, the instances of these sub-clausal units were not observed frequently. 

 

Lexical Complexity 

P_Lex (Meara & Bell, 2001), a program that calculates a measure of lexical 

complexity, was used. This program provides an index to show the extent to which 
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difficult words—words beyond the first 1,000 high-frequency words on Nation’s 1984 

word lists—are included in a text. This is based on the assumption that individuals with 

large vocabularies are more likely to use infrequent words more often than people with 

smaller vocabularies (p. 9). 

P_Lex divides a text into a set of 10-word segments, ignoring punctuation. Then 

the words in each segment are categorized into either ‘easy’ or ‘difficult’ words, which 

in this case are ones that are not included in the first 1,000 high-frequency words. Next 

the number of 10-word segments containing one difficult word, two difficult words, and 

so on is calculated. Because most texts contain few difficult words, the distribution of 

the number of segments containing more difficult words is strongly skewed to the left, 

which can be well described by a Poisson distribution. Through a statistical calculation 

based on the Poisson distribution, the P_Lex program provides a single value, lambda 

(λ) , to represent the lexical complexity of a given text. According to Meara and Bell 

(2001), the lambda values typically range from 0 to 4.5, with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of difficult, or infrequent, words. 

In Skehan’s (2009) study, which provided lambda (λ) values as a measure of 

native and non-native speakers’ oral task performances, non-native speakers’ lambda 

values averaged 1.00 for a narrative task without planning and 0.54 for a decision-

making task without planning, respectively (p. 515). I decided to include this lexical 

complexity measure because the morphosyntactic complexity measure has some 

drawbacks such as not differentiating between types of subordination (Lambert & 

Kormos, 2014). 



 106 

 

FACETS Analysis 

The aforementioned quantitative measures of speech production are presented as 

descriptive statistics to investigate the overall trend in changes in fluency, accuracy, 

morphosyntactic complexity, and lexical complexity. However, fluency cannot be 

assessed solely in terms of linguistic measurements. In this study, therefore, 

performance assessment of the participants’ speech production was conducted at the 

beginning, in the middle, and at the end of the six-month period. Three native English 

speakers working as academics rated each performance for overall oral fluency based 

on the rubric adapted from Hasselgren (1998) and Fulcher (1996), shown in Appendix I. 

The three raters rated the participants’ oral fluency on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 

being the highest score. For example, a rating of 5 was awarded to an oral performance 

that demonstrated confidence and a lively tone of voice with rare pauses for reasons of 

grammar or word choice. A rating of 1 means that the performance was characterized 

by short and often single-word utterances, frequent long pauses and repetitions. 

The FACETS program (Linacre, 2008) was used in analyzing the results. 

FACETS provides the measurements of performance appraisal data based on the many-

facets Rash model (MFRM), a member of the Rasch model family. The original Rash 

model was developed by George Rasch (1960) and is based on the principle that “the 

probability of any correct response is a function of the ability of the person and the 

difficulty of the item (i.e., probability = function of [ability – difficulty])” (Bond & Fox, 

2015, p. 171). One of the most important tenets of this model is what is called 
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unidimentionality, the principle that in measuring development, scientists should focus 

on only one attribute at a time. The Rasch model makes it easier to compare and 

investigate aspects of human ability on a linear interval scale. This characteristic is 

supported by two major advantages of the Rasch model: (a) the model converts raw 

scores obtained from ordinal data to logit (log odds unit) data, or log odds ratios on a 

common interval scale, and (b) it provides fit statistics to enable diagnosis as to what 

extent the original data deviate from what the model expects. 

While the original Rasch model was designed for use with dichotomous data 

(person ability and item difficulty), it was expanded by Linacre (1992) to include 

multiple facets such as rater severity and topic difficulty, and to calculate person ability 

estimates by taking rater severity into account. He eventually developed a computer 

program called FACETS to perform many-facets Rasch analysis. 

FACETS provides two important pieces of information relevant to this research. 

One was an insight into the extent to which rater severity fluctuated during the 

performance assessments. The other was a set of measurements of the participants’ 

performances that had been adjusted for the influences of rater severity and 

performance criteria difficulty. This research was not designed to establish statistical 

evidence for predetermined hypotheses; however, this program helped me to make an 

informed analysis of the participants’ performance development. 
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Emergent Focus: Key Morphosyntactic Forms and Multiword Units 

The process of selecting key L2 grammar categories was begun by analyzing the 

instances of dysfluency in the participants’ initial spoken output in July 2015. Using the 

transcripts of their first task performances, I listed the strings of words that followed 

silent pauses longer than 1 second or those that were repeated or self-corrected. I 

assigned those strings to categories based on (a) the possible causes of dysfluency, 

referring to Segalowitz’s seven fluency vulnerability points (see Table 1), (b) the 

purpose for which the participants used the strings to construct discourse for the oral 

summary and personal anecdote tasks, and (c) whether the processing difficulty lay in 

producing appropriate collocations (i.e., multiword units), processing morphosyntactic 

forms, or connecting phrases and ideas into complex sentences in real time. The 

participants’ self-reports from the immediate and stimulated recall data informed the 

decision-making process. The participants’ comments on their instances of dysfluency 

stored as text data in NVivo 10 (QDA software) were repeatedly coded to gain insights 

used for the selection of key grammar categories. 

The next step was to analyze the native English speaker informant’s 

reformulations of the participants’ performances. Starting in July 2015, I made a list of 

useful expressions from the native speaker informant’s reformulations after each 

meeting, by comparing the transcripts of the six participants and those of the native 

English speaker informant. Next, the phrases, or strings of words, that the participants 

were unable to produce fluently and the matching equivalent utterances in the 

informant’s transcripts were identified. Expressions or constructions that the native 
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English speaker used but the participants did not were also identified. The resultant lists 

were provided to the participants as part of my feedback at each subsequent meeting. At 

the same time, these lists were used to isolate key morphosyntactic forms and 

multiword units that could positively impact the participants’ task performances. 

As a result of the comparative analysis on the initial and subsequent transcripts 

from both the participants’ task performances and the native speaker informant’s 

reformulations, a number of key morphosyntactic forms and multiword units were 

selected, labelled, and categorized. Through several revisions, 16 categories emerged 

with three broader functional domains as summarized in Table 8. 

 

Three Functional Domains  

The 16 categories of the key L2 grammar items belonged to three broader 

domains that represent the functional values of these items in facilitating fluent spoken 

production. The first domain, labelled Multiword Units that Facilitate Discourse 

Construction, includes seven categories of multiword units whose function was to 

construct coherent discourse for the oral summary and personal anecdote tasks. These 

multiword units can be phrases or sentence stems that help speakers to start, elaborate 

on, and end a stretch of discourse. As the labels indicate, the seven categories in this 

domain represent key grammatical constructions or collocations whose successful 

manipulation was important to efficiently complete the two oral tasks in this study.  
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Table 8. 16 Key Emergent Grammar Categories 

Functional 
domain Category Example (NS’s reformulation) 

Multiword units 
that facilitate 
discourse 
construction 

(Domain 1) 

1. Time-Place Reference 
 
 
2. Description Phrases 

 
 
3. Signposting 

3.1 Beginning 
 
 

3.2 Middle 
 

3.3. End 
 
4. Comment Phrases 
 
5. Hedges and Fillers 
 
6. Emphasis and Rhetoric 

 
7. Negation 

during the spring break, on the first 
night 
 
so they were pretty noisy in the 
restaurant 
 
 
one of my best memories from high 
school was 
 
The other thing I remember was 
 
In the end, I guess I did a good job 
 
I was shocked actually 
 
It’s kind of like a second home for us. 
 
later that evening I did visit her 
 
So I didn’t have any hope of  
 

Morphosyntactic 
forms that 
facilitate 
sentence 
construction 

(Domain 2) 

8. Noun Phrases 
 
9. Noun Forms 
 

10. Verb Phrases 
 
11. Verb Forms 
 
12. Prepositions 
 
 
13. Articles 
 

the person on the other end 
 
I took some English classes 
 
she began to feel sick 
 
she was having difficulty breathing 
 
It was in the second year of high 
school 
 
I really enjoyed the fresh air in Nara. 
 

Connectors that 
facilitate on-line 
idea linkage 

(Domain 3) 

14. Restrictive Relative 
Clauses 

 
15. Loose Connectors 
 
16. Deixis and Pronouns 
 

an English teacher that I really 
respected 
 
a teacher called me saying that 
 
I knocked on his door 

 

The participants reported that some of their instances of dysfluency block were 

due to their inability to retrieve the semantic content of their talk (i.e., content to be 
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summarized or content related to their personal experience) rather than to a lack of 

linguistic knowledge. It was difficult, however, to judge whether those dysfluency 

instances were primarily a matter of macroplanning—planning what to say—or 

microplanning—planning what to say within the L2 speaker’s linguistic limitations. It is 

likely that the two cognitive processes are intertwined in a complex manner. In both 

cases, discourse planning has a strong impact on speakers’ fluency, which is why the L2 

grammar items in this domain are instrumental in the participants’ oral performance 

(Wray, 2002, p. 190). 

The second domain, Morphosyntactic Forms that Facilitate Sentence 

Construction, involves six morphosyntactic categories that help speakers produce 

utterances, phrases, or sentences accurately and appropriately. This domain includes 

noun phrases, noun forms (singular vs. plural; count vs. noncount), verb phrases, verb 

forms (tense and aspect inflections), prepositions, and articles. The participants’ 

difficulties with these categories were caused by their inability to retrieve lexical items, 

lack of knowledge thereof, or lack of confidence in choosing one form over another. 

Lexical retrieval and lexical choices are connected to speakers’ ability to use 

appropriate collocations. There were also cases in which the participants had difficulty 

retrieving or choosing the correct verb or noun phrase due to L1 interference. For 

example, some had difficulty constructing the collocation use an umbrella because the 

Japanese equivalent of this phrase, kasa o sasu (umbrella post-position hold up), 

includes a verb that is lexically distant from the English equivalent use. 
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The third domain, Connectors that Facilitate On-Line Idea Linkage, includes 

three categories of L2 grammar items that can be used to add or connect ideas. 

Restrictive relative clauses, for example, enable speakers to add information by post-

modification (e.g., an English teacher that I really respected). On the other hand, non-

restrictive relative clauses are placed into a different category labelled Loose 

Connectors. This category involves a variety of grammatical constructions—not 

including restrictive relative clauses—that help speakers add ideas or information in a 

linear, ad hoc fashion. Present participles as in A teacher called me saying that another 

student had gotten injured belong to this category. The last category on the list is Deixis 

and Pronouns. This category is made up of grammar items that help speakers ensure the 

listener’s understanding by providing cohesion to the discourse, especially by keeping 

track of people and objects under discussion. 

 

Sixteen Key Grammar Categories for Efficient Oral Production 

The 16 key grammar categories were identified based on the observed instances 

of dysfluency and the analysis of the native English speaker informant’s reformulations. 

What follows is a brief explanation of each category, one or two prototypical examples 

of the participant’s dysfluent output, and the native English speaker’s reformulations. 

1. Time-Place Reference 

Using time-place reference has a schema-activation effect in telling stories. The 

participants used numerous multiword units related to time-place reference, but they 

suffered dysfluencies when they lacked confidence about the most appropriate wording 
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and collocations. Although time-place references can appear in any part of an utterance, 

mainly those that appeared near the beginning of the utterance were coded into this 

category. In the following example, Asako fails to utter the time-reference phrase, 

“during the spring vacation [break]” in one breath; the native English speaker did so. 

[Example] 

Atsuko: So during that spring (1.5) er vacation (1.0) I (1.0) some of my 

friends and I visited (.) him. [Time 2, Personal Anecdote] 

NS:  And (.) during the spring break (.) we visited his home. 

 

2. Description Phrases 

Describing people, objects, and events is important in both oral summary and 

personal anecdote tasks. Multiword units in this category posed difficulty in the 

participants’ microplanning phase because they had to choose one construction over all 

the other possibilities, while deciding quickly if the chosen construction would be 

manageable within the time constraints and their language repertoire. Three major types 

of constructions that the native English speaker informant used were (a) constructions 

including linking verbs, or the A = B type (e.g., so they were pretty noisy in the 

restaurant), (b) constructions that describe attributes, or the A has B type (e.g., For 

example this bill has the king of Thailand on it), and (c) constructions that describe 

actions, or the A does B type (e.g., He designs buildings). Dysfluency occurred when 

the participants could not make appropriate choices rapidly enough to maintain a 

sustained monologue. In the following example, Kazu starts to describe a house 
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designed by a famous Japanese architect, but he was unable to add the proper structure 

to the linking verb. After a 2.5-second pause, he abandoned the utterance. 

[Example] 

Kazu: er this house (.) is er (5.0) this house is (2.5) do you know Ando 

Tadao? [Time 1, Oral Summary] 

NS: From the outside (.) it looks like a concrete box. 

 

3. Signposting 

The signposting category of multiword units encompasses a variety of phrases, 

sentence stems, and constructions used to regulate the flow of discourse. Depending on 

where an item is typically used in discourse, it is placed into one of three subcategories 

(3.1-3.3). In oral summary tasks, both the participants and the native English speaker 

used directions (e.g., Take a look at the picture) and questions (e.g., What kind of house 

do you want to live in?) to an imaginary group of students. These phrases or sentences 

belong to this category. Because multiword units for signposting purposes can also be 

used as a time-gaining device, some are long and complex. While the native English 

speaker informant tended to utter these phrases in one breath, the participants 

occasionally had difficulty doing so, especially when their mental resources were 

directed to microplanning the utterance at topic shifts in the discourse. There were also 

instances where the participants did not use any signposting phrases at the end (other 

than That’s it), while the native English speaker elaborated on how to end the discourse 

by making a concluding remark, as in 3.3. 
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3.1 Beginning 

[Example] 

Koji: The time (1.0) when I studied English very hard (1.0) was er (3.0) the 

period I (.) was in the United States. [Time 4, Personal Anecdote] 

NS: Well let me tell you about the time when I studied English the hardest 

(.) the time that I studied English (.) the hardest (.) I guess it was the 

time when I went to (.) the US. 

3.2 Middle 

[Example] 

Kumiko: and so I decided to take English (.) certificate (2.0) mm first grade 

(.) what did I do mm (.) [Time 4, Personal Anecdote] 

NS: I thought trying for the test again (.) would be a good challenge for 

me (.) and a way to keep my English skills sharp (.) so here’s what I 

did (.) 

3.3. End 

[Example] 

Mamoru: but (1.0) living in this house (1.0) might (3.0) allow us to feel 

about nature and (.) feel the season change [Time 1, Oral 

Summary] 

NS: He thinks (.) that we should live with nature (.) instead of 

destroying nature (.) for our own comfort (.) and convenience. 
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The string He thinks that we should functions as a discourse ending device. By 

summarizing Ando Tadao’s philosophy, the native English speaker is giving a sense of 

closure at the end of his oral summary. The modal should connotes a person’s desirable 

course of action based on the preceding argument in the text, which is why the phrase is 

an appropriate option to end an oral summary. 

 

4. Comment Phrases 

This category of multiword units was more instrumental in performing the 

personal anecdote task than the oral summary task because the speakers are more 

motivated to insert comments about personal events. Comment phrases often involve 

linking verbs, making it difficult to distinguish them from description phrases (Category 

2) that have similar structures. However, comment phrases are derived from the 

speaker’ feelings, emotions, and subjective opinions. Therefore, the degree of 

subjectivity involved was used to make the distinction between the two categories. For 

example, it’s quite a spectacle can be regarded as a comment phrase (an opinion) while 

so they (= my children) were pretty noisy in the restaurant can be regarded as a 

description phrase. In the following example, the native English speaker’s reformulation, 

I was stunned, better expresses Takako’s emotional state of shock when she was 

suddenly asked to take charge of a job in the internship program she had never done 

before at her newly assigned school. 
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[Example] 

Takako: (1.5) And (.) I was so surprised because (.) I didn't know how to (.) 

you know (.) how to (.) do the internship 

[Time 3, Personal Anecdote] 

NS:  I didn't know what to do (.) I had absolutely no experience with that 

(.) I was stunned. 

 

5. Hedges and Fillers 

Hedges included multiword units of different sizes and lengths that serve to 

soften expressions and avoid sounding too direct or definitive, such as kind of and a 

little bit as hedges and fillers. Stance adverbials such as I guess and I think can be used 

as hedging devices as well. Fillers refer to expressions that are used to gain time and 

avoid awkward silences in real-time spoken production. Expressions such as you know, 

I mean, and like are typical examples. The participants used fillers to varying degrees, 

but they often had difficulty using hedges when they wanted to mitigate the content of 

their utterance, which often resulted in dysfluencies. In the following example, Atsuko 

tries to mitigate a description of a teacher she respected, but she was unable to find a 

proper way to do so. 

 [Example] 

Atsuko: er they didn’t (.) like (.) his class because he is very strict and he’s 

very (1.0) er sometimes (.) for s- (.) for them mean (1.0) to them 

 [Time 4, Personal Anecdote] 
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NS: Some of the students (1.0) didn’t like his class because he was very 

strict (.) and maybe even a little mean. 

 

6. Emphasis and Rhetoric 

The participants suffered from dysfluency when they were emotionally attached 

to the content of their talk and unable to translate their emotional state into precise 

language. The L2 grammar items labelled Emphasis and Rhetoric refer to expressions 

that satisfy the speakers’ desire to communicate their emotions using more appropriate 

lexis. Some of these expressions are lexical items such as adverbs (e.g., suddenly, 

definitely, proudly) and others are sentence stems (e.g., the truth is, it was not until, it’s 

no understatement to say). It is important to note again that individual lexical items 

such as adverbs are frequently used in semi-fixed multiword units (e.g., he suddenly 

asked me, definitely my weakest skill, now I can proudly). The following example shows 

how Kazu tried but was unable to fully express his thoughts. 

 [Example] 

Kazu: (1.0)  but I (1.0) couldn’t (1.0) speak (.) it well (.) so I (3.0) I did (1.5) 

English conversation on the Internet (1.0) every day (.) for 30 minutes 

to one hour [Time 4, Personal Anecdote] 

NS: so speaking was definitely my weakest skill (.) so I took extra English 

conversation lessons every day about 30 minutes to an hour  
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7. Negation 

The participants used negative constructions fluently in collocations that they 

were familiar with (e.g., I didn’t have a lot of time, I didn’t sleep at all). However, when 

they had to plan a novel negative construction with relatively unfamiliar collocations, 

they became dysfluent. Experience using negative constructions in a variety of 

multiword units can be expected to facilitate more fluent oral production. In the 

following example, Koji was constructing a negative sentence almost word by word to 

describe his children’s behavior. The native English speaker, on the other hand, used a 

common multiword unit, couldn’t sit still, which most likely was stored in his mental 

lexicon with the phrase our children. 

[Example] 

Koji: (1.5)  We enjoyed it very much but (1.5) our children (.) were too 

small (.) so small that (.) they (.) could not (.) keep (.) sitting (.) 

 on the chair on the chair [Time 1, Personal Anecdote] 

NS:         We enjoyed it really (.) a lot and however (.) our children were too 

small (.) and they couldn’t sit still (.) while we ate 

 

8. Noun Phrases 

The participants often had difficulty choosing the most appropriate noun phrases 

to express their ideas in a given context. They often suffered from an L1 interference in 

which a Japanese word or phrase came to mind and blocked the retrieval of the 

appropriate English expression. In the following example, Kumiko was searching for a 
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phrase to describe a proficiency test preparation book. A striking contrast was observed 

in how the native English speaker informant used an appropriate noun phrase with 

additional prepositional phrases for clarification. 

[Example] 

Kumiko:  I bought (2.0) mm English (.) grade 1 (.) textbooks 

[Time 4, Personal Anecdote] 

NS: I bought an Eiken prep book for the first grade of the test 

 

9. Noun Forms 

Because the Japanese language does not make morphological distinctions 

between singular-plural and count-noncount nouns, the participants made frequent 

errors in selecting correct noun forms. However, the degree to which these errors 

affected fluency depended on how much the participants were conscious of these 

aspects. In the following example, Mamoru’s error in the noun form (season instead of 

seasons) was not the cause of major dysfluency, but the same noun phrase caused Koji 

to pause, repeat, and self-correct his utterance. 

[Example] 

Mamoru: (1.0) living in this house (1.0) might (3.0) allow us to feel about 

nature and (.) feel the season change [Time 1, Oral Summary] 

Koji: we can (.) we can feel (.) the season change (.) we can see we can 

feel the seasons change [Time 1, Oral Summary] 
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NS: but the people living there can live with nature (.) They can feel 

the seasons change. 

 

10. Verb Phrases 

As with noun phrases, verb phrases are important for converting mental images 

into language. In oral summary tasks, the participants had to recount the content of what 

they had read. In personal anecdote tasks, they had to express the semantic content of 

experiences that had long existed in their long-term memory. In this process, they 

needed to choose the most appropriate verb and its collocates rapidly. Several occasions 

were observed in which the participants failed to retrieve appropriate verb phrases to 

express their ideas, even for very basic ones. 

[Example] 

Takako: they need to get (1.5) water (4.5) they need to get water from like 

(1.0) like (1.0) different places [Time 5, Oral Anecdote] 

NS: they have to walk long distances (.) sometimes several kilometers 

just to get water for their families. 

 

11. Verb Forms 

This category of L2 grammar items refers to morphosyntactic forms related to 

tense, aspect, and mood. Subject-verb agreement (e.g., third-person singular -s) was 

excluded from the analysis because this grammatical feature has little communicative 

value compared with the other items. In contrast with noun forms, verb forms were 
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easier to manage for the participants. The problem lay not in the accurate use of such 

forms, but the use of a variety of forms when the context required it. In the following 

example, Atsuko uses the simple past tense in a context requiring the past perfect. 

[Example] 

Atsuko: So when I (1.0) decided to go (.) to Britain that summer (.)I- (.) er 

I wrote a letter to her (.) but maybe in (1.0) in ten (1.0) years or so 

(1.0) er once in ten years or so (.) and I didn’t receive her answer 

before leaving Japan [Time 1, Personal Anecdote] 

NS: and when I decided to go to Britain I actually (.) sent her a letter 

(.) but (.) I hadn’t received a reply from her 

 

12. Prepositions 

Prepositions are used in prepositional phrases and also in phrasal verbs. When 

these collocations are stored in the speaker’s memory and the speaker can retrieve them 

quickly enough, dysfluency is avoided. However, when speakers have to construct these 

collocations based on their knowledge of different possible meanings of prepositions, it 

creates dysfluency. 

 [Example] 

Kazu: I have run (.) in my school (.) all day (.) in two days 

 [Time 3, Personal Anecdote] 

NS: I had to run around the school (.) for (.) two whole days. 
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13. Articles 

The English article system is one of the most difficult grammatical forms to 

acquire for Japanese learners (Izumi, Uchino, & Isahara, 2004). Numerous errors were 

found in the participants’ oral performance samples because of the complexity of the 

rules concerning articles, and because it is difficult to self-monitor article usage during 

online production. In fact, instances of article use self-correction were not often 

observed in the transcribed data. Still, however, there was an instance, as shown in the 

following example, where the participant apparently noticed the incorrect use of an 

article and reformulated his utterance. 

[Example] 

Koji: Do you know Mr. Ando Tadao (.) He’s very famous architect (.) 

architect (3.0) He’s very famous in the world (.) okay? 

[Time 1, Oral Summary] 

NS: This house was designed (.) by Ando Tadao (.) He is a famous 

architect. 

 

14. Restrictive Relative Clauses 

The participants generally had a good command of restrictive relative clauses. 

They had learned and taught this construction for many years both as students and 

teachers. However, there were instances in which the participants did not use relative 

clauses while the native English speaker informant did. The native English speaker 
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elaborated more on explicating concepts and objects by using this construction to ensure 

that the interactant understood what he meant. 

[Example] 

Kumiko: I asked (.) my (.) school’s (1.0) ALT (.) to (.) correct (.) my essays 

 [Time 4, Personal Anecdote] 

NS: and I asked an ALT at my school to correct the essays that I wrote. 

 

15. Loose Connectors 

This category includes a wide variety of constructions that enable speakers to 

connect ideas as they come to mind. The native speaker informant used far more 

varieties of such constructions than the Japanese participants in this study. These 

constructions were labelled loose connectors because the phrases to be connected have 

distinct boundaries but can be connected when needs arise. Pawley and Syder (1983) 

referred to such syntactic processing as a clause-chaining, as opposed to clause-

integration, style. In the clause-chaining style, the speaker “strings together a sequence 

of relatively independent clauses, clauses which show little structural integration with 

earlier or later constructions” (p. 202). Constructions that serve such purposes include 

non-restrictive relative clauses, present and past participles, to-infinitives, appositives, 

prepositional phrases, conjunctions, and participial constructions. The degree of relative 

independence can vary, but expressions that can easily be added to the preceding 

phrases were grouped into this category. 
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One important feature of such constructions is that they appear mainly in spoken 

discourse. In contrast to written discourse, which often requires concise, logical, and 

tightly-knit constructions, spoken discourse is much more flexible in connecting phrases 

to enable quick real-time processing. For non-native speakers, the main source of input 

of such constructions is through interactions with native speakers, making it difficult for 

them to learn these loose connectors. 

In Example 1, Takako connects the idea of sleep being important for memory 

and the idea of sleeping before examinations being desirable with the conjunction so, 

while the native English connects the concept of sleep being important and the concept 

of students or people with phrases including prepositions (for, like), a present participle 

(studying), and a conjunction (and). The way the three phrases—especially for students, 

and people studying, and like you guys—are added to the preceding phrase is colloquial 

and EFL learners do not frequently encounter such phrases in class unless they are 

taught by native or fluent speakers of English. This is why certain loose connectors are 

unavailable to non-native speakers even though such phrases are useful. 

In Example 2, the past participle called, and the phrase based on the idea that 

add information to the preceding phrase in an incremental manner. Example 3 

demonstrates other colloquial expression that function as loose connectors. These 

phrases (e.g., like them, all around, involved in scams, like this) provide extra 

information for the preceding proposition there were criminals. Some loose connectors 

such as in this example are used with specific constructions; the construction there were 

+ noun phrase was used as a set phrase with the phrases that followed. 
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[Example 1] 

Takako: (1.0) sleep helps you (5.0) memorize (2.0) new information (1.0) 

so (1.0) you had better (1.5) sleep well before you take a test 

[Time 2, Oral summary] 

NS: That’s why sleep is so important (.) especially for students (.) and 

people studying (.) like you guys.  

[Example 2] 

Mamoru: I (.) began to take a (1.0) correspondence correspondence 

correspondent correspondence English program named (2.0) 

Hearing Marathon (1.0) which (1.5) which (1.0) which acqui- 

(1.0) I don’t know the right choice of the word which a- (3.0) 

acq- which suggest that er (.) the (.) learners English learners to 

(1.5) to spend (2.0) 100 hours (1.0) a month to (1.0) keep in touch 

with the English sound [Time 4, Personal Anecdote] 

NS: First I started a correspondence English program (.) called the 

Hearing Marathon (.) It’s a program based on the idea that 

people can improve (.) listening (.) by (.) listening to lots of 

language. 

 [Example 3] 

Takako: (1.0) and (2.0) the police officer said (.) oh but you are so lucky 

(.) because (.) some people (1.0) were shown gun by them  

[Time 5, Personal Anecdote] 
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NS: The police told me there were criminals like them all around (.) 

involved in scams like this (.) and said I was lucky (.) I hadn’t 

been threatened at gun point. 

 

16. Deixis and Pronouns 

Deixis is “the way in which the reference of certain elements in a sentence is 

determined in relation to a specific speaker and addressee and a specific time and place 

of utterance” (Huddleston & Pullum, 2002, p. 1451). In oral communication, speakers 

use deictic phrases and pronouns to refer to time, place, participants, and other entities 

in their discourse. When the native English speaker informant’s oral production is 

compared with that of the Japanese participants, the former demonstrated more precise 

and elaborate use of such phrases. In other words, the native English speaker made extra 

efforts to ensure that the interactant could follow the discourse without getting lost. 

These extra efforts were also frequently observed in the native English speaker’s use of 

prepositional phrases or restrictive relative clauses, as mentioned in Categories 8 (Noun 

Phrases) and 14 (Restrictive Relative Clauses). 

[Example] 

Takako: (1.5) and then after that (5.0) even though I sat different place (.) in 

I sat in the different place (.) seats (.) she found me and she pointed 

out me so I thought oh I cannot (.) escape from her 

 [Time 4, Personal Anecdote] 
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NS: After that no matter where I sat (.) that teacher found me and called 

on me. 

 

Coding Method and Criteria for the 16 Categories 

To decide which of the 16 categories a string of words in the participants’ oral 

performances belongs to, the following steps were taken. 

First, the transcripts were copied into MS Excel spreadsheets with each string of 

words between pauses entered into one of the cells going down the page. Then, the 

printouts of these spreadsheets were used to check with the participants whether the 

strings were uttered with relative ease or not. Prior to the stimulated recall session at 

each meeting, I listened to the audio recording of each task performance several times 

and highlighted the strings that sounded as if they were proceduralized chunks, or from 

an inventory of the speaker’s own words. I asked the participants to freely correct the 

parts to be highlighted after they watched and listened to their own video-recorded 

performances for both tasks. 

The coding was conducted in several iterations using the spreadsheets with 

highlights over the participants’ perceived use of their own words. The following five 

criteria were considered: 

• Contribution to fluency: The coded strings were primarily selected from among the 

highlighted parts, that is, strings that both the participant and I regarded as being 

uttered fluently. Unhighlighted strings were eligible for coding if they were 

regarded as meeting criteria 2 to 5 below. 
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• No preceding long pauses: The strings were coded only if they were preceded by a 

pause of one second or less because a string could not be regarded as 

proceduralized if it was uttered as a result of a longer pause. 

• Minimum length: Only strings made up of two or more words were coded.  

• Accuracy: The strings were eligible for coding if they did not contain errors that 

interfered with meaning. 

• Groups of strings: If a pair or group of adjacent strings shared a common function, 

the same category number was assigned to all of those strings. 

The 16 categories of L2 grammar items served as one of the main building blocks in 

gaining insights into the dynamic connections between the participants’ L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies, their actual use of L2 grammar of the 16 categories, and 

their oral fluency. When cases occurred where the same word string contained more 

than one L2 grammar item, I coded the string based on the grammar item that seemed to 

have the strongest impact on the fluent production of that string. I subsequently cross-

checked past coding of similar items and ensured that I coded them consistently. 

 

Procedures for Data Synthesis 

Insights into the participants’ L2 grammar strategies were provided by the 

participants’ self-reports, while insights into their use of morphosyntactic forms and 

multiword units were gained from their task performances. As I mentioned in the initial 

hypotheses, I assumed that the participants’ use of L2 grammar strategies would have 

an effect on mitigating their dysfluency and on improving their oral fluency. The 
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detailed analytical procedures, which were revised and finalized in investigating each 

case, are shown in Figure 6. 

L2 grammar proceduralization strategies were identified and categorized without 

any predetermined criteria. They were derived from the post-task interviews, stimulated 

recalls, and other self-report data through repeated coding and pattern finding during 

and after the data collection period. Likewise, the focus and categorization of 

morphosyntactic forms and multiword units were also determined post hoc through 

several revisions during the data collection and analysis periods. 

Between the two, the focus and categorization of morphosyntactic forms and 

multiword units were determined first. The reason for this was my expectations that (a) 

some key morphosyntactic forms and multiword units would emerge by comparing the 

spoken output by the six participants and by the native speaker informant, and (b) the 

emergent focus and categories of L2 grammar would function as an intermediate 

variable that would help shed light on the interconnectedness between the participants’ 

use of particular L2 grammar proceduralization strategies and the trajectory of change 

in their oral fluency. 

The initial step was to narrow the focus of L2 grammar items for linguistic 

analysis. Following this, the quantitative measures of fluency, accuracy, complexity, 

and lexical complexity were calculated after the transcripts were proofread, cleaned, and 

formatted. The final step was to analyze the connections between the participants’ use 

of particular L2 grammar items and its underlying psycholinguistic phenomenon,  
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Figure 6. Task and data analysis procedures. 

Oral Summary Task 
Personal Anecdote Task 

(Time 1 – Time 6) 

Transcripts (NNS) 
The participants’ task performances  

Transcripts (NS) 
The native speaker’s reformulations 
of the participants’ performances 

Self-Reports  
- Post-task Interviews/Stimulated Recalls 
- Emails/Journals 

Use of Morphosyntactic Forms and 
MWUs 

- The participants’ (NNSs’) use and 
“speaker block” instances 

- The informant’s (NS’s) use 

Emergent Focus of L2 Grammar Items  
- NNS’s use (RQ 2a) 
- NS’s use (RQ 2b)  

Text Data 
- Perceived “speaker block” 

instances 
- Perceived use of strategies to 

learn, refine, and use L2 
grammar for oral production 

Coding and Identification of L2 
Grammar Proceduralization Strategies 
- The participant’s use (RQ 1) 
- Between-task transfer (RQ 3) 

 

Quantitative Measures 
- Between-task transfer (RQ 3) 
- Fluency (RQ 4), Accuracy, 

Complexity, Lexical Complexity 
Performance Rating 

Convergence (RQ 5) 
Connections between L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, use of 16 
key L2 grammar categories, and oral fluency (Time 1 – Time 6)  

Feedback to the Participants at each Meeting: 
List of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies drawn from the participant’s self-reports 
List of useful morphosyntactic forms and MWUs drawn from the NS’s reformulations 
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namely, their use of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies. In the meantime, the 

recorded performances of the participants at the beginning, in the middle, and at the end 

of the six-month period were rated for fluency by three native speakers. 

Constant comparison and pattern finding efforts were made throughout the 

process to seek convergence of the data, with each data set illuminating key elements in 

other data sets so that they informed what to look for. 

The results of the six case studies are reported in Chapters 4 and 5. In Chapter 4, 

the results are reported in three pairs of cases that shared similar trajectories in their 

spoken production measures. In Chapter 5, a discussion of the collective analysis of the 

six case studies is presented using both the quantitative and qualitative data. The 

trajectories of change for individual cases and the insights into the commonalities in 

these idiosyncratic changes feed into the answers to the initial research questions, and 

particularly, to research question 5 concerning the extent to which the qualitative data 

and quantitative data converge with regard to the main findings of this study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

In this chapter, I describe the results of the analyses of the six cases in three 

pairs: Atsuko and Kazu, Koji and Kumiko, and Mamoru and Takako. The decision was 

made based on the analysis of background information about the participants, how they 

engaged in and reflected upon the two tasks, and how different aspects of their oral 

fluency developed during the course of six months. When the trajectory of fluency and 

other performance measures was analyzed in conjunction with the insights into the L2 

grammar proceduralization strategies used by the participants, commonalities were 

found in each of the three pairs that outweighed their individual differences. After 

reporting the results of the three pairs of cases, I present the results of the FACETS 

analysis of the six participants’ performances at the beginning (July 2015), in the 

middle (September 2015), and at the end (December 2015) of the research period. 

L2 grammar proceduralization strategies were defined in this study as “learners’ 

conscious efforts to learn, refine, and use declarative knowledge of L2 grammar in ways 

that enable them to speak English with increased fluency” (p. 6). In the data analysis, 

my main concern was to identify patterns in the trajectory and interconnectedness 

between the participants’ use of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, their use of 

L2 grammar, and their oral fluency development. 

Data collection and analysis focused on (a) identifying the participants’ L2 

grammar proceduralization strategies (Research question 1), (b) the participants’ 

successful use (Research question 2a) and unsuccessful use (Research question 2b) of 
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morphosyntactic forms and multiword units, (c) the extent to which transfer occurred in 

L2 grammar proceduralization strategies between the two tasks (Research question 3), 

(d) the extent to which the participants’ oral fluency (Research question 4) and other 

measures developed, and (e) the convergence of the qualitative data (the use of 

strategies and language) and the quantitative data (fluency and other speech 

performance measures) (Research question 5). 

 

Cases 1 and 2: Atsuko and Kazu 

L2 Grammar and Speaking Learning Experience 

Atsuko became interested in English when she was in the 6th grade. She fondly 

remembered that she was given a book on the alphabet, her junior high school neighbor 

taught her some English, and her 6th grade homeroom teacher wrote an English word 

on the blackboard. Her aspiration to become an English teacher started to grow. In 

junior high school, she was so happy learning English that she frequently wrote or 

copied English words and sentences. One day she went to the bookstore in torrential 

rain to purchase a radio English program textbook she had wanted for a long time. 

In senior high school, she met an English teacher, Mr. O, who left a lasting 

impression on her. She recounted how his grammar explanation intrigued her. 

高校に入ってからはやはり O先生の授業の影響が強かった。まず、リーダーの

試験は持ち込みだった。文法説明が面白かった。このコンマがここにある意味

はとか、その頃のノートをとってあって、それを見ると思い出すと思のですが

（中略） とても面白かった。 

 

In high school, Mr. O’s class had a great influence on me. First of all, the 

reading exams were all open-book exams. His grammar explanation was really 

interesting. He taught us things like why this comma is here and what not. I still 
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have the notebook from his class and I think I’ll remember when I look at it 

but…. His classes were so interesting. 

Atsuko never studied pronunciation or anything related to communication in senior high 

school, but she was happy learning English at school and through several radio English 

programs. She admired her classmates for their intelligence and tried to keep up with 

them. She was especially thankful to one of her classmates who taught her how to use a 

dictionary. Although Atsuko kept listening to radio English programs or news in 

English, it was still difficult for her to understand the content. Her listening and 

speaking skills were at a very basic level at that time. 

She started learning communicative English in the university, not in class but in 

club activities. Because she majored in English literature, English for communication 

was not a main part of the curriculum. However, she joined the ESS (English Speaking 

Society) club. When she was a junior, she felt for the first time that she could speak 

English without much effort. 

話す方については、大学の授業ではあまり記憶がありません。（中略）むしろ

話す方はサークル活動で学びました。でも波があり、中味はともかく自分の言

いたいことがとりあえずやさしい英語でラクに話せた時期は、3年生のとき、

自分が先輩になってディスカッションなどをやる頃でした。 

 

For speaking, I don’t remember learning anything in class. … I learned how to 

speak English in club activities, rather. But there were fluctuations in my 

learning curve. Content aside, I came to be able to say what I wanted to say in 

easy English for the first time when I was a junior, when I was leading 

discussion practices as a senior member of the club.  

 

Atsuko continued practicing conversational English with radio programs even after she 

started teaching at high school. She kept studying using the radio with one of her 

colleagues; they encouraged each other to keep at it. At work, she regularly talked with 
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the ALTs (Assistant Language Teachers) and spent long hours discussing lesson plans 

when she taught an Oral Communication class. She mentioned that she could speak 

English smoothly while she was teaching at schools where she had numerous 

opportunities to communicate with ALTs. 

Now at her fourth school, her workload had increased and she was unable to 

spend enough time practicing her English skills. Because her motivation to keep 

learning had waned somewhat recently, she thought she needed to take some action. 

 

結局のところ、昔はプライベートでも英語にかなり時間を割いていたけれど、

今は状況も色々変わり、英語に向ける時間も取れないし、若い頃ほどの気力が

なくなってきて、なんとかせねばと思っています。 

 

At the end of the day, although I used to spend a lot of time learning English 

even in my private hours, the situations around me have changed and I can’t 

afford to give time to English now, and I don’t have as much energy as I used to. 

I really think I should do something about it. 

 

Throughout her life both as a student and as a teacher, Atsuko had high levels of 

motivation that allowed her to push herself to learn. A few decades into her teaching 

career, she was much busier and had to spend more time on classroom management. 

However, she was aspiring to share her love of English and the joy of communicating in 

English with her students by using as much English as possible in class, talking with 

ALTs regarding lesson planning, and by honing her English skills continuously. 

Kazu’s interest in English developed in early childhood when he was regularly 

taken to English-speaking gatherings held by an organization that promoted English 

education for children. He went to a private middle school due to concerns about 

discipline problems at public junior high schools at that time. He was placed in the 
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advanced class in the school’s streaming system. He studied mainly for term 

examinations, and he obtained good grades in English. In his third year in junior high 

school, he took a weekly English conversation class taught by a very strict native 

English speaker. Because he did not like the pair dialogue drills and did not understand 

much of what the teacher was saying, he was bored. 

He spent three more years as a high school student in the same school. Unlike 

Atsuko’s experience, however, Kazu was unhappy with his high school classes, which 

were focused on grammar-translation and were characterized by lecture-style teaching. 

高校からはリーダーとグラマーに分かれていました。リーダーは、一人 2～3

行を順番に立って訳す形が永遠に続きました。当たる順番が決まっているので、

関係ない生徒は寝ていました。当たる生徒は隣のクラスに訳を聞きに行ったり

していました。 

 

Senior high school English was divided into Reading and Grammar classes. 

Reading classes were an endless repetition of students standing up one by one 

and translating two or three English sentences into Japanese. Because the order 

was predetermined, students who were not going to get called on often fell 

asleep. Those who had to translate that day prepared by going to the next class 

and learning the translation from those who already learned that part. 

 

He started to fall behind in English and in other high school subjects as well. His 

grammar class teacher told the students to highlight certain parts of the grammar book 

and work on grammar questions by themselves by referring to the highlighted part. 

Kazu mentioned that such experiences still haunted him as a reminder of how English 

should and (mostly) should not be taught. 

Thanks to his English skills, he was able to pass the entrance examination of a 

private university renowned for English education, where he majored in English 

phonetics. He suffered from an inferiority complex, surrounded by returnee students 
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who spoke English fluently in class because of their early childhood experience living 

in English-speaking countries, but one key event happened while he was in the 

university. He grew interested in teaching as he taught part-time at a cram school. 

大学では、塾講師のアルバイトをしていました。最初は小学校の国・社・数・

理、2年目からは中学の英・社を教えました。教えていて楽しいし、なるほど

毎日こんなに工夫のしがいがあるなと思いました。マニュアルのない仕事と感

じました。 

 

In university, I worked part-time at cram school. First, I taught elementary 

school Japanese, Social Studies, Math, Science, and the following year I taught 

junior high school English and Social Studies. I enjoyed teaching and thought 
every day was well worth the effort to make it better. It was a job without a 

manual. 

Upon graduating from university, Kazu worked as a member of the staff in the office of 

a university for a few years. A professor who was in charge of the orchestra club he 

belonged to in the university introduced him to the job. Kazu decided, however, that he 

was much better suited to teaching than doing clerical work. After working as a part-

time instructor at a private middle school, he passed the examination for his current 

position as a full-time public senior high school teacher. 

Now as an English teacher, Kazu had developed a few habits for his professional 

development, which included reading grammar books, participating in weekend 

teaching technique workshops, working on past entrance examination questions, and 

taking online Skype-based English conversation classes. 

 教員になりたてのころは ALT の会話も難しかったので、Skype 英会話でフィリ

ピンの人と 1年くらい学びました。30分 100円くらいでした。ある程度は会話

ができるようになりました。（中略）教員になってからは知識が錆びない様に

文法書を読んだり、月一回チームキムタツの授業改善の会に出たりしています。 

 

When I started teaching, it was difficult to communicate with the ALTs, so I 

took Skype English lessons from Filipino instructors. It was about 100 yen per 



 139 

30 minutes. I learned to be able to manage conversation. … Since I became a 

teacher, I’ve been reading grammar books in order not to get rusty and 

participating in Team Kimutatsu’s (a famous high school teacher whose books 

were popular among junior/senior high school teachers) teaching workshops. 

 

He was constantly experimenting with new teaching methods and making efforts to 

improve his speaking skills, applying his knowledge to day-to-day classroom teaching. 

Table 9 shows a summary of Atsuko and Kazu’s experience of learning English 

grammar and speaking skills, based on the preliminary interview results in March 2015. 

 

Table 9. Summary of Key Events in Atsuko and Kazu’s Learning Experience 

 Atsuko  Kazu 

 L2 Grammar Speaking  L2 Grammar Speaking 

Elementary school Book on ABC 
 

   English-
speaking 
parties (weekly) 

Junior high school Enjoyed 
studying  
for classes 
 

Radio 
programs 

 Studied for 
term exams 

Did not like 
high school 
conversation 
class 

Senior high school Enchanted by 
Mr. O’s 
grammar  
explanation 
Studied for 
entrance 
exams 

Radio 
programs 
 
 
 
 
 

 Did not like 
grammar-
translation 
classes 

 

University 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

ESS 
International 
Exchange 
 

 Enjoyed part-
time teaching 
job 

Felt inferiority 
complex among 
returnees 

Teaching career  Talked with 
ALT regularly  
Radio 
Programs 
 

 Read grammar 
books 

Online English 
conversation 
lessons 

Recent activities Prepare for 
classes 
Read 
newspapers 

Teach in 
English 
Talk with ALT 
Listen to CDs 
 

 Work on past 
entrance exam 
questions 
Japanese-
English 
translation drills 
 

Online English 
conversation 
lessons 
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Atsuko and Kazu experienced different key events in their lives in terms of 

studying English grammar and speaking. While Atsuko had generally positive 

experiences in junior and senior high schools, Kazu’s experiences during that time were 

not necessarily encouraging. Atsuko had much more teaching—and therefore 

learning—experience than Kazu. Still, the commonality between the two was a strong 

motivation to keep improving their English ability, especially their speaking skills. 

Even when Atsuko mentioned that her energy to study English had waned, her 

motivation to rekindle her effort to improve her English skills was evident from her 

positive attitude toward the tasks and subsequent discussions. Kazu’s strong motivation 

was also observed in his continued participation in Skype English conversation lessons 

during off-duty hours. In addition, they both had exposure to natural English sounds 

early on, and their recent activities involved interaction in English in real-life situations 

such as teaching English in English or talking with English-speakers online. The two 

participants’ strong motivation to improve their speaking skills were reflected in the 

results of their linguistic output measures, especially in their enhanced fluency. 

 

Measures of Linguistic Output 

Atsuko’s fluency and other linguistic measures. Atsuko’s fluency 

development profile (Tables 10 and 11) is characterized by (a) increased speech rate, (b) 

reduced length of pauses, and (c) an increased total number of words and phrases 

produced per performance. On the other hand, the percentage of verbatim or 

reformulated repeated words and phrases increased, especially for the oral summaries.  
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Table 10. Fluency Scores for Atsuko (Oral Summary: July to December)  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 149.1 146.2 141.0 69.3 188.6 167.0 12.0  
MLR 5.6 4.6 4.5 4.6 6.6 5.1 -8.9  
MLP 1.3 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.3 0.0   
TPL/min 13.4 14.8 11.7 4.9 1.9 3.8 -72.1  
Repeated W/P (%) 7.1 5.3 2.9 9.0 10.6 11.6 63.4  
Total N of words 198 131 138 100 132 261 31.8 

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 

total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 

 

Table 11. Fluency Scores for Atsuko (Personal Anecdote: July to December)  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 133.0 110.0 137.1 140.3 146.5 156.0 17.3  
MLR 4.9 4.0 4.6 5.4 6.1 4.9 0.0 
MLP 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.6 1.1 1.3 -7.1  
TPL/min 15.5 23.0 12.4 14.4 6.5 8.3 -46.5  
Repeated W/P (%) 9.6 14.2 8.6 17.5 3.2 9.7 1.0  
Total N of words 358  197  607  342  376  637  77.9 

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 
total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 

 

Atsuko’s accuracy scores for both tasks (Tables 12 and 13) slightly improved 

from Time 1 to Time 6, although there were fluctuations between the two time periods, 

probably due to differences in topic and vocabulary involved. The morphosyntactic 

complexity and lexical complexity scores increased for oral summaries only. 

 

Table 12. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Atsuko (Oral Summary: July to December)  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 6.1 9.9 5.8 7.0 3.0 5.0 -18.0  
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.32 1.71 1.53 1.27 1.60 1.52 15.2  

P_Lex （λ ） 0.421  0.416  0.375  0.800  0.615  0.480  14.0  

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 
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Table 13. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Atsuko (Personal Anecdote: July to December)  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 4.5 4.6 6.9 5.6 2.9 3.5 -22.2  
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.27 1.29 1.22 1.80 1.41 1.27 0.0  

P_Lex （λ ） 0.514  0.473  0.524  0.588  0.405  0.403  -21.6  

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 

 

Overall, Atsuko’s temporal measures of fluency showed improvement as did the 

amount of speech production and morphosyntactic accuracy. 

 

Kazu’s fluency and other linguistic measures. Kazu’s fluency development 

profile (Tables 14 and 15) is characterized by increased speech rate, reduced lengths of 

pauses, and reduced repeats. Contrary to Atsuko’s case, the total number of words per 

performance displayed a decreasing trend, but at the same time the percentage of 

verbatim or reformulated repeated words and phrases greatly decreased. Kazu focused 

on speaking simple English throughout the sessions. In each performance, Kazu 

practiced his speaking skills as a teacher and was speaking with his students in mind. 

He made sure that his English could be understood by his low-proficiency students. 

 

Table 14. Fluency Scores for Kazu on the Oral Summary Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 90.8 90.6 84.2 83.7 124.3 126.1 38.8  
MLR 4.2 3.1 3.2 4.9 5.7 4.3 1.1  
MLP 2.1 1.6 1.9 2.7 1.6 1.4 -36.8  
TPL/min 25.9 25.2 24.5 23.4 17.0 13.7 -46.9  
Repeated W/P (%) 10.1 1.6 3.7 2.2 0.0 2.0 -80.5  
Total N of words 129  126  109  91  105  102  -20.9  

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 

total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 
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Table 15. Fluency Scores for Kazu on the Personal Anecdote Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 87.9 99.8 84.9 93.4 101.5 104.6 19.0  
MLR 4.2 3.9 2.8 4.1 4.3 3.5 -16.5  
MLP 2.5 1.5 1.6 1.6 2.0 1.6 -36.0  
TPL/min 29.7 23.5 23.0 24.4 25.2 20.0 -32.7  
Repeated W/P (%) 10.5 2.0 10.3 6.1 5.3 3.4 -67.6  
Total N of words 114  102  87  99  131  89  -21.9  

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 

total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 

 

Kazu’s accuracy scores for both tasks (Tables 16 and 17) improved from Time 1 

to Time 6, although there were fluctuations between the two. The morphosyntactic 

complexity and lexical complexity scores, however, did not improve. 

 

Table 16. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Kazu on the Oral Summary Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 10.1 5.6 12.8 9.9 7.6 2.9 -71.3  
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.25 1.16 1.17 1.20 1.20 1.25 0.0  

P_Lex （λ ） 0.916  0.583  0.600  1.444  0.600  0.444  -51.5  

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 

 

Table 17. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Kazu on the Personal Anecdote Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 7.9 10.8 12.6 7.1 8.4 6.7 -15.2  
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.25 1.40 1.09 1.30 1.50 1.18 -5.6  

P_Lex （λ ） 0.909  1.500  1.000  0.444  0.416  0.666  -26.7  

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 
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Overall, Kazu’s temporal measures of fluency showed improvement as well as 

morphosyntactic accuracy, but the amount of speech production decreased, showing the 

opposite trajectory to Atsuko’s. 

 

Commonalities in Atsuko and Kazu’s development in linguistic measures. 

Both Atsuko and Kazu improved in temporal measures of fluency (i.e., speech rate), but 

they followed different paths to accomplish this. While Atsuko opted to speak quickly 

without silent pauses at the cost of reformulations and repetitions, Kazu used simple 

English that he was comfortable using, without elaborating too much. Both made an 

effort to speak fluently within the constraints of their respective L2 linguistic capacities. 

 

Use of 16 Categories of Key L2 Grammar Items 

Atsuko’s fluent and dysfluent use of key grammar items. Atsuko used many 

of the 16 categories of L2 grammar items (See Table 8) in ways that facilitated fluent 

oral production. The categories that were not frequently assigned to the word strings in 

her task performances included Emphasis and Rhetoric (Category 6), Verb Forms 

(Category 11), Prepositions (Category 12), and Articles (Category 13). The reason for 

this was that some of the 16 categories—especially Categories 9 (Noun Forms), 11 

(Verb Forms), 12 (Prepositions) and 13 (Articles)—were primarily used to code the 

word strings of the native English speaker’s reformulations in order to gain insights into 

the participants’ lack of knowledge of these grammar items. In other words, these 

categories were assigned to the participants’ word strings only when they demonstrated 
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a high level of control of noun forms (i.e., singular-plural and count-noncount), verb 

forms (i.e., appropriate use of tense, aspect, and mood), prepositions, and articles. 

Otherwise, the participants’ fluent use of such items was coded either as Category 8 

(Noun Phrases), Category 10 (Verb Phrases), or other categories of word strings where 

prepositions and articles were used accurately and fluently. 

Figures 7 and 8 show the trajectory of Atsuko’s use of key grammar items by 

three functional domains in the two tasks. In the oral summary task, 29.8% of the word 

strings she used at Time 1 were coded as fluent use, with each of the three functional 

domains comprising 17.0% (Domain 1), 6.4% (Domain 2), and 6.4% (Domain 3) of the 

total, respectively. At Time 6, the total use slightly increased to 34.8%, with the domain 

balance shifted to 25.8% (Domain 1), 4.5% (Domain 2), and 4.5% (Domain 3). 

In the personal anecdote task, on the other hand, the total percentage of fluent 

use of key grammar items changed from 23.7 at Time 1 to 33.1% at Time 6. The 

percentage of Domain 2 items was relatively larger than that of the oral summary task, 

with 7.2% at Time 1 and 13.5% at Time 6. This was mainly because Atsuko more 

frequently used verb phrases (Domain 2, Category 10) in order to describe people’s 

actions and events in her personal experiences. 

In both tasks, the trajectory points to a slight upward trend in the overall use of 

16 categories of grammar items, but the balance of use among the three domains 

differed between the two tasks. Atsuko used more of Domain 1 and 3 items for the oral 

summary task. A closer look at the transcripts revealed that she was using more 

signposting (Domain 1, Category 3) and loose connectors (Domain 3, Category 15) in  
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Figure 7. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Atsuko’s oral 

summaries. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Atsuko’s personal 

anecdotes. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 
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her oral summaries, suggesting that she was structuring discourse more logically, using 

a number of complex sentences. 

Table 18 shows a selected list of word strings that Atsuko uttered fluently with a 

relatively high number of syllables in each category. In the oral summary task, she used 

numerous Category 3 (Signposting) items to manage the discourse flow. She emulated 

the native speaker’s reformulation at Time 1, using expressions that made her 

performance sound as if she were talking to a group of students. She also used a variety 

of Category 15 items including appositives (an architect Ando Tadao), subordinating 

conjunctions (because you didn’t), and to-clauses controlled by adjectives (is not 

comfortable for people to live in), which are listed in the table. 

In the personal anecdote task, Atsuko used a number of Category 10 (Verb 

Phrases) items throughout her six performances. She was able to utter these strings 

fluently because most of them were basic verb phrases such as answered the phone, 

broke his arm(s), enjoyed the school trip, and got a phone call. 

For both tasks, an important observation would be that the word strings in 

Categories 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 include key grammar items that are used to express 

concepts or propositions that people often share with others. In other words, these 

grammar items coexist with frequently occurring ideas that are shared by people and 

therefore stored in Atsuko’s long-term memory. In oral summaries, such concepts were 

related to encyclopedic knowledge about human society and behavior while in personal 

anecdotes these concepts were more concerned with everyday human actions. For 

example, Category 10 items that Atsuko used fluently in her oral summaries included 
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Table 18. List of Word Strings Atsuko Used Fluently in Two Tasks (Excerpt) 
Category Oral summaries Personal anecdotes 

1. Time-Place 
 Reference 

 
2. Description  

Phrases 
 
3. Signposting 

3.1 Beginning 
 
 

3.2 Middle 
 
 

3.3. End 
 
 
4. Comment 

      Phrases 
 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
 
6. Emphasis/ 

Rhetoric 
7. Negation 

and on summer days (Time 1) 
 
 
but it has a narrow front entrance  

(Time 1)  
 
 
did you have a nice sleep last night 
(Time 2) 
 
have you ever heard of the 
Holocaust (Time 3) 
 
let’s read the story (Time3), let’s 
read about (Time 6) 
 
so it’s really interesting to (Time 4) 
 
 
you know (Time 4) 
 
—  
 
we don’t have to worry about 
drinking water but actually (Time 5) 
 

twenty-five years ago or so when I 
(Time 1) 
 
so I was alone at that time  
(Time 1) 
 
 
the time I studied English really 
hard was (Time 4) 
 
and the second thing I did was 
(Time 4) 
 
one of the most memorable trips 
(Time 5) 
 
I was relieved and I (Time 5) 
 
 
maybe he taught only (Time 2) 
 
luckily I could find (Time 4) 
 
I didn’t want to make him angry 
(Time 5) 

8. Noun Phrases 
 
 
9. Noun Forms 
 

10. Verb Phrases 
 
 
 
11. Verb Forms 
 
12. Prepositions 
 
13. Articles 
 

2500 Jewish children during the 
Holocaust (Time 3) 
 
babies sleep almost all day 

(Time3) 
they need to use an umbrella  

(Time 1) 
 
 

— 
 
— 
 
— 

some of my friends and I visited  
(Time 2) 
 
greeting cards with (Time 6) 
 
[he asked me to (.)] give him my 
handkerchief and I gave him my 
handkerchief anyway (Time 5) 
 
since then I have been exchanging 
(Time 6) 
on the street (Time 3) 
 
an unforgettable event (Time 6) 

14. Restrictive 
      Relative  

Clauses 
 

15. Loose 
Connectors 

 
 
16. Deixis and  

Pronouns 

when people who live in this house 
(Time 1) 

 
 
he believes this house is not so 
comfortable for people to live in  

(Time 6) 
 

these developing countries 
 (Time 5) 
 

scary experience I remember in my 
life (Time 5) 
 
 
two people facing each other and 
sitting together (Time 5) 
 
 
that was really (Time 4) 

 Note. 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-16 = Domain 3. 
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statements regarding necessities and obligations such as they have to cross this 

courtyard, they need to use an umbrella, and children have to get water from the distant 

place. The semi-modal have to included in these phrases was also found in Category 10 

items in Atsuko’s personal anecdotes as in I had to go to the hospital and where we, had 

to go back to and had to answer the phone, contributing to longer lengths of runs. 

Table 19 shows an excerpt of Atsuko’s dysfluent use of grammar items and the 

corresponding native speaker’s reformulations. Among Atsuko’s dysfluent use of 16 

key grammar items, three issues emerged. 

The first issue concerns the correct use of plural nouns (Category 9). This might 

not be a major cause of dysfluency, because many non-native speakers do not have time 

to think about such distinctions in on-line oral communication. However, for advanced 

learners such as Atsuko, this could cause them to stop to decide which form to choose. 

In fact, of the five participants who tried to use the expression to feel the seasons 

change in their oral summaries, all used the incorrect form feel the season change. 

The second issue concerns the use of articles (Category 13) when describing an 

object or a concept. In this excerpt, Atsuko was either unclear about the actual floor 

plan of the house or was unable to accurately formulate what she visualized. She had 

difficulty matching her visual representation and language forms in a precise manner. 

The third issue is related to a lack of knowledge about word strings that connect 

concepts (Category 15) on the part of the speaker. In the first example, although Atsuko 

knew that she could use the pronoun one to avoid repeating the word travel, she was 

unable to conceptualize the structure (was one that I took) with which to connect the 
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concept of travel and the concept of 25 years ago. The string was one that I took was 

contains a relative pronoun but was categorized as a loose connector because it was 

considered an idiomatic expression. 

 

Table 19. Dysfluent Use of Grammar Items in Atsuko’s Task Performances (Excerpt) 

Category Atsuko’s utterance 
Native English speaker’s 

reformulation 

[Oral Summaries] 
 
9. Noun Forms 
 
 
 
 
 

13. Articles 
 
 
 
 
[Personal Anecdotes] 
 
15. Loose Connectors  
 
 

 
 
 
15. Loose Connectors 

 
 
this house (.) is not comfortable 
to live in but (1.0) the people 
(1.0) can feel the season change 
(Time 1) 
 
 
when people who live in this 
house (.) go from bedrooms to (.) 
a (.) bathroom (.) they have to 
cross this courtyard (Time 1) 
 
 
 
er one of the most memorable 
travel is (1.0) that one (1.0) when 
I (.) one (2.0) maybe (1.0) 25 
years ago or so when I 
(Time 1) 
 
and er (2.0) when just just before 
he (1.5) was leaving (.) the hotel 
to the airport (2.5) one teacher 
called me (1.0) Ms. A. (1.0) the 
girl in your classroom (1.0) got 
injured again (1.0) and she went 
to the hospital again 
(Time 3) 

 
 

 
 
the house (.) is not so 
comfortable (.) but the people 
living there (.) can live (.) with 
nature (.) they can feel the 
seasons change 
 
when the residents (.) the people 
who live in the house (.) go from 
the bedroom (.) to the bathroom 
(.) they have to cross this 
courtyard 
 
 
and one of (.) er my most 
memorable trips was one that I 
took (.) er maybe 25 years ago 
when I was 25 or 26 years old 
 
 
So on the morning of Day 3 just 
before that boy was leaving for 
the hotel (.) er leaving the hotel 
for the airport (.) a teacher called 
me saying that (.) another 
student in my homeroom class (.) 
a female student (.) had gotten 
injured (.) and was taken to the 
hospital 
 

 

The second example of Category 15 issues demonstrates how knowledge of 

connectors potentially contributes to oral fluency. When asked to describe a difficult 

experience at work in the personal anecdote task, Atsuko referred to a school trip where 



 151 

one student after another in her class got sick or injured. Atsuko’s desire to express her 

emotional state, however, negatively affected her fluency due to her lack of experience 

in describing such a situation succinctly. The native English speaker informant 

effectively described the situation by packing the information in one sentence, using the 

structure S+V+O+ ing (a teacher called me saying that). In the stimulated recall session, 

Atsuko expressed her frustration as follows. 

ここで言いたかったのは、面白さとか、ことが起こるタイミングとか、ことが

起こるときの自分の心理状態とか、とういうところが伝えたいのに伝えられな

いんです。 

 

What I wanted to describe here was the humor of or the timing of how a series 

of events took place, or how my psychological state was. I wanted to put these 

ideas into words but I couldn’t.  (Stimulated Recall, Personal Anecdote Time 3) 

 

This statement might represent a desire of high-proficiency learners, but it is important 

to note that expressing emotions could be one major cause of dysfluency. 

Three categories of grammar items (Categories 9, 13, 15) appear both in Tables 

18 and 19. This suggests that grammar items in the same category pose different levels 

of learning difficulties. For Category 9 (Noun Forms), for example, Atsuko was able to 

use babies and greeting cards in fluently uttered strings but was unable to use the plural 

form seasons correctly and fluently in the string feel the seasons change. One possible 

reason is the difference between tangible (babies and cards) and intangible (seasons) 

nouns, with the latter more difficult to conceptualize as a plural entity. Another 

possibility is the syntactic structure in which the noun appears. While babies and 

greeting cards were used in simple structures such as babies sleep or exchange greeting 

cards, the word seasons was used in the more complex V + O + bare infinitive structure. 
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EFL learners’ experience of expressing certain concepts in English and the resultant 

familiarity with the correct noun forms seem important for acquiring correct noun forms. 

For Category 13 (Articles), Atsuko was able to use an indefinite article in the 

string an unforgettable event fluently but not the definite article in the string go from the 

bedroom to the bathroom. Situational reference, the usage of the definite article in the 

latter case, posed difficulty. This was caused by Atsuko’s inability to match her visual 

representation and language forms in a precise manner, in addition to the commonly 

discussed fact that the Japanese language does not have articles. For Category 15 

(Loose Connectors), dysfluency was caused by Atsuko’s lack of knowledge or 

repertoire of word strings for connecting concepts, most likely due to her lack of 

exposure to and experience with daily conversation discourse in which these strings 

tend to appear. 

 

Kazu’s fluent and dysfluent use of key grammar items. Figures 9 and 10 

show the trajectory of Kazu’s use of key grammar items by three functional domains. In 

the oral summary task, there was a striking difference between Time 1 and Time 6 in 

the total percentage of fluent use of key grammar items, with 17.9 % at Time 1 as 

compared with 65.5 % at Time 6. Throughout the tasks, Kazu tried to make a habit of 

using simple, high-frequency words as well as signposting phrases (Domain 1, Category 

3). His fluent use of verb phrases (Domain 2, Category 10) at Time 6 also contributed to 

this increase. His personal anecdote task performances also demonstrated an upward  
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Figure 9. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Kazu’s oral 

summaries. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Kazu’s personal 

anecdotes. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 
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trend in the percentage of fluent use of key grammar items, from 12.5% at Time 1 to 

33.3% at Time 6. 

Table 20 shows a list of word strings that Kazu uttered fluently with a relatively 

high number of syllables in each category. As Atsuko did, Kazu performed the oral 

summary task using numerous expressions he would use in class when talking to his 

students. These expressions constituted most of the Category 3 items he used fluently. 

Among the noun phrases (Category 8) he used in the six oral summary performances, 

however, only three instances (including the Holocaust of World War II) were coded as 

fluent use. Compared with verb phrases (Category 10), many of the nouns needed for 

oral summaries were topic-specific, low-frequency words, such as architect, courtyard, 

ancestors, psychologists, research, and currencies, to name a few. This probably 

prevented Kazu’s fluent use of noun phrases (Category 8) including these nouns. 

In the personal anecdote task, Kazu used basic verb phrases (Category 10) as in 

the case of Atsuko. However, the types of verbs he used were more limited to high 

frequency words such as go, hit, pass, play, practice, speak, swim, and use. The phrase 

a typhoon (Category 13) was coded as fluent use because Kazu was able to use an 

indefinite article without hesitation at Time 6 as compared to Time 1, when he used the 

definite article instead. Kazu’s performances were characterized by relatively short 

lengths of runs, use of short and simple words and phrases, and infrequent use of 

complex sentences. 
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Table 20. List of Word Strings Kazu Used Fluently in Two Tasks (Excerpt) 

Category Oral summaries Personal anecdotes 

1. Time-Place 
 Reference 

 
2. Description 

Phrases 
 
3. Signposting 

3.1 Beginning 
 

3.2 Middle 
 

3.3. End 
 
4. Comment 

 Phrases 
 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
 
6. Emphasis/ 

Rhetoric 
7. Negation 

in summer we have to (Time 1) 
in our brains (Time 2) 
 
so and there are many many other 
problems (Time 5)  
 
 
today we will learn about (Time 2) 
 
so you can feel (Time 6) 
 
so let’s learn about (Time 5) 
 
it’s very strange but (Time 6) 
 
 
or something (Time 2) 
 
— 
 
didn’t know  
(Time 3) 
 

in my high school days (Time 2) 
 
 
clarinet but I was very nervous and 
I (Time 2) 
 
 
I will tell you about my tough days 
(Time 3) 
but fortunately (Time 6) 
 
so I want to (Time 6) 
 
— 
 
 
— 
 
— 
 
I cannot go abroad these days but 
I (Time 1) 

8. Noun Phrases 
 
 
9. Noun Forms 
 

10. Verb Phrases 
 
11. Verb Forms 
 
12. Prepositions 
 
13. Articles 
 

the Holocaust of World War II 
 (Time 3) 
 
currencies in the world (Time 4) 
 
so you can use them in (Time 4) 
 
— 
 
— 
 
— 

high school students (Time 2) 
 
 
to the customers (Time 3) 
 
swim in the sea and (Time 6) 
 
— 
 
by train (Time 5) 
 
a typhoon (Time 6) 

14. Restrictive  
Relative 
Clauses 
 

15. Loose 
Connectors 

 
16. Deixis and  

Pronouns 

— 
 

 
 
seventy percent of the surface of 
the earth (Time 5) 
 
— 
 
 

— 
 
 
 
school festival named T*** S*** 
 (Time 3) 
 
— 
 

Note. 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-16 = Domain 3; T*** S*** = masked for privacy. 
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Table 21 shows an excerpt of Kazu’s dysfluency and their corresponding native 

English speaker’s reformulations. The first issue is related to the use of noun phrases 

(Category 8). In this example, Kazu, unable to understand the details of the content of 

the text, used the word something instead of the more precise word information. The 

text discussed the relationship among dreams, sleep, and memory, and this caused 

difficulty for many participants in this study. 

The second example concerns the use of loose connectors (Category 15), but a 

deeper issue lies in the adverse effect of being controlled by the verbatim memorization 

of the original text. Here, Kazu tried to mention the textbook content in his summary 

but was unable to connect the first half of his utterance (Dream is said to) and the 

second half (the messages from ancestors or our gods). Inserting be would have solved 

the problem, but the idea did not occur to him within the time limitations of online 

performance. The relevant part of the original text read, “In the past, many people felt 

that dreams brought messages from the gods or from ancestors.” Kazu’s attention was 

drawn so much to the noun phrase messages from the gods or from ancestors that he 

could not reconstruct the concept using the corresponding verb phrase (e.g., was 

believed to). In the stimulated recall session, Kazu recounted as follows. 

前回と同じなんですけど、ここでおそらく教科書の内容を引用しようと思って

みごとに表現を忘れています。 

 

This is the same as last time. Here I’m trying to quote the textbook, but I’ve 

completely forgotten the expression that was being used there. 

(Stimulated Recall, Oral Summary, Time 2) 

 

In the native English speaker’s reformulation, this particular sentence was not included 

in the summary but the next sentence in the text was used instead. 
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Table 21. Dysfluent Use of Grammar Items in Kazu’s Task Performances (Excerpt) 

Category Kazu’s utterance 
Native English speaker’s 

reformulation 

[Oral Summaries] 
 
8. Noun Phrases  

 
 
 
15. Loose Connectors 
 

 
 
 
[Personal Anecdotes] 
 
10. Verb Phrases 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. Verb Forms 

 
 
(2.0) Dreams (.) can er (2.0) put 
them mm (1.0) something (.) into 
(1.0) our brains (Time 2) 
 
What’s a dream (6.0) er dream is 
said to er (2.5) the messages 
from (.) ancestors er (2.0) or our 
gods (Time 2) 
 
 
 
but I (1.0) couldn't (1.0) speak (.) 
it well (.) so I (3.0) I did (1.5) 
English conversation on the 
Internet (1.0) every day (.) for 30 
minutes to one hour (Time 4) 
 
 
and (2.0) if I got on the ordinary 
train previous train (1.0) I must (.) 
watch the scene (2.0) because I 
usually get on the (.) first (.) car 
(.) of the train (Time 5) 
 

 
 
This is important (.) because it 
helps us to put that information (.) 
into memory. 
 
Some psychologists believe (.) 
that dreams reflect (.) the secret 
desires (.) of our minds. 
 
 
 
 
I was not able to speak English 
very well (.) so speaking was 
definitely my weakest skill (.) so I 
took extra English conversation 
lessons everyday (.) about 30 
minutes to an hour 
 
If I had gotten on my usual train 
(.) I would've seen the accident 
with my own eyes (.) because I 
would've been on the first car of 
the train 

 

The third issue concerns the choice of appropriate verb phrases (Category 10). 

Kazu mentioned in the stimulated recall that he had decided what noun phrase to use 

(English conversation), but he could not think of an appropriate verb to connect the 

subject I with the noun phrase. The native English speaker used the phrase took extra 

English conversation lessons, suggesting that the choice of verbs occurred 

simultaneously with the choice of noun phrases in the native English speaker’s mind. 

The last example demonstrates the difficulty of using appropriate verb forms 

(Category 11) in counterfactual conditional clauses. Given enough time to construct the 

sentence, Kazu could have produced a more accurate utterance. To attain automaticity 
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in using such verb forms, however, learners have to accumulate their experience of 

using such forms in describing personal experiences and develop a tightly-knit 

connection between their emotions and the verb forms. 

Three of the categories discussed in Table 21 (Categories 8, 10, 15) also appear 

in Table 20. For Category 8 (Noun Phrases), Kazu fluently used the noun phrases the 

Holocaust of World War II and high school students but was unable to use the phrase 

the information. This was a case in which the speaker could not fully conceptualize 

what he was supposed to say due to a lack of understanding or a lapse in memory of the 

content to be summarized.  

For Category 10 (Verb Phrases), Kazu fluently used simple verb collocations 

(you can use them in, swim in the sea), but was unable to conceive of the more 

idiomatic verb-noun combination (take lessons).  

Finally, for Category 15 (Loose Connectors), Kazu demonstrated his fluent use 

of a post-modifying prepositional phrase (of the surface of the earth) and a post-

modifying past participle (school festival named …) but had difficulty using the 

structure that includes the raising construction and the passive voice (be said to be…). 

Kazu could have avoided dysfluency if he had chosen to use a simpler construction as 

in the native English speaker’s reformulation, but Kazu was unable to manage his 

microplanning in time for the utterance. 

 

Commonalities in Atsuko and Kazu’s use of 16 categories. In the six 

performances of each of the two tasks, Atsuko and Kazu demonstrated an increase in 



 159 

their fluent use of 16 categories of key grammar items. In Atsuko’s case, the increase 

from Time 1 to Time 6 was from 29.8% to 34.8% in oral summaries and from 23.7% to 

33.1% in personal anecdotes. For Kazu, the change was from 17.9% to 65.5% in oral 

summaries and from 12.5% to 33.3% in personal anecdotes. In both cases, the 

participants’ Time 1 performances included a large number of long pauses, leading to a 

small number of word strings coded as fluent use. By Time 6, both Atsuko and Kazu 

showed a decrease from Time 1 in their measures of mean length of pauses (MLP) and 

total pause length per min (TPL/min). This led to the increased percentage of word 

strings coded as fluent use, suggesting that such word strings and L2 grammar items 

included in them were in the process of proceduralization. 

On the other hand, findings were made about Atsuko and Kazu’s dysfluent use 

of grammar items. First, the two participants showed dysfluency and inaccuracy in 

using word strings containing abstract concepts such as feel the seasons change 

(Category 9: Noun Forms) and put information into memory (Category 8: Noun 

Phrases). Second, loose connectors (Category 15) that caused dysfluency for the two 

participants were strings of words containing complex constructions such as one that I 

took, a teacher called me saying, and is said to be. Conceptual abstractness of noun and 

verb phrases (Categories 8 and 10), count-noncount or singular-plural distinctions 

needed to use such phrases (Categories 9 and 11), and morphosyntactic complexity of 

loose connectors (Category 15) posed difficulty for Atsuko and Kazu. 
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From Perceived Dysfluency to L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies 

Atsuko’s strategies to overcome anxiety and frustration. On the basis of the 

analysis of the oral performance transcripts, post-task interviews, stimulated recall 

sessions, and the participants’ journal entries; six main factors that affected the 

participants’ oral performances emerged. These were non-grammar-specific dysfluency 

factors that negatively affected their fluent oral production. Just as the 16 categories of 

key grammar items served both as indicators of the participants’ weaknesses and as 

opportunities for improvement, these six factors served as a medium with which to raise 

the participants’ awareness of their weaknesses and to devise strategies for overcoming 

them in their oral production. 

The first factor, discourse plan, concerns the speakers’ inability to plan and 

formulate what they want to say within the constraints of real-time pressure and their L2 

linguistic repertoire. The second factor, L1 interference, concerns instances where 

speakers can only think of a Japanese expression whose salience blocks the retrieval of 

an English equivalent or its approximations. The third factor, content retrieval, concerns 

speakers’ failure to retrieve specific pieces of information from memory. 

The fourth factor, external regulation, which is specifically related to the oral 

summary task, refers to a situation in which the speaker is regulated by words and 

phrases in the original text and unable to use them in proper sentences. In other words, 

the speakers can remember the meaning of some key words in the text, but they cannot 

mobilize the relevant syntactic processing skills, or proceduralized L2 grammar 

knowledge. The fifth factor, socio-pragmatic concerns, refers to speakers’ reservations 
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about the wording due to concerns such as political correctness, politeness, and privacy 

protection. The sixth factor, anxiety and frustration, refers to speakers’ sense of 

incompetence in expressing their ideas accurately and appropriately. 

Table 22 shows a summary of Atsuko’s perceived causes of non-grammar-

specific instances of dysfluency that were found in the post-task interviews, stimulate 

recalls, and journal entries. Among the six categories, Atsuko most frequently 

mentioned issues related to anxiety and frustration. 

Atsuko mentioned that in her first personal anecdote she “gradually lost 

confidence while speaking and felt like cutting corners to finish up her talk” (Stimulated 

Recall, Time 1). In her first oral summary, she was “frustrated at my using the same 

expressions over and over again” (Post-task Interview, Time 1). In her second personal 

anecdote, she described a high school English teacher she respected; however, she felt 

frustrated (as listed in the table) at being unable to express her thoughts as she wished. 

なぜ尊敬していたかなど日本語だったらいろいろ言いたかったけれどとばして

しまった。尊敬している人についてこれしか言えないというのが嫌でした。好

きな人の話なのでちゃんと伝えたいのに伝えられない。教科書のサマリーと違

って、思い出をきちんと伝えられないのは歯がゆく情けなかったです。単純に

英語うんぬんというより、大事にしているものなんでしょうね。 

 

If it were in Japanese, I could have talked about why I respected him and other 

details, but I skipped all that. I was frustrated with my inability to say any more 

than this. I wanted to tell my story properly but couldn’t. Unlike textbook 

summaries, I was really frustrated and felt ashamed of not being able to tell my 

fond memories. It’s not just a matter of English but a matter of something I care 

about, I guess. (Stimulated Recall, Personal Anecdote, Time 2) 
 

Atsuko’s dysfluent use of 16 key grammar items were identified by analyzing the 

transcripts of her performances as previously shown in Table 19. In contrast, the 
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underlying cognitive, affective, and metacognitive factors that might have caused such 

dysfluencies manifested themselves in the six categories of perceived non-grammar-

specific dysfluency types. These factors, during the course of task performances and 

subsequent awareness-raising opportunities, are considered to have led to Atsuko’s L2 

grammar proceduralization strategies to overcome her dysfluency. 

 

Table 22. Atsuko’s Perceived Non-Grammar-Specific Dysfluency Types  

Category Gist of Atsuko’s representative comments 
Reference 

count 

 
1. Discourse Plan 
 
 
2. L1 interference 
 
 
3. Content Retrieval 
 
4. External 

Regulation 
 
 
5. Socio-pragmatic 

Concerns 
 
 
6. Anxiety and  

Frustration 
 

 
The first part was okay but the content grew thinner 
toward the end. (OS, Time 1, IR) 
 
I didn’t know how to say “hanbetsu jishu kodo.” 
(=sightseeing in groups) (PA, Time 3, SR) 
 
No comments were provided. 
 
There are things I want to say but I am being controlled 
by the expressions in the text. 
(OS, Time 2, SR) 
 
I’m saying his last name first because that’s the 
Japanese style and that’s what the textbooks are 
following. (PA, Time 2, SR) 
 
I was really frustrated and felt ashamed for not being 
able to tell my fond memories. (PA, Time 2, SR) 
 

 
4 
 
 
6 
 
 
4 
 
3 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
9 

 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 

on each issue and the number of times the issue was observed even when the comments were 

not provided; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal Anecdote; SR = Stimulated Recall. 

 

Table 23 shows a list of Atsuko’s L2 grammar proceduralization strategies that 

were identified through the analysis of her comments in the post-task interviews, 

stimulated recalls, and journal entries. In this study, I defined L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies as cognitive, metacognitive, affective, and sociocultural-
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interactive mental efforts by the learner to develop and control the knowledge 

components of L2 grammar. Therefore, they include a wide range of strategies, some of 

which only indirectly facilitate the proceduralization of L2 grammar, such as strategies 

to maintain motivation. The reference count represents the number of times when 

Atsuko mentioned the use of such strategies in each category in reference to her oral 

task performance in general (General) or to either of the two tasks (OS or PA). 

Categories A to D derive from the analysis of L2 grammar proceduralization 

strategies that the six participants used in varying combinations and degrees. They 

correspond to Levelt’s (1989) process of speech production. In Atsuko’s case, strategies 

belonging to Categories A, C, and D were identified, representing her countermeasures 

against her perceived dysfluency. Categories E to G derive from the six participants’ 

noticing, learning, or using the 16 key grammar items, which correspond to the three 

functional domains mentioned earlier in this chapter. In particular, the collected data 

suggest that Atsuko tended to direct her monitoring effort to such grammar items as 

Emphasis/Rhetoric (Domain 1, Category 6), Noun Phrases (Domain 2, Category 8), and 

Loose Connectors (Domain 3, Category 15). 

Compared with comments on her dysfluent use of such key grammar items, 

comments on actually noticing, learning, and using these items were much fewer, partly 

because she remembered more about unsuccessful instances than successful ones. This 

was also true for the other five participants. 

During post-task discussions, Atsuko frequently expressed her anxiety and 

frustration caused by the gap between what she wished to say and what she could say. 
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To overcome such negative emotions, Atsuko adopted two main strategies. First, she 

learned that having a message to send had changed her emotional state from that of 

having to perform a task to that of wanting to send an important message to someone. 

工夫しようと思ったところは、今までオーラルサマリーと言われたらそこに書

いてある枠に囚われていたというかそれに沿っていくものだと思っていたけれ

ど、これですよね（アドヴァイスメモを見ながら）、自分の言葉でとか、何か

自分の理解したことでよいとなったら、自分も生徒に伝えたいメッセージが一

つ込められていて、書いている表現と違いましたけれど、一人の人が歴史を変

えられるんだよという、こっち（メッセージ）にこだわったところがちょっと

少しいつもと違ったところです。 

 

What I tried to strategize this time was that I sort of tried to get out of the 
mindset of following the textbook content when I was asked to do my oral 

summaries. As you point out here (looking at the advice notes), I could use my 

own words and say things based on what I understood. So I thought I wanted to 

send a message to my students. The wording was different from that in the 

textbook but I focused on sending the message that even a single person can 

change history. Sticking to that main message was what was different this time. 

(Post-task Interview, Oral Summary, Time 3) 

 

Second, she determined to use what could be called the “keep talking” strategy, 

focusing on not stopping once she started. Comparing her oral task performance to 

playing the piano, she mentioned that she had adopted this strategy because once she 

stopped talking, it would be difficult to regain the fluidity of speaking. Having a desire 

to send a message and a determination to “keep talking” seemed to have helped 

alleviate Atsuko’s sense of anxiety and frustration. 

語彙のところで止まっちゃうと、こうぐちゃぐちゃになり、でそこで考えると

きっと止まっちゃうと思うので、なんか行かなくちゃ、という、それこそピア

ノで止まっちゃいけないみたいな、あんな感じに思いました。 

 

If I stop at vocabulary choice, things get really complicated. And I thought I 

would completely stop if I did. So I felt I shouldn’t stop just like when I was 

playing the piano. (Post-task Interview, Personal Anecdote, Time 6) 
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Table 23. Atsuko’s L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies  

Category 

Representative examples of  
L2 grammar proceduralization strategies  Reference count 

 General OS PA 
 
A. Discourse Plan 

and Use of 
Schema 

(Conceptualization) 
 
 
 
 
B. Form-Meaning 

Balance 
 (Formulation) 
 
C. Utterance Control 
 (Articulation) 
 
 
D. Learning Mindset 
 (Metacognition) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E. Monitoring MWUs 
 (Domain 1) 
 
 
 
F. Monitoring  

Morphosyntax 
(Domain 2) 
 
 
 
G. Monitoring  

Connectors 
(Domain 3) 
 

 
▪ Maintain a focus on a simplified main 

message and a few key points 
I had a message I wanted to send and 
used my own words. (OS, Time 3, IR) 

▪ Depend on familiar chunks 
I used familiar phrases that I often use 
in class. (PA, Time 1, SR) 

 
 
 
 
 
▪ Keep talking 

I kept talking without worrying too much 
about word choice. (PA, Time 6, IR) 

 
▪ Be sensitive to nativelike English 

I noticed that the grammar I learn and 
teach at school doesn’t always sound 
nativelike. (General, Time 1, Journal) 

▪ Maintain motivation 
I thought I should work harder because 
the student teacher was trying hard to 
teach English in English. (General, 
Time 5, PTI) 

▪ Value task repetition 
Thanks to this study session, I’m now 
using more English in class. 
(General, Time 5, PTI) 
 

▪ Category 6: Emphasis/Rhetoric 
In retrospect, I should have used an 
expression such as “what is worse” for 
rhetorical effect. (PA, Time 3, PTI)  

 
▪ Category 8: Noun Phrases 

I learned that using gerunds as a 
subject is an effective way to start a 
sentence. (PA, Time 4, Journal) 

 
 
▪ Category 15: Loose Connectors 

I used “, which is…” to add information 
in real time. (PA, Time 5, IR) 

 

 
0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
 
1 

 
5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 

 
4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
 
 
6 

 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 
on strategies belonging to Categories A to G; PTI = Post-task Interview; SR = Stimulated 
Recall; General = Oral task performance in general; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal 
Anecdote. 
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While the strategies in categories A to D concern Atsuko’s overall control of her 

cognitive, affective, and metacognitive functioning, those in categories E to G concern 

grammar-specific strategies, or strategies to direct attention to specific grammar items. 

Table 24 shows the changes in the number of instances of Atsuko’s fluent use of 

key grammar items per 100 runs of utterances between Time 1 and Time 6. In other 

words, the numbers indicate the percentage of runs (i.e., the number of runs per 100 

runs of utterances) that include L2 grammar items coded as fluent use. These changes 

are closely connected to the changes in her temporal fluency measures.  

 

Table 24. Changes in Atsuko’s Fluent Use of L2 Grammar Items  

 
Category 

Oral Summaries  Personal Anecdotes 

Time 1 Time 6 Change  Time 1 Time 6 Change 

1. Time-Place Reference 
2. Description Phrases 
3. Signposting 
4. Comment Phrases 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
6. Emphasis/Rhetoric 
7. Negation 
 
8. Noun Phrases 
9. Noun Forms 

10. Verb Phrases 
11. Verb Forms 
12. Prepositions 
13. Articles 
 
14. Restrictive Rel. Clauses 
15. Loose Connectors 
16. Deixis and Pronouns 

6.4 
2.1 
8.5 
— 
— 
— 
— 
 

— 
— 
6.4 
— 
— 
— 
 

2.1 
4.3 
— 

4.5  
1.5  

18.2  
—  

1.5  
—  

1.5  
 

1.5  
—  

1.5  
—  
—  
—  

 
3.0  
1.5  
— 

-1.8 
-0.6 
9.7 
— 

1.5 
— 

1.5 
 

1.5 
— 

-4.9 
— 
— 
— 

 
0.9 

-2.7 
— 

 7.2  
2.1  
4.1  
1.0  
—  
—  
—  
 

—  
—  
7.2  
—  
—  
—  
 

—  
2.1 
— 

4.5  
2.2  
3.4  
2.8  
1.7  
0.6  
—  
 

2.2  
0.6  
9.6  
0.6  
—  
0.6  

 
—  
3.9  
0.6 

-2.7 
0.2 

-0.8 
1.8 
1.7 
0.6 
— 

 
2.2 
0.6 
2.3 
0.6 
— 

0.6 
 

— 
1.9 
0.6 

Note. Values in each row = the percentage of runs that include L2 grammar items coded as 

fluent use; Change = an increase from Time 1 to Time 6; 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-

16 = Domain 3. 

 

At Time 6, Atsuko talked about the same topic for both the oral summary (Ando 

Tadao) and the personal anecdote (Most Memorable Trip) tasks. As with the other five 
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participants, she was not informed beforehand that she would be asked to talk about the 

same topics as in Time 1. 

In oral summaries, there was a notable increase in the fluent use of Category 3 

(Signposting) items. The way these items contributed to Atsuko’s fluent production can 

be seen in the following excerpts. The subscripts represent the grammar category codes 

that were assigned. 

Atsuko’s Oral Summary (Time 1): Ando Tadao, a famous architect 

okay (.) 3today I’m going to (.) 3tell you (.) 3the story about (.) 15 an architect 

Ando Tadao (.) mm (3.0) he’s an architect and he’s a designer of a house (.) 

10and he received a prize for one special house  

 

Atsuko’s Oral Summary (Time 6): Ando Tadao, a famous architect  

okay (.) 3hello everyone (.) okay (.) 3what kind of house do you live in now (.)

 or in the future when you get- (.) er 3when you grow up (.) 3but what kind of 

house (.) 3would you like to live in (.) 3now let’s look at this picture (.) 15this is a 

house designed by a famous architect Ando Tadao  

 

 

Although the content of her message was not identical, Atsuko’s utterance at Time 6 

was livelier and her intention of trying to raise students’ interest was evident in the 

transcript. The underlined strings coded 3 were expressions that had a function of 

introducing a topic in class, a type of discourse that the native speaker often used in his 

oral summary reformulations. 

In personal anecdotes, Atsuko’s keep talking strategy seemed to have led to the 

increased use of Category 15 (Loose Connectors) items. At Time 6, Atsuko packed 

more information about her friend Sara in about the same amount of time by using 
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strings that included a variety of loose connectors, that is, an appositive phrase, a 

prepositional phrase, and a subordinate clause. 

Atsuko’s Personal Anecdote (Time 1): Most Memorable Trip 

but that was my (1.0) pen-friend (1.0) Sarah Jane (1.0) Sarah Jane was my (.) 

15pen-friend when I was a junior high school student  

 

Atsuko’s Personal Anecdote (Time 6): Most Memorable Trip  

 

it was (.) 15my old pen-friend Sarah Jane (.) Sara- I actually I (.) sent a letter (.) 

15to Sarah Jane before leaving Japan (.) 15because I wanted to (.) meet her if we 

have chance 

 

In addition to an increase in the fluent use of some key grammar items, there were some 

instances where Atsuko had corrected or modified her output at Time 6.  

Oral summary 

(1) Time 1:     Ando Tadao cherishes this (.) nature and the season change 

Time 6: he believe the house should be (.) should be (.) the place where  

people can feel the season change seasonal change 

Personal anecdote 

(2) Time 1: er one of the most memorable travel is 

Time 6: Okay now I'd like to tell you about (.) one of my most  

   memorable trips 

(3) Time 1: and (.) go- went to a- (.) English lesson 

Time 6: and I (.) took an English course (.) for two weeks 

(4) Time 1: since then the girl (1.0) and I (1.0) became good friends 

Time 6: since then I have been exchanging (.) greeting cards with … 
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In (1), Atsuko used a relative adverb and described Ando Tadao using easier vocabulary. 

In (2) she used a more appropriate determiner my and noun trip. In (3), and (4), she used 

a more appropriate verb phrase and aspect, respectively. These were all elements 

included in the native English speaker’s reformulations at Time 1. 

 

Kazu’s strategies to overcome external regulation. As shown in Table 25, 

among the six categories of non-grammar-specific dysfluency factors, the issue of 

external regulation was by far the most frequently mentioned by Kazu. In addition to 

the comment listed in the table, Kazu provided some other accounts on this issue. For 

example, there was an instance where he tried to use the same wording as the textbook 

(i.e., saved 2,500 Jewish children during the Holocaust of World War II), but he failed 

to retrieve the complete sentence structure from memory. Instead, he produced an 

utterance that included both lexical and grammatical errors as in saved (.) two thousand 

fifty hundred (.) Jewish childrens (.) er children (1.0) of (.) the Holocaust of World War 

II. He commented on what probably might have happened here as follows. 

 
このへんはまるっきりたぶん教科書の内容をぱっと言ったところですね。だけ

ど childrens ってなんだよねと思いながら言い換えています。 

 

Here I was probably just saying the content in the textbook, but thought 

childrens would sound strange, so I self-corrected. (Stimulated Recall, Oral 

Summary, Time 3) 

 

This was a typical case of external regulation where the speaker’s sentence construction 

was not based on his proceduralized syntactic knowledge but on his incomplete rote 
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memory. In other words, when retrieving some content words from memory, he was 

unable to retrieve or reconstruct the syntax that accompanied them. 

 

Table 25. Kazu’s Perceived Non-Grammar-Specific Dysfluency Types  

Category Gist of Kazu’s representative comments 
Reference 

count 

 
1. Discourse Plan 
 
 
2. L1 interference 
 
 
 
3. Content Retrieval 
 
 
 
4. External 
    Regulation 
 
 
5. Socio-pragmatic 

Concerns 
 
6. Anxiety and 

Frustration 
 

 
I was unable to elaborate on the specifics of what I did 
when talking about my experience. (PA, Time 4, PTI) 
 
I didn’t know how to say “yusen” (= to warm in a double 
boiler) and the Japanese word blocked my thinking. (PA, 
Time 3, SR) 
 
I wanted to describe the contest in more detail but 
couldn’t and ended up with an elementary school kid’s 
presentation. (PA, Time 2, SR) 
 
Paraphrasing the content of the text in a short time is 
really hard, but then when I try to use the expressions in 
the textbook, I get confused. (OS, Time 1, PTI) 
 
 
 
 
I tried to paraphrase but I wonder if I talked in a 
roundabout manner. (OA, Time 6, SR) 
 

 
1 
 
 
9 
 
 
 
4 
 

 
 
14 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
1 

 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 

on each issue and the number of times the issue was observed even when the comments were 

not provided; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal Anecdote; PTI = Post-task Interview; SR = 

Stimulated Recall. 

 

During the course of six months, Kazu realized that the more he tried to borrow 

words from the textbook in oral summaries, the more he suffered dysfluency. He felt as 

if he was being controlled by words and sentence structures that he was not comfortable 

using. This led to Kazu’s reverting to using simple sentence constructions, to control the 

density of information and to maintain a focus on a simplified main message in 

discourse planning. 
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Table 26 exemplifies Kazu’s approach to overcome the issue of external 

regulation. As listed in Category A, for example, he used strategies to plan discourse, 

control the amount of information, and limit the linguistic variety by trying to discuss 

only the content he had understood or was familiar with. 

This third strategy of trying to talk using his own schema instead of depending 

on the outside sources seemed to be Kazu’s main strategy. He mentioned in a stimulated 

recall one of the instances where he actually used this strategy. 

教科書の内容が思い出せなくなり、だけど断片的にこんな内容だったなという

のを思い出しつつ、自分の言葉に切り換えている。本来なら「きちんと寝ない

と何かに影響してくるよ」という話だったと思うんですが、それをもってくる

のが不可能だったので「とりあえず寝とけ」という内容に置き換えた。 

 

I couldn’t recall the exact content of the text. But remembering parts of it, I 

switched to my own words. I think the text was originally saying that “a lack of 

sleep negatively affects something,” but I couldn’t recollect the exact wording, 

so I said, “just sleep well for now.” (Stimulated Recall, Oral Summary, Time 2) 

 

This could be construed as an avoidance strategy, but could also suggest that fluency 

comes from the speaker’s familiarity with the concepts that a particular sentence 

represents. In this case, having to sleep well is a concept that Kazu was familiar with, or 

a concept that he had heard, used, or believed for a long time. His decision to do 

Japanese-English translation drills (Category D) might have contributed to familiarizing 

himself with different concepts incapsulated in different English constructions. 

Regarding grammar-specific strategies (Categories E to G), Kazu did not 

frequently mention them in post-task interviews and stimulated recalls. Compared with 

his numerous comments on grammar-related instances of dysfluency, his comments on 

grammar-specific strategies were scarce. No comments were found regarding 
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Table 26. Kazu’s L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies  

 
Category 

Representative examples of  
L2 grammar proceduralization strategies  Reference count 

 General OS PA 

 
A. Discourse Plan 

and Use of 
Schema 

(Conceptualization) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. Form-Meaning 

Balance 
(Formulation) 
 
 
C. Utterance Control 
(Articulation) 
 
D. Learning Mindset 
(Metacognition) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E. Monitoring MWUs 
 (Domain 1) 
 
 
 
F. Monitoring  

Morphosyntax 
 (Domain 2) 
 
G. Monitoring  

Connectors 
 (Domain 3) 

 
▪ Maintain a focus on a simplified main 

message and a few key points 
I used a set phrase to end my oral 
summary. (OS, Time 2, SR) 

▪ Control information density 
I minimized the amount of new 
information at the beginning of my 
talk. (OS, Time 3, Journal) 

▪ Depend on schema 
I talked in my own words based on 
what I remembered and understood. 
(OS, Time 6, SR) 

 
▪ Simplify and paraphrase 

I used short and simple sentences so 
junior high school students could 
visualize and understand the content. 
(OS, Time 4, PTI) 

 
 
 
▪ Be sensitive to nativelike English 

I have developed an eye for noticing 
useful expressions in the native 
speaker’s utterances. (General, Time 
6, PTI) 

▪ Train for quick processing 
Realizing that I cannot quickly choose 
proper sentence constructions, I 
started doing Japanese-English quick 
translation drills. (General, Time 2, 
Journal) 

 
▪ Category 6: Emphasis/Rhetoric 

I noticed that I’m not using adverbs 
effectively as in “pretty heavy.” 
(General, Time 4, Journal)  

 
 
 

 
 

▪ Category 14: Restrictive Relative 
Clauses 

I noticed that the NS was using 
relative pronouns effectively to make 
the sentence concise without being 
roundabout. (General, Time 4, 
Journal) 
 

 
1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 
 
 
 
 

0 
 
 

6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 
 
 
 
 

0 
 
 
 

2 

 
7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
0 
 
 

 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
0 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 
on strategies belonging to Categories A to G; PTI = Post-task Interview; SR = Stimulated 
Recall; General = Oral task performance in general; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal 
Anecdote. 
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morphosyntax. He did mention, however, that the native English speaker informant’s 

use of adverbs and relative pronouns were some of the grammar items that he could 

emulate in his speaking. Towards the end of the six-month period of this study, Kazu 

mentioned that he had developed his ability to notice new expressions in the native 

English speaker’s reformulations, which was coded as a strategy to be sensitive to 

nativelike English (Category D: Learning Mindset). 

 
回数を追う毎に、自分の表現が板につくっていうんですか、そういうふうにな

りました。あとはあま、M先生の内容を読んで、それをまあものにできたかど

うかは分からないですけど、なんか、こうあらたな表現を次々に見出せるよう

になってきたかなと感じています。 

 

As I did these tasks each time, my English expressions have sort of become part 

of me. I’m not sure if I have been able to master the expressions I learned from 

Mr. M’s reformulations, but I think I have developed an eye for noticing one 

new expression after another. (Post-task Interview, General, Time 6) 

 

Table 27 shows the changes in the percentage of runs that include L2 grammar 

items that Kazu uttered fluently—or the percentage of runs that were coded as fluent 

use—between Time 1 and Time 6. Positive changes can be seen especially in his use of 

Category 3 (Signposting), Category 8 (Noun Phrases), and Category 10 (Verb Phrases) 

items.  

Kazu demonstrated improvement of his oral summaries in many respects at 

Time 6. At Time 1, not being used to summarizing a text in a short period of time, Kazu 

made numerous mistakes in grammar and word choice that he would not have made in 

writing. At Time 6, however, his strategy of trying to use his own words and talking 

about what he understood led to his fluent use of some key grammar items.  
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Table 27. Changes in Kazu’s Fluent Use of L2 Grammar Items 

 
Category 

Oral summaries  Personal anecdotes 

Time 1 Time 6 Change  Time 1 Time 6 Change 

1. Time-Place Reference 
2. Description Phrases 
3. Signposting 
4. Comment Phrases 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
6. Emphasis/Rhetoric 
7. Negation 
 
8. Noun Phrases 
9. Noun Forms 

10. Verb Phrases 
11. Verb Forms 
12. Prepositions 
13. Articles 
 
14. Restrictive Rel. Clauses 
15. Loose Connectors 
16. Deixis and Pronouns 

5.1  
2.6  
7.7  
—  
—  
—  
—  
 

—  
—  
2.6  
—  
—  
—  
 

—  
—  
— 

13.8  
3.4  

17.2  
10.3  

—  
—  
—  

 
3.4  
—  

17.2  
—  
—  
—  

 
—  
—  
— 

8.7  
0.9  
9.5  

10.3  
—  
—  
—  

 
3.4  
—  

14.7  
—  
—  
—  

 
—  
—  
— 

 2.5  
—  
—  
—  
—  
—  
5.0  

 
—  
—  
5.0  
—  
—  
—  
 

—  
—  
— 

5.1  
—  

7.7  
—  
—  
—  

5.1  
 

2.6  
—  

10.3  
—  
—  

2.6  
 

—  
—  
— 

2.6  
—  

7.7  
—  
—  
—  

0.1  
 

2.6  
—  

5.3  
—  
—  

2.6  
 

—  
—  
— 

Note. Values in each row = the percentage of runs that include L2 grammar items coded as 

fluent use; Change = an increase from Time 1 to Time 6; 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-

16 = Domain 3. 

 

The following excerpts show how he used items in Categories 1, 3, 8, and 10 fluently at 

Time 6. The nonunderlined strings of words at Time 1 included words or phrases Kazu 

was not comfortable with. 

Kazu’s Oral Summary (Time 1): Ando Tadao, a famous architect 

10we have to (.) we have to caught in the shower er (1.0) when we cross the (2.5) 

 cross the courtyard (.) courtyard (.) and er (1.0) 1in summer we have to (2.0) 

catch sunshine (.) 1and in winter (1.5) we will (1.5) we feel very cold 

 

Kazu’s Oral Summary (Time 6): Ando Tadao, a famous architect  

10you have to use (.) 1an umbrella when it rains (1.0) and (.) 1in summer (1.0) 

1you feel very hot in this house and in winter (.) 10you feel very cold (.) 1in this 

house (.) 3so you can feel (.) 8each season four seasons in this house 
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Kazu also used Category 4 (Comment Phrases) items in his oral summary at Time 6. He 

used expressions such as it’s very strange and I think so, to make his oral summary 

sound more like an oral introduction for his students. 

In personal anecdotes, Kazu gained fluency at Time 6 mainly by speaking 

fluently at the beginning and at the end of his talk. Especially at the beginning, he used 

expressions he often used in class. Compared with Time 1, the introductory part was 

much simpler and clearer. 

 

Kazu’s Personal Anecdote (Time 1): Most Memorable Trip 

7I cannot go abroad these days but I (.) sincerely I want to (.) 10go abroad (2.0)

 so I will tell you about an- (1.0) the trip (1.5) to Okinawa last year (2.0) I went 

to (2.0)  two years ago 

 

Kazu’s Personal Anecdote (Time 6): Most Memorable Trip  

3hello everyone (.) 3I will tell you about (.) 8my trip to Okinawa (.) 1two years 

ago 

 

Regarding corrected or modified output at Time 6, no instances were observed in 

Kazu’s oral summary, but the following modifications were identified in his personal 

anecdote at Time 6. 

 Personal anecdote 

(5) Time 1: I will tell you about an- (1.0) the trip (1.5) to Okinawa last year 

Time 6: I will tell you about (.) my trip to Okinawa 

(6) Time 1: two or three days ago (.) to trip to Okinawa and the (.) typhoon (.) 

was approaching 
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Time 6: in September (2.5) the (1.0) a typhoon (1.0) approached (.) to  

Okinawa 

In (5), Kazu used the more appropriate determiner my, and in (6) he self-corrected the 

article, although he made a mistake in the use of the transitive verb approach. 

 

Commonalities in Atsuko and Kazu’s L2 Grammar proceduralization 

strategies and proceduralization transfer. In order to overcome her anxiety and 

frustration, Atsuko adopted strategies to maintain a focus on a simplified main message, 

use familiar chunks, and maintain the “keep talking” attitude. She was also sensitive to 

nativelike English, paying attention to the gaps between her English and the native 

English speaker’s reformulations. Kazu, in order to overcome dysfluency caused by 

external regulation, used Category A (Discourse Plan and Use of Schema) strategies 

such as maintaining a focus on a simplified main message, controlling information 

density, and depending on schema, and the Category B (Form-Meaning Balance) 

strategy of simplifying his utterances. He was also engaged in training to improve his 

ability to retrieve basic sentence structures quickly. 

Although there were differences in the finer levels of strategy use, both Atsuko 

and Kazu used several strategies to aim for a more simplified discourse plan and use of 

schema (Category A). They also tried to maintain the flow of their utterances by either 

focusing on utterance control (Category C) or on form-meaning balance (Category B). 

Both of them used strategies to improve their learning as well (Category D). 
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Between-task transfer of L2 grammar proceduralization was observed in the way 

Atsuko and Kazu used the16 categories of key grammar items in the two tasks. First, 

Category 3 (Signposting) items were used across the two tasks but they were more 

dominant in oral summaries, probably because the summary discourse requires more 

signposting than the narrative discourse in personal anecdotes. Second, the fluent use of 

Categories 8 (noun phrases) and 10 (verb phrases) items emerged as the key elements 

contributing to the overall fluency of the two tasks, especially for personal anecdotes. 

 

Cases 3 and 4: Koji and Kumiko 

L2 Grammar and Speaking Learning Experience  

Koji started going to cram school upon entering junior high school. He studied 

English grammar and did grammar exercises. He spent the first two years learning 

English through the grammar-translation method, but in his third year, he met a female 

English teacher who taught English in a more communicative manner. The teacher also 

coached him to prepare him for the speech contest sponsored by the city. For Koji, the 

third year of junior high school formed his belief as a learner of English. 

中 3の先生が目をかけてくれて、市のスピーチコンテストの参加を勧め練習も

してくれました。この 1 年に英語の学習者としてのビリーフが形成されました。

それまでの先生と違って映画を見せてくれたり、CLT的な授業をしてくれたり

しました。臨時任用の 30才くらいの女性の先生でしたが、その先生のおかげ

で、英語って楽しいんだなというように思えるようになりました。 
  

An English teacher in my third year was very kind to me. She encouraged me to 

participate in the speech contest, and coached me in person to prepare for that. 

My belief as a learner of English was formed at that time. Unlike the other 

teachers who had previously taught me, she showed us English movies and 

taught English communicatively. She was a temp teacher in her 30s but she 

made me think English was really fun. 
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In senior high school, English classes meant grammar and translation. He did not hate 

English but was busy with club activities (the brass band club) and spending time with 

his friends. Only in his third year, he studied English intensively to prepare for 

university entrance examinations. Back then, he wished to become either a social 

studies teacher or an elementary school teacher. 

In university, he majored in elementary education, minoring in music education. 

When he started working part time at cram school, however, he gradually came to think 

that teaching English was very interesting. His students admired his systematic way of 

teaching grammar. He developed confidence and thought he wanted to specialize in 

English. It was then that he met Professor S, whom he asked to allow him to minor in 

English instead of music. He studied English diligently in his junior and senior years in 

university, during which time he took teacher-training courses with other students who 

were English majors. At one time, he was told to do a micro-teaching demonstration in 

class and Professor S praised the demonstration, a fond memory Koji still cherished. 

あるとき、現在完了の How many times have you...? の答えの数を使ってスゴロ

クゲームをやるような内容の microteaching をしたら佐野先生にほめられたのを

覚えています。副免なのに英語科の生徒よりよくできると。 

 

I still remember the time when I did a micro-teaching demonstration for teaching 

the present perfect. I did a demo in which I showed how to do a board game 

using the numbers students said in response to a question, “How many times 

have you…?” Professor S praised me saying I was better than the English 

majors even though I was minoring in English education. 

 

During and after his university years, he practiced listening with vocabulary and audio 

materials every day, but in terms of speaking English, he did not have any opportunities 

or did not feel the need. In his senior year and while working at cram school, he took 
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the teacher employment examination. He was unable to get a position, which at that 

time was extremely competitive. He decided to study English in the United States. 

During the next two years, Koji took courses in TESOL both in the United 

States and in Japan, eventually obtaining his M.Ed. in TESOL from a U.S. university 

that had a branch in Tokyo. While in the United States, his English-speaking skills 

developed greatly. Besides studying at graduate school, he had to manage his daily 

necessities in English, which involved obtaining his driver’s license. 

 運転の仕方を学ぶにも隣の人に教えてもらったり、常に英語を使わねばならな

かったです。その頃から文法・発音は関係ないからとにかく話し続けることが

大事、という度胸がついたと思います。 
 

I constantly had to use English for everything, like learning how to drive from 

my neighbor and all. Around that time, I developed the stance to just keep 

talking without worrying about grammar or pronunciation. 

 

Soon after he came back to Japan and obtained his master’s degree, he passed the 

teacher employment examination, and was assigned to a school designated as a SELHi 

(Super English Language High School). At this school, the English teachers were 

expected to develop the students’ communication ability with innovative teaching 

methods, including teaching English in English. He worked with other competent 

colleagues, receiving advice, and experimenting with a variety of communicative 

teaching methods. 

At the time of this research, Koji had just been transferred to an academic school 

where the students’ main concern was to pass the entrance examinations to prestigious 

universities. On the one hand, Koji participated in all-English workshops sponsored by 

MEXT or occasionally talked to ALTs; however, Koji’s current attitude toward 
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teaching was to balance both grammar and communication. This attitude was 

represented by his continued effort to pass the Eiken 1st grade test, which requires an 

extensive vocabulary and grammar knowledge, and by his following comment. 

コミュニカティブに楽しく授業はするが、Kojiの文法の授業もわかりやすい、

と言われるようにしています。Grammar-translationもかならずしも悪いとは思

っていないので、最近では、予備校の先生の本とかも結構読みます。（中略）

コストパフォーマンスがよく、クオリティーの高い文法指導をしようとしてい

ます。刺すと肩こりがとれるというようなツボに効くような文法指導を目指し

たいです。 

 

I make sure my classes are communicative and fun, but I also try my best so that 

my students think, “Koji’s grammar classes are clear and easy to understand.” I 

don’t think grammar translation is necessarily bad, so recently I’ve been reading 

books written by cram school guru teachers. I want to provide high-quality 

grammar lessons, sort of like acupuncture needles getting rid of stiff shoulders 

by targeting specific points. 

 

Kumiko started studying junior high school English in the sixth grade of 

elementary school and continued studying through the third year of junior high school. 

She learned English from the same elderly man who had studied in the United Kingdom. 

She remembered seeing a set of the Oxford English Dictionaries in his house, where the 

lessons took place. He told her that she should buy a new dictionary whenever one was 

published. Otherwise, she took ordinary junior high school English classes in which she 

studied vocabulary and grammar, and checked the meaning of the sentences and 

dialogues in the textbook. 

 In senior high school, she learned English from teachers who taught using the 

traditional grammar-translation method, and there she prepared for classes by copying 

textbook sentences on the left side of her notebook and writing the Japanese translation 

on the right side. 
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Unicorn のテキストが難しかったです。倒置などが急に出てきて、どうなって

いるのかと思いました。左に英語、右に日本語のノートを作りました。特に学

校以外の勉強はしていませんでしたが、サイドリーダーを勧められ自分で買っ

て読んだりしました。 

 

The Unicorn textbook was difficult. I didn’t understand what was going on 

when a difficult grammar item such as inversion came up all of a sudden. I made 

a notebook with English on the left and Japanese translation on the right. I 

wasn’t doing anything special other than school work, but I bought and read 

some extensive readers that my teacher recommended. 

 

She studied for classes diligently and achieved good grades in English and all the other 

subjects, enabling her to enter a prestigious private university through the principal’s 

recommendation. She read extensive readers besides textbooks, but she had no 

experience speaking English either in junior or senior high school. 

In university, she majored in English literature and became interested in 

Shakespeare, but she referred to her university years as “the regret of her lifetime.” She 

did not spend time on studying and even received a failing grade in English 

conversation class. In her junior year, however, she studied English in California on a 

homestay program. To prepare for her first overseas trip, she started listening to English 

radio programs that were broadcast by the U.S. military, a habit that had continued up to 

the time of this research. She recalled the experience of suddenly becoming able to 

understand what she was hearing on the radio. 

最初は音がつながってまったくわかりませんでしたが、数年たって区切れがわ

かるようになり、あるとき湾岸戦争のニュースがすべてわかってびっくりしま

した。 

 

At first all the sounds were connected and I couldn’t make any sense out of what 

I heard. But after a few years I started recognizing the pauses and sense groups 

and I was surprised to completely understand the radio news on the Gulf War. 
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Kumiko started teaching as a public senior high school English teacher upon graduating 

from university. In her third year, she team taught with an ALT. She decided to start 

reading The Japan Times to “find topics for conversation.” She became used to 

communicating with the ALTs but commented that speaking English was exhausting 

and she “easily got tired talking with ALTs.” When she was transferred to a top-level 

academic high school, she started going to an English conversation school. 

Y高校に転勤したときに、そこの生徒はペラペラ話せると思い、話す訓練をし

なければと思い、N Language Schoolに通いました。毎回先生が変わりその都度、

自己紹介をさせられました。（中略）1年たつうちに、自己紹介のエキスパー

トになり、英語で話すことにそれほど疲れなくなりました。常に相手に対して

話をつづけないといけない、というのがその 1年で慣れた気がします。 

 

When I learned that I was going to teach at Y High School, I thought the 

students there would speak English fluently and I should practice speaking. I 

went to N Language School (a conversation school). I was made to introduce 

myself every time my instructor changed. … In a year, I became an expert on 

self-introduction and I was now able to speak English without getting especially 

tired. I learned how to keep talking when I speak English. 

 

At the time of this research, Kumiko was teaching at her third school, another top-level 

academic school. She had gone to several conversation schools by then, some of which 

focused on simultaneous interpretation. She had also learned different training 

techniques for speaking. Now in preparation for her teaching, she would often ask the 

ALT to check her classroom English beforehand. To keep her speaking skills sharp, she 

kept listening to English radio programs. 

Table 28 shows a summary of Koji and Kumiko’s English learning experience. 

Although Koji and Kumiko were in different generations of English learners, they both 

studied English using the grammar-translation method in junior and senior high school 

and acquainted themselves with spoken English for the first time in or after university. 
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This late exposure to spoken English might have caused Koji’s inferiority complex 

about his pronunciation and Kumiko’s perceived lack of confidence in speaking.  

 

Table 28. Summary of Key Events in Koji and Kumiko’s Learning Experience 

 Koji  Kumiko 
 L2 Grammar Speaking  L2 Grammar Speaking 
Pre-school      
Elementary school    Tutored by a 

Japanese 
teacher 

 

Junior high school Took ordinary  
English 
classes  
(1-2nd years)  

3rd-year 
teacher 
coached for 
speech 
contest 

 Took  
ordinary 
English classes 

 

Senior high school Focused on 
club activities  
(1-2nd years); 
Studied for 
entrance 
exams 

  Studied by the 
grammar-
translation 
method 
Studied for 
entrance exams 

 

University 
 
 
 
 

Listened to 
vocabulary 
and grammar  
audio CD;  
Praised for  
grammar  
micro-teaching 
by a professor 

  Took interest in 
Shakespeare 

Did poorly in 
conversation 
class 
Homestay in 
junior year 
Started 
listening to 
FEN in 
preparation for 
the homestay 

Graduate School  Studied in the 
US  
Spoke English 
daily to survive 

  
(NA) 

 
(NA) 

Teaching career Practiced  
shadowing 
and read 
aloud;  
Studied for  
Eiken 

Surrounded by 
competent 
speakers of 
English at 
work 

 Read Japan  
Times  
Worked on  
Eiken test  
questions 
 

Easily got tired 
talking with 
ALT Attended 
a few English 
conversation 
schools 

Recent activities Study for 
Eiken (1st 
grade) 

All-English 
workshops 
Talk with ALT  
Watch movies 

 Get English  
checked by 
ALT 

Memorize 
sentences 
from radio 
English 
programs 

Note. FEN = Far East Network (a radio program which is now called AFN, or American Forces 

Network) / Eiken = an English proficiency test administered by the Eiken Foundation of Japan. 
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Koji and Kumiko kept studying and practicing English throughout their teaching careers. 

Compared with Atsuko and Kazu, their focus seemed to be striking a balance between 

grammar and communication, most likely because they were both teaching at top-level 

academic high schools when this study was conducted. 

Koji and Kumiko’s focus on both grammar and communication led to the 

trajectories of the measures of linguistic output that were different from those in Atsuko 

and Kazu’s cases. 

 

Measures of Linguistic Output 

Koji’s fluency and other linguistic measures. Koji showed improvement in 

two measures of fluency—increased mean lengths of runs and decreased percentages of 

repeated words and phrases (Tables 29 and 30). Most of the other temporal measures of 

fluency showed either no noticeable improvement or showed negative trends. One 

reason might be that Koji started the study with a certain level of oral fluency. His 

speech rate at Time 1 was 140.4 and 142.6 syllables/min for the oral summary and 

personal anecdote tasks respectively.  

 

Table 29. Fluency Scores for Koji on the Oral Summary Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 140.4 118.6 141.8 132.7 138.7 142.4 1.4  
MLR 4.4 3.2 4.4 5.8 6.1 4.8 9.1  
MLP 1.5 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.3 -13.3  
TPL/min 12.0 15.3 14.8 10.6 16.0 16.3 35.8  
Repeated W/P (%) 11.6 4.8 1.5 0.9 0.7 1.4 -87.9  
Total N of Words 387  125  132  107  145  147  -62.0  

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 

total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 
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Table 30. Fluency Scores for Koji on the Personal Anecdote Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 142.6 117.1 133.7 146.5 113.1 134.0 -6.0  
MLR 4.4 4.4 5.4 5.8 4.0 4.7 6.8  
MLP 1.4 1.7 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.6 14.3  
TPL/min 15.3 15.7 19.7 15.0 19.5 16.8 9.8  
Repeated W/P (%) 7.5 6.2 0.6 2.6 1.3 2.2 -70.7  
Total N of Words 199  209  170  232  235  226  13.6  

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 

total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 

 

Considering that he had reached a plateau in terms of speech rate, a decrease in the 

dysfluency measure indicates a qualitative change in Koji’s linguistic proficiency. 

 Koji’s accuracy scores do not show any consistent trends (Tables 31 and 32). 

Regarding Time 1—Time 6 comparison, the accuracy score declined only for oral 

summaries, but this was caused by the nature of Koji’s first oral summary performance, 

in which he used a lot of interactive classroom English such as, “How about you?” or 

“Talk with your partner.” Using such classroom English that he was familiar with might 

have led to a higher accuracy score at Time 1. His complexity scores, on the other hand, 

improved for both tasks. 

 

Table 31. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Koji on the Oral Summary Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 2.6 8.0 4.5 9.3 4.1 4.1 57.7  
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.40 2.10 1.70 1.44 1.20 1.50 7.1  

P_Lex （λ ） 0.513  0.500 0.692  1.100  0.428  0.571  11.3  

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 
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Table 32. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Koji on the Personal Anecdote Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 6.5 4.8 6.5 3.0 6.0 4.4 -32.3  
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.33 1.63 1.44 1.78 1.46 1.45 9.0  

P_Lex （λ ） 0.631  0.714  1.062  0.565  0.521  0.681  7.9  

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 

 

Overall, it can be argued that Koji’s performance showed improvement in two 

respects. One was a decrease in his dysfluency score and the other was an improvement 

in his morphosyntactic and lexical complexity scores. 

 

Kumiko’s fluency and other linguistic measures. Kumiko showed 

improvement only in one measure of fluency: a decrease in the percentage of repeated 

words and phrases (Tables 33 and 34). All the temporal measures of fluency showed 

negative trends. Throughout all task performances, Kumiko demonstrated a slow, 

careful, but even-paced way of speaking, which was similar to the way she spoke her 

L1. Such a style is reflected in her low (or good) dysfluency score. Kumiko spoke rather 

slowly, often phrase by phrase, with pauses, but spoke without pausing for a long time. 

 

Table 33. Fluency Scores for Kumiko on the Oral Summary Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 127.4 96.9 103.8 93.5 82.9 107.9 -15.3  
MLR 4.3 3.5 4.4 3.6 5.4 3.4 -20.9  
MLP 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.2 1.1 1.3 18.2  
TPL/min 8.0 20.4 15.2 13.7 5.7 17.6 120.0  
Repeated W/P (%) 2.0 0.0 0.7 2.5 0.0 0.0 -100.0  
Total N of words 148  157  141  163  104  150  1.4  

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 

total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 
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Table 34. Fluency Scores for Kumiko on the Personal Anecdote Task: July to 

December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 107.9 106.6 79.7 102.7 81.8 96.1 -10.9  
MLR 3.3 3.4 3.7 3.3 3.0 2.8 -15.2  
MLP 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.4 1.5 1.2 -7.7  
TPL/min 10.4 19.7 22.0 11.9 19.1 14.9 43.3  
Repeated W/P (%) 1.4 1.5 2.9 2.4 2.5 0.0 -100.0  
Total N of Words 221  203  242  249  240  281  27.1  

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 

total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 

 

Kumiko’s accuracy score (Tables 35 and 36) improved from Time 1 to Time 6, 

showing a gradual decreasing trend. Her morphosyntactic complexity score increased 

while her lexical complexity score decreased, indicating that she used more complex 

sentences, but did not use more difficult words. 

 

Table 35. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Kumiko on the Oral Summary Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 7.4 7.0 7.8 5.5 3.8 4.0 -45.9  
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.41 1.50 2.18 1.30 1.13 1.50 6.4  

P_Lex （λ ） 1.000  1.000  1.000  1.375  1.000  0.785  -21.5  

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 

 

Table 36. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Kumiko on the Personal Anecdote Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 10.0 6.4 7.4 7.6 7.9 4.3 -57.0 
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.27 1.70 1.38 1.65 1.54 1.43 12.6  

P Lex （λ ） 0.952  0.850  1.375  0.500  0.952  0.857  -10.0 

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 
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In sum, Kumiko remained a careful speaker and she tried to speak with accurate 

and elaborate language throughout her performances. This strategy resulted in a 

decrease in her dysfluency scores and an improvement in her accuracy and 

morphosyntactic complexity scores. 

 

Commonalities in Koji and Kumiko’s development in linguistic measures. 

Considering the quantitative measures discussed above and the way they spoke in each 

performance, Koji and Kumiko were both considered careful thinkers and speakers of 

English. This characteristic most likely led to the similar trajectory in their development 

in terms of a decrease in their dysfluency scores and an increase in the morphosyntactic 

or lexical complexity measures. 

 

Use of 16 Categories of Key L2 Grammar Items 

Koji’s fluent and dysfluent use of key grammar items. Figures 11 and 12 

show the trajectory of Koji’s use of key grammar items by three functional domains. In 

the oral summary task, the percentage of fluent use of key grammar items increased 

slightly from 30.7% at Time 1 to 46.3% at Time 6. Koji’s performance at Time 1 

displayed a disproportionate dominance of Domain 1 items, which was caused by his 

fluent use of classroom expressions such as questions (What kind of house would you 

like to live in?) and directives (So talk with your partner), and by his dysfluent use of 

word strings including key content words in the original text (e.g., comfortable, 

functional, architect, and courtyard) or key concepts discussed in it (e.g., a house that 
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enables people to feel the seasons change and to live with nature). Koji mentioned in 

the stimulated recall session that he was repeating such phrases because he was not 

confident enough. Unlike the first pair of participants, Koji used Domain 3 items 

consistently throughout the six performances, suggesting that he used more complex 

sentences than Atsuko and Kazu. 

In the personal anecdote task, the total use of key grammar items increased from 

34.4% at Time 1 to 41.8% at Time 6. There was a difference, however, in the relative 

balance of use between Domain 1 and Domain 2 items. In personal anecdotes, Koji used 

numerous verb phrases (Domain 2, Category 10) while his use of Domain 1 items was 

mostly limited to time-place reference (Domain 1, Category 1), which he used to tell his 

stories in chronological order. Koji was also using Domain 3 items throughout all six 

performances, suggesting that he used a certain number of complex sentences. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Koji’s oral 

summaries. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 
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Figure 12. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Koji’s personal 

anecdotes. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 

 

Table 37 shows a selected list of word strings that Koji uttered fluently with a 

relatively high number of syllables in each category. In the oral summary task, 

especially at Time 1, Koji demonstrated his expertise in performing oral summaries in 

the style of introducing the topic to a group of students. His experience was derived 

from his experience of using the oral introduction technique at his previous school, 

where the teachers including Koji primarily taught English in English. He used most of 

the seven categories of items in Domain 1 in his Time 1 oral summary. However, Koji 

shifted his oral introduction style to a more straightforward oral summary format from 

Time 2 to Time 5, probably in order to make the task more difficult for himself. This 

resulted in the lower percentage of use of Domain 1 items during these periods. Koji 
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Table 37. List of Word Strings Koji Used Fluently in Two Tasks (Excerpt) 

Category Oral summaries Personal anecdotes 

1. Time-Place 
 Reference 

 
2. Description  

Phrases 
 
3. Signposting 

3.1 Beginning 
 
 

3.2 Middle 
 
 

3.3. End 
 
4. Comment 

 Phrases 
 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
 
6. Emphasis/ 

Rhetoric 
7. Negation 

in this lesson (Time 1) 
when we sleep (Time 2) 
 
it looks very small and (Time 1) 
 
 
 
what kind of house would you like 
to live in (Time 1) 
 
so what do you think about this 
house (Time 1) 
 
let’s read about him more (Time 3) 
 
so I personally think that (Time 1) 
 
 
so in addition (Time 5) 
 
actually we don’t know (Time 3) 
 
we don’t know about it (Time 2) 
 

last autumn (Time 1) 
when I arrived at Hakodate Station 
(Time 2) 
looked very very happy because 
(Time 6) 
 
 
The most memorable experience 
of my high school days (Time 2) 
 
the bad thing was (Time 3) 
 
 
it was very good memory (Time 2) 
 
but sushi was so good (Time 1) 
 
 
and then (Time 5) 
 
actually I (Time 2) 
 
was not able to pass (Time 4) 

8. Noun Phrases 
 
9. Noun Forms 
 

10. Verb Phrases 
 
 
11. Verb Forms 
 
12. Prepositions 
 
13. Articles 
 

a lot of information (Time 2)  
 
newspaper articles (Time 3) 
 
let his students read (Time 3) 
 
 
— 
 
into their memory (Time 2) 
 
a single person can change  
(Time 3) 
 

brass band club (Time 3)  
 
a lot of chances to (Time 1) 
 
so I enjoyed watching the animes 
(Time 3) 
 
had been very (Time 6) 
 
in very easy English (Time 4) 
 
— 
 

14. Restrictive  
Relative 
Clauses 
 

15. Loose 
Connectors 

 
 
16. Deixis and  

Pronouns 

which symbolizes peace (Time 4) 
 
 
 
so which means that (Time 2) 
different images depending on the  
 (Time 4) 
 
know about her (Time 3) 
 

— 
 
 
 
because of my poor English skill 
 (Time 4) 
 
 
and they talk to me very easy 
English and I talked to them 
 (Time 4) 
 

Note. 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-16 = Domain 3. 
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also used the word so to start word strings smoothly, sometimes leading to a misuse, as 

in the case of so which means that, to introduce a non-restrictive relative clause. 

In the personal anecdote task, Koji demonstrated his ability to use a variety of 

Category 10 (Verb Phrases) items in long word strings such as so we enjoyed it very 

much, had to take care of everything, so I enjoyed watching the animes, forget the name 

of the station but, and take a picture of the train. He also used different kinds of 

Category 15 (Loose Connectors) items including subordinating conjunctions (because I 

wanted to play mah-jongg), coordinating conjunctions (so we really enjoyed eating 

sushi), present participles (only using the local train), and other adverbial phrases 

(because of my poor English skill). 

Instances of Koji’s dysfluency are exemplified in Table 38, which include three 

prominent issues. The first two examples concern the choice of noun forms (Category 

9). In the first example, Koji knew that he had to use the plural form of the word baby 

in order to discuss concepts in general. He therefore self-corrected the phrase baby sleep, 

but unsuccessfully. In the second example, Koji was trying to summarize the original 

text by reconstructing the pieces of information he had memorized, making it difficult 

for him to pay attention to the noun forms of the word bill. In the stimulated recall, Koji 

explained what happened. 

前の Irena Sendler の時はスキーマがあったから、止まったときにスキーマと結

び付けて自分の言葉で言えたんですけど、今回はスキーマがほとんどないんで、

覚えたものを全部レシテーションしようという意識になってしまいました。 

  

Last time when I summarized the text about Irena Sendler, I had a schema, so 

when I got stuck I managed to draw on my schema and continue speaking using 

my own words. But this time I had almost no schema, so my approach was to 

recite whatever I memorized. (Stimulated Recall, Oral Summary, Time 4) 
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As it happened with Kazu, Koji was being controlled by the text rather than explaining 

the content based on his understanding of it. It is interesting to note that even native 

speakers are not always consistent with the singular-plural distinction as seen by his use 

of them (instead of it) in the reformulation in the second example. 

 

Table 38. Dysfluent Use of Grammar Items in Koji’s Task Performances (Excerpt) 

Category Koji’s utterance 
Native English speaker’s 

reformulation 

[Oral Summaries] 
 
9. Noun Forms 

 
 
 
 
 
 
9. Noun Forms 

 
 
 
 
 
 
[Personal Anecdotes] 
 
10. Verb Phrases 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14. Restrictive  

Relative  
Clauses 

 

 
 
(2.5) so other people say that 
(1.0) baby er (1.0) sleeps (1.0) 
usually baby sleep a lot (.) 
because they have to put (.) a lot 
of information (.) into their 
memory (Time 2) 
 
there're (.) more than 170 coun-
currencies in the world (2.5)  
there's a story behind what we   
(.) see (.) and (3.0) mostly b- bill 
and coins shows (.) people and 
symbols (Time 4) 
 
 
 
(1.0) fortunately our (.) brass 
band club (1.5) played (1.5)  
very well so (.) they got the good 
(.) prize and they played their 
(1.0) the music in the Higashi- 
kanto er (1.0) competition  
(Time 3) 

 
The time (1.0) when I studied 
English very hard (1.0) was er 
(3.0) the period I (.) was in the 
United States (Time 4) 
 

 
 
and that’s why babies sleep so 
much (.) everything is new for 
them (.) and they have to process 
a lot of information 
 
 
 
well (.) there’re 170 currencies in 
the world (.) each one has 
images (.) and pictures on them 
(.) important people (.) famous 
buildings (.) or important symbols 
(.) all of these have a story 
behind what you see 
 
 
our brass band (.) had done 
really well (.) in local competitions 
in Kanagawa (.) and they won the 
opportunity (.) to compete (.) in 
the East Kanto competition 
 
 
 
the time that I studied English the 
hardest (.) I guess it was the time 
when I went (.) to the U.S. 

 

The second issue concerns the choice of verbs (Category 10) that more precisely 

describe a situation. Compared with Koji’s utterance, the native English speaker’s 
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reformulation includes verbs (do well in, win the opportunity to compete in) that Koji 

knew but was unable to use in his oral production. 

The last issue involves the use of restrictive relative clauses (Category 14). Koji 

mentioned in the stimulated recall that he paused for three seconds here to decide 

whether to use time or period. As in the native speaker’s reformulation, noun phrases 

(e.g., the time) modified by relative clauses (e.g., when I went to the U.S.) need to be 

stored as chunks. In addition, the phrase the time that, which is not usually taught in 

Japanese high schools, needs to be added to Koji’s repertoire. 

 

Kumiko’s fluent and dysfluent use of key grammar items. Figures 13 and 14 

show the trajectory of Kumiko’s use of key grammar items in three functional domains. 

She used items from all three domains in both tasks in each performance. 

In the oral summary task, Kumiko used larger percentages of key grammar 

items than in the personal anecdote task. At Time 1, 45.8% of the word strings were 

coded as fluent production while the ratio was 39.7% at Time 6. Kumiko’s oral 

summaries were characterized by slow but steady speech production. She also 

demonstrated her understanding of the content and logical structure of the original text, 

and she used signposting expressions (Domain 1, Category 3) consistently. For example, 

except for Time 1, Kumiko started her oral summaries with the expression, “Okay so 

let’s start today’s lesson. Today’s lesson is about …” each time. 

In the personal anecdote task, the total percentage of fluent use was 30.2% at 

Time 1 and 31.3% at Time 6. In telling stories, Kumiko seemed to be more selective 
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Figure 13. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Kumiko’s oral 

summaries. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Kumiko’s personal 

anecdotes. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 
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about words, leading to shorter lengths of runs. This approach resulted in fewer word 

strings that were coded as fluent use compared with her oral summaries. 

Table 39 shows a selected list of word strings that Kumiko uttered fluently with 

a relatively high number of syllables in each category.  

In the oral summary task, she used Category 3 (Signposting) items in all of her 

performances. From Time 2 to Time 6, she used the same discourse structure where she 

started by introductory comments (today’s new lesson is about…), shifting to the next 

subtopic by using questions or challenging comments (do you think…, you may think…), 

and ending with closing comments (now let’s read today’s lesson). Adhering to the 

same discourse structure was suspected to have facilitated her fluent use of such word 

strings. She also used different kinds of word strings belonging to Categories 10 (Verb 

Phrases) and 15 (Loose Connectors). The examples of the former include he won a 

prize, it occupies one-third of it, you have to walk across the courtyard, and try to sort 

out; the latter include or people living in the past, hidden in your mind, which means, 

and to get safe water. 

In the personal anecdote task, the overall percentage of fluently uttered word 

stings was lower than that of the oral summary task. However, she fluently used the 

Category 10 (Verb Phrases) items consistently throughout the six performances, such as 

and boys and girls were mixed together, rushed to the stage, have another drink, and I 

took the exam. She also used Category 15 (Loose Connectors) items as well, including 

because you said, to see the name, and though it was time for me. 
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Table 39. List of Word Strings Kumiko Used Fluently in Two Tasks (Excerpt) 

Category Oral summaries Personal anecdotes 

1. Time-Place 
 Reference 

 
2. Description  

Phrases 
 
3. Signposting 

3.1 Beginning 
 

 
3.2 Middle 

 
 

3.3. End 
 
 
4. Comment 

 Phrases 
 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
 
6. Emphasis/ 

Rhetoric 
7. Negation 

in babies’ brains (Time 2) 
in the United States (Time 4) 
 
there is a lot of (Time 6) 
 
 
 
today’s topic is dreams (Time 2) 
 
 
you may think we have enough 
water (Time 4) 
 
now let’s read today’s lesson  
 (Time 6) 
 
— 
 
 
— 
 
wow big numbers (Time 4) 
 
there is no clear answer (Time 2) 
 

30 years ago when I became an 
English teacher (Time 4) 
 
I was a very smart student  
(Time 2) 
 
 

so let me tell you my scary 
experience (Time 5) 
 
Another reason is (Time 1, 6) 
 
 
— 
 
 
and I was really surprised (Time 2) 
 
 
and then (Time 1, 3, 4) 
 
I do recommend (Time 1) 
 
I didn’t know where I put it (Time 3) 

8. Noun Phrases 
 
 
9. Noun Forms 
 

10. Verb Phrases 
 
 
11. Verb Forms 
 
12. Prepositions 
 
13. Articles 
 

comfortable and functional house 
 (Time 1) 
 
— 
 
you have to walk across this 
courtyard (Time 1) 
 
— 
 
behind the story (Time 4) 
 
— 
 

home economics homework  
 (Time 2) 
 
high school memories (Time 5) 
 
and boys and girls were mixed 
together (Time 3) 
 
I was working at (Time 5) 
 
by the police (Time 3) 
 
— 
 

14. Restrictive  
Relative 
Clauses 
 

15. Loose 
Connectors 

 
16. Deixis and  

Pronouns 

designed a house (.) which was 
not comfortable (Time 1) 
 
 
countries such as Syria or Egypt  
 (Time 5) 
 
they use symbols (Time 4)  

homeroom teachers (.) who had 
yellow class T-shirt (Time 3) 
 
 
thought it was time for me (Time 5) 
 
 
and that was a bittersweet memory 
(Time 5) 
 

Note. 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-16 = Domain 3. 
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Table 40 shows an excerpt of Kumiko’s dysfluency and the corresponding 

native English speaker’s reformulations. The first example concerns the issue of tense 

agreement (Category 11). Kumiko was always aware of this issue but failed to use the 

past tense were in this excerpt. The native English speaker, on the other hand, decided 

to quote another part of the text that discussed the present-time situation (some 

psychologists believe…), sparing him the trouble of tense agreement. 

In the second example (Category 16), Kumiko’s utterance was more fluent than 

dysfluent. However, shown the native English speaker’s reformulation in the post-task 

interview session, Kumiko rated the expression as “difficult to use” (i.e., 5 on a scale of 

1 to 5 with 5 being the most difficult). This is one instance where a certain structure (the 

pronoun that used as a cohesive device) is missing in the participant’s linguistic 

repertoire and thus provides an opportunity for improvement. 

The third example (Category 14) demonstrates a negative effect of grammar 

instruction at school. Kumiko, fully aware that using who was correct, opted for a more 

formal whom. She explained the reason as follows. 

ここで whom で関係代名詞を間違えちゃいけないなと思いました。who でもい

いって教えているんだけど、自分が高校の時に習ったときは who でもよいとは

習わなかったので、まだここで who を使うことに違和感がありました。 

  

I thought I should not make a mistake about the use of the relative pronoun 

whom. I myself teach my students who is okay in this case, but when I was in 

high school I was not taught who was possible. So I still have reservations 

against using it here.  (Stimulated Recall, Personal Anecdote, Time 2) 

 

The fourth issue concerns the use of loose connectors (Category 15). This issue 

seems to concern verb phrases (Category 10) at first sight, but it was categorized as  
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Table 40. Dysfluent Use of Grammar Items in Kumiko’s Task Performances (Excerpt) 
 

Category 
 

Kumiko’s utterance 
Native English speaker’s 

reformulation 
[Oral Summaries] 
 
11. Verb Forms 
 
 
 
 
16. Deixis and 

Pronouns 
 
 
 
[Personal Anecdotes] 
 

14. Restrictive 
      Relative  

Pronouns 
 
 
 
15. Loose Connectors 
 

 
 
(1.5) long long ago er (2.0) 
people thought (1.0) dreams (1.0) 
are messages from God (Time 2) 
 
 
(1.0) you may think we have 
enough water (1.0) however (.)  
we can use only 0.03 percent of it 
 (Time 5) 
 
 
 
(1.0) and I was really surprised (.) 
to see (.) the envelope (.) 's name 
(.) it was (.) a boy (1.0) whom I 
like very much (Time 2) 
 
Omizutori is a (1.0) kind of 
festival (1.0) in which (1.0) monks 
(1.0) carry (1.0) a huge torches 
(.) and (.) run around (1.0)  
and a lot of people (.) so the (.)  
torches burn (.) and (1.0) went 
dark (1.0) that was a spectacle 

 
 
Some psychologists believe that 
dreams reflect the secret desires 
of our minds. 
 
 
so Earth really is (.) a water 
planet (.) but (.) of all that water 
only 0.03% (.) can be used by 
people 
 
 
 
One day (.) I received a letter 
from a boy I liked 
 
 
 
Well it’s a festival where monks 
bring in these huge torches (.) 
and they run around with torches 
in the middle of the night (.) and 
people can see the torches 
burning (.) and it’s quite a 
spectacle. 
 

 

connectors because the simple verb see in the native English speaker’s reformulation 

functioned as a connecting device to clarify the relationship between “people” and “the 

burning torches.” Non-native English users at Kumiko’s level are familiar with this 

construction but using it for connecting the two concepts in this way is difficult. 

 

Commonalities in Koji and Kumiko’s use of 16 categories. Koji and 

Kumiko’s oral summary and personal anecdote performances were characterized by the 

use of carefully structured discourse, a variety of noun and verb phrases, and several 

complex structures. In Koji’s case, his fluent use of 16 categories of key grammar items 
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increased slightly from 30.7% at Time 1 to 46.3% at Time 6 in oral summaries, and 

from 34.4% at Time 1 to 41.8% at Time 6 in personal anecdotes. In Kumiko’s case, 

there was a slight decrease from 45.8% to 39.7% in oral summaries, and no noticeable 

change with 30.2% at Time 1 and 31.3% at Time 6 in personal anecdotes. Both Koji 

and Kumiko, however, demonstrated a high level of command of L2 grammar items, 

whose foundation was established in junior and senior high schools. 

 

From Perceived Dysfluency to L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies 

Koji’s strategies to overcome excessive attention to form. From Time 1, Koji 

continued to mention that he had a complex about his English pronunciation. He was 

aware of his weaknesses in pronunciation as well as in grammar. On the other hand, his 

ability to notice and analyze his own performance often backfired because his excessive 

attention to form hindered fluent speech. With his TESOL background, he often used 

metalanguage to reflect upon his performance. 

 発音コンプレックスもあるのでちゃんと言わなきゃという、the とか s とか母

音の æとかちゃんと言わなきゃとか、forms の部分に認知資源をとられて、内

容のところまで頭がまわっていないということがあります。発音はかなり気に

しています。supra ではなく、segmental な音素の部分ですね。（中略）内容を

きちんと話せば suprasegmental はついてくるのは頭でわかっているのですがど

うしても bottom-up で考えてしまう。 

 

I have a pronunciation complex, so I’m always worried about pronouncing this 

“the” or “s” or the vowel sound [æ]. My cognitive resources are used up on these 

things and I cannot pay attention to the content of my talk. I always pay attention 

to pronunciation. I mean not the suprasegmentals but the segmentals or 

phonemes… I know that if I focus on the meaning, my suprasegmentals will 

become more natural, but I cannot get out of this bottom-up way of thinking. 

 (Stimulated Recall, Oral Summary, Time 1) 
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Table 41 shows a summary of Koji’s perceived non-grammar-specific 

dysfluency types. In addition to the problem of external regulation and L1 interference, 

he was aware that content retrieval and language construction were difficult to control 

simultaneously while speaking. His way of speaking reflected his concerns with 

pronunciation and language forms. He tended to pronounce each word articulately, and 

sometimes stressed function words. 

With his extensive knowledge of grammar and language learning, Koji was 

monitoring his task performance online but was often unable to use L2 grammar 

accurately in real-time situations. 

 

Table 41. Koji’s Perceived Non-Grammar-Specific Dysfluency Types  

Category Gist of Koji’s representative comments 
Reference 

count 

 
1. Discourse Plan 
 

 
Logical connections between sentences are not natural 
and often monotonous. I use “so” too many times. 
(OS, Time 1, PTI) 
 

 
1 

 

2. L1 interference 
 

I cannot come up with appropriate chunks to talk about 
my daily experiences. (PA, Time 1, PTI) 
 

5 
 

3. Content Retrieval 
 

It was hard to recollect the details of past events and 
express them in English at the same time. (PA, Time 2, 
IR) 
 

5 
 

4. External 
    Regulation 
 

It’s hard to summarize information I’ve never learned in 
English because I had to first understand the content 
and language at the same time. (OS, Time 2, IR) 
 

8 
 

5. Socio-pragmatic 
Concerns 

 0 
 

 
6. Anxiety and 

Frustration 
 

 
I’m repeating here. Basically, the parts I repeat are the 
parts I’m not confident with. (OS, Time 1, SR) 

 
3 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 

on each issue and the number of times the issue was observed even when the comments were 

not provided; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal Anecdote; PTI = Post-task Interview; SR = 

Stimulated Recall. 
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Table 42 shows Koji’s L2 grammar proceduralization strategies to overcome his 

excessive attention to linguistic form. In addition to using strategies to plan discourse 

and use signposting (Category A), Koji learned to shift his attention more to meaning 

rather than to form by focusing on describing action and by putting stress on key words 

(Category B). Koji also noticed that describing action was easier than describing or 

explaining a situation, which requires a detailed analysis of what is not necessarily 

visible. After each session, he studied the native English speaker’s reformulations and 

tried to learn expressions from them. 

In the following excerpt, Koji refers to his discovery about the difference 

between describing situations and describing actions when reflecting upon his personal 

anecdote about his scary experience. In the story, Koji started by describing the 

background of the story, and then started telling the story in chronological order. 

場面の描写ではなく、ストーリーの描写になったらうまく言える気がしました。
ストーリーテリングの時に、ナレーティングとか、状況を客観的に言わなきゃ
いけないところはすごく難しいんです。実際にストーリーテリングする場面に
なると、なんか非常にやりやすいのかな、というのがあります。場面が可視化
されているからできるんですね。 
 
I felt I was able to speak more smoothly when describing the story rather than 
the situation. You know, when I tell a story, the really difficult part is to describe 
the situation objectively. When it comes to the actual storytelling part, it 
becomes much easier. I guess it’s because the situation (of the storytelling part) 
is visualized. 
(Stimulated Recall, Personal Anecdote, Time 5) 

 

Telling a story in chronological order involves choosing agents as subjects and using 

appropriate verb phrases to follow, but describing the background requires more 

decision-making steps, such as how to begin the discourse, what information to include, 

and which structures to use. Koji learned this difference as a result of engaging in this 

task continuously. 
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Table 42. Koji’s L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies  

Category 

Representative examples of  
L2 grammar proceduralization strategies  Reference count 

 General OS PA 

 
A. Discourse Plan 

and Use of 
Schema 

(Conceptualization) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. Form-Meaning 

Balance 
(Formulation) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. Utterance Control 
(Articulation) 
 
 
 
D. Learning Mindset 
(Metacognition) 
 
 
 
E. Monitoring MWUs 
(Domain 1) 
 
 
 
F. Monitoring 
    Morphosyntax 
(Domain 2) 
 
 
G. Monitoring 

Connectors 
(Domain 3) 
 

 
▪ Maintain a focus on a simplified main 

message and a few key points 
I used key numbers in the text (i.e., 
70%, 0.03%, 900 million) as a 
signposting device. (OS, Time 5, PTI) 

▪ Depend on schema 
This time I had an image of Ando 
Tadao and connected the knowledge 
with the picture of the house. (OS, 
Time 6, SR) 

 
▪ Describe and explain (Don’t translate)  

I noticed that describing action is 
easier than describing a situation or a 
setting. (PA, Time 5, SR) 

▪ Focus on content words 
I learned to put stress on the content 
words, which helped me focus more 
on meaning. (General, Time 5, 
Journal) 

 
▪ Control speed 

I tried to control my speed because I 
tend to speak too fast. (General, 
Time4, Journal) 

 
▪ Be sensitive to nativelike English 

I learn a lot each time from the native 
speaker’s reformulations, so I read 
them aloud. (General, Time 5, Journal) 

 
▪ Category 2: Description 

I notice that the native speaker’s 
expressions are both elaborate and 
concise. (General, Time 5, Journal) 

 
▪ Category 8: Noun Phrases 

I notice that the native speaker’s 
choice of subjects enables the 
utterances to be concise. (OS, Time 6, 
Journal) 

 

 
2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
 
1 
 
 

 
 
1 
 
 
 
 
0 

 
12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
 
0 

 
3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
 
0 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 
on strategies belonging to Categories A to G; PTI = Post-task Interview; SR = Stimulated 
Recall; General = Oral task performance in general; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal 
Anecdote. 
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Another strategy Koji discovered was to put stress on content words while 

speaking. In his struggle to overcome his excessive attention to linguistic form and to 

focus more on the content, he had learned to use this strategy. 

 クラスで英語を話すときに、一つ一つの語の細かい発音にこだわりすぎず、内

容語にストレスを置いて話すなど、より内容にフォーカスして発話するように

したら、若干快適に話せるようになったと感じました。 

 

When I speak English in front of my students, I learned to focus more on the 

content by stressing content words and not worrying so much about the 

pronunciation of each sound. Then I felt I can speak more comfortably. (Journal, 

Time 5) 

 

Table 43 shows the changes in the percentage of runs that include L2 grammar 

items that Koji uttered fluently between Time 1 and Time 6.  

 

Table 43. Changes in Koji’s Fluent Use of L2 Grammar Items 

Category Oral summaries  Personal anecdotes 

Time 1 Time 6 Change  Time 1 Time 6 Change 

1. Time-Place Reference 2.6 2.4 -0.2  6.6 4.5 -2.1 
2. Description Phrases 6.1 9.8 3.6  — 6.0 6.0 
3. Signposting 14.9 9.8 -5.2  1.6 — -1.6 
4. Comment Phrases 2.6 — -2.6  3.3 4.5 1.2 
5. Hedges/Fillers — 2.4 2.4  — — — 
6. Emphasis/Rhetoric —  — —  6.6 1.5 -5.1 
7. Negation 0.9 2.4 1.6  — 1.5 1.5 

        
8. Noun Phrases — — —  1.6 3.0 1.3 
9. Noun Forms — — —  1.6 — -1.6 

10. Verb Phrases — 4.9 4.9  8.2 3.0 -5.2 
11. Verb Forms — — —  — 3.0 3.0 
12. Prepositions 0.9  —  -0.9   — 1.5  1.5 
13. Articles — — —  — — — 
        

14. Restrictive Rel. Clauses 2.6  2.4  -0.2   — — — 
15. Loose Connectors —  12.2  12.2   1.6 7.5  5.8 
16. Deixis and Pronouns — — —  3.3 6.0 2.7 

Note. Values in each row = the percentage of runs that include L2 grammar items coded as 

fluent use; Change = an increase from Time 1 to Time 6; 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-

16 = Domain 3. 
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As has previously been indicated by the timewise trend of his fluent use of these 

items (Tables 11 and 12), there was no noticeable overall improvement in the number of 

fluently used word strings at Time 6, except for Category 2 (Description Phrases) and 

Category 15 (Loose Connectors) items. Regarding his use of Category 15 (Loose 

Connectors) items at time 6, Koji managed to use the prepositional phrases between the 

rooms and in this house to connect additional information, and to use which to add 

explanation. The example below suggests that becoming familiar with the word 

courtyard probably facilitated the use of prepositional phrases as loose connectors. 

 

Koji’s Oral Summary (Time 1): Ando Tadao, a famous architect 

look at this (2.0) this place is called (.) the cor- the courtyard (.) courtyard (.) 

courtyard (.) 2so there is a courtyard (.) 12between the rooms 

 

Koji’s Oral Summary (Time 6): Ando Tadao, a famous architect  

2This house is very small (.) and it (.) 7doesn't look comfortable (.) 5and actually 

(.) 15there is a courtyard between the rooms in this house (1.0) 15so which means 

(.) 10we have to use (.) an umbrella (.) in rainy days  

 

Of corrected or modified output, two instances were identified at Time 6. One 

concerns the improved control over the verb tense/aspect. In (7) both utterances are fine, 

but at Time 6, Koji used the past perfect to explain how important his family trip was. 

In (8), he added an appositive phrase to explain a conveyer sushi restaurant. Both 

instances are considered as uptake from the native English speaker’s reformulations at 

Time 1, which included these grammar items when discussing the same ideas. 
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Personal anecdote 

(7) Time 1: we were so busy that (.) our family er (.) didn’t have (1.0) a lot of 

chances to (.) go on a trip together 

Time 1 Reformulation:  

I had been so busy er (.) that my family (.) including my my 

parents (.) didn’t have (.) er any chance to (.) take a trip together. 

Time 6: we (1.0) had been very (.) looking forward to (.) going on (.) 

that trip 

(8) Time 1: usually (.) we ate sushi at kaitensushi restaurant (.) but (.) on 

that day (1.0) we decided to (.) eat sushi (.) at the very formal 

sushi restaurant 

Time 1 Reformulation: 

I usually my family and I (.) eat at er (.) kaiten-sushi conveyor 

sushi restaurants (.) but on that day (.) we decided to eat sushi at 

a very formal sushi restaurant 

Time 6: I usually we (1.0) we eat sushi at the kaitensushi restaurant (.) 

conveyor sushi restaurant (.) so (2.5) but on that day (.) we went 

to very formal sushi restaurant 

As evidenced in Koji’s strategy to control the speed of his utterance, his L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies were focused not on speaking fast, but on expressing his 

thoughts smoothly. In other words, his strategies were geared more towards cognitive 

fluency rather than utterance fluency. 
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Kumiko’s strategies to overcome L1 interference. Kumiko’s way of speaking 

English was slow and steady. By observing the way she spoke, it was easy to infer that 

she was constantly thinking and planning as she performed the tasks. Nevertheless, she 

spoke at a constant pace, rarely pausing for more than two seconds. One major cause of 

her pauses was L1 interference, where she came up with a Japanese phrase and took 

time trying to translate it into English. 

Table 44 shows a list of instances of Kumiko’s perceived non-grammar-specific 

dysfluency types, with L1 interference being by far the most frequently commented on. 

Most of Kumiko’s comments on the L1 interference issue concerned personal anecdote 

tasks, but she reported on the issue even in oral summary tasks. 

 
 
Table 44. Kumiko’s Perceived Non-Grammar-Specific Dysfluency Types  

Category Gist of Kumiko’s representative comments 
Reference 

count 
 
1. Discourse Plan 
 
 

 
It is difficult to do oral summaries without rehearsing a 
couple of times. (OS, Time 3, Journal) 
 

 
4 

 
 

2. L1 interference I couldn’t come up with the English word for “nakai san” 
(= a waitress in a ryokan). (PA, Time 1, PTI) 
I wasn’t sure how to say “jinkan ga yukkuri nagareru” (= 
time flows slowly and smoothly). 
 

30 
 

3. Content Retrieval 
 

I remembered that an olive branch symbolizes peace but 
forgot what an eagle symbolizes. (OS, Time 4, SR) 
 

6 
 

4. External 
Regulation 

 

I thought I should paraphrase the concept of “living with 
nature” but I couldn’t. (OS, Time 1, PTI) 
 

5 
 

5. Socio-pragmatic 
Concerns 

I avoided being specific here because that would be 
inappropriate. (PA, Time 3, SR) 
 

1 
 

6. Anxiety and 
Frustration 
 

 0 
 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 
on each issue and the number of times the issue was observed even when the comments were 
not provided; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal Anecdote; PTI = Post-task Interview; SR = 
Stimulated Recall. 
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In the oral summary of a text on a renowned Japanese architect, Ando Tadao, she 

reported as follows. 

「自然の息吹」などと言いたかったけれど出てこなかったので nature でごまか

しました。 

 

I wanted to say something like “the breaths of nature,” but I couldn’t think of a 

good English expression, so I settled for “nature.” (Stimulated Recall, Oral 

Summary, Time 1)  

 

 

Instead of being controlled by the wording in the original text, Kumiko seemed to be 

converting her thoughts—which often existed in Japanese phrases—into English. 

Table 45 summarizes Kumiko’s L2 grammar proceduralization strategies to 

overcome L1 interference. Her main strategies were two-fold. First, she decided to be 

more selective in choosing the content of her talk (Category A) so that she could limit 

the amount of information within her capacity of on-line sentence construction. Kumiko 

did not seem to depend much on formulaic expressions; instead, she was constantly 

thinking and constructing sentences as she spoke. Second, she tried to balance the use of 

form and meaning (Category B) by trying to describe and explain instead of translating, 

and by directing her attention to a limited number of grammar items that she thought 

were her weaknesses. In her case, such grammar items included the choice of subject 

and verb, use of articles, and number agreement. She thus tried to better utilize her 

cognitive resources both for content planning and grammar control. For grammar-

specific strategies, Kumiko frequently paid attention to hedges and fillers, articles, and 

loose connectors. 
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Table 45. Kumiko’s L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies  

Category 

Representative examples of  
L2 grammar proceduralization strategies  Reference count 

 General OS PA 

 
A. Discourse Plan 
    and Use of 
    Schema 
(Conceptualization) 
 

 
▪ Control information density  

I was more selective about what to 
include in my talk and thought in 
advance whether the listener could 
understand what I was going to 
explain. (General, Time 6, IR) 
 

 
1 

 
 
 

 

 
7 

 
 
 

 

 
2 

 
 
 

B. Form-Meaning 
Balance 

(Formulation) 
 

▪ Describe and explain (Don’t translate) 
Trying to explain what I meant by 
“pace of living is fast,” I came up with 
things to say. (PA, Time 6, SR) 

 
▪ Direct selective attention to form  

In speaking I thought I should use 
simple, easy sentences and pay 
attention to the choice of subjects and 
verbs, use of articles, and number 
agreement. (General, Time 1, Journal) 

 

5 4 4 

C. Utterance Control 
(Articulation) 
 

▪ Keep talking 
I’ve developed the “just keep talking” 
attitude since I attended a 
conversation school. (PA, Time 1, SR) 

0 0 1 

D. Learning Mindset 
(Metacognition) 
 

 0 0 0 

E. Monitoring MWUs 
(Domain 1) 

▪ Category 5: Hedges and Fillers 
I noticed that fillers such as er and um 
can give a talk a pleasant rhythm.  
(General, Time 3, Journal) 

 

2 1 4 

F. Monitoring 
Morphosyntax 

(Domain 2) 

▪ Category 13: Articles 
I pay attention to the use of articles 
and number agreement. (General, 
Time 4, PTI) 

 

3 
 

1 
 

3 

G. Monitoring 
Connectors 

(Domain 3) 

▪ Category 15: Loose Connectors  
I noticed that prepositional phrases 
can be effective modifiers as in “an 
ALT at my school.” (PA, Time 4, 
Journal) 

 

0 
 

0 
 

1 
 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 

on strategies belonging to Categories A to G; PTI = Post-task Interview; SR = Stimulated 

Recall; General = Oral task performance in general; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal 

Anecdote. 
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Regarding her strategy to control information density (Category A), Kumiko 

commented as follows. 

前は、こう、言おうとすることが言えないと、どんどん深みにはまって、わけ

がわかんないことを言い続けていた気がするんですけど、（中略）要するに、

自分がなんかこういっても絶対通じない、わけがわからないんだろうなみたい

のは、あまり言わなくなった気がします。 

 

I used to get deeper and deeper in a ditch by trying to say what I wanted to say, 

ending up with saying incomprehensible sentences… But now I think I make it a 

point of not saying things that people would never understand no matter how I 

tried. (Post-task Interview, General, Time 6) 

 
 

She also reported an instance where she was able to come up an expression we have to 

do something in a hurry to explain and elaborate on her preceding comment our pace of 

living is kind of too fast. 

「生活のペースが早く」をどう言ったらよいかと思い、説明を加えないとわか

らないだろうと思ってこう (= we have to do something in a hurry) 言いました。 

 

Wondering how to explain “the fast-paced living,” I thought I should add 

something to make my meaning clear. So I said this (= we have to do something 

in a hurry). (Stimulated Recall, Personal Anecdote, Time 6) 

 

For selective attention to form (Category B), she mentioned that she learned about 

grammar items that she knew but could not use in real-time conditions. 

冠詞は書く際に気をつけるようになったのは自分でもすばらしいと思うのです

が、気を抜くと、現在完了が使えないことが多いので、そういう現在完了とか、

時制とあと間接疑問が、知っていてもできないというのが、このタスクでわか

るようになりました。 

 

Now I think I’m much more careful with articles when I write, and I’m proud of 

myself with that. But when I lose focus, I make mistakes in present perfect. 

Thanks to the tasks, I know the kind of grammar items that I cannot use even if I 

know them, like present perfect, verb tense, and indirect questions.  

 (Post-task Interview, General, Time 5) 
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Table 46 shows the changes in the percentage of runs that include L2 grammar 

items that Kumiko uttered fluently between Time 1 and Time 6. As with Koji, Kumiko 

did not demonstrate noticeable improvement in the number of fluently used word 

strings at Time 6. Increased instances of fluent use were observed only with Category 2 

(Description Phrases) items for both tasks. However, Kumiko’s comment above 

suggests that her interest was not in fluent production but in a deeper understanding of 

grammar. This probably led to her accuracy improvement as previously shown in 

Tables 35 and 36. 

A few instances of corrected or modified output were identified at Time 6 as 

shown in the following excerpts. 

 

Oral Summary 

 (9) Time 1:  if it rains (.) you have to (.) put on umbrella 

Time 6: when it rains (1.0) you have to use umbrella (.) from (.) room to 

room 

Personal anecdote 

 (10) Time 1: the speed (1.0) mm people live in Nara (1.5) er it (.) goes 

smoothly 

Time 6: the people’s (2.0) pace of living (.) is rather slow 

 

 (11) Time 1: and (.) the maid (.) in the inn (.) always (.) greet us with smile 
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Time 6: at that inn (1.0) there’s (.) a (.) maid (.) a housekeeper (.) who 

(1.0) takes care of the room 

In (9), Kumiko used a more appropriate conjunction when and the verb use. In (10), she 

appropriated the expression pace of life from the native English speaker’s Time 1 

reformulation and thus managed to use a simpler sentence structure. In (11), she used 

the determiner that, which better connects the discourse. 

 
Table 46. Changes in Kumiko’s Fluent Use of L2 Grammar Items 

 

Category 

Oral summaries  Personal anecdotes 

Time 1 Time 6 Change  Time 1 Time 6 Change 

1. Time-Place Reference 2.1 6.9 4.8  5.8 4.7 -1.1 

2. Description Phrases — 6.9 6.9  1.2 3.1 2.0 

3. Signposting 16.7 10.3 -6.3  4.7 3.1 -1.5 

4. Comment Phrases — — —  — 2.3 2.3 

5. Hedges/Fillers 2.1 —  -2.1  4.7 2.3 -2.3 

6. Emphasis/Rhetoric — — —  2.3 2.3 — 

7. Negation 2.1  —  -2.1  1.2 — -1.2 

        

8. Noun Phrases 2.1 — -2.1  2.3 1.6 -0.8  

9. Noun Forms — — —  — — — 

10. Verb Phrases 10.4 5.2 -5.2  5.8  5.5 -0.3 

11. Verb Forms — — —  — 0.8 0.8 

12. Prepositions — 1.7 1.7  — — — 

13. Articles — — —  — — — 

        

14. Restrictive Rel. Clauses 4.2 — -4.2  — 0.8 0.8 

15. Loose Connectors 6.3 8.6 2.4  — 1.6 1.6 

16. Deixis and Pronouns — — —  2.3 3.1 0.8 

Note. Values in each row = the percentage of runs that include L2 grammar items coded as 

fluent use; Change = an increase from Time 1 to Time 6; 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-

16 = Domain 3. 

 

During the six months of study sessions, Kumiko’s performances were 

characterized by a slow, steady pace and by her effort to choose the most appropriate 

wording and syntax to express her thoughts. 
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Commonalities in Koji and Kumiko’s L2 Grammar proceduralization 

strategies and proceduralization transfer. In order to overcome excessive attention to 

form, Koji planned discourse and signposting, shifted attention to meaning partly by 

stressing content words in his speech, and studied the native English speaker’s 

reformulations to improve his grammar knowledge. Kumiko, as countermeasures 

against L1 interference, controlled the amount of information she covered in her tasks 

so that she could pay balanced attention to form and meaning.  

Koji focused on meaning while Kumiko focused on selected grammar items, but 

the commonalities lay in their interest in communicating accurately, appropriately, and 

smoothly. The focus of their L2 grammar proceduralization strategies was placed on 

cognitive fluency. 

In the cases of Koji and Kumiko, between-task transfer of L2 grammar 

proceduralization was observed not so much in the fluent use of 16 key grammar items, 

except for a slightly increased fluent use of Category 2 (Description Phrases) items by 

both participants in both tasks. Rather, transfer was observed in the way they used L2 

grammar more accurately with fewer hesitations.  

For Koji, the dysfluency measure, or the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words, decreased for both tasks through the six months 

although his accuracy score improved only for personal anecdotes. For Kumiko, both 

her dysfluency and accuracy measures showed improvement for both tasks. 
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Cases 5 and 6: Mamoru and Takako 

L2 Grammar and Speaking Learning Experience 

Mamoru started learning English in junior high school. For the first two years he 

was taught by an intimidating male English teacher. He still remembered the time when 

that male teacher deducted 15 points from his term examination score because he 

translated a junior high school student as 中学校の生徒 (a student at junior high school) 

instead of 中学生 (a junior high school student). He was angry and unsatisfied, until he 

met a competent female English teacher in his third year. 

3年のときの英語の先生は 女性の若い先生で、Native-like な発音でした。スピ

ーチコンテストへの出場を勧めてくれ、1対１の指導をしてくれました。広島

の原爆の話しのテキストを暗記して、地区の大会に参加しました。校内でもや

った記憶があります。 

 

The English teacher in my third year was a young female teacher who spoke 

English like a native speaker. She recommended I take part in a speech contest 

and provided one-on-one tutoring. I memorized a story about the atomic bomb 

dropped in Hiroshima. I participated in a local competition. I guess I joined the 

intra-school competition in my school as well. 

 

In senior high school, he went to a boys’ school. He liked English and focused most of 

his energy on studying it, but English classes were characterized by regimented training. 

In Oral Communication class, for example, the students worked on grammar practice 

books once a week. When Mamoru had not done his homework, he was ordered to 

stand for an extended period as a punishment. Although Mamoru liked English, he was 

not considering teaching it in the future. He was in the art club and had won a prize for 

one of his oil paintings. He was thinking about majoring in art at university. In his 

second year, one memorable event changed his mind. He participated in a two-week 

homestay program in the United States. 
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ホームステイを経験し、もう向こうで生きたいと思いました。勘違いの面もあ

ったんですが、日本では歯車のひとつになってしまう雰囲気があったんですが、

アメリカでの 2週間は自分が自分の生活の中心になりました。アメリカの中高

の女子学生にも人気がありました。日本語教師になりたいと思うようになりま

した。 

 

The homestay experience made me think I wanted to live in the U.S. Due partly 

to my naïve misunderstanding at that time, I was afraid I would end up as a 

cogwheel if I stayed in Japan. During the two weeks in the States, I felt like I 

was really living. I was popular among the junior and senior high school girls 

there. I gradually came to think I wanted to teach Japanese there. 

 

After the homestay, Mamoru looked for a university in Japan that offered a course for 

JSL (Japanese as a Second Language). During the process, however, he began to realize 

that becoming a JSL teacher might not be a practical option in terms of making a living. 

He decided to major in English at a university near his hometown. It was not his first-

choice university, but there he met a professor who changed his life. 

滑り止めの大学だったので、全く期待せずに入学しましたが、T大学で M先生

と出会えてとても良かったと感じています。今の英語教師としての自分がある

のは M先生のおかげです。（中略）1年英語音声学で M先生にはじめて体系的

に専門的な英語を学んだことが印象に残っています。 

 

Because that university was my second choice, I didn’t have such high 

expectations, but I think I was really lucky to be able meet Professor M at T 

University. I really owe what I am to him. … Taking his phonetics course in my 

first year and learning a specialized academic field systematically for the first 

time left a lasting impression on me. 

 

Mamoru majored in English and studied SLA from Prof. M. He was now determined to 

become an English teacher. After graduation, he worked part time at his high school 

alma mater for four years, during which time he prepared for the teacher employment 

examination for his hometown prefecture, and later for the prefecture he is now 

teaching in. Mamoru passed the examination at a time when it was extremely 

competitive and difficult to do so. While he was preparing for the examination, he kept 
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listening to audio materials provided by a monthly correspondence course called 1000-

hour Hearing Marathon, a proprietary program sold by a major publisher in Japan that 

Prof. M was using in his workshops. Mamoru was able to quote a long line from the 

material (a monthly magazine with an audio CD attached to it) in which the actor 

Harrison Ford was answering an interviewer’s question. 

はじめて買った号の Actors Studio の記事でハリソンフォードが、映画とはどん

なものですか、という内容の質問に、It interested me. It challenged me. It scared 

the bejesus out of me... all these things in equal measure. という表現は印象に残って

います。 

 

In the very first issue I bought, I read a transcript of the program called Inside 

the Actors Studio. When Harrison Ford was asked, “What is the movie like?,” he 

responded by saying, “It interested me. It challenged me. It scared the bejesus 

out of me... all these things in equal measure.” These phrases are still etched in 

my brain. 

 

By the time the meeting for this study started, Mamoru had taught at two high schools 

in the prefecture and was starting the second year of his master’s program. Reflecting 

upon his experience as a learner and teacher of English, he mentioned that he had not 

done anything special to develop his speaking skills, which he assessed as extremely 

low. He also mentioned he was often intimidated by his mentor professor, a native 

English speaker, at his graduate school. 

担当の R 先生とのやりとりが緊張します。最初にアポ無しで行ったら怒られま

した。時間にも厳しい人で、緊張して英語が出てこないんです。心理的なもの

がかなり影響していると思いました。 

 

I always get nervous when I have to talk with Prof. R. First time I visited him at 

his office, I was told off because I hadn’t made an appointment in advance. He’s 

very punctual too. I just can’t speak English because of how nervous I get. My 

speaking ability really goes down because of affective factors. 
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Still, he expressed his desire to continue doing research in the field of SLA and pursue 

his career as a researcher rather than a teacher. 

Takako’s interest in English and foreign cultures originated in her home 

environment. Her grandfather was a former principal at a school for Japanese in Nigeria 

and she often saw him studying English at home in Japan. Her mother was a school 

nutritionist and every year invited ALTs to their home to have dinner and stay over. 

母は学校給食の栄養士でしたが、小学校や中学校に来ていたＡＬＴを年に 1度

お招きし、泊ってもらっていました。外国の方を初めて身近に感じたのを覚え

ています。次はどんな方がいらっしゃるのか楽しみにしていました。その時、

英語を話してみたいと思ったのを思い出しました。 

 

My mother was a school lunch nutritionist and every year she invited an ALT 

who was teaching at local elementary schools and junior high schools to have 

dinner and stay over at our home. I felt close to people from foreign countries 

for the first time. I was looking forward to it, thinking who was coming to our 

home next. I remember I wanted to speak English then. 

 

Therefore, when she started studying English in junior high school, she thought it would 

be “cool” to be able to speak English. She liked her English teacher at her cram school 

better than those at her junior high school. Most of her work revolved around preparing 

for and reviewing the materials from her cram school. However, an event that had an 

adverse effect on her life occurred when her cram school’s branch office decided to 

transfer Takako to an advanced class at its headquarters. Takako found herself being 

almost crushed under peer pressure from the advanced level classmates. 

 

塾から学校代表として本部の塾に行くようになったら、まわりの生徒があまり

にすごすぎて、人生が狂いました。私はプレッシャーに弱いので、自分はでき

ないのだと思ってしまいました。あのままもとの系列の塾にいたら第１志望の

高校に行っていたかもしれません。 
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When I started going to the main branch class, all the other students were so 

smart, and my life sort of went haywire. I’ve never been good with pressure, so I 

thought I was not good at studying. If I hadn’t changed to that school, I might 

have gotten into my first-choice high school. 

 

In senior high school, Takako had good times and bad times. She could hardly 

understand the classes of her first-year and third-year teacher (the same male teacher) 

while her second-year female teacher taught English in an engaging and motivating 

manner despite the lessons being grammar-translation-oriented. She also enjoyed 

supplementary English classes before and after the regular school hours. There were 

occasional visits from ALTs, but Takako did not remember speaking to any of them. 

After graduating from senior high school, Takako attended a preparatory school 

to spend a year studying and preparing for the university entrance examinations. The 

prep school itself was a prestigious one in the area where she lived. There she met a 

female English teacher whose style and professional skills impressed her. Takako tried 

to keep up with her classes, using dictionaries and reading grammar books. 

Takako eventually entered one of the universities that her preparatory school 

teachers recommended. It was a public university, where she majored in English and 

had the opportunity to take courses to help her develop her speaking skills. In her junior 

year, Takako joined the university’s overseas English training program. She studied at a 

university in the United States for one year. 

恥ずかしがっていてはいけないと思い、自分から話しかけるようにしました。

１カ月くらいして英語で夢を見るようになりました。日本人ではなく積極的に

違う国の人に話しかけるようにしました。 
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I thought I should stop being shy and made a habit of starting a conversation 

without waiting to be talked to. In a month or so, I was having dreams in English. 

I tried to talk to people from other countries instead of talking to Japanese 

students around me. 

 

Before and after her stay in the United States, Takako took English conversation lessons 

at a conversation school. She became friends with one of the school’s instructors, a 

British woman. Takako went traveling with her and taught her Japanese while she 

learned English from her. Takako graduated from university in four years. 

After teaching as a part-time or substitute English teacher in her hometown in 

southern Japan, Takako decided to become a teacher in the prefecture she was in at the 

time of this research. When she was preparing for the teacher employment examination, 

the British friend gave Takako one-on-one English conversation tutoring sessions. 

Takako passed the examination and at the time of this research she had been 

teaching in the prefecture for seven years, during which time she had the opportunity to 

participate in the leader teacher seminar at my institute for a year, conduct research the 

following year at the education center as a long-term researcher, and participate in all-

English workshops sponsored by MEXT. She continued to talk with the ALTs 

concerning lesson planning and watched movies and dramas in English whenever she 

had free time. 

Reflecting upon her speaking skills, however, Takako was far from confident in 

her English ability and had concerns about her lack of English vocabulary. The pressure 

of having to conduct English lessons all in English was another issue for her. 
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センターの研究員のときは、ＡＬＴと話しました。でも speaking には自信がな

いです。Advanced 研修でも、まわりの人ができて、萎縮してしまいあまり話せ

なかったです。人と比べてもよいことはないし、自分の motivation をあげねば

ならない、ということはわかっているはずなんですが、今でも自信がありませ

ん。 

 

While I was a researcher at the education center I talked to the ALTs there, but I 

still don’t have confidence in my speaking skills. I know it’s not good to make 

comparisons between me and other people and I know I have to motivate myself, 

but I don’t seem to be able to muster any confidence. 

 

 

Takako was trying to overcome her lack of confidence in speaking and teaching, and 

constantly thinking about how best to teach English in an engaging manner. 

Table 47 shows a summary of Mamoru and Takako’s English learning 

experience. Both Mamoru and Takako were teaching in a prefecture far from their 

hometown. They spent their time in their hometown as students of English until 

university and moved to the current prefecture to work as English teachers. Compared 

to the first two pairs of cases, they seemed to have experienced more emotional  

fluctuations regarding learning English. Another commonality involved their perceived 

susceptibility to the pressure of on-line spoken interaction. Nevertheless, I saw in 

Mamoru and Takako two conscientious teachers who were trying to improve their 

expertise, with Mamoru identifying himself as a researcher and Takako as an educator. 

  Mamoru and Takako’s susceptibility to the pressure of on-line communication 

and their effort to improve their English skills manifested themselves in the trajectories 

of their linguistic output measures. 
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Table 47. Summary of Key Events in Mamoru and Takako’s Learning Experience 

 Mamoru  Takako 

 L2 Grammar Speaking  L2 Grammar Speaking 

Pre-school      
Elementary school     Watched 

Mother talk 
to ALTs 

Junior high school The same  
teacher taught 
until 2nd year 
Angered by the 
way he took away 
points for a 
minute 
translation issue 

3rd year 
teacher 
coached for 
speech 
contest 

 Liked her  
cram school 
English 
teacher 
Shocked when 
put in an  
advance class 
 

Had a desire 
to speak 

Senior high school Not happy about 
high school 
English classes 
into the notebook 
Learned grammar 
and translation 

Homestayed 
in 2nd year  
Had a happy 
experience 

 Studied for 
entrance 
exams  
Loved her 
cram school 
English 
teacher 
 

 

University 
 
 
 
 

Met a professor 
who specialized  
in SLA 
Learned about 
English 
systematically 
 

   Took one-on- 
one 
conversation 
lessons 
Studied in 
the US for a 
year 

Teaching career   Took a 
course called 
“Hearing 
Marathon” 

  Talked with 
ALTs  
Practiced 
TOEIC 
listening 

Graduate School  Always felt 
nervous 
talking to the 
advisor 

  
 (NA) 

 
(NA) 

Recent activities Read and write 
for MA thesis 

   All-English 
workshops  
Talk with 
ALT 
Watch 
movies 

 

Measures of Linguistic Output 

Mamoru’s fluency and other linguistic measures. Mamoru showed no fluency 

development during this study (Tables 48 and 49). There was one interesting contrast, 
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however, in two measures between the two tasks. While the total pause length per 

minute (TPL) and repeated words and phrases scores improved from Time 1 to Time 6 

for oral summaries, the opposite trend was observed for personal anecdotes. One 

explanation is that Mamoru used similar content and discourse structure for the oral 

summary task for Times 1 and 6 (a famous Japanese architect, Ando Tadao), but he 

elaborated further on the personal anecdote task in Time 6 compared with Time 1 (the 

most memorable trip, a trip to China), adding details he did not include in his Time 1 

performance. Throughout the tasks, Mamoru seemed to be prioritizing the accuracy of 

the message content to temporal fluency. He also produced more words for both tasks at 

Time 6 as compared to Time 1. 

 

Table 48. Fluency Scores for Mamoru on the Oral Summary Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 129.2 199.5 107.9 125.1 93.9 125.4 -2.9  
MLR 5.1 5.1 5.0 5.8 4.8 4.7 -7.8  
MLP 1.5 1.5 1.9 2.0 2.1 1.8 20.0  
TPL/min 19.2 28.8 18.5 12.7 25.1 17.4 -9.4  
Repeated W/P (%) 14.6 10.9 6.2 8.4 9.5 6.5 -55.5  
Total N of Words 165  184  113  202  210  212  28.5  

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 

total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 

 

Table 49. Fluency Scores for Mamoru on the Personal Anecdote Task: July to 

December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 115.2 125.7 111.3 116.9 94.6 110.2 -4.3  
MLR 5.1 5.5 4.2 5.2 4.5 4.4 -13.7  
MLP 1.8 1.4 1.8 1.6 2.0 2.0 11.1  
TPL/min 18.8 12.2 19.4 17.4 26.5 21.5 14.4  
Repeated W/P (%) 5.3 13.6 14.4 9.2 9.9 8.6 62.3  
Total N of Words 361  241  396  349  394  443  22.7  

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 

total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 
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Regarding accuracy and complexity (Tables 50 and 51), Mamoru showed 

improvement in lexical complexity. An improvement in syntactic complexity scores 

was seen only for the oral summary task. As mentioned above, this was probably 

because Mamoru used more elaborate syntax in the second performance (Time 6) while 

using similar content and discourse structure. 

 

Table 50. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Mamoru on the Oral Summary Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 11.6 8.7 3.5 5.0 2.4 4.3 -62.9  
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.35 2.44 1.56 1.22 1.40 1.82 34.8  

P_Lex （λ ） 0.750  0.789  0.636  0.750  0.916  0.900  20.0  

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 

 

 

Table 51. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Mamoru on the Personal Anecdote Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 9.1 2.9 6.6 4.3 7.4 5.4 -40.7  
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.43 1.85 1.62 2.00 1.40 1.32 -7.7  

P_Lex （λ ） 1.142  0.666  0.625  0.583  0.825  1.195  4.6  

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 

 

In summary, Mamoru demonstrated no improvement in fluency scores, but 

showed positive changes in morphosyntactic accuracy and lexical complexity across the 

two tasks. 

 

Takako’s fluency and other linguistic measures. Takako’s fluency scores 

(Tables 52 and 53) showed no positive changes during this study except for a slight 
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improvement for the personal anecdote task in Time 6 compared with Time 1 (the most 

memorable trip, a trip to the United States). The reason for this was probably that this 

particular anecdote was her favorite story, which she had told a few times before.  

 

Table 52. Fluency Scores for Takako on the Oral Summary Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 123.0 96.4 104.2 111.4 103.9 117.9 -4.1  
MLR 4.3 3.7 4.3 3.6 4.1 4.0 -7.0  
MLP 1.3 1.7 1.6 1.5 2.0 1.3 0.0  
TPL/min 18.2 22.4 24.1 19.8 26.0 20.0 9.9  
Repeated W/P (%) 2.1 9.8 8.3 3.1 11.4 7.9 276.2  
Total N of Words 94  132  84  191  184  89  -5.3  

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 

total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 

 

 

Table 53. Fluency Scores for Takako on the Personal Anecdote Task: July to 

December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

SR 126.6 228.8 102.9 100.8 108.1 129.2 2.1  
MLR 4.0 4.1 3.4 3.9 3.5 3.7 -7.5  
MLP 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.5 1.2 1.1 -26.7  
TPL/min 17.8 39.3 23.9 18.2 16.2 10.9 -38.8  
Repeated W/P (%) 9.3 11.4 12.6 14.2 11.5 6.8 -26.9  
Total N of Words 300  334  190  282  278  294  -2.0  

Note. SR = speech rate; MLR = mean length of runs; MLP = mean length of pauses; TPL/min = 

total pause length per minute; Repeated W/Ph (%) = the percentage of repeated words or 

phrases per total number of words; N = number; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 

 

In her Time 1 oral summary, Takako had a relatively good score for repeated 

words and phrases (2.1%), because she used numerous expressions for classroom 

interaction (e.g., so today we are learning about Ando Tadao, okay good morning class, 

please raise your hand) with her students in mind, enabling her to continue talking with 

a certain level of confidence and without having to discuss the detail of the content 

itself. She spoke as if she were talking to her students in class. 
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As Tables 54 and 55 indicate, Takako showed a slight improvement in 

morphosyntactic accuracy and syntactic complexity. Throughout the study, Takako 

seemed to be trying to improve her English skills, paying attention to useful expressions 

and grammar points, which might have resulted in this improvement.  

Her improved lexical complexity score in her Time 6 oral summary was due to 

the very low score in this measure in her initial performance, which included a number 

of interactive expressions as mentioned earlier. 

 

Table 54. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Takako on the Oral Summary Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 8.5 4.5 6.0 6.3 5.4 3.4 -60.0  
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.06 1.17 1.33 1.04 1.25 1.23 16.0  

P_Lex （λ ） 0.333  0.529  0.615  0.421  0.388  0.750  125.2  

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 

 

 

Table 55. Accuracy, Morphosyntactic Complexity, and Lexical Complexity Scores for 

Takako on the Personal Anecdote Task: July to December 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 % change 

Errors per 100 words 3.7 6.3 6.3 5.7 2.9 3.4 -8.1  
N of Clauses/N of AS-units 1.24 1.41 1.38 1.44 1.26 1.53 23.4  

P_Lex （λ ） 0.689  0.230  0.473  0.357  0.250  0.551  -20.0  

Note. N = number; AS = Analysis of Speech; P_Lex = a lambda value with higher figures 

corresponding to a higher proportion of infrequent words; % change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 

100. 

 

Commonalities in Mamoru and Takako’s development. Although Mamoru 

and Takako did not show fluency improvements, they both demonstrated a positive 

change in morphosyntactic accuracy and either lexical or syntactic complexity. They 

seemed to be concerned about improving their linguistic accuracy rather than fluency. 
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Their motivation to further improve their English led to a similar trajectory of their 

linguistic measures, leading Mamoru to use more difficult vocabulary and Takako to 

use more complex syntactic structures. 

 

Use of 16 Categories of Key L2 Grammar Items 

Mamoru’s fluent and dysfluent use of key grammar items. Figures 15 and 16 

show the trajectory of Mamoru’s use of key grammar items by three functional domains.  

In the oral summary task, the overall percentage of fluent use of key grammar 

items increased slightly from 31.9% at Time 1 to 38.5% at Time 6. Except for Time 1, 

his performances included Domain 3 items that were coded as fluent use.  

The most prominent characteristic of Mamoru’s performance was that the 

relative proportion of fluent use of Category 8 (Noun Phrases) items was larger than his 

use of Category 10 (Verb Phrases) items on the average. For the other five participants, 

the reverse was the case. Mamoru’s noun-phrase orientation most likely derived from 

his interest in learning written discourse at the time of this research. In the first journal 

entry in July 2015, Mamoru mentioned that he was more interested in writing than 

speaking and that he was trying to learn vocabulary and useful expressions from 

academic journals. 

In the personal anecdote task, there was a slight decrease in the fluent use of key 

grammar items from 33.7% at Time 1 to 31.8% at Time 6. Throughout the six task 

performances, Domain 1 items were occupied by Category 1 (Time-place Reference) 

and Category 5 (Hedges/Fillers) items, Domain 2 by Category 8 (Noun Phrases) and  
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Figure 15. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Mamoru’s oral 

summaries. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Mamoru’s personal 

anecdotes. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 
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Category 10 (Verb Phrases) items, and Domain 3 by Category 15 (Loose Connectors) 

items. His noun phrase orientation was observed in his personal anecdotes as well. 

Table 56 shows a selected list of word strings that Mamoru uttered fluently with 

a relatively high number of syllables in each category. As mentioned earlier, his task 

performances during this study were characterized by his fluent use of a relatively 

larger ratio of noun phrases (Category 8) and a variety of loose connectors (Category 

15). Mamoru also used hedges and fillers (Category 5) both in the oral summary and 

personal anecdote tasks as compensation strategies. 

In oral summaries, noun phrases (Category 8) coded as fluent use included 

living in this house, functions of our brain or memory or something, historically 

important people, the surface of the water is covered with, distance from their 

residential areas, and so forth. Loose connectors included in order to prepare for the 

exam, Polish woman named Irena Sendler, although she did great things, and unlike 

Japan or the United States and or and other developed countries, for example. 

Mamoru used low-frequency nouns fluently in his personal anecdotes as well. 

Some examples include its infrastructure in China, the policy of Chinese government, 

and the friendship exchange program between (errors are left uncorrected). The string 

the friendship exchange program between was used at Time 6 and is considered to be 

an expression Mamoru learned from the native speaker’s Time 1 reformulation: About 

two or three years ago, I was one of the members of a friendship exchange between the 

Chinese government and the Japanese government, and I was sent to China. 

 



 229 

Table 56. List of Word Strings Mamoru Used Fluently in Two Tasks (Excerpt) 

Category Oral summaries Personal anecdotes 

1. Time-Place 
 Reference 

 
2. Description 

Phrases 
 
3. Signposting 

3.1 Beginning 
 
 

3.2 Middle 
 
 

3.3. End 
 
4. Comment 

 Phrases 
 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
 
 
6. Emphasis/ 

Rhetoric 
7. Negation 

more than 15 years ago (Time 3) 
 
 
living with the nature (.) is a very 
important concept (Time 6) 
 
 
Okay today’s topic is about water  
(Time 5) 
 

most interesting part of this house 
(Time 1) 
 
so anyway we’re going to learn 
about (Time 4) 
 
— 
 
you know you see we use 
Japanese people use (Time 4) 
 
— 
 
no one else knew her name  
(Time 3) 

 

two or three years ago I (Time 1) 
 
 
there was a continuous lack of  
 (Time 12) 
 
 
first we visited Beijing (Time 6) 
 
 
and the other is (Time 3) 
 
 
— 
 
really excited me and (Time 6) 
 
 
you know 24 hours a day (Time 3) 
 
 
even after (Time 1) 
 
I don’t have to (Time 3) 

8. Noun Phrases 
 
 
9. Noun Forms 
 

10. Verb Phrases 
 
11. Verb Forms 
 
12. Prepositions 
 
13. Articles 
 

historically important people  
(Time 4) 
 

secret desires (Time 2) 
 
cannot get access to safe and 
clean water (Time 5) 
 
— 
 
— 
 
— 
 

the policy of Chinese government 
 (Time 1)  
 
— 
 
I was totally attracted by the  
 (Time 2) 
— 
 
as a part-time English teacher in 
 (Time 4) 
— 
 

14. Restrictive  
Relative 
Clauses 
 

15. Loose 
Connectors 

 
 
16. Deixis and  

Pronouns 

er people who study our (Time 2) 
 
 
 
unlike Japan or the United States 
and or s- and other developed 
countries (Time 5) 
 
these two factors are very (Time 6) 

in- in the high school where er  
where I graduated from (Time 4) 
 
 
to get this position in Kanagawa so 
 (Time 4) 
 
 
all of those things um (Time 3) 

Note. 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-16 = Domain 3. 
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Table 57 shows the instances of Mamoru’s dysfluent use of grammar items. The 

first issue concerns the use of basic verb phrases (Category 10) to describe human 

actions and behaviors. In the excerpt, it took Mamoru four seconds to think of the verb 

get, while the native English speaker used three kinds of verbs to more precisely 

describe the situation. Lexical choice and lexical access is an issue not only about the 

choice of verbs but also an issue of clearly visualizing the situation, with different 

agents and elements, and making sense of the relationships among them. 

 
Table 57. Dysfluent Use of Grammar Items in Mamoru’s Task Performances (Excerpt) 

Category Mamoru’s utterance 
Native English speaker’s 

reformulation 

[Oral Summaries] 
 

  

10. Verb Phrases  
 

 

(1.0) they cannot (.) go to their 
school (.) since they have-   
they have to (4.5) get (.)  clean 
and safe water (.) from (1.5)  
really far (1.0) distance from their 
residential areas (Time 5)  
 

and in some countries such as 
Syria and Ethiopia (.) there are 
children who can't go to school (.) 
because they have to walk long 
distances (.) sometimes several 
kilometers (.) just to get water for 
their families (.) and they carry a 
20 kg water jug home. 
 
 

16. Deixis and  
Pronouns 

 

(4.0) he- he (3.0) sometimes 
sometimes he designed er (.) a 
specific house and he received a 
prize (Time 1) 

usually he designs large 
buildings (.) but he sometimes (.) 
designs houses (.) he won a 
prize (.) for his design (.) for this 
house. 

   
[Personal Anecdotes] 
 

  

8. Noun Phrases  
 

(4.5) at that time I started (1.5) 
working (1.0) started to started to 
(.) teach English to high schools 
(1.0) kids in (2.5) in (3.5) really 
really country s- country-side 
area in M*** Prefecture (Time 11) 
 

The school I was teaching at was 
in a very rural area (.) close to 
the border between M*** and 
Y*** (.) deep in the mountains  

14. Restrictive 
Relative  
Pronouns 

as a high school boy I decided to 
be a (2.0) teacher (2.0) teaching 
Japanese (1.0) to the people in 
the in the United States (Time 2) 
 

and I decided I would try to 
become a Japanese teacher (.) 
someone who teaches Japanese 
to people in the US 
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The second issue concerns deixis and pronouns (Category 16). Items in this 

category are not usually salient to EFL learners, but Mamoru gave the native English 

speaker’s reformulation in this example a rating of 5 (most difficult to use), suggesting 

that he perceived grammar items in this category to be difficult for non-native speakers 

to control. 

The third issue about noun phrases (Category 8) is similar to the second one in 

that the connection between the speaker’s visual images and the words selected must be 

made precisely in addition to converting receptive vocabulary to productive vocabulary. 

The last issue concerns restrictive relative pronouns (Category 14), but more 

broadly is connected to how to modify nouns more effectively. While Mamoru used a 

noun head a teacher with a postmodifier, the native English speaker first used the 

phrase a Japanese teacher, and then went on to further elaborate on its attribute by 

adding an appositive phrase with postmodification. The native English speaker 

informant’s reformulations included a variety of dual (pre- and post-) modifications, 

which were not usually found in the six participants’ performances. 

Mamoru mentioned in the stimulated recall as follows. 

いつも迷うことなんですけど、論文を書いていて、「英語を学習する日本人学

習者」と言うとき、Englishが前に来て nationality があとに来るときとかいろい

ろあるじゃないですか。読んで書くときは書くんですけど、intake されていな

くて「日本語を教える日本人」もそういったパターンで持っていきたかったん

ですが、スタックし、compensation strategy でパラフレーズしました。 

  

This is something that always gives me a hard time. I mean, when I’m writing a 

research paper and want to write “Japanese learners learning English” or 

something, there are cases where the word English comes first and nationality 

afterwards. When I’m reading and writing, I can use what I’ve read. But such 

knowledge doesn’t become intake. I wanted to use a similar structure when 
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saying “Japanese teaching Japanese” but I got stuck and paraphrased, using a 

compensation strategy. 

 

Takako’s fluent and dysfluent use of key grammar items. Figures 17 and 18 

show the trajectory of Takako’s use of key grammar items by three functional domains. 

For both tasks, Takako’s fluent use of word strings were dominated by Domain 1 items, 

leading to few or no fluent use of Doman 2 or 3 items. Because Domain 2 items were 

mainly composed of noun phrases (Category 8) and verb phrases (Category 10) for 

Takako as well, this Domain 1 dominance suggests that Takako had difficulty using 

noun and verb phrases fluently. 

The percentage of the fluent use of key grammar items in her oral summaries 

decreased from 48.3% at Time 1 to 39.3% at Time 6. Compared with the other 

participants, Takako’s fluent use of close to 40% of the total word strings was still a 

high ratio. From another perspective, however, Takako’s two performances were mostly 

composed of signposting (Category 3) items, with relatively few word strings related to 

the content of the text. 

For the personal anecdote task, the percentage of Domain 2 items coded as 

fluent use was higher, because it required Takako to use a larger variety of verb and 

noun phrases to express her personal experiences. The total percentage of the use of key 

grammar items remained about the same with 41.8% at Time 1 and 40.4% at Time 6. 

She also used Category 5 (Hedges and Fillers) items more frequently in personal 

anecdotes than oral summaries. 
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Figure 17. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Takako’s oral 

summaries. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 18. Use of L2 grammar items by three functional domains in Takako’s personal 

anecdotes. Domain 1 = Multiword units that facilitate discourse construction; Domain 2 

= Morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction; Domain 3 = Connectors 

that facilitate on-line idea linkage. 
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Table 58 shows a selected list of word strings that Takako uttered fluently with a 

relatively high number of syllables in each category. Her performances were 

characterized by her fluent use of description phrases (Category 2), signposting 

(Category 3), and verb phrases (Category 10). In addition to these, she used hedges and 

fillers (Category 5) more frequently in her personal anecdotes. 

Some examples from her oral summaries include: he is an architect, Irena 

Sendler is a, there are a lot of countries (Category 2), I have a question for you okay do 

you know, please talk with your partner, let’s read together open your textbook 

(Category 3), and he is focusing on, so you can feel, we can find the answer, so this 

house was designed by Ando Tadao (Category 10). 

Examples from her personal anecdotes include: and I was so nervous, like I was 

so nervous at that time I didn’t know how to, and the smell was so terrible (Category 2), 

I’m going to tell you about my, and then he suddenly asked me (Category 3), okay 

maybe it was, how can I say, you know like (Category 5), and I had to open the luggage, 

I went to teachers’ room to talk to him, okay we need to go to the police station again 

but, I decided to study abroad in the States (Category 10). 

The Category 10 (Verb Phrases) word strings Takako used fluently in both tasks 

often contained modals and pseudo-modals such as should, have to, need to, and want 

to (66.7 % in her oral summaries and 27.8% in personal anecdotes). This finding 

suggests that these phrases might be instrumental in improving Takako’s oral fluency. 
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Table 58. List of Word Strings Takako Used Fluently in Two Tasks (Excerpt) 
Category Oral Summaries Personal Anecdotes 

1. Time-Place 
    Reference  
 
2. Description  

Phrases  
 

3. Signposting 
3.1 Beginning 

 
 

3.2 Middle 
 
 

3.3. End 
 
 
4. Comment 

 Phrases 
 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
 
6. Emphasis/ 

Rhetoric 
7. Negation 

when you stay home (Time 1) 
 
 
he is an architect (Time 1) 
 
 
 
I have a question for you okay do 
you know (Time 3) 
 
please talk with your partner  
(Time 5) 
 

let’s read together open your 
textbook (Time 4) 
 
— 
 
 
like did you sleep well (Time 2) 
 
— 
 
nearly nine hundred million people 
can’t drink safe water (Time 5) 
 

after arriving at the airport (Time 6) 
 
 
and I was so nervous (Time 1) 
 
 
 
I’m going to tell you about my  
 (Time 2) 
 
and then he suddenly asked me 
 (Time 2) 
 
it was my (.) kind of hard time 
(Time 3) 
 
I was so surprised because  
(Time 3) 
 

and then I met one (Time 4) 
 
suddenly the other officer (Time 6) 
 
couldn’t quit the club (Time 2) 

8. Noun Phrases 
 
9. Noun Forms 
 
 

10. Verb Phrases 
 
 
11. Verb Forms 
 
 
12. Prepositions 
 
13. Articles 
 

— 
 
Jewish children's lives during 
World War II (Time 3) 
 
so this house was designed by 
Ando Tadao (Time 12) 
 
— 
 
 
— 
 
— 
 

my first trip to America (Time 1) 
 
— 
 
 
I had to open the luggage (Time 1) 
 
 
so w- I had been thinking about 
 (Time 2) 
 
by yourself (Time 3) 
 
— 
 

14. Restrictive  
Relative 
Clauses 
 

15. Loose 
Connectors 

 
16. Deixis and  

Pronouns 

what Irena Sendler did (Time 3) 
 
 
 
people in that country (Time 4) 

— 
 
 
 
taught us not only English but also 
like other information (Time 4) 
 
and that was my (Time 6) 

Note. 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-16 = Domain 3. 
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Table 59 shows an excerpt of Takako’s dysfluent use of grammar items and the 

corresponding native English speaker’s reformulations. The first issue is related to the 

overuse of the possessive in noun phrases (Category 8), which is due to the negative 

transfer from the usage of the Japanese possessive article no as in “外国のお金” (gaikoku 

no okane, meaning foreign country’s money). 

 
Table 59. Dysfluent Use of Grammar Items in Takako’s Task Performances (Excerpt) 

Category Takako’s utterance 
Native English speaker’s 

reformulation 

[Oral Summaries]   
8. Noun Phrases  

 
okay have you ever used (3.0)  
er other countries’ money (2.0)  
okay (Time 4)  

is this currency from Japan (.) 
right (.) it’s a foreign currency  

10. Verb Phrase (1.0) before you when you take a 
test (.) like did you sleep well 
(2.0) no (.) you stay so (1.0) 
sleep helps you (5.0) memorize 
(2.0) new information (Time 2) 

You see (.) as we sleep (.) our 
brains are processing (.) 
digesting (.) the experiences we 
had (.) during the day 

[Personal Anecdotes] 
 

  

6. Emphasis/ 
Rhetoric 

(1.5) and then after that (5.0) 
even though I sat different place 
(.) in I sat in the different place (.) 
seats (.) she found me and she 
pointed out me so I thought oh I 
cannot (.) escape from her  
 (Time 4) 
 

After that no matter where I sat 
(.) that teacher found me and 
called on me 
 

16. Deixis and 
Pronouns 

 

and I (.) just talked to the police 
officer (.) and then (.) we talked I 
talk about (.) them about them 
(1.0) and (2.0) the police officer 
said (.) oh but you are so lucky (.) 
because (.) some people (1.0) 
were shown gun by them 
(Time 5) 
 

and I went to the police and told 
them about it (.) the police told 
me there were criminals like them 
all around (.) involved in scams 
like this (.) and said I was lucky 
(.) I hadn’t been threatened at 
gun point 

 

The second issue concerns the retrieval of verb phrases (Category 10). In this 

example, Takako searched in vain for the phrase stay up late, deciding to start a new 
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sentence. This is an example of how a dependence on idioms could backfire sometimes. 

The native English speaker, in order to convey the same message, used a larger variety 

of verbs such as process, digest, and experience. 

The third example is a case where the speaker suffers from dysfluency because 

of her inability to express her emotions in accurate expressions (Category 6). Takako 

tried to keep talking while searching for better ways of expressing her emotions. Takako 

mentioned that she had experienced an “aha” moment when she saw the native English 

speaker’s reformulation shown in the table. 

The final issue regards keeping track of the agent and object of the situation 

(Category 16) to be described. Takako was trying to describe her experience of having 

her money taken away by some swindlers and explaining the situation to the police 

officer while she was in the United States. She expressed her frustration in the 

stimulated recall. 

主語をどうしたらよいかわからなくなって、police officer を含めて we と言った

んですが、違うよなと思って I に戻したりとかしています。単語と状況をいっ

ぺんに思い出しながらやっていたので時間がかかっています。 

  

I didn’t know what subject to use. I used we including me and the police officer, 

but then I thought that wasn’t right, so I switched back to I. It’s taking time here 

because I’m trying to remember the words and the situation at the same time.  

(Stimulated Recall, Personal Anecdote, Time 5) 

 

As with the issue of tense and aspect control, having a clear perspective or frame of 

mind in describing life’s occurrences ensures the appropriate use of deixis and pronouns. 

 

Commonalities in Mamoru and Takako’s use of 16 categories. Mamoru and 

Takako’s performances were supported by their respective strengths in English skills. 
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Mamoru was constantly reading research papers, learning from them, and writing his 

own papers. His massive exposure to vocabulary and word strings, coupled with his 

explicit knowledge of compensation strategies enabled him to perform both tasks. This 

led him to successfully use noun phrases (Category 8), a variety of loose connectors 

(Category 15), and also hedges and fillers (Category 5). Takako, with her one-year 

study abroad experience, depended on her command of signposting expressions 

(Category 3), basic verb phrases (Category 10), and hedges and fillers (Category 5). 

Although their fluent use of 16 key grammar items did not demonstrate an increasing 

trend, Mamoru and Takako shared commonalities in that they both tried to focus on 

their strengths and to use compensation strategies when necessary. 

 

From Perceived Dysfluency to L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies 

Mamoru’s strategies to overcome his lack of confidence. At the time of this 

research, Mamoru was enrolled in an MA TESOL program, where he was engaged in 

demanding coursework and writing a master’s thesis. This environment made him a 

unique participant in this study. His life as a graduate student was characterized by a 

massive amount of reading and writing academic discourse, which differed from the 

oral discourse he was asked to produce in this study. Both from this unique situation 

and his perceived lack of confidence in producing oral discourse, Mamoru frequently 

referred to his lack of English proficiency. 

Table 60 shows a summary of Mamoru’s perceived non-grammar-specific 

dysfluency types. Mamoru’s lack of confidence and his keen awareness of his weakness  
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Table 60. Mamoru’s Perceived Non-Grammar-Specific Dysfluency Types  

Category Gist of Mamoru’s representative comments 
Reference 

count 

 
1. Discourse Plan 

 
I had difficulty deciding what to talk about. 
 (PA, Time 1, PTI) 
 

 
2 

2. L1 interference 
 

There were so many words I couldn’t say in English such 
as “bureki o fumu” (= hit the brakes) or “gosetsu chitai” 
(= a snowy area). (PA, Time 5, PTI) 
 

8 
 

3. Content Retrieval 
 

I stopped, unable to remember the background of the 
overseas program I participated in. (PA, Time 1, SR) 
 

9 
 

4. External 
    Regulation 
 

My fluency suffered when I tried to use expressions in 
the textbook that I hadn’t internalized. 
 (OS, Time 5, SR) 
 

11 
 

5. Socio-pragmatic 
Concerns 

I hesitated because I wondered if I should use “the UK” 
instead of “Britain.” (PA, Time 4, SR) 
 
 

3 
 

6. Anxiety and 
Frustration 

 

I get frustrated because my English is full of 
redundancies, repetitions, reformulations, and 
hesitations. (PA, Time 1, PTI) 
I’m anxious and frustrated about my poor English skills 
but I barely have time to stop to think about it. (General, 
Time 1, Journal)  
I hesitated, wondering to what extent I should disclose 
myself. (PA, Time 3, SR) 
 

19 
 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 

on each issue and the number of times the issue was observed even when the comments were 

not provided; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal Anecdote; PTI = Post-task Interview; SR = 

Stimulated Recall. 

 

in English skills are revealed. Referring to his life as a graduate student, Mamoru 

confided as follows. 

 Reading や writing の面では、多量の英文を読み、書いていると自分の英語力の

現状を憂いますが、困ったり、疑問に感じたりする余裕もない感じです。

Speaking は研究指導の時に、緊張が speaking の performance を下げることを感

じながら、しゃべっています。 

 

With reading and writing, I deeply deplore my current level of English 

proficiency when I have to read and write massive amounts of English. But I 

don’t even have time to think, worry, or question it. For speaking English, I 
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always feel that nervousness negatively affects my performance whenever I have 

to consult with my supervisor. 

 (Journal, Time 1) 

 

During the study sessions with me, he disclosed concerns about the comprehensibility 

of his utterances. 

 あとは、何て言うんですかね、しゃべりながら、どれくらい自分の今の発話が

acceptableなのか、みたいな、どれくらい、今もその E 先生がこううなずいて

ノンバーバルで返してくれるので非常に安心ができるんですけど、先生はやさ

しいからそうやってくれているのかもしれないじゃないですか。 

 

And, you know, I always wonder to what extent my English is acceptable while 
I speak. Like right now, you (= the current researcher) react by nodding and 

everything, which makes me feel relieved, but then again you might be just 

being nice to me. 

(Post-task Interview, Personal Anecdote, Time 1) 

 

Mamoru was aware that he had not proceduralized much of his knowledge of English. 

He was probably more aware of it because he was studying second language acquisition 

and knew the distance between his current ability and what he thought would be the 

ideal state. 

Table 61 shows Mamoru’s L2 grammar proceduralization strategies to 

overcome his lack of confidence and his perceived lack of proceduralized knowledge of 

English. The dominant strategies Mamoru adopted were focused on the use of chunks 

and schema (Category A), attentional control while speaking (Category B), and the 

“keep talking” attitude (Category C). His grammar learning strategies (Category D) and 

grammar-specific strategies (Categories E to G) were focused on learning and using 

chunks, and a variety of word strings. Especially, Mamoru frequently mentioned that he 

learned phrases and chunks from written materials such as the ones for the 
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correspondence course he used to take and academic journals he was reading 

extensively at the time of this research. 

 
Table 61. Mamoru’s L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies  

 
 

Category 

Representative examples of  
L2 grammar proceduralization strategies  Reference count 

 General OS PA 

 
A. Discourse Plan 

and Use of 
Schema 

(Conceptualization) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
▪ Depend on familiar chunks 

I used long string of chunks that I had 
memorized through my listening 
correspondence course. (PA, Time 2, 
SR) 

▪ Depend on schema 
In oral summary, I depended on what I 
understood rather than depending on 
what I memorized in my short-term 
memory. (OS, Time 5, PTI) 
 

 
0 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
7 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

B. Form-Meaning 
Balance 

(Formulation) 
 

▪ Direct selective attention to form 
I focused attention to form with the 
extra cognitive resources gained by 
using familiar chunks. (PA, Time 1, SR) 
 

0 1 5 

C. Utterance 
 Control 

(Articulation) 
 

▪ Keep talking 
I kept planning what to say while I kept 
talking about one message. (PA, Time 
3, SR) 

 

0 
 

0 
 

2 

D. Learning 
 Mindset 

(Metacognition) 
 

▪ Emulate models 
In writing rather than in speaking, I’m 
learning not grammar but useful 
phrases from academic journals. 
(General, Time 1, Journal) 

▪ Learn from feedback and interaction 
I learn better through corrective 
feedback and interaction than simply 
comparing the transcripts. (General, 
Time 6, PTI) 

 

3 1 3 

E. Monitoring MWUs 
(Domain 1) 

▪ Category 2: Description  
I noticed a gap between my English and 
the native speaker’s reformulations in 
describing a situation. (PA, Time 5, 
Journal) 
 

1 0 4 

F. Monitoring 
Morphosyntax 

(Domain 2) 

▪ Category 10: Verb Phrases  
I learned the phrase “to have English as 
part of my life.” (PA, Time 2, Journal) 

 

0 
 

0 
 

1 

G. Monitoring 
 Connectors 

(Domain 3) 

 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0 
 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 
on strategies belonging to Categories A to G; PTI = Post-task Interview; SR = Stimulated 
Recall; General = Oral task performance in general; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal 
Anecdote. 
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During the post-task sessions, Mamoru provided numerous comments on his 

reflections, insights, and perceived mental processes behind his performances, often 

using terminology related to second language acquisition. Reflecting upon one of his 

oral summary tasks, he mentioned the following: 

 第１パラグラフはワーキングメモリーで、保持した内容なんですけど、第２パ

ラグラフの内容は、ワーキングメモリーから消えちゃって、でどっちかという

と長期メモリーの方から、まあさっき最初に読んで explicitly に理解した記憶か

ら使ったって言う感じですね。 

 

The first paragraph was what I said relying on my working memory, but the 

content of the second paragraph was completely spaced out of my mind. So, I 

used what I understood explicitly from skimming the text a moment ago. I 

retrieved information from my long-term memory in a sense. (Post-task 

Interview, Oral Summary, Time 5) 

 

The above comment concerned the way he used his working memory capacity in 

managing the content of his talk. The following account explains his strategy of using 

familiar phrases to make room for managing grammar, or monitoring morphosyntactic 

aspects of his performance. 

 infrastructure の determiner が必要だと monitor した。たぶんここで、interested 

me や disappointed me を使うときには、認知的に負荷量が少なくなるのでその

分次の部分にリソースを割いているのだと思います。 

 

I monitored here, thinking that infrastructure needs a determiner. I was able to 

do that because when I use the phrases interested me or disappointed me, my 

cognitive load is alleviated and therefore I’m spending some extra resources for 

monitoring that. (Stimulated Recall, Personal Anecdote, Time 1) 

 

The strategies listed in Table 61 represent Mamoru’s basic approach to strategizing his 

talk, which was about managing his cognitive load in completing tasks. This approach 

was probably derived from his belief that language production was primarily regulated 

by chunks. 
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Another key insight from Mamoru concerns the effects of corrective feedback 

and interaction (Category D). Looking back on the past six months of study sessions, he 

emphasized the importance of him interacting with me, represented by the following 

comment.  

 わりとその、定着、その記憶に残りやすい表現とかは、実際に自分が間違った

エラーをして、Ｅ先生がそれに、これはこうだよねというのは定着に残りやす

いです。（中略）インタラクションの中で、その corrective feedback があるわけ

じゃないですか。こう言うんだよという。それは自分の中では効果があってと

いうんですかね。自分でスクリプトを見て、自分の発話を見て、という

noticing は薄いかなという気がします。 

 

You know, consolidation, I mean the expressions that Mr. E (= the current 

researcher) mentioned in reference to my errors are easy to remember… I get 

corrective feedback during interaction, right? Like you should say this instead of 

that and the like. That was really effective for me. On the other hand, simply 

comparing written scripts, by looking at mine and then the native speaker’s 

didn’t have much impact on me. (Post-task Interview, General, Time 6) 

 

 

Table 62 shows the changes in the percentage of runs that include L2 grammar 

items that Mamoru uttered fluently between Time 1 and Time 6. As the table indicates, 

Mamoru did not fluently use many of the 16 categories of key grammar items at both 

times. Although he did use a variety of vocabulary and syntactic structures, many of 

those strings of words he uttered were preceded by pauses exceeding one second, thus 

leading to the smaller number of strings of words that were coded as fluent use. 

One aspect that can be observed as different from the other participants was his 

relatively fluent use of noun phrases (Category 8) in both tasks. In five out of six oral 

summary tasks, he fluently used more noun phrases than verb phrases. 
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Mamoru’s Oral Summary (Time 1): Ando Tadao, a famous architect 

(3.0) it might be quite uncomfortable and unpleasant to living in this house (1.5) 

but Ando Tadao he claims that (.) living in (1.0) traditional traditional house 

(1.0) without courtyard (1.0) we can- (1.0) we (.) mi- we not able to feel the 

nature change 

 

Mamoru’s Oral Summary (Time 6): Ando Tadao, a famous architect  

people think (.) that (.) 8comfort and functions of a house are very important but 

(.) 3on the contrary he (.) totally ignore- ignores it 

 

Table 62. Changes in Mamoru’s Fluent Use of L2 Grammar Items 

Category Oral summaries  Personal anecdotes 

Time 1 Time 6 Change  Time 1 Time 6 Change 

1. Time-Place Reference 
2. Description Phrases 
3. Signposting 
4. Comment Phrases 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
6. Emphasis/Rhetoric 
7. Negation 
 
8. Noun Phrases 
9. Noun Forms 

10. Verb Phrases 
11. Verb Forms 
12. Prepositions 
13. Articles 
 
14. Restrictive Rel. Clauses 
15. Loose Connectors 
16. Deixis and Pronouns 

2.1  
2.1  

10.6  
—  

4.3  
—  
—  

 
4.3  
—  

8.5  
—  
—  
—  

 
—  
—  
— 

1.5  
3.1  

10.8  
—  

4.6  
—  

1.5 
  

6.2  
—  

3.1  
—  
—  
—  

 
—  

6.2  
1.5 

-0.6  
0.9  
0.1  
—  

0.4  
—  

1.5  
 

1.9  
—  

-5.4  
—  
—  
—  

 
—  

6.2  
1.5 

 2.9  
—  
1.9  
—  
2.9  
1.9  
—  
 

5.8  
—  
4.8  
—  
—  
—  
 

3.8  
8.7  
1.0 

3.3  
2.0  
3.3  
1.3  
3.3  
0.7  
1.3  

 
6.0  
—  

3.3  
—  
—  
—  

 
3.3  
3.3  
0.7 

0.4  
2.0  
1.4  
1.3  
0.4  

-1.3  
1.3  

 
0.2  
—  

-1.5  
—  
—  
—  

 
-0.5  
-5.3  
-0.3 

Note. Values in each row = the percentage of runs that include L2 grammar items coded as 

fluent use; Change = an increase from Time 1 to Time 6; 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-

16 = Domain 3. 

 

 

Compared with his oral summary at Time 1, where no word strings were coded as fluent 

use, there were two strings coded as such due to shorter pauses preceding them. 

Regarding corrected or modified output at Time 6, a few instances were 

observed as shown in the following excerpts. 



 245 

Oral Summary 

 (12) Time 1: (4.0) he-he (3.0) sometimes sometimes he designed er (.) a 

specific house and he received a prize 

Time 6: he (.) designed a (.) very strange types of house and (.) he won a 

(.) won a prize (.) for designing that kind of house 

Personal anecdote 

(13) Time 1: we are served (1.0) Chinese food (.) at e- every (.) meals (.) so 

(2.0) after er first three er two or three days (3.0) I’ve got (.) I’d 

got er (.) you know (2.0) bored (.) I got bored to (.) eating 

Chinese food 

Time 1 Reformulation: 

 and er (.) while we were there we we ate Chinese food (.) er 

every day and every meal (.) and er (.) after the first couple of 

days I (.) started to get bored with Chinese food. 

Time 6: we had to eat Chinese food (.) food every time every every three 

meal (1.5) so (4.0) the first couple of (.) couple of days I found 

really (1.5) delicious (.) really good (.) Chinese foods were ver- 

(.) really (.) tasty and (2.0) I I love it but (1.5) soon I  

I’ve got (2.0) bored eating you know 

 

In (12), both underlined expressions are possible, but Mamoru used the phrase won a 

prize, which the native English speaker used in the Time 1 reformulation instead of 

received a prize, which was found in the original text. In (13) as well, he used the 
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phrase the first couple of days that was used in the native English speaker’s 

reformulation. Five months apart, Mamoru appropriated the phrases that he learned 

from the reformulated transcripts. 

 

Takako’s strategies to overcome her perceived lack of linguistic knowledge. 

Takako had a good command of spoken English as a result of her one-year experience 

of studying abroad. Her pronunciation was clear and articulate. However, she 

occasionally mentioned her lack of knowledge of vocabulary and grammar. As Table 63 

suggests, Takako’s perceived dysfluency derived from her inability to plan discourse 

quickly, her lack of experience in discussing different topics in English, and her lack of 

productive vocabulary and grammar. As in the case of Kumiko, Takako suffered from 

L1 interference instances where Japanese expressions interfered with her ability to 

retrieve English expressions in a timely manner. 

The following two excerpts represent Takako’s analysis of the reason for her 

inability to express herself in English fluently. 

英語で話さなければならないことがありましたが、前回（Time 1） と同じで日

本語が先に出てきてしまい、英語がうまく出てきませんでした。また文法が合

っているかどうかが気になり、話すことをためらったり、時間がかかったりし

ました。 

 

There were times when I had to speak in English, but like the first study session, 

Japanese came into my mind first and English wouldn’t come out easily. I also 

worried whether my grammar was correct, so I hesitated, or it took me a long 

time to speak. (Journal, Time 1) 

 

日本語でこれ言おうというのが沢山あるんですが、結局それを英語で誰にも話

したことがないから、簡単な表現でなんだったっけ、となってしまいます。 
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There’s a lot I want to tell in English, but at the end of the day I haven’t talked 

about it with anyone in English before. So I end up thinking how do I say that in 

easy words.      (Post-task Interview, Personal Anecdote, Time 4) 
 

Her sense of inability to express her thoughts even in simple English led her to 

use strategies to learn new vocabulary and syntactic structures while at the same time 

trying to accomplish each task without too many undue pauses. 

 

Table 63. Takako’s Perceived Non-Grammar-Specific Dysfluency Types  

Category Gist of Takako’s representative comments 
Reference 

count 
 
1. Discourse Plan 
 
 
 

 
I couldn’t decide how much or to what extent I should 
talk about the content to make my summary interesting 
to students. (OS, Time 1, PTI) 
 

 
2 
 

 
 

2. L1 interference 
 

I get stuck with simple expressions if I haven’t talked 
about the content in English. (PA, Time 4, PTI) 
 

13 
 

3. Content Retrieval It was hard to remember the content and think of words 
to describe it at the same time. (PA, Time 5, SR) 
 

10 
 

4. External 
    Regulation 
 

Although I understood the content, it was hard to explain 
it because I hadn’t learned it in English. (OS, Time 2, 
PTI) 

7 
 

5. Socio-pragmatic 
Concerns 
 

 0 
 

6. Anxiety and 
Frustration 

 

Worried about my grammar mistakes, I hesitate or take 
time to speak. (General, Time 1, Journal) 
I couldn’t speak smoothly because my story included 
some high school memories I was not that willing to talk 
about. (PA, Time 2, PTI) 
 

5 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 
on each issue and the number of times the issue was observed even when the comments were 
not provided; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal Anecdote; PTI = Post-task Interview; SR = 
Stimulated Recall. 

 

Table 64 summarizes Takako’s L2 grammar proceduralization strategies to 

achieve such goals. On the one hand, she depended on the style of discourse she was 

familiar with, namely, interactive discourse. By visualizing interaction with her students, 
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she tried to talk as if she were speaking to them in class. On the other hand, she paid 

attention to the differences between her English and that of the native English speaker, 

trying to learn new expressions from his reformulations. 

Regarding the benefits of visualizing interaction, Takako talked about her 

second oral summary performance (Time 6). The topic was about the Japanese architect 

Ando Tadao. 

いつもだったら、何て言うんですかね、写真みてくださいとか使ってなかった

んですけど、まあこれってすごい特徴的な設計図なので、こういうのを見て、

生徒の興味・関心を引かせられればいいと思い、そこからスタートすることに

決めたら少し楽になりました。 

 

So far I haven’t used expressions like, “Please look at the picture,” and the like. 

But the floor plan here in this textbook is really unique, so I thought it would be 

great if I could raise students’ interest or draw their attention to it. So I decided 

to start by saying that, and then it was a little easier to do the task. 

 (Post-task Interview, Time 6) 

 

By visualizing interaction in the classroom, she felt that she managed to make a smooth 

start on her oral summary. Regarding her learning mindset (Category D), she mentioned 

that she had gained confidence through repeating the tasks. 

これをやり始めてから、英語で少し導入するのも自分に自信ができてきて、生

徒の表情を見ながら変えることもできたりして、後は生徒もなんとか、英語で

答えようというところが見受けられるようになりました。で、なんていうんで

すかね、訓練することによってストラテジーとかもいただけるので、それを、

あまりしっかりできていないんですけど、毎回毎回、それを思い出してあっこ

のようにおっしゃっていたからこうしてみようかなと毎回取り入れることがで

き、生徒もだいぶ変わっていると思います。 

 

Since I started doing this, I’ve become more confident in oral introductions and 

I’ve learned to adjust my English depending on the students’ reactions that could 

be seen on their faces. I can see students trying to respond in English. And what 

can I say, I learned strategies through such training and although I cannot do this 

that well but still, every time, I remember our study sessions and think, “OK I 

think I should try this out since Mr. E said this,” and I think the students also 

have changed a lot. (Post-task Interview, Time 5) 
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Table 64. Takako’s L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies  

Category 

Representative examples of  
L2 grammar proceduralization strategies  Reference count 

 General OS PA 
 
A. Discourse Plan 

and Use of 
Schema 

 (Conceptualization) 
 

 
▪ Maintain a focus on a simplified main 

message and a few key points 
I focused on a few points to be 
covered in my talk. (General, Time 6, 
PTI) 

▪ Visualize interaction 
I was able to speak more easily when 
I spoke as if I was talking to my 
students. (OS, Time 6, PTI) 
 

 
1 

 
8 

 
4 

B. Form-Meaning 
Balance 

 (Formulation) 

▪ Simplify and paraphrase 
During oral summary, I more often use 
simple expressions and paraphrasing. 
(OS, Time 4, PTI) 

 

0 
 

6 
 

2 
 

C. Utterance Control 
 (Articulation) 
 

 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0 
 

D. Learning Mindset 
 (Metacognition) 
 

▪ Value task repetition 
I’ve become more confident in doing 
oral summary since I started this 
practice sessions. (OS, Time 5, PTI) 

 

2 
 

0 
 

0 
 

E. Monitoring MWUs 
(Domain 1) 

▪ Category 6: Emphasis/Rhetoric  
I noticed that the native speaker uses 
a wider variety of emphatic 
expressions such as “no matter 
where.” (PA, Time 4, SR) 

 

0 
 

6 
 

11 
 

F. Monitoring 
Morphosyntax 

(Domain 2) 

▪ Category 10: Verb Phrases  
I noticed that the expression “the 
orientation was taking place” better 
described the situation than “the 
orientation was held,” which was a 
direct translation from Japanese. (PA, 
Time 2, Journal) 

 

1 
 

2 
 

17 
 

G. Monitoring 
Connectors 

(Domain 3) 

▪ Category 15: Loose Connectors 
I noticed that present participles can 
be used to pack information into one 
sentence as in “I spent the whole 
summer helping my students 
participate in the Internship program.” 
(PA, Time 4, Journal) 
 

1 
 

1 3 

Note. Reference Count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 
on strategies belonging to Categories A to G; PTI = Post-task Interview; SR = Stimulated 
Recall; General = Oral task performance in general; OS = Oral Summary; PA = Personal 
Anecdote. 
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Regarding grammar specific strategies (Category E to G), Takako made the largest 

number of comments among the six participants. Grammar items she often mentioned 

when discussing the native speaker’s reformulations included emphasis/rhetoric 

(Category 6: no matter how, the moment I opened the package, it was not until) and 

verb phrases (Category 10: strolled along over to me, to fix the situation, how to go 

through customs and immigration). Takako knew such expressions but had not yet 

made them part of her productive repertoire. 

Table 65 shows the changes in the percentage of runs that include L2 grammar 

items that Takako uttered fluently between Time 1 and Time 6. As in the case of 

Mamoru, Takako’s fluent use of the 16 key grammar categories did not show noticeable  

 

Table 65. Changes in Takako’s Fluent Use of L2 Grammar Items 

 
Category 

Oral summaries  Personal anecdotes 

Time 1 Time 6 Change  Time 1 Time 6 Change 

1. Time-Place Reference 
2. Description Phrases 
3. Signposting 
4. Comment Phrases 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
6. Emphasis/Rhetoric 

3.4  
3.4  

34.5  
—  
—  
— 

7.1  
7.1  

14.3  
—  

3.6  
— 

3.7  
3.7  

-20.2  
—  

3.6  
— 

 4.4  
6.6  
6.6  
—  

11.0  
1.1 

3.0  
3.0  
1.0  
—  

12.1  
1.0 

-1.4  
-3.6  
-5.6  

—  
1.1  

-0.1 
7. Negation — — —  1.1 6.1 5.0 

        
8. Noun Phrases — — —  2.2 3.0 0.8 
9. Noun Forms — — —  — — — 

10. Verb Phrases 6.9  7.1 0.2  7.7 9.1 1.4 
11. Verb Forms — — —  — — — 
12. Prepositions — — —  — — — 
13. Articles —  — —  — — — 
        

14. Restrictive Rel. Clauses —  — —  — — —  
15. Loose Connectors — 3.0 —  1.1 1.0 -0.1 
16. Deixis and Pronouns — — —  — 1.0 1.0 

Note. Values in each row = the percentage of runs that include L2 grammar items coded as 

fluent use; Change = an increase from Time 1 to Time 6; 1-7 = Domain 1; 8-13 = Domain 2; 14-

16 = Domain 3. 
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improvement. However, she did use verb phrases (Category 8) fluently in comparison 

with other items, reflecting her command of basic verb phrases. 

Disproportionately large values (34.5 and 14.3) in the use of signposting items 

in her oral summaries reflected her abundant use of classroom English (so today we’re 

learning about, what do you think) in oral summaries in which she pretended to be 

interacting with her students. Likewise, the large values (11.0, 12.1) in the use of 

hedges/fillers in personal anecdotes reflected her frequent use of and then and you know. 

Although she frequently mentioned instances of learning from the native English 

speaker’s reformulations, she had difficulty proceduralizing such items quickly. 

Regarding corrected or modified output at Time 6, the following instances were 

observed in Takako’s output. 

 

Oral Summary 

(14) Time 1:  so (1.0) he is focusing on (1.0) designing (1.0) to feel (1.0) 

season changes (1.0) so can you feel (.) season changes 

Time 6: he was- he is a famous (.) Japanese architect (1.0) he really wants 

(.) us (.) to live (.) with nature (.) and also feel the seasons 

changes 

 

 (15) Time 1: I didn’t have confident to (1.0) do anything (.) like at that (1.0) er 

at that time (.) and when I (.) passed through the (1.0) customs (.) 
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customs (.) like (.) like I was so nervous at the time I didn’t know 

how to (.) do it 

Time 1 Reformulation: 

 And so (.) I didn’t really know (.) er how or what I should do or 

how I how I should go through the customs and immigration and 

things like that 

Time 6: I don- I didn't know what to do (1.0) at the (.) after arriving at the 

airport (1.0) so I was (.) you know looking around (1.0) and (1.0) 

just I took a line (.)and the one (.) and when I (.) went through (.) 

immigration (1.0) the officer (.) ask me 

In (14), Takako, although failing to use the correct verb form, managed to use seasons 

in plural at Time 6. Compared with her Time 1 utterance, where the object of the verb 

designing was missing and the ideas within the utterance were disjoined, her Time 6 

utterances were more coherent. In (15), in place of passed through she used went 

through at Time 6, which was a phrase included in the native English speaker’s 

reformulation for Time 1. 

 

Commonalities in Mamoru and Takako’s L2 grammar proceduralization 

strategies and proceduralization transfer. In order to overcome his lack of 

confidence, Mamoru used familiar chunks he had learned through reading, and by using 

those chunks, he tried to spend his attentional resources less on syntactic processing and 

more on monitoring his language output. Takako, in order to overcome her perceived 
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lack of linguistic knowledge, depended on familiar chunks as Mamoru did. However, 

she depended more on chunks that she had been using for interacting with students in 

the classroom or on conversational expressions that she had acquired while studying in 

the United States. 

While Mamoru drew on input from written materials, Takako paid attention to 

aural input for learning and proceduralizing linguistic knowledge. The commonalities 

were observed, however, in both participants’ dependence on chunks to improve their 

performance, or in other words, to proceduralize their L2 grammar knowledge. 

Between-task transfer of L2 grammar proceduralization for Mamoru and Takako 

was not clearly observed in the increase of their fluent use of 16 key grammar items. As 

in the cases of Koji and Kumiko, they did not show improvement in temporal measures 

of fluency, either. Instead, their L2 grammar strategies led to changes in other aspects of 

their linguistic development. For Mamoru, they contributed to grammatical accuracy 

and his use of lower-frequency vocabulary, or lexical complexity. For Takako, her 

strategies contributed to grammatical accuracy and her use of more complex structures. 

 

Performance Assessment of the Six Participants 

FACETS Analysis 

The six participants’ performances on the oral summary and personal anecdote 

tasks were assessed by three native English speakers, one of whom was a TESOL 

researcher who provided the reformulations in this study. The audio recordings from the 

participants’ Time 1 (July 2015), Time 3 (September 2015), and Time 6 (December 
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2015) performances were used. Each rater was asked to assess the first one minute of all 

36 audio clips (6 participants ×3 time periods × 2 tasks) in one sitting with a short 

break. The assessment took place in May 2016 on two separate occasions: one with the 

TESOL researcher at his university office, and the other with two other raters at the 

institute where I work. The rubric, which was adapted from Hasselgren (1998) and 

Fulcher (1996), is shown in Appendix I. 

Figures 19 and 20 show variable maps provided by the FACETS program for 

the oral summary and personal anecdote performance ratings data. Each map displays 

all the facets—raters and participants in this case—on a common logit scale shown on 

the left. The logit (log-odds unit) scale is an interval scale in which the unit intervals 

between the locations on the map have a consistent value or meaning (Bond & Fox, 

2015). The original rating scale, on the other hand, is displayed on the right side of the 

figure. The six participants’ Time 1, Time 3, and Time 6 performances are plotted on 

this map based on their logit scores calculated by the program. 

Figure 19 shows, for example, that Atsuko’s Time 6 oral summary performance 

is 8.92 logits higher than her Time 1 performance, and 4.47 logits higher than her Time 

3 performance. Kazu shows similar improvement, with his Time 6 performance 13.47 

logits higher than his Time 1 performance and 7.91 logits higher than his Time 3 

performance. It can also be seen that Mamoru’s logit score improved from Times 1 and 

2 while Koji and Takako’s scores declined. Kumiko’s score remained in the upper 

group for all three time periods. 
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Figure 19. Variable map for the FACETS analysis of the oral summary task.  

All names are pseudonyms. Atsuko1, Atsuko3, Atsuko6 = Atsuko’s Time 1, Time 3, 

Time 6 performances respectively. 

 

Regarding the rater facet, the map displays each rater’s severity in logit score. In 

the oral summary task, Mike is the most severe; in other words, the highest bar to clear. 

On the other hand, Paul is the most lenient, with Tina being more severe than Paul and 
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more lenient than Mike. In the many-facets Rasch model, “the raters are regarded as 

independent experts who apply their understanding to rate person performances” (Bond 

& Fox, 2015, p. 168). In other words, the model calculates the data under the 

assumption that raters do not behave randomly but consistently in discriminating better 

from lesser performances. 

Figure 20 shows the variable map for the personal anecdote task performance 

data. Compared with Figure 19, the participants’ three performances are plotted 

differently, with more participants placed lower than the scale where the three raters are 

plotted. This suggests that the raters awarded lower ratings on average for the personal 

anecdote tasks than for the oral summary task. 

Koji’s Time 3 performance is given the highest logit score in the model, 

meaning that this performance displayed the highest ability after taking account of the 

variability of rater severity. In his Time 3 performance, Koji discussed his difficult 

experience at work and his performance was characterized by a lower percentage of 

repeated words and phrases, shorter mean lengths of pauses, and longer mean lengths of 

runs compared to his other performances. Atsuko and Kazu show a similar 

improvement pattern again as in the oral summary task. Their Time 6 performances are 

about two logits higher than their Time 1 and Time 3 performances. 

 In the personal anecdote task, Mike was the most lenient while Paul and Tina 

display the same level of severity. The severity difference between Mike and the other 

two raters is 0.74 logits, much smaller as compared to the oral summary task. 
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Figure 20. Variable map for the FACETS analysis of the personal anecdote task.  

All names are pseudonyms. Atsuko1, Atsuko3, Atsuko6 = Atsuko’s Time 1, Time 3, 

Time 6 performances respectively. 

 

In the FACETS analysis, the information related to the issue of inter-rater 

reliability is provided in the Rater Measurement Report in the software’s output file. 

Tables 66 and 67 show the main part of the Rater Measurement Reports for the oral 

summary and personal anecdote task respectively. The first statistic to be noted is the 
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Infit MnSq values, which indicate the internal consistency of the rater. In both tables the 

Infit MnSq values for all three raters are within the range between +2 and -2, indicating 

that the three raters’ behavior is within what the model expects. 

 

Table 66. Rater Measurement Report for the Oral Summary Task (Time 1, 3, 6) 

Measure SE 
Infit 

MnSq ZStd 
Outfit 
MnSq ZStd 

Exact 
Obs 
% 

Agree. 
Exp % 

 
 
Raters 

-1.25 .68 1.15 .4 1.33 .6 52.8 60.3 Mike 
-2.92 .62 .83 - .4 .59 - .4 55.6 66.5 Tina 
-4.40 .61 .98 .0 .86 - .1 52.8 58.9 Paul 
-2.86 .64 .99 .0 .92 .0   M (Count: 3) 
1.29 .03 .13 .4 .31 .5   SD (Population) 
1.58 .04 .16 .4 .38 .6   SD (Sample) 

Note. MnSq = mean square; ZStd = z standardized; Exact Obs = observed exact agreement; 

Agree. Exp. = expected exact agreement.  

 

Table 67. Rater Measurement Report for the Personal Anecdote Task (Time 1, 3, 6) 

Measure SE 
Infit 

MnSq ZStd 
Outfit 
MnSq ZStd 

Exact 
Obs 
% 

Agree. 
Exp % 

 
 
Raters 

1.77 .48 1.27 .9 1.15 .4 36.1 57.9 Paul 
1.77 .48 .94 .0 .85 .0 38.9 57.9 Tina 
1.03 .51 .74 - .7 .66 - .3 47.2 57.8 Mike 
1.52 .49 .99 .0 .89 .0   M (Count: 3) 

.35 .01 .22 .7 .20 .3   SD (Population) 

.43 .02 .27 .9 .24 .4   SD (Sample) 

Note. MnSq = mean square; ZStd = z standardized; Exact Obs = observed exact agreement; 

Agree. Exp. = expected exact agreement.  

 

The other values include the ratios of observed and expected exact agreements 

(Exact Obs. % and Agree. Exp. %). The first value refers to the observed ratio of each 

rater agreeing with the other raters; the second indicates the ratio of such agreements 

that the Rasch model predicts. If the two tables are compared, the difference between 

the observed and expected values is wider in the case of the personal anecdote task, 

suggesting that the raters behave more inconsistently in assessing this task than the 
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model predicts. The two tables suggest that the three raters in this study may not exactly 

agree with each other in performance ratings, but their rating behavior as experts is 

within the range that the model predicts. 

The FACETS analysis was used in this study to obtain a fairer account of the 

participants’ performances that had been adjusted for rater severity. At the same time, 

the measure also had to provide information closely connected to the descriptors in the 

assessment rubrics. Therefore, the Fair-M Average, one of the measures in the FACTS 

output files, was used. The Fair-M Average is “based on the Rasch measure which has 

been converted into a raw score having taken into account the individual severity or 

leniency of the rater” (Green, 2013, p. 216). In other words, this measure integrates the 

logit-based adjustment for rater severity and at the same time retains a close connection 

between the rating and the rating scale categories in the assessment rubric. 

 

Performance Trajectories of the Six Participants 

Tables 68 and 69 show the Fair-M Average ratings for the six participants’ 

performances for the two tasks at the three time periods. The topic for Time 1 and Time 

6 were identical for both tasks: Ando Tadao (a famous Japanese architect) for the oral 

summary and Most Memorable Trip for the personal anecdote task. The topic for Time 

3 was Irena Sendler (who saved Jewish children during World War II) and Difficult 

Experience at Work, respectively. 

Atsuko and Kazu showed a marked improvement in oral summaries, and also, in 

lesser extent, in personal anecdotes. Koji and Kumiko, whose ratings were high on both 
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tasks at Time 1, did not improve at Time 6, although Kumiko’s Time 6 oral summary 

received a slightly higher rating than Time 1. Mamoru showed improvement in both 

tasks, showing the third largest gain among the six participants. Takako improved in the 

personal anecdote task, but not in the oral summary task. 

 

Table 68. Six Participants’ Fair-M Average Ratings for Oral Performance in Oral 

Summary Tasks 

 Time 1 Time 3 Time 6 % change 

Atsuko 3.27 4.00 4.72 44.3 
Kazu 2.28 3.00 4.00 75.4 
Koji 4.27 4.27 4.00 -6.3 
Kumiko 4.00 4.00 4.27 6.7 
Mamoru 3.71 3.71 4.27 15.1 
Takako 4.00 3.27 3.71 -7.3 

Note. Time 1 = July 2015; Time 3 = September 2015; Time 6 = December 2015;  

% change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 

 

 

Table 69. Six Participants’ Fair-M Average Ratings for Oral Performance in Personal 

Anecdote Tasks 

 Time 1 Time 3 Time 6 % change 

Atsuko 3.34 3.68 3.68 10.2 
Kazu 2.33 3.00 3.00 28.8 
Koji 3.68 4.32 3.68 0.0 

Kumiko 4.00 3.34 3.68 -8.0 
Mamoru 3.34 2.67 4.00 19.8 
Takako 3.00 3.68 3.68 22.7 

Note. Time 1 = July 2015; Time 3 = September 2015; Time 6 = December 2015;  

% change = (Time 6 / Time 1) x 100 – 100. 

 

The performance ratings above display different trajectories compared with the 

results of the participants’ linguistic measures of fluency, accuracy, and complexity that 

were discussed earlier in this chapter. This difference can be ascribed to the 

performance rating that was based on a rubric. 
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Table 70 shows the assessment rubric used for the performance rating. For the 

raters’ convenience, the rubric listed key traits that represented the performance of each 

of the five levels or bands. The raters were given a copy of the rubric for each 

performance and asked to mark a circle inside the appropriate band by looking at the 

key words and descriptors while listening. Most participants received the raw ratings of 

3 or higher, but some received 2 occasionally. 

 

Table 70. Assessment Rubric for Oral Performance Assessment (Adapted from 

Hasselgren, 1998, based on Fulcher, 1996, as cited in Luoma, 2004) 

Rating Fluency 

5 ・Demonstrates confidence and a lively tone of voice. 

・Rarely express propositional uncertainty. 

・Rarely pauses for reasons of grammar or word choice.  

・Reformulations occur mainly for reasons of expressing proposition fully. 

 

4 ・Demonstrates some confidence and speaks with a fairly even tempo. 

・Uses hedges to express lack of certainly. 

・Time is spent planning the content of the proposition and how exactly to 

express him/herself. 

・Reformulations occur when the speaker is not satisfied with the proposition or 

the correctness of the formulation. 

 

3 ・Seems aware of the proposition and spends time planning this. 

・Pausing occurs in making word choices. 

・Might sound a bit choppy due to short “lengths of runs.” 

 

2 ・Messages, once started, are generally fulfilled in a simplistic way. 

・Pausing occurs when looking for lexical or grammatical choice --- sometimes 

with circumlocutions and often with midway switch of formulation. 

・Long pauses occur a few times. 

 

1 ・Utterances are short, often a single word. 

・There are frequent long pauses when searching for words or forms. 

・Repetitions and restarts are common. 
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In addition to temporal fluency and dysfluency, the rubric specifies other 

qualitative traits that determine oral proficiency. The fluency column, for example, 

includes traits such as confidence, reformulations for elaboration, use of strategies such 

as hedging, pausing for making word choices, and long pauses. The raters’ decision was 

influenced by how they perceived the participants’ performances considering such key 

traits. Such traits, which manifested themselves in the participants’ tone of voice, 

posture, and eye contact could not be assessed with the linguistic analysis of fluency, 

accuracy, and complexity was unable to detect. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

In this chapter, I discuss the main findings for each research question by 

integrating and interpreting the results obtained from the six cases. In the previous 

chapter, I presented the results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses of cases that 

displayed similar trajectories in their spoken production measures. I also discussed the 

participants’ learning experience of L2 grammar and speaking, referring to the 

commonalities discovered. In this chapter, I address each of the five research questions 

by discussing insights from the cross-case analyses and emergent themes. In addressing 

the final research question, I re-examine my initial five hypotheses in the context of the 

new findings. At the end of this chapter, I discuss the pedagogical implications of this 

study for EFL instruction. 

 

Research Question 1 

The first research question asked: What L2 grammar proceduralization strategies 

do Japanese EFL teachers use in appropriating, understanding, and using L2 grammar 

when they engage in practice sessions that involve comparative analyses of their 

transcribed utterances and native English speaker reformulations of those utterances? 

Drawing upon the theoretical frameworks presented by Bachman and Palmer 

(2010), Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999), Purpura (2004), and especially 

Celce-Murcia and Olshtain (2000) and Celce-Murcia (2007), I conceptualized L2 

grammar knowledge as consisting of phonological, lexical, and morphosyntactic 
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knowledge conjoined by the knowledge of discourse structure and multiword units. 

Then drawing on Oxford (2011), I defined L2 grammar proceduralization strategies as 

cognitive, metacognitive, affective, and sociocultural-interactive mental efforts by the 

learner to develop and control the knowledge components of L2 grammar. In other 

words, L2 grammar proceduralization strategies can be paraphrased as strategies to put 

grammar into use. Compared with past studies on strategies, the uniqueness of the 

current study lies in exploring strategies as mental processes that constitute an integral 

component of language processing (Macaro, 2006). 

Research Question 1 is addressed by analyzing and interpreting the (a) 

transcripts of the participants’ spoken output in comparison with the native speaker 

informant’s reformulations, (b) text data drawn from post-task interviews and 

stimulated recalls, and (c) journals provided by the participants. The development of the 

16 key grammar categories within three functional domains was an important first step 

for this analysis. 

  

Typology of L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies 

Table 71 presents a summary of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies 

identified and developed in this study. The six participants used a variety of these 

strategies to different degrees and in different combinations. Categories A to D were 

derived from the participants’ self-reports while categories E to G concern the 

participants’ reported or observed instances of appropriating, understanding, and using 

L2 grammar items belonging to the three functional domains. 
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Table 71. A Summary of L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies of the Six 

Participants 

Category L2 grammar proceduralization strategies  

Reference count 

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 

 
A. Discourse Plan 

and Use of 
 Schema 

 (Conceptualization) 
 

 
▪ Maintain a focus on a simplified main 

message and a few key points 
▪ Control information density 
▪ Visualize interaction 
▪ Depend on familiar chunks 
▪ Depend on schema 
 

 

5 

 
0 
0 

3 

1 

 

5 

 

1 

1 
0 

2 

 

8 

 
0 
0 
2 

7 

 
1 
 

4 

2 
0 
3 

 
3 
 

2 
0 

6 

4 

 

4 

 
1 

5 

1 
2 

B. Form-Meaning 
Balance 

 (Formulation) 

▪ Describe and explain (Don’t translate) 
▪ Focus on content words 
▪ Direct selective attention to form 
▪ Simplify and paraphrase 

 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

5 

1 

5 

0 
4 

3 

0 

4 

6 

1 
0 

2 

3 

1 
0 
0 

7 

C. Utterance Control 
 (Articulation) 
 

▪ Keep talking 
▪ Control speed 
 

4 

0 

0 
0 

0 

2 
1 

0 

1 

1 

0 
0 

D. Learning Mindset 
 (Metacognition) 
 

▪ Emulate models 
▪ Learn from feedback and interaction 
▪ Maintain motivation 
▪ Be sensitive to nativelike English 
▪ Value task repetition 
▪ Train for quick processing 

 

1 
0 

3 

3 

9 

1 

0 
0 
0 

2 

3 

2 

0 
0 
0 

2 

0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

5 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

1 

0 

E. Monitoring MWUs 
 (Domain 1) 

1. Time-Place Reference 
2. Description Phrases 
3. Signposting 
4. Comment Phrases 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
6. Emphasis/Rhetoric 
7. Negation 
 

0 
1 
1 
1 
0 

1 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
2 

4 

1 
0 

0 

3 

0 
0 
2 
0 
0 

1 
3 
2 
1 
1 

6 

3 

F. Monitoring 
    Morphosyntax 
 (Domain 2) 

8. Noun Phrases 
9. Noun Forms 

10. Verb Phrases 
11. Verb Forms 
12. Prepositions 
13. Articles 
 

4 

0 
1 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

1 
1 
1 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 

4 
1 

9 

3 
2 
1 

G. Monitoring 
Connectors 

 (Domain 3) 

14. Restrictive Relative Clauses 
15. Loose Connectors 
16. Deixis and Pronouns 
 

2 

4 

1 

2 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
0 
0 

2 

2 

1 

Note. Reference count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 

for each strategy; P1 = Participant 1 (Atsuko); P2 = Participant 2 (Kazu); P3 = Participant 3 (Koji); 

P4 = Participant 4 (Kumiko); P5 = Participant 5 (Mamoru); P6 = Participant 6 (Takako); Reference 

counts in squares indicate instances that were mentioned in the Results chapter. 
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As indicated in parentheses under each category name, Categories A to C 

correspond to conceptualization, formulation, and articulation, which are the first three 

components of Levelt’s (1989) speech production model. Categories E to G are 

connected to Levelt’s fourth component of monitoring. The reference counts in squares 

indicate instances that I discussed in the Results chapter in referring to each 

participant’s L2 grammar proceduralization strategies. 

Category D is not directly connected to Levelt’s model, but constitutes an 

important element in L2 grammar proceduralization strategies. The strategies listed in 

this category concern the learning mindset that facilitate learners to use L2 grammar for 

oral production fluently. Because the reference counts are based on the participants’ 

self-reports, they are influenced by each participant’s awareness of their mental 

processes, their ability to discuss details of such processes, and other individual 

differences. However, the relative distribution of such counts can indicate how the 

participants orchestrated different strategies to achieve their goals. 

In Oxford’s (2011) Strategic Self-Regulation (S2 R) Model (Figure 1), 

Categories A and B are cognitive strategies while Categories C to G are metacognitive 

strategies. Oxford’s other two main strategies, affective and sociocultural-interactive 

strategies, can better be explained by treating them as closely connected or subsumed 

within the cognitive and metacognitive strategies, as Macaro (2006) suggested. 

Figure 21 shows a schematic representation of L2 grammar proceduralization 

strategies in relation to Oxford’s (2011) model. Categories A and B correspond to 

Oxford’s cognitive strategies such as activating knowledge, conceptualizing with details, 
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and conceptualizing broadly. Categories C to D correspond to her model’s 

metacognitive strategies such as paying attention to cognition and planning for 

cognition. In addition, L2 grammar proceduralization strategies in Category D are also 

connected to affective and sociocultural-interactive (SI) strategies; for example, 

maintain motivation concerns affective strategies while emulate models, learn from 

feedback and interaction, and be sensitive to nativelike model concern SI strategies. 

 

                     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 21. Framework of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies.  

 

The model is also compatible with Segalowitz’s (2010) model of L2 fluency 

(Figure 2), sharing with it key components. For example, A, B, and E, F, G in Figure 21 

correspond to Segalowitz’s cognitive perceptual processing system, C corresponds to 

L2 speech production, and D corresponds to motivation to communicate, interactive 
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communicative (social) context, and perceptual and cognitive experience relevant to L2 

fluency development. 

 

Discourse, Language, and Content: Determinants of Use of L2 Grammar 

Proceduralization Strategies 

As shown in Table 71, the six participants orchestrated their use of L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies in different ways. Some commonalities were identified, 

however, as presented in the Results chapter. The possible determinants of such 

commonalities and differences in strategy use can be traced to (a) the participants’ 

English learning background, (b) their English proficiency profile, (c) their current 

environment concerning English use, (d) their sense of problems caused by their 

experience of dysfluency, and (e) the resultant goal orientation in improving their 

English proficiency. 

Atsuko and Kazu, the first pair of cases, both had an early exposure to English 

outside of mandatory school education. In junior high school, Atsuko listened to radio 

English programs while Kazu participated in weekly English-speaking parties. As the 

two participants were both teaching at academically mid-range high schools, they tried 

to teach English communicatively to motivate their students. Therefore, they were 

highly motivated to improve their oral fluency. One major difference between them was 

their overall lengths of experience as students of English. Kazu, with half as much 

experience as Atsuko, had a weaker English proficiency profile, especially in terms of 

productive vocabulary and grammar. This difference helps explain some of the 
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commonalities and differences in their problems in speaking English and their 

orchestration of L2 grammar proceduralization strategy use. Atsuko, trying to overcome 

her anxiety and frustration in her oral production skills, used strategies related to 

Discourse Plan and Use of Schema (Category A), and the keep talking strategy 

(Category C). Kazu, trying to overcome his external regulation caused by having to use 

unfamiliar lexical chunks, used strategies related to Discourse Plan and Use of Schema 

(Category A), and the simplify and paraphrase strategy (Category B). 

Koji and Kumiko, the second pair of cases, both learned their English through 

the traditional grammar-translation method used in junior and senior high schools. Their 

exposure to spoken English was minimal until they began studying in the university. 

Koji studied overseas after graduating from his university while Kumiko had a 

homestay for the first time when she was a university student. They were both teaching 

at highly academic high schools at the time of this research, where they were under 

pressure to use accurate English in class. Therefore, they were highly motivated to 

perfect their English. As in the first pair of cases, there was a difference in the lengths 

of their experience in studying English, but the difference in their English proficiency 

was not as large as the first pair, with Kumiko demonstrating more strength in 

productive grammar. Their common motivation to perfect their English led to slightly 

different combinations of L2 grammar strategies. Koji, trying to overcome his excessive 

attention to form, used strategies related to Discourse Plan and Use of Schema 

(Category A), and the focus on content words strategy (Category B). Kumiko, trying to 



 270 

overcome her L1 interference, used the strategies to control information density 

(Category A) and to direct selective attention to form (Category B). 

Mamoru and Takako, the third pair of cases, both studied English in a traditional 

Japanese school environment and shared their perceived weaknesses in on-line spoken 

interaction. Mamoru was aware that he lacked experience using daily English 

expressions while Takako was aware of her shortage of vocabulary and grammar to 

fully express her thoughts and emotions. This difference might have been derived from 

the different sources of input that constituted their L2 grammar repertoire. Mamoru’s 

spoken English repertoire primarily came from the listening and reading materials he 

was dedicated to studying in the university, while Takako obtained her spoken 

repertoire primarily from a one-year study abroad experience. At the time of this 

research, Mamoru was working on his MA in applied linguistics as a full-time graduate 

student, and Takako was teaching at an academically mid-range high school. Because 

Mamoru had more experience studying English than Takako, his English proficiency 

profile was stronger, but the biggest difference was seen in Mamoru’s high score on the 

grammaticality judgment test, which was the best among the six participants. Their 

motivation to overcome their perceived weaknesses and to manage the oral production 

tasks led to their orchestration of L2 grammar proceduralization strategy use: Mamoru 

used the depend on familiar chunks and depend on schema strategies (Category A), and 

the direct selective attention to form strategy (Category B); and Takako used strategies 

to maintain a focus on a simplified message and a few key points, visualize interaction 

(Category A), and simplify and paraphrase (Category B). 
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The L2 grammar proceduralization strategies that the six participants used in 

their task completion reflected their goals for improvement of their oral production 

skills. Atsuko and Kazu focused on oral fluency, Koji and Kumiko on perfecting their 

overall English proficiency, and Mamoru and Takako on expressing their thoughts in 

appropriate English. These goals can be connected to three important aspects of 

language learning: discourse, language, and content. 

Figure 22 is a conceptual representation of the process through which the 

participants’ goal orientation and orchestration of strategies were manifested. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 22. Process of goal-setting and use of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies. 

 

The six participants, each one with a desire to improve his or her overall English 

skills, had different goals. These different foci—utterance fluency, cognitive fluency, 
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their strategies, which collectively facilitate the construction of discourse, language, and 

content, respectively. 

 

Research Questions 2a and 2b 

Research Question 2a asked what morphosyntactic forms and multiword units 

Japanese EFL teachers use as they engage in oral summary and personal anecdote tasks. 

Research Question 2b asked if there are any morphosyntactic forms or multiword units 

that are useful to the participants for expressing ideas, but which are difficult for them 

to use fluently, and if there are, why? These questions concern what L2 grammar items 

are instrumental in conveying the participants’ thoughts fluently, and what items need 

to be focused on to further improve their fluency. 

To address these questions, the first phase of my analysis involved identifying, 

categorizing, and comparing L2 grammar items that were used by the participants and 

the native English speaker informant. Three considerations were made in the process. 

First, the list should provide suggestions for fluent language production. Second, the 

categorization should be based on the model of communicative competence 

conceptualized during the theory-building phase in this study (Figure 4). Third, the list 

should draw on insights from studies on L2 grammar in spoken discourse (Biber et al., 

1999; Carter & McCarthy, 1995), multiword units (Nation, 2013), and the functional 

utility of categorized grammar items. 
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Fluently Used L2 Grammar Items as Discourse-Building Devices 

The 16 key grammar categories (Table 8) are grouped into three functional 

domains: multiword units that facilitate discourse construction (Domain 1), 

morphosyntactic structures that facilitate sentence construction (Domain 2), and 

different kinds of connectors that facilitate on-line idea linkage (Domain 3). 

Although the function of discourse construction is attributed only to Domain 1 

items, the items in the other two domains are considered instrumental in discourse 

building as well. In other words, Domain 2 items such as noun phrases (Category 8) and 

verb phrases (Category 10) serve to construct grammatically accurate phrases to express 

concepts and propositions, and Domain 3 items such as restrictive relative clauses 

(Category 14) and loose connectors (Category 15) serve to connect or encapsulate 

complex concepts and propositions in easy-to-understand strings. The speakers use 

Domain 1 items as what Dechert (1983) called islands of reliability to formulate a 

central message, or a discourse framework, while they use Domain 2 and Domain 3 

items to feed concepts and propositions into the framework in real time. 

The answer to Research Question 2a can be found in how the participants used 

the categorized grammar items in their task performances. Table 72 shows a distribution 

of the participants’ fluent use of the 16 categories of grammar items per 100 runs of 

utterances. All the strings of utterances in the six participants’ six performances (July to 

December) are aggregated for each task. Signposting (Category 3) items are much more 

frequently used in oral summaries than in personal anecdotes. The participants used 

numerous expressions to draw attention to the listener, shift the listener’s attention to 
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different subtopics, and signal the ending of the summary, as though they were 

providing textbook summaries to their students. Verb phrases (Category 10) are more 

frequently used fluently in personal anecdotes. The participants needed to use a variety 

of verb phrases fluently to describe people’s actions and events in their stories. 

 

Table 72. Japanese EFL Teachers’ Fluent Use of 16 Key Grammar Categories 

 
Functional domain 

 
Category 

Oral 
summary 

Personal 
anecdote 

 
Total 

Multiword units that 
facilitate discourse 
construction (Domain 1) 

 
1. Time-Place Reference 
2. Description Phrases 
3. Signposting 
4. Comment Phrases 
5. Hedges and Fillers 
6. Emphasis and Rhetoric 
7. Negation 

 
3.6  
2.2  

11.8  
0.4  
1.2  
0.2  
1.3 

 
4.9  
1.7  
3.2  
1.1  
2.9  
0.9  
1.3 

 
8.5  
3.8  

15.0  
1.5  
4.1  
1.1  
2.5 

Morphosyntactic forms 
that facilitate sentence 
construction (Domain 2) 

 

 
8. Noun Phrases 
9. Noun Forms 

10. Verb Phrases 
11. Verb Forms 
12. Prepositions 
13. Articles 

 
2.3  
0.7  
4.2  
0.0  
0.2  
0.1 

 
2.7  
0.2  
6.7  
0.2  
0.4  
0.1 

 
5.0  
0.9  

11.0  
0.2  
0.7  
0.1 

Connectors that 
facilitate on-line idea 
linkage (Domain 3) 

 
14. Restrictive Relative Clauses 
15. Loose Connectors 
16. Deixis and Pronouns 

 
1.1  
3.6  
0.8 

 
0.6  
2.9  
0.9 

 
1.7  
6.6  
1.7 

Note. Numbers indicate the number of fluent instances per 100 runs of utterances. 

 

A closer look at relatively long and fluently produced strings in each category 

reveals that (a) for Domain 1 items, the participants seem to be able to produce longer 

strings fluently when they have clear propositions and know corresponding multiword 

units; (b) for Domain 2 items, they can produce longer strings fluently when they have 

clear concepts and know the corresponding morphosyntactic phrases; and (c) for 

Domain 3 items, L2 grammar knowledge and language use experience of connecting 

concepts and propositions enable the participants to use such items. What follows is an 
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analysis as to what might have facilitated the participants’ fluent production of each of 

the 16 L2 grammar items. 

 

1. Time-Place Reference 

The participants could use longer strings in this category if they had a clear connection 

between the time-place reference and the relevant event or action. In the example below, 

Kazu knew what to say next when he was using the time-frame reference.  

[Example] 

(1)    When I was a high school student (1.0) every day I (1.0) go to school went 

to school (1.0) by train (Time 5, Personal Anecdote, Kazu) 

 

2. Description Phrases 

Many of the longer strings contain adverbs of degree (e.g., very, really, so) or quantity 

(e.g., many, a lot of). This additional information served to help the participants to have 

a clear image of what is being described. 

[Example] 

(2) They were really interested in Japan and Japanese culture. (Time 6, 

Personal Anecdote, Atsuko) 

 

3. Signposting 

Longer strings in this category contain what DeCarrioco (1992) categorized as sentence 

builders (e.g., today we will learn about, so let me tell you). The participants used 
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phrases they often use in class when introducing new material. These phrases include 

introductory questions (Do you know…?), directions to draw attention to the material 

(Please look at…), or introductory statements (Today we’re going to…). These sentence 

builders not only helped the participants construct a big picture of discourse but also 

alleviated their anxiety because these strings impose little cognitive load. 

[Example] 

(3) I have a question for you okay do you know (.) er do you know (.) Irena 

Sendler (Time 3, Oral Introduction, Takako) 

 

4. Comment Phrases 

The word strings the participants used in this category were relatively short, fixed, and 

contained a limited variety of adjectives (e.g., interesting, strange, fun, surprised, 

nervous, lucky), suggesting their weakness in describing their thoughts and emotions. 

Some participants produced longer strings by using phrases such as I think, it is really 

interesting to. 

[Example] 

(4) so it’s really interesting to (.) compare these coins (Time 4, Oral Summary, 

Atsuko) 

 

5. Hedges and Fillers 

While strings such as you know and and then tend to form independent strings, other 

hedges and fillers such as a kind of and something like that form longer strings.  
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[Example] 

(5) we visited New York and Washington DC or something and (.) but actually 

it was (1.0) it kind of formed my (2.0) point of view (Time 2, Personal 

Anecdote, Mamoru) 

 

6. Emphasis/Rhetoric 

The participants’ repertoire in this category was mostly limited to the use of phrases 

such as actually I, I do recommend, and even after. Some participants managed to use 

longer strings by using correlative constructions such as in the example (so … that …). 

These constructions, if stored in the speaker’s memory with familiar propositions (so 

busy that + negative), facilitate fluency. 

[Example] 

(6) we were so busy that (.) our family er (.) didn’t have (1.0) a lot of chances to 

(.) go on a trip together (Time 1, Personal Anecdote, Koji) 

 

7. Negation 

Longer strings with negative constructions contain propositions or emotions that recur 

in people’s minds; examples include the fact that some people “can’t go to school,” 

people in developed countries “don’t have to worry about drinking water,” or people 

often feel they “don’t have a lot of time.” These strings were produced fluently probably 

because the same thoughts have occurred in the speaker’s mind repeatedly.  
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[Example] 

(7) we don't have to worry about drinking water but actually (.) only zero point 

zero three percent of (.) the water (.) is only for drinking use (Time 5, Oral 

Summary, Atsuko) 

 

8. Noun Phrases 

Noun phrases are often pre- or post-modified. Among the participants’ strings of 

utterances, longer noun phrases are often modified by prepositional phrases. Compared 

with the native English speaker’s utterances, however, the participants’ noun phrases, 

especially the ones spoken not fluently, were followed more often by longer post-

modifying prepositional phrases. The native English speaker, on the other hand, used 

both pre- and post- modifiers in a well-balanced manner. Fluent production of noun 

phrases seems to depend on the extent to which speakers feel confident and satisfied 

with the English phrase they are going to use, in other words, the degree of the idea–

expression fit. 

[Example] 

(8) it was near (2.0) from (.) the border between Miyagi Prefecture and 

Yamagata Prefecture so really a (1.0) mountain areas (Time 5, Personal 

Anecdote, Mamoru) 
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9. Noun Forms 

The word strings coded as fluent in this category were ones where the participants 

demonstrated a higher level of control of noun forms (i.e., singular-plural and count-

noncount distinctions). In the example below, Atsuko uses the word babies in 

discussing a general proposition. She was probably confident in using the plural form 

here because the original text contained the following phrase, “Babies sleep a lot and 

have lots of REM sleep.” The concept of “babies sleeping a lot” was familiar to her. 

[Example] 

(9) babies sleep almost all day (Time 2, Oral Summary, Atsuko) 

 

10. Verb Phrases 

Verb phrases are followed by noun phrases, adverbs, prepositional phrases, or other 

elements. They are also preceded by modals (e.g., can, may, should) or pseudo-modals 

(e.g., have to, need to, want to). When the participants are familiar with the situation, 

action, or fact, and if they have discussed it before in English, they can produce 

appropriate verb phrases fluently. Again, familiarity with the concept is important. 

[Example] 

(10) In order to (.) go (.) to bathroom to bedroom (.) you have to walk across this 

courtyard (Time 1, Oral Summary, Kumiko) 
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11. Verb Forms 

Just as noun forms, the word strings that were coded as fluent in this category were ones 

where the participants demonstrated a higher level of control, which included the 

appropriate use of tense, aspect, and mood. In the example below, Atsuko uses the 

present perfect progressive to discuss her memorable trip at Time 6, her second 

performance on the same topic. Here, she has a clear concept of having been 

exchanging greeting cards.  

[Example] 

(11) since then I have been exchanging (1.0) greeting cards with (1.0) with 

Jackie (Time 6, Personal Anecdote, Atsuko) 

 

12. Prepositions 

This category is made up of fluently produced prepositional phrases beginning with 

prepositions. Many of the fluently produced strings in the six participants’ output have 

three to four syllables (e.g., on the street, by the police, by yourself, between the rooms, 

behind the story), suggesting that the number of syllables, or the number of stressed 

syllables, helped connect the phrases and their corresponding concepts fluently. The 

following is one of the longer examples. 

[Example] 

(12) and they talk to me very easy English and I talked to them (.) in very easy 

English (Time 4, Personal Anecdote, Koji) 
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13. Articles 

When the speakers have a clear image of the noun being referred to and if they have 

used the phrase several times before, they can use the appropriate article with it fluently. 

However, correct article usage is one of the most difficult grammar points for Japanese 

EFL learners, and more advanced learners tend to add extra definite articles where they 

are not required (Izumi & Ishahara, 2004). In the example below, Koji used the 

indefinite article successfully (i.e., a single person), but incorrectly added the extra 

definite article (i.e., the history). The original textbook sentence reads, He (= The 

teacher) hoped that working on history projects would teach them how a single 

person’s actions could change history. It might be that the string a single person’s 

action had more saliency for Koji than the word history, because the phrase a single 

person is the new concept that is in this sentence. 

[Example] 

(13) the teacher wanted his students (.) to learn that (1.0) a single person can 

change (.) the history (Time 3, Oral Summary, Koji) 

 

14. Restrictive Relative Clauses 

Because grammar items in this category are extensively taught in junior and senior high 

school English classes, the six participants had sufficient knowledge about a variety of 

relative clauses. When using them in spoken production, however, only four out of the 

six participants used some of them fluently: Atsuko, Kumiko, Koji, and Mamoru. They 

occupied the top four places in the productive grammar test. Some of the strings they 



 282 

used fluently include people who live in this house, a house which was not comfortable, 

and people who study our. Especially Mamoru used a variety of relative clauses both in 

oral summary and personal anecdote tasks. 

[Example] 

(14) there’s er (.) area (.) in which there were no signals and (Time 5, Personal 

Anecdote, Mamoru) 

 

15. Loose Connectors 

The items in this category included a wide variety of constructions that make complex 

and compound sentences. Especially in spoken discourse, phrases and sentences are 

connected in a linear, incremental fashion, referred to as an add-on strategy (Biber et al., 

1999). Extensive knowledge and experience connecting concepts and propositions is 

necessary to produce such strings fluently. This is why the same participants—Atsuko, 

Kumiko, Koji, and Mamoru—who used Category 14 items fluently, also used this 

category fluently as well. 

[Example] 

(15) he believes this house is not so comfortable for people to live in (Time 6, 

Oral Summary, Atsuko) 

 

16. Deixis and Pronouns 

Deictic expressions and pronouns help listeners follow the storyline by making 

connections between what has been mentioned before and what is mentioned 
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subsequently. To use these items properly, the participants need to direct their attention 

to monitor their utterance’s cohesion and coherence while constructing L2 discourse at 

the same time, a difficult task for L2 speakers. This is probably why three 

participants—Koji, Mamoru, and Kumiko—who are more adept at monitoring grammar 

while speaking, managed to use the items in this category more frequently than the 

other three. Cohesion and coherence are no less important in speaking than in writing. 

[Example] 

(16) They were not familiar with (.) that lady’s name (Time 3, Oral Summary,  

Mamoru) 

As the above discussion and examples suggest, Domain 1 items are concerned with 

having clear propositions and using corresponding multiword units, Domain 2 is related 

to having clear concepts and using corresponding morphosyntactic phrases, and Domain 

3 is concerned with L2 grammar knowledge and the experience of connecting concepts 

and propositions. It can be argued that fluent production is deeply rooted in concept 

level cognitive fluency, and the participants’ oral production is constrained by the 

extent to which their L2 knowledge is closely connected to L1 concepts and 

propositions. 

Figure 23 is a schematic representation that shows the relationship among the 

three functional domains. Domain 1 serves as a building-block of the central message of 

the discourse, Domain 2 provides concepts and propositions to convey information, 

ideas, and feelings, and Domain 3 connects and encapsulates concepts and propositions. 
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The figure shows that fluent production is facilitated by the clarity of a central message 

(or intention), concepts, and propositions in L2.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 23. The relationship among the three functional domains in fluent discourse 

construction. 

 

Causes of Dysfluency: Weaknesses of Japanese EFL Teachers’ Oral Production 

The answer to Research Question 2b can be found in (a) the participants’ 

dysfluent production of key grammar items and the native English speaker’s 

reformulations, and (b) the participants’ comments on their experiences of dysfluency, 

or their perceived difficulty in using key grammar items. Table 73 shows a summary of 

the six participants’ dysfluent use of key grammar items. The reference count represents 

the total number of times each instance was mentioned by the participants, and the 

number of times each instance was observed by me. When the participant hesitated for 

two seconds or longer, the string following the silent pause was coded as dysfluent. 

When the same instance was observed by me and commented on by the participant, it 

was counted as one instance. The focus of the analysis, however, was placed not on the 

Domain 1: Multiword Units 
Propositions 

Fluent Discourse 
Message / Intention 

Domain 2: Morphosyntax 
Concepts and Propositions 

Domain 3: Connectors 
Concept Connections 
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count itself but on the participants’ comments about the perceived difficulty in using 

different grammatical forms, and how their performance could be further improved. 

The reference counts in squares in Table 73 indicate instances that I discussed in 

the Results chapter. Larger numbers tend to have squares around them, but not always. 

This is because I considered both the number of counts and the qualitative significance 

of dysfluent use in selecting the instances to be focused on for analysis. 

 

Table 73. A Summary of Dysfluent Use of Grammar Items by Six Participants 

Functional domain Category 

Reference count 

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 

Multiword units that 
facilitate discourse 
construction 
(Domain 1) 

1. Time-Place Reference 
2. Description Phrases 
3. Signposting 
4. Comment Phrases 
5. Hedges/Fillers 
6. Emphasis/Rhetoric 
7. Negation 
 

6 
1 
6 
0 
0 

14 
2 

6 
4 

16 
0 
0 

11 
1 

0 
3 

24 
0 
0 
3 
0 

2 
3 

18 
0 
0 
3 
0 

6 
7 

60 
0 
0 
9 
2 

0 
5 

14 
0 
0 

8 

2 

Morphosyntactic 
forms that facilitate 
sentence 
construction 
(Domain 2) 

 

8. Noun Phrases 
9. Noun Forms 

10. Verb Phrases 
11. Verb Forms 
12. Prepositions 
13. Articles 
 

8 

5 

12 
9 
4 

5 

 

11 

0 

8 

4 

0 
1 

 

3 

8 

11 

2 
3 
1 

 

11 
9 
8 

8 

2 
0 

 

19 

2 

13 

6 
1 
0 

 

4 

3 

10 

13 
5 
0 

 

Connectors that 
facilitate on-line idea 
linkage (Domain 3) 
 

14. Restrictive Relative Clauses 
15. Loose Connectors 
16. Deixis and Pronouns 

2 

2 

6 
 

0 

1 

1 
 

2 

0 
0 

 

2 

3 

5 

 

1 

2 

1 

 

0 
1 

2 

 

Note. Reference count = Total count of the number of times the participant provided comments 

on each issue and the number of times the issue was observed even when the comments were 

not provided; P1 = Participant 1 (Atsuko); P2 = Participant 2 (Kazu); P3 = Participant 3 (Koji); P4 

= Participant 4 (Kumiko); P5 = Participant 5 (Mamoru); P6 = Participant 6 (Takako); Reference 

counts in squares indicate instances mentioned in the Results chapter. 

 

From the cross-case analysis of the participants’ comments and the gap between 

their output and the native English speaker’s reformulations, the following five issues 
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emerged regarding the morphosyntactic forms or multiword units that are useful but 

difficult for the participants to use fluently. 

 

Issue 1: MWUs for describing, commenting, and emphasizing. As shown in 

Table 73, the six participants’ dysfluency with Domain 1 items was concentrated on 

those in Category 3 because long silent pauses tended to precede the signposting 

phrases for content planning. The participants had a certain repertoire of MWUs and 

they paid attention to Category 3 phrases in the native English speaker’s reformulations. 

On the other hand, the participants lacked MWUs to describe people, objects, or events 

(Category 2), to give comments (Category 4), and to emphasize rhetorical effects 

(Category 6). 

The items in these three categories are useful for sharing information and ideas 

with others, but the participants probably had not had enough experience using and 

hearing such phrases both in and outside the classroom. Especially, exposure to natural 

English input by L1 speakers is crucial because it contains some elements that cannot 

easily be found in written discourse. Three types of description phrases (A has B, A is B, 

A does B) and the effective use of adverbs and adjectives (ecstatic, really shocked, flat 

out), and emphatic phrases (no matter where…) in the reformulations below are among 

such examples, which are some of the missing pieces in the participants’ L2 repertoire. 

[Native English speaker’s reformulations] 

For example, this bill has the king of Thailand on it. (Category 2) 

Well it’s a festival where monks bring in these huge torches. (Category 2) 

He is a famous architect. He designs buildings. (Category 2) 
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I was ecstatic. (Category 4) 

That really shocked me. (Category 4) 

And even after school I was worried that that person might be waiting for me 

outside the school or something. (Category 4) 

So three days three students one after another and all of them in my homeroom 

class! (Category 6) 

After that no matter where I sat, that teacher found me and called on me. 

(Category 6) 

 

Issue 2: Familiarity with concepts and propositions in L2. Discourse 

construction is facilitated by using MWUs with specific functions such as in items in 

Domain 1 in Table 73. Fluent discourse construction is difficult if speakers do not have 

sufficient MWUs. However, speakers cannot solely depend on MWUs in conveying 

ideas. They need to construct a variety of new combinations of words and phrases when 

required; thus, sentence construction is another important issue. 

The six participants’ self-perceived causes of dysfluency in sentence 

construction included (a) the inability to retrieve appropriate noun phrases (Category 8) 

and verb phrase (Category 10), and (b) choice conflicts as to the forms of nouns 

(Category 9) verb tense/aspect/mood (Category 11), prepositions (Category 12), and 

articles (Category 13). The retrieval of noun phrases and verb phrases was made more 

difficult by recalling the Japanese expressions first (L1 interference) or by depending on 

their incomplete memory of the original text (external regulation). Many participants 

also stated that they had a difficult time conceiving of appropriate expressions because 

they had not discussed the topic in English before. 
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These problems lie in the difficulty of connecting a concept or a proposition 

with the corresponding English constructions. In other words, the participants need to 

store English vocabulary items and sentence structures while at the same time 

connecting their syntactic properties and the images they represent. Taking the native 

English speaker’s reformulations, for example, learners need to connect the noun 

phrases such as the person on the other end, my usual train, becoming a full-time 

English teacher with corresponding visual images or concepts, making sure that every 

part of the syntactic properties adds to the complete image that the phrase describes. 

The, my, and a are all indispensable components of the concept and the proposition. 

Developing this mindset is a natural process when acquiring and using the L1, but 

L2 learners need to either experience massive exposure to the target language, or 

engage in intentional cognitive processing of form-meaning matching. In this process, 

the more the English input is closely connected to concepts or propositions that learners 

are familiar with, the better chances there are for form-meaning matching to occur. 

Form-meaning matching at the concept and proposition levels are the keys to 

developing cognitive and oral fluency here. From the Category 11 reformulation 

example below, in particular, the participant would easily be able to match the meaning 

(i.e., his experience) and the form (i.e., hypothetical conditional construction). 

[Native English speaker’s reformulations] 

When I answered the phone, the person on the other end said… (Category 8) 

One day I was late and I missed my usual train. (Category 8) 

Becoming a full-time English teacher became my biggest goal. (Category 8) 

All of these have a story behind what you see. (Category 9) 
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I took some English classes. (Category 9) 

But at one point when I hit the brakes on an icy patch on the road, the car began 

to skid. (Category 10) 

We started banging on the door shouting and screaming. (Category 10) 

She said that she began to feel sick while she was walking around on the street. 

(Category 10) 

If I had gotten on my usual train I would’ve seen the accident with my own eyes 

because I would’ve been on the first car of the train. (Category 11) 

When the residents—the people who live in the house—go from the bedroom to 

the bathroom, they have to cross this courtyard. (Category 13) 

I really enjoy the fresh air in Nara. (Category 13) 

 

Issue 3: Balanced pre- and post-modification for clear description. This 

issue is concerned with Category 14 (Restrictive Relative Clauses) items. The 

participants were familiar with this construction, but dysfluency occurred when they 

had to spend time constructing the relative clauses in real time instead of retrieving the 

whole chunk from memory. 

One salient characteristic of the native English speaker’s use of this construction 

was his frequent use of pre-modification for the antecedents. The native English speaker 

already has a clear idea about what to say before he actually starts saying the noun 

phrase. The participants, in contrast, were often thinking about how to elaborate on the 

noun phrase as they spoke. As a result, as the reformulated sentences below show, the 

native English speaker’s utterances demonstrated more well-balanced use of pre- and 

post-modifications to the underlined head noun, making it easier for the listener to 

visualize what is being described. 
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As Konishi and Tarone (2004) found in a vocabulary item explanation task, 

native English speakers tended to use premodification to describe appearance (An oak is 

a, is a large, very large tree.) while they used post-modification to explain a function (A 

furnace is something that keeps the room warm). In the reformulated sentences below, 

the native English speaker informant uses premodification for the more concrete, easily 

recognizable attributes, and post-modification for the more situation-specific, 

elaborative information. This kind of knowledge and an effort to increase the speed of 

cognitive processing will benefit EFL learners. 

[Native English speaker’s reformulations] 

And he asked the regular questions that they ask about alcohol and things like 

that. 

We used these pre-cooked yakitori that came in bags. 

We all rode on a small train that’s there in the park 

You know there was a special discount ticket for teenagers that allows you to 

take any local train any number of times for a certain period. 

 

Issue 4: Loose connectors for add-on and concept-connecting strategies. 

This issue is concerned with Category 15 (Loose Connectors) items. The name loose 

connectors was assigned to a variety of constructions that enable speakers to connect 

ideas as they come to mind. As one of the participants aptly mentioned, the native 

English speaker informant’s reformulations “can be read quickly from top to end as if I 

were reading a rapid reading material” (Time 1, Journal, Atsuko). Two techniques seem 

to be contributing to this important feature. 
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The first technique is the add-on strategy (Biber et al., 1999) where one piece of 

information is added on top of another, and the second is what can be called the 

concept-connecting strategy where concepts are packaged concisely without 

interrupting the flow of discourse. These types of strategies are observed frequently in 

spoken discourse, so special attention is needed for those who wish to improve their 

spoken production skills in EFL environments. 

It is important to note that the participants, shown the native English speaker’s 

reformulations in this category, tended to underestimate the utility value of such 

constructions because they had extensive declarative knowledge and had a sense of 

being able to use them if they wanted to. However, notice the difficulty of constructing 

an utterance such as in the first example shown under concept-connecting strategy. It is 

rather difficult to connect the concept a program and a proposition people can improve 

listening by listening to lots of language. I would argue that few EFL learners could 

produce the connector, based on the idea that. The term loose connector for this 

category might be elevated to concept connectors. 

 [Native English speaker’s reformulations] 

Add-on strategy: 

That’s why sleep is so important, especially for students, and people studying, 

like you guys. [prepositional phrase, conjunction, present participle] 

Twenty-five years ago in Europe, every country used a different currency, all 

with different people, buildings, or symbols on them. [prepositional phrase] 

He seemed to enjoy talking with me, which kind of creeped me out. 

[nonrestrictive relative clause]  

Some psychologist believe that dreams reflect the secret desires of our minds. 

[conjunction] 
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Concept-connecting strategy: 

It’s a program based on the idea that people can improve listening by listening 

to lots of language. [past participle] 

While I was in one place having dinner by myself, I met a British couple. 

[present participle] 

So on the morning of Day 3 just before that boy was leaving for the hotel, er 

leaving the hotel for the airport, a teacher called me saying that… 

[V + O + present participle] 

For example, have you ever had a dream of flying? [preposition + gerund] 

Well, the house is not so comfortable, but the people living there can live with 

nature. [present participle] 

 

The distinction between the add-on and concept-connecting types of loose connectors is 

rather subjective and is determined partly by the speed of processing at the time of 

utterance. For example, many of the add-on type of loose connectors follow a pause, 

while those of the concept-connecting type are usually uttered in one breath. In both 

cases, expanding the repertoire of loose connectors decreases the probability of 

dysfluency for non-native speakers. 

 

Issue 5: Cohesion in spoken discourse. This issue is concerned with Category 

16 (Deixis and Pronouns) items. As in written discourse, cohesion matters in spoken 

discourse. In spoken discourse, however, speakers do not have time to read through the 

written manuscript again and check cohesion. Instead, in conversations, speakers 

receive feedback in real time from the listener’s facial expressions and other cues to 

assess whether the listener is following the flow of the discourse. Through experience, 

speakers develop the ability to use deictic expressions and pronouns to make sure that 
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their discourse makes sense. Lack of such experience is probably why EFL learners, 

and the participants in this study, are not used to using these items. The native English 

speaker’s reformulations exemplify how he uses such devices. 

 [Native English speaker’s reformulations] 

So Earth really is a water planet. But of all that water only 0.03% can be used by 

people. 

And while I was staying at that person’s home, I got a phone call 

Actually the first time I went to see him at his office was before the first class, I 

think about 3 p.m., and I knocked on his door. 

And when I got to the customs officer the guy asked me what I had. 

 

The six participants in this study were all experienced, conscientious, and highly 

motivated Japanese EFL teachers. Some of them had studied abroad for a year or longer, 

but all of them learned the foundation of their English in the Japanese school system, 

from junior high school through university, between the 1980s and the 2000s. It would 

not be an overstatement, therefore, to say that the above-mentioned participants’ 

weaknesses in oral production are the result of the missing pieces in English education 

in Japan during this period. 

 

Research Question 3 

The third research question asked: To what extent does transfer occur in L2 

grammar proceduralization from the oral summary task to the personal anecdote task, or 

vice versa? This question was addressed by comparing the results of the participants’ 

performance in the oral summary and personal anecdote tasks at Time 1 (July 2015) and 

Time 6 (December 2015), where the same topics were used for both tasks. Evidence of 
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L2 grammar proceduralization can be found in the improvement in (a) the participants’ 

fluent use of L2 grammar items, and (b) their accurate use of L2 grammar items. 

Improvement in accuracy is an important aspect of proceduralization from the 

perspective of skill acquisition theory, which posits that skill acquisition is accompanied 

by decreases in both reaction time and error rate (DeKeyser, 2007). 

 

Between-Task Transfer in L2 Grammar Proceduralization 

Table 74 shows a summary of changes in the six participants’ task performance 

from Time 1 to Time 6. Four types of data are shown. Fluently used L2 grammar items 

indicate the category number of the 16 key L2 grammar items that the participants used 

fluently more often (two items or more per 100 word strings). Speech rate change 

(SR %) indicates a change in temporal fluency. Change in repeated words or phrases 

per total number of words (Rep %) indicates a change in the degree of dysfluency 

(repair fluency). Error rate change (Error %) indicates a change in the number of errors 

per 100 words. 

As I previously discussed, the six participants used different combinations of L2 

grammar proceduralization strategies based on their goal-orientation in tackling the 

tasks. This led to the different trajectories in the participants’ task performance 

development. Nevertheless, each of the three pairs of participants—Atsuko and Kazu, 

Koji and Kumiko, and Mamoru and Takako—showed similar results for L2 grammar 

proceduralization across the two tasks. 
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Table 74. A Summary of Changes in the Six Participants’ Fluency and Accuracy for 

Oral Summary and Personal Anecdote Tasks (Time 1 to Time 6) 

Note. Fluently used L2 grammar items = The numbers correspond to the category of 16 key 
grammar items that the participants used more often at Time 6; SR% = Ratio of change in 
speech rate; Rep% = Ratio of change in the percentage of repeated words or phrases per total 
number of words; Error % = Ratio of change in the number of errors per 100 words; Underlined 
values indicate a negative trend in performance. 
 

As Table 74 shows, Atsuko and Kazu improved in temporal fluency (SR) on 

both tasks. Their increased fluent use of signposting (Category 3) items, noun phrases 

(Category 8), and verb phrases (Category 10) was instrumental in this improvement. 

Atsuko did not show improvement in the dysfluency measure (Rep %) due probably to 

her strategy to keep talking at the cost of repetitions and reformulations. 

Koji and Kumiko both showed a noticeable decrease in the dysfluency measure. 

This improvement resulted from their strategies to strike a form-meaning balance, and 

from their underlying motivation to focus on accuracy, appropriacy, and fluency. It is 

 Oral summary  Personal anecdote 

 Fluently 
used L2 
grammar 
items 

 
SR 
% 

 
Rep 
% 

 
Error 

% 

 Fluently 
Used L2 
grammar 
items 

 
 SR 
% 

 
Rep 
% 

 
Error 

% 

Atsuko 
 

3  
 
 

11.6 
 

63.8 
 

-17.2  8, 10 17.3 1.3 -22.7 

Kazu 
 

1, 3, 4  
8, 10 

 

38.8 -80.5 -70.8  3, 10 19.0 -68.0 -5.5 

Koji 
 
 

2, 5, 10 
15  

1.5 -88.3 58.0  2, 10  
15, 16 

-6.0 -70.6 -32.3 

Kumiko 
 
 

2, 15  -15.3 -100 -46.2  2, 4 -11.0 -100 
 

-57.1 

Mamoru 
 
 

15 -2.9 -55.3 -63.7    2 -4.4 63.0 -40.7 

Takako 
 
 

1, 2, 5 -4.1 9.9 -60.4    7 2.1 -27.1 -7.2 
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also noteworthy that they both used a few more Category 2 (Description Phrases) items 

fluently at Time 6; this change is related to their reported use of the “describe and 

explain (don’t translate)” strategy. Although Koji’s accuracy measure deteriorated, this 

is partly due to his low error rate at Time 1 (2.6 errors/100 words). Another possible 

explanation is that Koji chose to perform the oral summary as a straightforward 

summary task instead of telling it as if he were talking to his students, and this increased 

the information density of his summary, making the task more difficult. 

Mamoru and Takako did not show any improvement in the two fluency 

measures, but they did demonstrate decreases in error rate, suggesting that L2 grammar 

proceduralization was in progress for them. Mamoru’s dysfluency measure for the 

personal anecdote task showed a large increase. At Time 6, Mamoru produced twice as 

many words (443 words) as at Time 1 (214 words). The extended duration of his 

performance might have augmented his tendency to repeat words and phrases. 

Overall, however, the six participants showed improvement in at least one 

aspect of L2 grammar proceduralization in both tasks. This suggests that both the oral 

summary and the personal anecdote tasks facilitated L2 grammar proceduralization for 

the participants, and engaging in both tasks promoted between-task transfer in L2 

grammar proceduralization. 

 

Discourse Factors in Transfer of L2 Grammar Proceduralization 

By using L2 grammar proceduralization strategies in the two tasks, the 

participants proceduralized L2 grammar to varying degrees and at different speeds. This 
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process manifested itself in the development of temporal fluency for Atsuko and Kazu, 

decreased dysfluency instances for Koji and Kumiko, and improved accuracy for 

Mamoru, Takako, and the other four participants. On the other hand, there were also 

task-specific differences in the way the participants appropriated, understood, and used 

L2 grammar items. 

In oral summary tasks, where the expository text to be summarized is 

constructed around topics that serve as superordinate categories (Bruner, 1986), 

attention was often drawn to topic-related noun phrases. To summarize such texts, the 

participants used several discourse management strategies and used signposting 

(Category 3) items. However, when the participants were overly controlled by the text, 

or by the noun phrases in it, they suffered the “external regulation” type of dysfluency 

as in the case of Kazu. In contrast, when they used noun phrases (or concepts) that they 

had familiarized themselves with, they were able to summarize the relevant part of the 

content more fluently thanks to faster concept connections. 

The following examples show how Koji and Mamoru successfully made such 

connections at Time 6. 

This house is very small (.) and it (.) doesn’t look comfortable (.) and 

actually (.) there is a courtyard between the rooms in this house. (Koji) 

people think (.) that (.) comfort and function of a house are very important 

but (.) on the contrary he (.) totally ignore- ignores it (Mamoru) 

 

In oral summaries, the participants learned not only to construct propositions by 

connecting concepts, but also to monitor morphosyntactic forms such as noun forms 

(Category 9) and verb forms (Category 11) because they could trust that the model text 
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was grammatically correct. In the following example, Takako used the correct form, 

seasons, at Time 6 while she used the singular form season at Time 1. Her incorrect use 

of the third-person singular changes indicates that she had not acquired the phrase feel 

the seasons change as a fixed phrase yet. 

he was- he is a famous (.) Japanese architect (1.0) he really wants (.) us (.) to 

live (.) with nature (.) and also feel the seasons changes (Takako) 

 

As discussed above, the oral summary tasks provided the participants with the 

opportunity to connect concepts and monitor morphosyntactic forms as well as 

encouraging them to use Category 3 (Signposting) items. 

In personal anecdote tasks, where narrative texts revolve around events 

embedded in a narrative schema (Labov, 1997), the participants were required to 

convert their personal experiences to English. When the participants first recalled a 

Japanese phrase and could not find the appropriate English equivalent, they suffered L1 

interference, as in the case of Kumiko. Conversely, when the participants could retrieve 

an English phrase instantaneously and make direct connections between their mental 

images and English, they could maintain the flow of their talk. More often than not, 

however, the participants had difficulty thinking of expressions they were satisfied with, 

not having had enough experience discussing their experience in English. 

In personal anecdote tasks, the participants were able to learn what they really 

wanted to say in English from the native English speaker’s reformulations. Because the 

stories were based on their experience, they made not just the form-meaning, but also 

the form-emotion-meaning matching by comparing their mental images (and their 
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renditions thereof) and the native English speaker’s reformulations. From the 

participants’ corrected or modified output for the Time 6 personal anecdotes, it was 

observed that they learned, among other things, (a) verb phrases (Category 10) 

describing daily human activities, (b) verb forms (Category 11) describing tense, aspect, 

and mood, (c) noun phrases (Category 10) that best described their concepts, and (d) the 

use of deixis and pronouns to ensure cohesion of their discourse. 

In the examples that follow, the underlined parts are the participants’ corrections 

or modifications at Time 6 of what they had said at Time 1. 

(a) and I (.) took an English course (.) for two weeks (Verb Phrases) 

(b) since then I have been exchanging (.) greeting cards with… (Verb Forms) 

(c) the people’s (2.0) pace of living (.) is rather slow (Noun Phrases) 

(d) at that inn (1.0) there’s (.) a (.) maid (.) a housekeeper (.) who (1.0) takes 

care of the room (Deixis and Pronouns) 

The oral summary task and the personal anecdote task both helped the participants to 

proceduralize L2 grammar, but produces distinct affordances in helping learners. At the 

same time, it would seem that both tasks helped the participants to go through similar 

stages of L2 grammar proceduralization. 

In the oral summary task, the participants first tackled the task in the “external 

regulation” mode, where they were regulated by words and sentences in the original text. 

As the participants learned to integrate the concepts and content into their schema, and 

to summarize the content in their own words, they gradually shifted into the “self-

regulation” stage. Then as a final stage, the participants started to notice that speaking 
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as if talking to someone makes it easier for them to speak more fluently. This process of 

moving from external regulation to self-regulation, and to what can be called an 

interactive mindset was the key to successful task performance. 

Similarly, in the personal anecdote task, the participants initially suffered from 

L1 interference, where they were in the external regulation mode, being controlled by 

Japanese lexis. They then moved to the self-regulation stage, where they spoke English 

as a direct representation of their thoughts and not word-for-word translation. Finally, 

they learned to tell stories while visualizing the listener, ensuring cohesion to help them 

understand their story easily. 

I would argue that, through these three stages, the participants repeatedly 

recycled their declarative knowledge, internalized new language, and proceduralized L2 

grammar items. 

 

Research Question 4 

The fourth research question asked: To what extent does the participants’ oral 

fluency develop during the course of practice sessions? This question is addressed by 

interpreting the results of two data sets. One is concerned with the participants’ 

linguistic measures of fluency, or utterance fluency. The other is concerned with three 

native speakers’ rubric-based assessment of the six participants’ performances, or 

perceived fluency. 
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Development of Oral Fluency 

Tables 75 and 76 summarize the results of the participants’ change in utterance 

fluency and perceived fluency from Time 1 to Time 6. Utterance fluency is divided into 

temporal and repair fluency (Segalowitz, 2010, p. 45). The former is represented by 

speech rate (SR) and the latter the percentage of repeated words or phrases per total 

number of words (Rep). Perceived fluency is represented by the Fair-M average scores 

based on the three raters’ ratings. The measures of error rate, syntactic complexity, 

lexical complexity (P_Lex), and the total number of words produced are included in the 

table, because these data provide insights for interpreting the raters’ assessment of 

perceived fluency.  

As research shows (Götz, 2013), perceived or perceptive fluency is influenced 

by multiple traits of L2 speakers’ performance, such as their accent, native-like 

communicative behavior, and accuracy. However, I treated perceived fluency as a 

unidimentional construct and assumed that the three raters behaved consistently when 

they were asked to rate all the performance samples in one assessment session. The 

results of the many-facets analysis of their performance ratings indicated that their 

ratings were reasonably consistent. Therefore, I used the Fair-M average as a measure 

to analyze the change in the participants’ perceived fluency development. 

At the same time, a transcript of one of the raters’ comments immediately after 

the rating, and notes from another rater on the intelligibility of the participants’ 

pronunciation were also examined in order to make informed inferences about the 

reason for the raters’ judgement. 
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Atsuko and Kazu, who used L2 grammar proceduralization strategies to speak 

with a simplified discourse plan and to maintain the flow of their utterances, showed 

improvement in speech rate (SR) and accuracy (Error). This was reflected in their gain 

in performance rating in both the oral summary task and the personal anecdote task.  

 

Table 75. A Summary of Changes in the Six Participants’ Utterance and Perceived 

Fluency in the Oral Summary Task (Time 1 to Time 6) 

Note. SR = speech rate; Rep = percentage of repeated words or phrases per total number of 
words; Error = the number of errors per 100 words; Syntactic complex = number of clauses 
divided by the number of AS-units; P_Lex: lexical complexity; (+), (-), and (+-) indicate positive, 
negative, and no change respectively. 

 

 

 

 

SR Rep Error 

Syntactic 
complex 

P_Lex  

（λ ） 

Total N 
of W 

Performance 
(Fair-M Avg.) 

Atsuko 
  Time 1 
  Time 6 

(+) 
149.1 
167.0 

 

(-) 
7.1 

11.6 

(+) 
6.1 
5.0 

(+) 
1.32 
1.52 

(+) 
0.421 
0.480 

(+) 
198 
261 

(+) 
3.27 
4.72 

Kazu 
  Time 1 
  Time 6 

(+) 
90.8 

126.1 
 

(+) 
10.1 
2.0 

(+) 
10.1 
2.9 

(+-) 
1.25 
1.25 

(-) 
0.916 
0.444 

(-) 
129 
102 

(+) 
2.28 
4.00 

Koji 
  Time 1 
  Time 6 

(+-) 
140.4 
142.4 

 

(+) 
11.6 
1.4 

(-) 
2.6 
4.1 

(+) 
1.40 
1.50 

(+) 
0.513 
0.571 

(-) 
387 
147 

(-) 
4.27 
4.00 

Kumiko 
Time 1 

  Time 6 

(-) 
127.4 
107.9 

 

(+) 
2.0 
0.0 

(+) 
7.4 
4.0 

(+) 
1.41 
1.50 

(-) 
1.000 
0.785 

(+) 
148 
150 

(+) 
4.00 
4.27 

Mamoru 
Time 1 

  Time 6 

(-) 
129.2 
125.4 

 

(+) 
14.6 
6.5 

(+) 
11.6 
4.2 

(+) 
1.35 
1.82 

(+) 
0.750 
0.900 

(+) 
165 
214 

(+) 
3.71 
4.27 

Takako 
Time 1 

  Time 6 

(-) 
123.0 
117.9 

 

(-) 
2.1 
7.9 

(+) 
8.5 
3.4 

(+) 
1.06 
1.23 

(+) 
0.333 
0.750 

(-) 
94 
89 

(-) 
4.00 
3.71 
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Table 76. A Summary of Changes in the Six Participants’ Utterance and Perceived 

Fluency in the Personal Anecdote Task (Time 1 to Time 6) 

Note. SR = speech rate; Rep = percentage of repeated words or phrases per total number of 
words; Error = the number of errors per 100 words; Syntactic complex = number of clauses 
divided by the number of AS-units; P_Lex: lexical complexity; (+), (-), and (+-) indicate positive, 
negative, and no or very little change respectively. 

 

Koji and Kumiko, who used strategies to strike a balance between focus on 

meaning and focus on form, showed improvement in repair fluency (Rep), accuracy 

(Error)—except for Koji’s Oral Summaries—and syntactic complexity (Syntactic 

Complex). Although they did not show improvement in temporal fluency, the 

performance ratings of Kumiko’s Time 6 oral summary improved. This was probably 

because her Time 6 summary was characterized by her logically clearer discourse 

construction. The reason that the performance ratings of their Time 6 personal 

anecdotes did not show improvement was that they focused more on elaborating on the 

 

SR Rep Error 

Syntactic 
complex 

P_Lex  

（λ ） 

Total N 
of W 

Performance 
(Fair-M Avg.) 

Atsuko 
  Time 1 
  Time 6 

(+) 
133.0 
156.0 

 

(-) 
9.6 
9.7 

(+) 
4.5 
3.5 

(+-) 
1.27 
1.27 

(-) 
0.514 
0.403 

(+) 
358 
637 

(+) 
3.34 
3.68 

Kazu 
  Time 1 
  Time 6 

(+)  
87.9 

104.6 
 

(+) 
10.5 
3.4 

(+) 
7.9 
6.7 

(-) 
1.25 
1.18 

(-) 
0.909 
0.666 

(-) 
114 
89 

(+) 
2.33 
3.00 

Koji 
  Time 1 
  Time 6 

(-) 
142.6 
134.0 
 

(+) 
7.5 
2.2 

(+) 
6.5 
4.4 

(+) 
1.33 
1.45 

(+) 
0.631 
0.681 

(+) 
199 
226 

(+-) 
3.68 
3.68 

Kumiko 
Time 1 

  Time 6 

(-) 
107.9 
96.1 

 

(+) 
1.4 
0.0 

(+) 
10.0 
4.3 

(+) 
1.27 
1.43 

(-) 
0.952 
0.857 

(+) 
221 
281 

(-) 
4.00 
3.68 

Mamoru 
Time 1 

  Time 6 

(-) 
115.2 
110.2 
 

(-) 
5.3 
8.6 

(+) 
9.1 
5.4 

(-) 
1.43 
1.32 

(+) 
1.142 
1.195 

(+) 
361 
443 

(+) 
3.34 
4.00 

Takako 
Time 1 

  Time 6 

(+) 
126.6 
129.2 

 

(+) 
9.3 
6.8 

(+) 
3.7 
3.4 

(+) 
1.24 
1.53 

(-) 
0.689 
0.551 

(-) 
300 
294 

(+) 
3.00 
3.68 
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content detail rather than the discourse structure. Koji and Kumiko’s main personal goal 

while engaging in the task was to construct discourse accurately, appropriately, and 

smoothly. Their low error rates and fewer repeats also contributed to their equally high 

performance ratings both at Time 1 and Time 6. 

Mamoru and Takako, who used strategies to depend on familiar chunks, showed 

improvement in accuracy. They seemed comfortable with the pace and speed of their 

utterance. They were also familiar with hedges and fillers, and because of this, their 

repeats and hesitations did not sound so unnatural. These compensation strategies and 

their improved accuracy most likely contributed to their improved performance ratings, 

especially with Mamoru. In the oral summary task at Time 6, he gained the highest 

Fair-M average among the six participants. His score for this task improved in multiple 

measures (Rep, Error, Syntactic Complex, P_Lex, and Total N of W), which is 

considered to have contributed to the high perceived fluency rating. Takako’s lower 

performance rating at Time 6 was most likely due to the smaller number of words she 

uttered. Her short performance at this time probably gave the raters the impression that 

she was unable to keep talking. 

 

L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies and Oral Fluency 

Despite the differences in the pattern of fluency development among the six 

participants, the error rate measure decreased for all of them (except for Koji’s oral 

summary). These results suggest that their procedural knowledge of L2 grammar 

developed during the course of this study. 
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Figure 24 is a simplified summary of the participants’ oral fluency development. 

The solid lines indicate that both participants in each pair showed improvement in 

respective types of fluency; the dotted lines mean that only one of the pair showed 

improvement. Starting from the top, for instance, both Atsuko and Kazu improved in 

temporal fluency in oral summary (OS) and in personal anecdote (PA). They also 

improved in perceived fluency in both tasks. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  L2 Grammar           L2 Grammar                                Oral Fluency 

Strategies             Knowledge    

 

Figure 24. Oral fluency development of the six participants. OS = Oral Summary; PA = 

Personal Anecdote; Solid lines mean that both participants in each pair showed 

improvement; Dotted lines mean only one participant in the pair showed improvement.  

 

Koji and Kumiko showed improvement in repair fluency in both tasks, but only 

Kumiko’s perceived fluency improved in the oral summary task, due to her logical way 

of constructing the oral summary discourse. Mamoru’s repair fluency improved for oral 

summary (OS) while Takako’s same measure improved for personal anecdote (PA). 

This suggests that Mamoru succeeded in proceduralizing L2 grammar in the oral 

Atsuko  
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Mamoru 
Takako 

Temporal Fluency (OS) 

Focus on 
Discourse Temporal Fluency (PA) 

Repair Fluency (OS) 

Repair Fluency (PA) 

Perceived Fluency (OS) 

Perceived Fluency (PA) 

Focus on 
Language 

Focus on 
Content 

Accuracy 

Accuracy 

Accuracy 
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summary better while Takako in the personal anecdote. For perceived fluency, Mamoru 

and Takako improved in personal anecdote (PA) but only Mamoru improved in the oral 

summary task.  

Utterance fluency (i.e., temporal and repair fluency) and perceived fluency were 

not necessarily observed in the same participants. This is understandable because the 

raters used an assessment rubric that included fluency descriptors with multiple 

perspectives, and the temporal and repair aspects of fluency were only two of the many 

elements in the descriptors. In the assessment, the raters looked for key words in each 

scale’s descriptors that best fit the participants’ performances. For example, the raters’ 

post-assessment comments and notes suggest that certain words and phrases were 

salient while rating. These key words include confidence, basic errors, vocabulary 

range, good command of chunks, and use of compensation strategies. Their comments 

on idiosyncratic traits of individual participants include descriptions such as nervous 

(for Atsuko), repeating key words and enunciating (for Koji), and easy-to-understand 

logical structure (for Kumiko). Perceived fluency can be regarded as one 

unidimensional construct but it also involves interrelated multiple subcomponents. 

When FACETS-based perceived fluency measures are compared with measures 

for temporal and repair fluency, some observations require attention. First, the 

performance rating seems sensitive to speech rate. For example, Atsuko and Kazu 

improved both in speech rate (SR) and performance rating (Fair-M) for both tasks while 

Koji and Kumiko did not show improvement in both measures, except for Kumiko’s 

performance rating (Fair-M) in her oral summary task. 
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Second, the performance rating may be sensitive to clear, logical discourse 

structure. This seems to explain the reason that Kumiko’s performance rating (Fair-M) 

for her oral summary improved even though her speech rate (SR) decreased. The same 

can be said with Mamoru’s improved performance rating (Fair-M) for both tasks. In his 

Time 6 performances for both tasks, Mamoru demonstrated a clear logical structure in 

his talk even though his speech rate decreased slightly. 

Third, as suggested above in the raters’ post-assessment comments and notes, 

good command of chunks, and use of compensation strategies seem to influence the 

performance rating (Fair-M). Takako’s Time 6 personal anecdote showed improvement 

in performance rating despite her other fluency measures remaining almost the same. 

Her performance at this time was characterized by the frequent use of fillers as 

compensation strategies and use of common verb phrases (e.g., decided to study abroad, 

took a plane, went through immigration), or chunks she was familiar with. The use of 

compensation strategies was observed in Mamoru’s Time 6 performances as well. 

One of the assumptions underlying this study is that L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies are integral components of language processing, such as 

cognitive fluency in Segalowitz’s model (Figure 2). L2 grammar proceduralization 

strategies are expected to enhance learners’ utterance fluency, and these strategies 

contribute to perceived fluency as well, because such strategies include ones that help 

learners to construct logical discourse, phrases (concepts), and sentences (propositions) 

that are easier to understand, and include strategies to connect ideas so the listener can 

understand without being confused. 
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The evidence of oral fluency development among the six participants was not 

clear-cut, and the data are only suggestive. However, several important insights were 

obtained about the possible connections between the participants’ use of L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies and its manifestation in different types of oral fluency. 

 

Research Question 5 

The final research question asked: To what extent do the qualitative data and 

quantitative data converge with regard to the main findings of this study? How and 

why? This question is addressed by integrating the preceding discussions and analyzing 

how the answers converge. 

For Research Question 1, I drew on text-based qualitative data coded and stored 

in NVivo 10, a computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDA) program. 

Learning backgrounds of the participants were reviewed, and seven categories of L2 

grammar proceduralization strategies were discussed. Qualitative data were used as 

quantitative data in the form of reference counts to analyze general trends in the 

participants’ strategy use. I presented a schematic representation suggesting that the 

participants’ goal-orientation—utterance fluency, cognitive fluency, and expression—

and corresponding use of foci of strategies—discourse, language, and content— 

influence output. 

For Research Questions 2a and 2b, I used another set of qualitative data, a mini-

corpus of the participants’ and the native speaker’s task performance transcripts. These 

were stored in spreadsheets and in the NVivo 10 program for coding, categorizing, and 
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tallying. The frequency of use of different categories of grammar items was used as 

quantitative data as well. The findings include that (a) the six participants’ fluent use of 

the 16 key L2 grammar items provides insights into how to produce more fluent and 

longer word strings, (b) fluent production of discourse is supported by fluent processing 

of concepts, propositions, and concept-connections, and (c) the five issues emerged in 

Japanese EFL learners’ L2 grammar proceduralization, among which is a concept-

connecting strategy. 

Research Question 3 was addressed using both qualitative and quantitative data. 

Between-task transfer was observed in the improvement of the participants’ use of key 

grammar items and their development of fluency and accuracy measures. It was also 

suggested that, although the oral summary task and the personal anecdote task have 

different affordances in facilitating the participants’ learning, both tasks help learners to 

shift from external regulation, to self-regulation, and to an interactive mindset in using 

L2 grammar items. 

Research Question 4 was informed by a set of quantitative data including the 

participants’ linguistic measures and performance assessment ratings. It was found that 

depending on the participants’ goal-orientation, their fluency development manifested 

itself differently: in temporal fluency (speech rate increase), repair fluency (dysfluency 

improvement), and perceived fluency (performance assessment ratings). 
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L2 Grammar Proceduralization Strategies, Use of Key L2 Grammar Items, and 

Oral Fluency 

The big overarching question of this study was: How does the use of grammar 

proceduralization strategies promote oral fluency? In order to connect the dots between 

L2 grammar proceduralization strategies and oral fluency, 16 key L2 grammar items 

were conceived. These key L2 grammar items served as a conduit to establish 

connections between L2 grammar proceduralization strategies and oral fluency. Three 

insights emerged in this pattern-finding process. 

First, the participants’ goal-orientation needs to be delineated before establishing 

connections between L2 grammar proceduralization strategies and their influence. The 

reason for this is that it is not one single strategy but a collection of strategies that serve 

the participants’ goals. For example, Atsuko and Kazu used different combinations of 

strategies, but their common motive or goal was to improve their utterance fluency. 

Second, in using L2 grammar proceduralization strategies it is crucial for 

learners to have a message or intention. To help attain this big goal, some strategies 

focus on discourse construction (e.g., Maintain a focus on a simplified main message 

and a few key points), others focus on content or concept construction (e.g., Depend on 

familiar chunks), and still others focus on monitoring the 16 key grammar items. The 

orchestration of these strategies depends on each learner’s goal-orientation, perceived 

weaknesses, L2 use environment, and feedback on their task performances. 

Third, L2 grammar proceduralization strategies manifest themselves in fluent 

strings of words involving key L2 grammar items. Different combinations of such 
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strings of words lead to a multi-faceted construct of oral fluency. When the participants 

develop their L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, they shift from the state of 

external regulation to self-regulation, and to the interactive mindset. This change in 

participants’ general attitude or confidence may positively affect perceived fluency. 

Figure 25 summarizes how the data for this study converged. The participants 

were first grouped into three pairs according to their linguistic output measures, their 

learning history, and their current school environment. Their English proficiency was 

not so important in the grouping, because the main goal of this research was to identify 

their fluency development instead of the current state of their proficiency. 

The analysis of their perceived weaknesses and their resultant goal-orientation 

revealed that the three pairs of participants had different foci in approaching the tasks, 

and this determined their orchestration of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, and 

the trajectory of their fluent use of key 16 L2 grammar items. The connection between 

the use of strategies, use of key grammar items, and oral fluency development is 

complex, but several trends emerged. 

Atsuko and Kazu, who focused on utterance fluency, showed improvement in 

temporal fluency. Their strategies primarily focused on “maintaining a focus on a 

simplified main message and a few key points,” while their use of L2 grammar items 

was characterized by their dominant use of Domain 3 items (multiword units that 

facilitate discourse construction). Both of them initially were not used to the tasks and 

had concerns about the tasks, but by focusing on the big picture of the discourse frame, 
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they succeeded in improving their temporal fluency in both tasks. At an initial stage of 

fluency development, focusing on discourse structure seems to work. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 25. Process of goal-setting, use of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, 

and oral fluency development. 

 

Koji and Kumiko, who focused on cognitive fluency and balancing form and 

meaning, improved their repair fluency. Their strategies were focused on discourse 

construction and language construction such as focusing on content words and directing 

selective attention to form. This was reflected in their fluent use of more Domain 2 

items (morphosyntactic forms that facilitate sentence construction) than the first pair. 
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Their temporal fluency did not improve but repair fluency did, suggesting that 

proceduralization of L2 grammar was in progress. Learners who have already acquired 

a high level of grammar knowledge might need to use more Domain 1 items. 

Mamoru and Takako, who focused on learning different kinds of expressions, 

showed improvement in perceived fluency. Their strategies focused on discourse 

construction but also on content level construction such as depending on familiar 

chunks, and visualizing interaction. Visualizing interaction is a strategy to use phrases 

that make the discourse sound as if it were directly addressed to the listener. Data 

suggested that Mamoru’s strategy to depend on familiar chunks led him to use more 

Domain 2 items, and Takako’s strategy to visualize interaction led her to use more 

Domain 1 items. Their temporal fluency did not improve but perceived fluency 

improved. Their fluent use of signposting (Domain 1, Category 3), hedges/fillers 

(Domain 1, Category 5), and loose connectors (Domain 3, Category 15) seem to have 

contributed to improved ratings, another important implication for classroom instruction. 

At their different stages of language development, the six participants 

maintained their momentum of improvement by using L2 grammar proceduralization 

strategies, and their strategic use of the 16 key L2 grammar items made it possible for 

them to develop different aspects of oral fluency. 

 

Initial Hypotheses Revisited 

In concluding the discussion, I review the initial hypotheses that guided this 

study, drawing upon the insights gained.  
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Hypothesis 1 stated: As the participants engage in the speaking tasks in which 

they analyze their use of morphosyntactic forms and multiword units and as they 

receive feedback on their performances, they will develop L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies, which include strategies to pay attention to non-salient 

aspects of L2 grammar and multiword units in their daily encounters with L2 input. 

The six participants participated in this study with different goal-orientations. 

Therefore, the degree to which they used L2 grammar proceduralization strategies in 

their daily lives seemed to differ. However, the participants’ journal entries indicate that 

such instances did occur and contributed to their strategy development. The study 

revealed that the participants orchestrated different types of L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies to complete the oral summary and personal anecdote tasks. 

Hypothesis 2a stated that the participants will experience instances in which 

their L2 morphosyntactic knowledge is refined or corrected (eureka moments) as a 

result of learning from an English native speaker’s reformulation of their performances. 

Hypothesis 2b stated that the participants will have difficulty expressing certain ideas, 

but by learning L2 morphosyntactic forms and multiword units that native English 

speakers use in the reformulations, they will increase their repertoire of expressions to 

construct sentences fluently, preventing dysfluency in their on-line oral production. 

Data from the participants’ journals, the post-task interviews, and the stimulated 

recalls indicate that the participants were able to learn new phrases and revise their 

understanding of L2 grammar knowledge in addition to learning how to construct 

discourse. Both in the oral summary and personal anecdote tasks, the participants were 
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able learn novel expressions and ways to use morphosyntactic forms from the native 

speaker’s reformulations. Especially in the personal anecdote task, they were able to 

learn the subtle nuances of verb forms (tense/aspect/mood), noun forms, and articles, 

because they learned such items in the native speaker’s reformulations for what they 

really wanted to say. However, the participants showed persistent weaknesses in using 

certain L2 grammar items due to their lack of exposure to colloquial expressions, lack 

of experience using them in context, and lack of experience learning concepts and 

propositions in English. 

Hypothesis 3 stated: Transfer of L2 grammar proceduralization from the oral 

summary task to the personal anecdote task, and vice versa, will not be straightforward, 

but the recycling of certain morphosyntactic forms and multiword units will occur, 

revealing traces of L2 grammar proceduralization. 

It was learned that two tasks had distinct affordances in promoting L2 grammar 

proceduralization, but they both helped the participants in the process of shifting from 

the state of external regulation to self-regulation, and to an interactive mindset. 

Recycling of morphosyntactic forms and multiword units was salient in some items 

such as signposting (Category 3) and hedges and fillers (Category 5). 

Hypothesis 4 stated: There will be qualitative changes in the way the 

participants connect multiword units, sentences, or ideas more smoothly, for example, 

by using their knowledge of discourse structures. 

The participants’ different use of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies and 

key L2 grammar forms led to improvement in temporal fluency, repair fluency, and 
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perceived fluency. The results cannot be generalized but all participants showed 

qualitative changes in their spoken output in engaging in their tasks. 

Hypothesis 5 stated: The increased control of L2 morphosyntactic forms and 

multiword units in the oral summary task and the personal anecdote task will lead to 

increased confidence, which will lead to greater fluency, accuracy, and complexity, but 

the combination of these aspects will emerge differently depending on the participants’ 

different learning histories and their proficiency level. 

The connection between confidence and linguistic measures was not directly 

investigated; however, the participants were observed to adopt different orchestrations 

of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies according to their perceived weaknesses and 

goal-orientation, which originated in their learning backgrounds. The participants’ 

improved oral performance ratings in Time 6 can be partly attributed to their increased 

confidence, one of the assessment criteria included in the rubric descriptors.  

 

Pedagogical Implications 

In this study I explored how learners can proactively contribute to oral fluency 

development by using L2 grammar proceduralization strategies. For many EFL learners, 

learning in an English-speaking country for an extended period of time is not an 

available option, nor can they easily have access to an environment in school where 

they have to use English on a daily basis. Knowing how to apply L2 grammar 

knowledge to fluent oral communication is crucial for autonomous learning; therefore, 
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EFL teachers, EFL teacher trainers, EFL teacher trainees, and EFL learners can all 

benefit from the following pedagogical implications that emanate from this study. 

First, the speech production process of conceptualizing, formulating, articulating, 

and monitoring is not easily automatized in a foreign language. As this study suggests, 

however, learners can employ a variety of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies to 

solve problems at each of the fluency vulnerability points (Segalowitz, 2010). By 

becoming more aware of learners’ weaknesses in different stages of speech production, 

and by teaching strategies to use linguistic knowledge in each stage, teachers will better 

be able to help their students improve their oral fluency. 

Second, there are morphosyntactic forms and multiword units that contribute to 

oral fluency but are not sufficiently included in the input in class. Instead of relying on 

the conventional categories of L2 grammar, educators and learners need to identify 

fluency-enhancing morphosyntactic forms and multiword units such as the ones 

discussed in this study. L2 grammar items need to be taught not in order to classify 

them into conventional categories, but to introduce their utility in discourse construction. 

In other words, teachers need to teach grammar items to help students construct 

concepts, propositions, messages, and intentions and make sure their students are 

exposed to and can use L2 grammar items of high utility values. 

Third, L2 grammar proceduralization is closely related to cognitive fluency, 

which in turn is closely related to the speed with which learners can match their 

concepts and propositions directly with L2 phrases and morpho-syntactic constructions. 

To improve oral fluency, learners need to expand their repertoire of L2 multiword units 
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that describe concepts and propositions that are familiar to them. Teachers need to 

increase the amount of interaction in the classroom so that the learners can hear, speak, 

and recycle spoken discourse that is rich in multiword units. 

Fourth, although temporal fluency is a good indicator of learners’ general L2 

proficiency, it is not the whole picture, and therefore temporal fluency should not be the 

only goal of EFL instruction. The other two aspects of oral fluency, repair fluency and 

perceived fluency, need to be considered as important educational goals as well. 

Finally, the participants in this study filled the gap in their knowledge of L2 

grammar items by comparing the transcripts of their own utterances and those of the 

native English speaker’s reformulations. During this process, they were often able to 

reverse the saliency of otherwise nonsalient strings of words that proved useful to them. 

Loose connectors, among others, contain grammar items that are easy for the 

participants to understand, but tend to be nonsalient as L2 grammar items useful for 

spoken output; however, they have the potential to enable learners to break through and 

achieve higher levels of spoken fluency. If we can encourage students to strategically 

find and use such strings and others, students will be able to understand the true utility 

values of different grammar items and to use them more fluently. Such strategic 

language learning, what could be called a reverse-saliency strategy to learn L2 

grammar in concepts, propositions, and discourse, is an important missing piece in 

current EFL pedagogy. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

 

In this chapter, I summarize the main findings of the study, discuss the 

limitations of this study, provide suggestions for future research, and make concluding 

comments. 

 

Summary of the Main Findings 

This multiple case study investigated six Japanese EFL teachers’ learning of L2 

grammar proceduralization strategies to promote oral fluency. The main purpose of this 

study was to fill the research gap in the use of grammar strategies and their contribution 

to oral fluency. Five main findings were obtained through qualitative and quantitative 

data analysis. 

First, through an in-depth investigation of the six participants’ process of 

learning, refining, and using their declarative grammar knowledge, a typology of L2 

grammar proceduralization strategies was developed. This list consists of two categories 

of cognitive strategies and five categories of metacognitive strategies. Some of the 

metacognitive strategies are for monitoring speakers’ use of L2 grammar items. The 

participants learned and used different combinations of these strategies during six 

months of study sessions, in which they had the opportunity to compare their oral 

output and a native speaker’s reformulations of it. The participants had different goal-

orientations, such as utterance fluency, cognitive fluency, and use of appropriate 
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English expressions, and these goal-orientations resulted in the participants’ different 

orchestrations of strategies that helped them construct discourse, language, and content. 

Second, through an in-depth investigation of the participants’ and the native 

speaker’s task performance transcripts, a list of 16 categories of key grammar items was 

produced. This is a categorized list of grammar items identified as having high utility in 

performing the oral summary task and the personal anecdote task. The participants’ 

fluently uttered word strings were coded according to the 16 categories. An analysis of 

the word strings produced fluently by the participants revealed important cognitive 

processes that might have facilitated such fluent production. On the other hand, an 

analysis of fluent strings produced by the native English speaker informant revealed 

grammar items that were useful, but difficult for the participants to use. 

Third, between-task transfer of L2 grammar proceduralization was investigated. 

The improvement in the participants’ task performance was compared between Time 1 

(July) and Time 6 (December) between the two tasks. The results showed that the 

participants who shared the same goal-orientation toward language learning displayed 

similar improvement patterns across the two tasks. It was also found that, although the 

participants used slightly different combinations of strategies and grammar items 

depending on the task, L2 grammar proceduralization took place in both tasks, 

suggesting between-task transfer. 

Fourth, the development of the participants’ oral fluency during the six-month 

period was investigated. Each of the three pairs of participants who displayed similar 

goal-orientation displayed improvement in specific aspects of oral fluency. One pair of 
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participants, whose goal-orientation was utterance fluency, showed improvement in 

temporal fluency; the second pair with their goal-orientation toward cognitive fluency 

improved in repair fluency; and the third pair who were primarily interested in English 

expressions showed improvement in perceived fluency. Different goal-orientations led 

to different patterns of oral fluency development. 

Finally, the convergence of qualitative and quantitative data was examined, and 

a schematic model was presented that connects the different pieces of data investigated 

in this study. A logical connection was suggested between the participants’ goal-

orientation, their use of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies, their use of 16 key L2 

grammar items, and their oral fluency development. 

 

Limitations of this Study 

Three limitations of the current study must be mentioned. First, the L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies and the 16 categories of key grammatical items were both 

developed during the course of this study. They are not based on lists that have been 

researched and validated in past studies; therefore, the categorization, classification, and 

coding methods need further refinement. Especially, inter-coder reliability needs to be 

established by writing a coding manual, giving coders subsets of the oral production 

data, and having them code 10 to 20% of the data using the 16 categories of L2 

grammar items. Second, the topics for the oral summary task and the personal anecdote 

task differed each time for Times 2 to 5 (The topics for Time 1 and Time 6 were the 

same), making data comparison difficult. The decision had been made to prioritize 
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ecological validity at the cost of a rigid control of task conditions. Third, the 

quantitative data are descriptive in nature; therefore, they are not amenable to 

generalization or statistical inferences. 

 

Suggestions for Future Research 

The main contribution of this study was to fill the gap in research in grammar 

strategies in relation to oral fluency. It provided several pedagogical implications as 

well. However, there is more work to be done because this is an area that few 

researchers have explored. I would like to suggest three directions for future research. 

The first direction is to explore this area in greater detail with a wider variety of 

participants. Younger learners in Japan, for example, have experienced English 

education in elementary school. These learners might well have different L2 

grammatical knowledge compared with the participants in this study. A clearer picture 

of L2 grammar proceduralization strategies will emerge by exploring younger 

participants’ weaknesses in terms of language processing, L2 grammar 

proceduralization strategies, patterns of use of L2 grammar items, and their goal-

orientations toward language learning. 

A second important avenue is to employ statistical methods to validate and 

refine L2 grammar proceduralization strategies. This can be done by conducting a large-

scale survey on EFL learners and by performing a factor analysis on the obtained data. 

Structural equation modeling might be able to establish a causal relationship between 
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combinations of strategy use, the accurate use of grammar items, and different aspects 

of oral fluency. 

A third direction is to accumulate task-specific mini-corpora of language 

learners’ oral output, with learners’ comments on their strategy use and instances of 

dysfluency. Corpora with accompanying information of this kind can enable the 

analysis of learners’ mental processes as well as the end results of these processes. 

I hope that further research in these directions and beyond will help more EFL 

learners to acquire strategies that can enable them to use their limited resources and 

environments to develop their oral fluency, something I am certain will benefit them as 

more fluent and proficient English users. 

 

Concluding Comments 

 I strongly believe that effort, interaction, and refined grammar knowledge will 

enable any conscientious learner to make improvement in foreign language learning. 

EFL educators, including me and the six participants in this study, can also keep 

improving as lifelong learners of English. It was this conviction that motivated me to 

pursue this study. Although foreign language learning is constrained by environmental 

factors, these constraints should not discourage learners from trying to reach beyond 

their current level of proficiency. In this increasingly globalized world, even learners in 

foreign language environments can have the opportunities to interact with and learn 

from proficient users of English. The resultant refined knowledge gleaned from such 

interaction helps the learners to move forward on their journey for mastery. Through 
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this study, I learned, with fond memories, a great deal from the Canadian TESOL 

professional who provided help, and from the six Japanese EFL teachers who were 

willing to participate regardless of their tight schedule. This study is the result of the 

collaborative effort of everyone who was involved. 
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APPENDIX A 

WRITTEN CONSENT OF PARTICIPATION (JAPANESE VERSION) 

年 月 日 

調査にご協力いただく皆様へ 

 

この度は “Grammar Proceduralization Strategies” の研究にご協力いただき誠にありがとうござ

います。この研究の主たる目的は、日本の英語学習者が話す上での流暢さを高めるために、文

法知識を改善したり使ったりするプロセスや工夫を調べるものです。口頭コミュニケーション

スキルを日本の英語学習者が鍛える上で、文法に対する考え方を変えることがきわめて重要で

あり、高等学校で英語の指導にあたっておられる先生方ご自身のこうしたプロセスや実際の発

話の内容を分析することで多くの知見が得られると考えています。本研究にご協力いただくの

は先生方のみで、生徒の皆さんのご協力は必要ありません。以下の研究概要をよくお読みいた

だき、ご不明な点はいつでもご質問ください。 

 

データ収集の内容 

(1) 学習履歴等についてのアンケート 

(2) 合計 6回程度の英語のタスク（口頭サマリー及び口頭でのご自身の近況説明） 

(3) (2)で行っていただいた英語のタスクに関するインタビュー 

(4) (2)で行っていただいた英語のタスクに関する E-mail でのやりとり 

 なお、場所、時間等についてはご協力いただく先生のご都合を最優先いたします。 

  

プライバシーの保護 

プライバシーは、この研究結果の論文記載・口頭発表いずれの場合においても守られます。収

集されたデータは、偽名を使うことによって特定の個人と限定できないようにいたします。ま

たデータは学術的目的以外のいかなる目的にも使用されません。 

 

参加の自由 

参加は自由意思によるものです。データの使用を希望しない場合にはいつでもおっしゃってく

ださい。 

 

調査は私の博士研究の一環として行うもので、営利目的ではありません。また論文として発表

する場合には、皆様から承諾を頂いた後に行うことを誓います。皆様のお力を借りながら、日

本人学習者の英語習得について今後の英語教育に役立つ研究となるよう精一杯努力する所存で

す。大変お忙しい中とは存じますが、皆様のご理解とご協力を心よりお願い申し上げます。 

 

敬具 

江原美明（テンプル大学ジャパン） 

E-mail: yoshiehara@jcom.home.ne.jp) 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

私は上記の説明を読み、質問に対する回答も十分に得られましたので、この研究に参加するこ

とに同意します。 

 

御氏名 __________________________________________年月日_______年______月_____日 

 

御署名 __________________________________________ 

mailto:yoshiehara@jcom.home.ne.jp
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APPENDIX B 

WRITTEN CONSENT OF PARTICIPATION (ENGLISH VERSION) 

Month Day, Year 
Dear Sir/Madam,  

I would like to express my sincere appreciation for your cooperation with my research 
into grammar proceduralization strategies. The primary purpose of this present study is to 
investigate the process and strategies whereby English learners in Japan refine and make better 
use of their grammar knowledge to improve their speaking fluency. I consider it crucial for 
English learners in Japan to change their mindset towards grammar to improve oral 
communication skills, and I believe a lot of insights can be obtained by investigating the way 
Japanese teachers of English engage in such processes. The participants in this research are high 
school English teachers and their students’ participation is not required. Please read the 
following explanation of the research study. If there is any part that you don’t understand, or if 
you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to raise them with me at any time. 
 
PROCEDURES（SOURCES OF DATA COLLECTION） 

(1) English learning profile questionnaire 
(2) Six sessions of tasks (oral summary and personal anecdote tasks) 
(3) Interviews following the tasks in (2) 
(4) E-mail exchanges regarding the tasks in (2) 

The venues for meetings will be decided according to the requests of the participants. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Your individual privacy will be maintained in all written and published work and presentations 
resulting from the study. Confidentiality of records identifying each participant will be 
maintained by the use of pseudonyms. The data gathered will not be used for any purpose other 
than for academic purposes. 
 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 

Participation is voluntary. You have the right to notify me at any time should you wish to 
withdraw your participation or request that specific data not be used.  

 
This study is for my dissertation, which is a partial fulfillment of the requirements for my 

doctoral degree; therefore, I will not profit financially from this study in any way. If the present 
study is considered for publication, I will contact you again to ask your permission before it is 
published. With your kind cooperation, I hope that this study can contribute to greater 
understanding of the process of speaking proficiency development in an EFL environment and 
helping English learners in Japan to better enjoy their learning outcomes. 

Sincerely yours, 
Yoshiaki Ehara, Temple University Japan 
E-mail: yoshiehara@jcom.home.ne.jp 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
I have read the explanation provided to me. I have had all questions answered to my satisfaction, 
and I voluntarily agree to participate in this study. 
 
Your name_________________________________ Date_________________________ 
 
Signature __________________________________________ 

mailto:yoshiehara@jcom.home.ne.jp
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APPENDIX C 

THE PRODUCTIVE VOCABULARY LEVELS TEST 

 

Complete the underlined words as in the following example. He was riding a 

bi          . 

 

He was riding a bicycle. 

 

The 1,000 Word Level 

 

1. The math prob________ is way too difficult for me. 

2. The school has a new pol_______ about the uniform. 

3. I want to know the rea______ why he is angry. 

4. I think you are absol__________ right. 

5. Can you think of a situ_______ where you might use that expression? 

6. I basi_________ agree with you. 

7. The teacher didn’t men________ anything about exams. 

8. You can get var________ types of information from the Internet.  

9. Is there good evi________ for believing that? 

10. We should teach our students the val_____ of life. 

11. We need to learn more about the earth's envi___________. 

12. I will sti________ to my plan and keep trying. 

13. Please don't bot__________ to call me back. 

14. A para___________ usually starts with a topic sentence. 

15. I'm not going to deb__________ the topic with you today. 

16. OK, everyone! Can I just have your att_______, please? 

17. After I sent him an email, I not______ a spelling mistake in it. 

18. You should comp_______ the task within 10 minutes. 

 

 

The 2,000 Word Level 

 

1. Don't be si______. You've got lots of talent. 

2. I think we should stay home under the circum______________. 

3. The pop_________ of this city has been going down recently. 

4. Our brass band club is going to take part in this year's national comp_________. 

5. The bag is made of a very strong mat________. 

6. I think eating three me_______ a day is important. 

7. When things don't go well, neg_______ thoughts run through my mind. 

8. The students res________ quickly when the teacher asked questions. 

9. It is ridi_______ to go hiking wearing sandals. 
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10. What was your first imp________ of Tokyo? 

11. The scientists worked together to ana_______ the data. 

12. We have a school assem______ every Monday morning. 

13. What is your first pri_________ in life? 

14. The police conc________ that drunken driving caused the accident. 

15. I'm going to inv_______ a lot of people to my birthday party. 

16. The teacher showed us a dia_______ of the human brain. 

17. What do you get when you mul_________ six by nine? 

18. Last year we ex_________ email a couple of times. 

 

 

The 3,000 Word Level 

 

1. The restaurant serves good food and has a great atm___________. 

2. I was very ner________ when I gave a speech for the first time. 

3. My teacher's fee______ on my writing helped me a lot. 

4. The book is strai___________ and easy to understand. 

5. My sister got really sick so I called an amb____________. 

6. I cannot forget the beautiful land________ of the Swiss Alps. 

7. Our team won a vic_________ in the finals for the first time. 

8. After the seminar, the teacher asked us to fill out a ques__________. 

9. I showed my travel vou_______ at the hotel and checked in. 

10. You should take a day off tomorrow. You des_______ it. 

11. The children were watching the show with curi__________. 

12. The snow mel____ when spring comes. 

13. Heavy rain spo______ the BBQ party yesterday. 

14. The woman read my pa_____ and said I would get rich. 

15. He gave some examples to illus________ his point. 

16. Saying "heads or tails," he to______ the coin into the air. 

17. She tends to exag__________ when she tells stories. 

18. We should do something about it. It is not a triv____ matter. 

 

 

The 4,000 Word Level 

 

1. You need an antib________, not a cough medicine. 

2. It is such a gor______ day! Let's take a walk. 

3. The grand ju_____ will make a decision soon. 

4. There are a lot of alter________ to war. 

5. He majored in philo______ and studied the ideas of Socrates. 

6. I paid a dep______ of $1,000 on a new car. 

7. People were shocked by the latest inci________ of violence in the city. 

8. A lot of people signed a pet_______ demanding for more change. 

9. Teachers should be given some lee_______ to teach classes the way they want. 
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10. I have encoun_________ a lot of difficulties in my life. 

11. He always att_________ his success to good luck. 

12. The country is looking for a compe_________ leader. 

13. I didn't quite understand. Could you elab________ on that?  

14. Even when he is busy, he does not grum______ and work hard. 

15. Sugar is one of the ingre_______ of a chocolate bar. 

16. The members agreed to the new plan at the subse_______ meeting. 

17. I cannot toler________ the noise any more. 

18. Be careful. The fence is rus_______. 

 



 347 

APPENDIX D 

GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT TEST 

 

Item 

1. I haven't seen him for a long time. 

2. I think that he is nicer and more intelligent than all the other students. 

3. The teacher explained the problem to the students. 

4. *Liao says he wants buying a car next week. 

5. *Martin completed his assignment and print it out. 

6. *We will leave tomorrow, isn't it? 

7. He plays soccer very well. 

8. *Did Keiko completed her homework? 

9. *I must to brush mv teeth now. 

10. *If he had been richer, she will marry him. 

11. *He has been living in New Zealand since three years. 

12. Pam wanted to know what I had told John. 

13. They had the very good time at the party. 

14. Between 1990 and 2000 the population of New Zealand was increased. 

15. *Liao is still living in his rich uncle house. 

16. *Martin sold a few old coins and stamp to a shop. 

17. *I have been studying English since a long time. 

18. *I can to speak French very well. 

19. *Joseph miss an interesting party last weekend. 

20. Keiko eats a lot of sushi. 

21. Bill wanted to know where I had been. 

22. Did Cathy cook dinner last night? 

23. Rosemary reported the crime to the police. 

24. Mary is taller than her sisters. 
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25. *Hiroshi live with his friend Koji. 

26. Keum wants to buy a computer this weekend. 

27. *She writes very well English. 

28. If she had worked hard, she would have passed the exam. 

29. *Tom wanted to know whether was I going. 

30. *I saw very funny movie last night. 

31. The teacher explained John the answer. 

32. I must finish my homework tonight. 

33. *Keum went to the school to speak to her children teacher. 

34. Keiko has been studying in Auckland for three years. 

35. This building is more bigger than your house. 

36. That book isn't very interesting, is it? 

37. Her English vocabulary increased a lot last year. 

38. Hiroshi received a letter from his father yesterday. 

39. Does Keum live in Auckland? 

40. Liao left some pens and pencils at school. 

41. *If he hadn't come to New Zealand, he will stay in Japan. 

42. *My car is more faster and more powerful than your car. 

43. Joseph flew to Washington to meet the President's advisor. 

44. *Joseph wants finding a new job next month. 

45. Liao works very hard but earns very little. 

46. Japan is a very interesting country. 

47. I can cook Chinese food very well. 

48. They enjoyed the party very much. 

49. *The boys went to bed late last night, is it? 

50. *She wanted to know why had he studied German. 

51. *He reported his father the bad news. 
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52. Keiko spoke to the professor's secretary. 

53. Liao stayed at home all day and finished the book. 

54. Hiroshi found some keys on the ground. 

55. They did not come at the right time. 

56. If he had bought a ticket, he might have won the prize. 

57. Martin says he wants to get married next year. 

58. *An accident was happened on the motorway. 

59. *Keum lives in Hamilton but work in Auckland. 

60. *She likes always watching television. 

61. *Did Martin visited his father yesterday? 

62. Something bad happened last weekend. 

63. *Keum bought two present for her children. 

64. She is working very hard, isn't she? 

65. The bird that my brother caught it has died. 

66. The boat that my father bought it has sunk. 

67. The book that Mary wrote won the prize. 

68. The car that Bill has rented is a Toyota. 

*Ungrammatical 
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APPENDIX E 

PRODUCTIVE GRAMMAR TEST 

 

Item 
Confident? 

No ------Yes 

1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

1. 「食べ物は何が好き」と聞かれ、ピザが大好きだと言いたいとき。 

I love _________________________. 1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

2.     2～3枚の資料を受け取り「コピーとって返すね」と言いたいとき。 

      I'll make ____________________ of these and then give them back  

to you.  
1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

3.   「その歌は多くの若者の心を打った」と言いたいとき。 

The song touched _______________________ of many young people 

during the war. 
1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

4.    お昼から戻った同僚に、「お昼美味しかった?」 と聞くとき。 

Did you have _____________________________? 1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

5.   「小学校 5年の時ディズニー映画にハマってた」と説明するとき。 

When I was a fifth grader, I was into _________________________.  
1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

6.    熱があったけど翌朝には平熱に戻ったと言うとき。 

When I took ________________________ the next morning, it was back to 

normal. 

1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

7.    友人と買い物中、「そのシャツの値段でこのシャツ三枚買えるよ」

と指をさしながら言うとき。 

You can get ________________________ for the price of that one. 

1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

8.    風邪気味の同僚に、Take care. と言ってその次にもう一言加えると

き。 

I hope you ______________ well soon. 
1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

9.    生徒が先生に宿題の日誌を提出する際、「日誌の提出が遅れてすみ

ません」と言うとき。 

I'm sorry that _______________________ this journal in late. 
1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

10.  先生が遅れて教室に入ってきた生徒に言うとき。 

Why ______________________ late? 1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

11.   You should quit smoking? と言った後つづけて「きっとやめてよかっ

たと思うよ」と言いたいとき。 

You'll be glad you ______________. 

1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

12.  このところいろいろな問い合わせの電話が絶えない状況を説明する

とき。 

My phone _____________________ ringing for the past month. 
1– 2– 3- 4- 5 
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APPENDIX (Continued) 
  

13.  食事後、なぜあのとき、キムチ鍋を食べなかったかと聞かれ、「食

べてたらきっと舌を火傷してたよ」と言いたいとき。 

① If I had eaten it, I ____________________________________. 

1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

14.   先生が各グループにプリントを配ったあと「各グループ 2枚あるは

ずです」と言うとき。 

OK.  Each group __________________ two sheets. 

1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

15.  夕べ見た変な夢の説明をするとき。 

I had a dream ________________ I was dancing with a panda. 
1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

16.  「英語が使える仕事につきたかった」と言いたいとき。 

I wanted to get a job _______________ I could use my English skills. 
1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

17.  「今日から、あとのばしはやめる! 」 と決意を表明するとき。 

_______________________, I'll stop procrastinating. 1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

18.  友達にある本を読むように勧めるとき。 

Try ___________________ this book. 
1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

19.  お世話になった元上司が亡くなったことを伝えるとき。 

My former boss has passed away. He has done a lot ________ me. 1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

20.  ある朝の出来事を説明するとき。 

After brushing my teeth, I put __________ my contacts. 1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

21.  テストの点を友達に伝えるとき。 

I got a 60 ___________ the math test. 1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

22.  たばこの自動販売機について意見をいうとき。 

People can buy cigarettes easily __________ a vending machine. 
1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

23. 「昨日ビートルズの CDを買った」と言うとき。 

I bought ________________________ yesterday. 1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

24.  自分の出身高校には、ニュージーランドのホームステイプログラム

があったと説明をするとき。 

My high school had _________________________________________. 

1– 2– 3- 4- 5 

25.  珍しいファッションの若者を見ながら、「どんな格好をしようと人

それぞれだよ」と言うとき。 

It's up to them to decide  ________________________________. 

1– 2– 3- 4- 5 
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 APPENDIX F 

ENGLISH LEARNING PROFILE QUESTIONNAIRE 

(JAPANESE VERSION) 
 

英語学習履歴をおおまかに把握し、インタビューの際参考にさせていただきます。 

 

お名前: ________________________________ 

 

ご勤務先: ______________________________ 

 

ご勤務年数: ___________________________ 

 

大学（院）時代のご専攻: _______________________ 

 

1. 英語テスト (TOEFL, TOEIC, 英検など) の受験経験についてご記入ください。 

 

Test Total Score Date 

 

TOEFL 

  

 

TOEIC 

  

 
Eiken 

  

 
________________ 

  

 

2. 海外経験についてご記入ください。 

 

Country visited 
(e.g., Canada) 

Year in which you 
visited the country 

(e.g., 2000) 

Length of stay in the 
country (e.g., 2 

weeks) 

Purpose of your visit 
(e.g., vacation, 

English study) 
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3. 英語学習経験について、それぞれの時期での英語の文法、話すことについての学習で何

か印象に残ったことがありましたらお書きください。 

 

 Learning grammar Learning speaking Other 

Before elementary 
school 

 
 
 

   

Elementary school 

 
[_________ years] 
 

 

   

Junior high school 
 
 

 
 

   

Senior high school 
 

 
 
 

   

University 

(Undergraduate 
school) 
 

 

   

Graduate school 
 
 

 

   

Since you started 
teaching 
 

 
 

   

 

4. ご自身の英語学習経験について他になにかお気づきの点がありましたらお願いします。 

 

 

ご協力ありがとうございました。 
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APPENDIX G 

ENGLISH LEARNING PROFILE QUESTIONNAIRE  

(ENGLISH VERSION) 
 

This questionnaire is used to enable me to understand the gist of your learning history. 

 

Your name: ________________________________ 

 

Your current affiliation: ______________________________ 

 

Number of years teaching: ___________________________ 

 

Major in undergraduate/graduate school: _______________________ 

 

1. Standardized English test scores (e.g., TOEFL, TOEIC, Eiken)  
 

Test Total Score Date 

 
TOEFL 

  

 

TOEIC 

  

 

Eiken 

  

 
________________ 

  

 
 

2. Overseas experience 
 

Country visited 
(e.g., Canada) 

Year in which you 
visited the country 

(e.g., 2000) 

Length of stay in the 
country (e.g., 2 

weeks) 

Purpose of your visit 
(e.g., vacation, 
English study) 
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3. English study experience with special focus on learning grammar and learning speaking  

 

 Learning grammar Learning speaking Other 

Before elementary 
school 

 
 
 

   

Elementary school 

 
[_________ years] 
 

 

   

Junior high school 
 
 

 
 

   

Senior high school 
 

 
 
 

   

University 

(Undergraduate 
school) 
 

 

   

Graduate school 
 
 

 

   

Since you started 
teaching 
 

 
 

   

 
 

4. Other English study experiences 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

 



 356 

APPENDIX H 

SAMPLE TEXT FOR THE ORAL SUMMARY TASK 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architect in Action 

 

What kind of house would you like to live in? Perhaps most of you want one 

that is both comfortable and functional. Look at the house in the picture. From the 

outside, it looks like a concrete box. The only opening is the narrow front 

entrance. Although the building itself is very small, there is a courtyard between 

the rooms. It occupies one-third of the building. When you go from the bedroom to 

the bathroom, you have to cross this courtyard. On rainy days, you have to use an 

umbrella! 

My name is Ando Tadao. I am an architect and the designer of this house. I 

received a prize for it, but, as you may guess, this house is not so comfortable to 

live in. In summer, a lot of sunshine and heat come inside from the courtyard. In 

winter, cold winds can blow in. The residents must have been surprised at first. 

However, they can feel the seasons change. As an architect, I always focus on 

designing buildings that allow us to live with nature, instead of avoiding or 

destroying it for our comfort and convenience. 

 

Questions: 

 

1. What is there between the rooms in this house? 

2. What can the residents of this house feel? 

3. What kind of buildings does Ando Tadao focus on designing? 

 

 

 

(Compass English Communication II, used with permission) 
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APPENDIX I 

FLUENCY ASSESSMENT SCALE 

 

A data-based fluency scale (Hasselgren, 1998; based on Fulcher, 1996) cited in 

Luoma (2004) 

1  Speakers’ utterances are short, often a single word. There are long pauses when they 

are trying to understand the interlocutor, get clarification, or search for words or 

forms. Repetitions and restarts are common. Sometimes the speakers are unable to 

make a response, and messages are sometimes abandoned because of language 

shortcomings. 

2  Speakers frequently need help in order to understand their interlocutor, but messages, 

once started, are generally fulfilled in a simplistic way, without expansion, e.g. 

through examples. Pausing still occurs when looking for lexical or grammatical 

choice—sometimes with circumlocutions and often with midway switch of 

formulation. 

3  Speakers usually understand the interlocutor. They seem more aware of the 

proposition, and spend time planning this. Appropriacy of word choice becomes 

more important, and pausing will occur in making these choices, with some 

appealing to the interlocutor. Utterances tend to be more expanded. Back-

channeling—using hm or yeah—helps to make conversation more natural. 

4  Misunderstandings are rare. Speakers use hedges to express lack of certainty in the 

propositions. Few single-word utterances are given, and speakers expand their 

utterances, e.g. providing back-ups to opinions. Time is spent planning the content 

of the proposition and how exactly to express themselves and present their views. 

Reformulations occur when the speaker is not satisfied with the proposition or the 

correctness of the formulation. 

5 Speakers demonstrate more confidence and are less likely to express propositional 

uncertainty. They rarely pause for reasons of grammar or word choice. 

Reformulations occur mainly for reasons of expressing proposition fully. They 

expand and support themselves. They respond very quickly. 
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APPENDIX J 

ERROR TAGS IN THE NICT JLE CORPUS TAG LIST 

 

Noun 

<n_inf>…</n_inf> Noun inflection 

<n_num>…</n_num> Number of noun 

<n_cs>…</n_cs> Noun case 

<n_cnt>…</n_cnt> Countability of noun 

<n_cmp>…</n_cmp> Complement of noun 

<n_lxc>…</n_lxc> Lexis 

Verb 

<v_inf>…</v_inf> Verb inflection 

<v_agr>…</v_agr> Subject-verb disagreement 

<v_fml>…</v_fml> Verb form 

<v_tns>…</v_tns> Verb tense 

<v_asp>…</v_asp> Verb aspect 

<v_vo>…</v_vo> Verb voice 

<v_fin>…</v…fin> Usage of finite/infinite verb 

<v_ng>…</v…ng> Verb negation 

<v_qst>…</v_qst> Question 

<v_cmp>…</v_cmp> Complement of verb 

<v_lxc>…</v_lxc> Lexis 

Modal Verb 

<mo_lxc>…</mo_lxc> Lexis 

Adjectives 

<aj_inf>…</aj_inf> Adjective inflection 

<aj_us>…</aj_us> 
Usage of positive/comparative/ 

superlative of adjective 

<aj_num>…</aj_num> Number of adjective 

<aj_agr>…</aj_agr> Number disagreement of adjective 

<aj_qnt>…</aj_qnt> Quantitative adjective 

<aj_cmp>…</aj_cmp> Complement of adjective 

<aj_lxc>…</aj_lxc> Lexis 

Adverb 

<av_inf>…</av_inf> Adverb inflection 
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<av_us>…</av_us> 
Usage of positive/comparative/ 

superlative of adverb 

<av_pst>…</av_pst> Adverb position 

<av_lxc>…</av_lxc> Lexis 

Preposition 

<prp_cmp>…</prp_cmp> Complement of preposition 

<prp_lxc1>…</prp_lxcl> Normal preposition 

<prp_lxc2>…</prp_lxc2> Dependent preposition 

Article 

<at>…</at> Article 

Pronoun 

<pn_inf>…</pn_inf> Pronoun inflection 

<pn_agr>…</pn_agr> Number/sex agreement of pronoun 

<pn_cs>…</pn_cs> Pronoun case 

<pn_lxc>…</pn_lxc> Lexis 

Conjunction 

<con_lxc>…</con_lxc> Lexis 

Relative 

<rel_cs>…</rel_cs> Case of relative pronoun 

<rel_lxc>…</rel_lxc> Lexis 

Interrogative 

<itr_lxc>…</itr_lxc> Lexis 

Others 

<o_je>…</o_je> Japanese English 

<o_lxc>…</o_lxc> Collocation 

<o_odr>…</o_odr> Misordering of words 

<o_uk>…</o_uk> Unknown type errors 

<o_uit>…</o_uit> Unintelligible utterance 

<cap></cap> Capitalization 

 

 

 

 

 

 


