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AEFBFEEC T — VA FOERIEE : FEHZEVOC~DHEX
74 T

1. IC¥IC

IEDOEROMFL, A F—FRy NRAY— T 4 OE KX, FAI2HDH % D4R
WZRDERNEDERY R HDT A T AL A NR e T =7 ZAE A AN T HIRIANE
b HTHHETNDENR D, TO—FHT, HEREFE LTI, FEH~OFEK - BAL%
B D ZERER N EHERFT D 2 E R D0 H DD TIERNA D I, FEE RS
EFELE 2 EE 2O BICm e, 4 A7 PR EA~OIEE 22 S B 572 0121%, 28
FOEERNRZOEGEH L, HE 2B b &2 REET =D A b OHEFF - B
WEETHD EEZ B (Mercer & Dornyei, 2020), JT4F ["FEEF 7 —T X b | N EH
BEDDH IO ot NERETFE T — A N OEEDOAREIX, Mercer & Doryei
(2020) 12 XA FEHEBN S DIHFENHX A7 ITHEBIIIZS N Z T 5 Z & (active participation)
ThHY, HOLFEDOITENIX L THEET5H5Z & (involvement) THHEFKL TS, F
BEZ =T A EPREHEL TWAEAIZOWTIE, FEFE IR, ¥ A7 O, TREhcxt

LTCEH L TWARIICH D E WV XD (Mercer & Dornyei, 2020),

AT, TFEEHEZEDTWD [ 77—V X0 b & & ARG oW CTHEEL
L, ==V A MR ELERTHD EEXLNDEIENELX (w1 Ky b &
FEBER (FAT L AFED TR =L, HEBRNICBITHHX AT 2 F—D Ak O#ERE)
WIZOWTEKLT 5,

2. NEFEFEEE LS -V A NORE

ERRICHERLIZ LI, AMERBRFEFICBITD (=7 =X b id, FEEDH
BUZAHF LTV DAREBIZH D B2 DD, FlemF—T A N eFRT HI21E, tam
SCARSBR GG - AL ZER ORI 52335 % 541, Mercer & Dornyei (2020) 12 Kiui, 8 #F =
Y=V RA L R EIY EAHSSURE FEE LR AT B LRESR L U TRER .
FAREIE, WEBURE & L, PRUbZ PR OM. it HE, B8, MEESkLT
W5, [AERIZ, Dornyei (2018) (2 XA, B2 FEHEOZ L —IA 0 NOERZE [
KEREE) TEREFHE ] O INRATHA 08 TFEZ A7) VEEFERLORY ) TR
DV THLHEFK LTV, AEREFEE (77— X0 b IZiE, SR SUIROER
B - HEEMERORERG Y Bt B b D,
F 72, Fredricks et al. (2004) |, =7 —Y A hAEE Z AAIEIZOWT 3 flmZ 38R~ L,
Zi#u B, 1) Behavioral Dimension (1TE)HYMIiE), 2) Affective Dimension (1 & HIMIHE ). 3)
Cognitive Dimension (FEAHIIHIE) THDH EFh L7z, T D 3 ERDIENNT, Svalberg (2009)
L. 4) Social Dimension (tEZHIEERK]) N7 —I A > MCEBERERZR-TERLTE,
BENREIZRB W T, A2 ERITHE AR 75— A~ OB - MEFr - Bk 12
T2 k7o, WiC, HEREFEE (= 7= A b KDL 4 >OMETHDH, =
2/ BIE, Sang & Hiver Q21)IZHASWT, fTEIRT 7 —Y A h < fFEHNT T — TR
Vb RBANTZ =T Ak R =D A v N Ol E R AT,

21 fTBI =>4/ —3T A | (Behavioral Engagement)

Sang & Hiver (2021) (Z XA, 7B 7= A > b Eid, BFEEIC L » TR/ D A
ERHHID E WD B OO, AT IR E LT B TE Y 7 LD “on-task”
THEEENT =T L TWDIRREL | Yofftask” THEM IS TVWDHIRIMTHDLEEK LT
W5, £ INE TOERICERZE VTS (School-based research) Tlik, TEIY=> 4
— VAV NEMET HOIIE, FHENY A 70T R FE I B L7 R
(Gettinger & Walter, 2012) Cé % & F M L. word count (Bygate & Samuda, 2009) <° turn counts
(Dornyei & Kormos, 2000) Td 5 & Hilk-~Tu %, F7= Philip & Duchesne (2016) X, {TEIH
i % 2 A7 ~OFEMBH) 72502 M TH L EER LTS, 65T, HENERE T, 17T



B =T A N EFECB T 5 FEEOIER RS NEBILET 52 LT — X IUE
NATRETH D, FHEMTHPT A=A N ThHLRREL X, BT F— A
N =N D sy i S N S e O ey b SN NV AN 2R 1 AN i Pl o = R o W
TRTCOERZE > TEHEDOIRHE RSN E 08B 2 6N5, ANEOITEN & 13, 2R Th
THHEWVWI ZEEENTIERLRWVWES A LTINS,

22 EBEH U — A b (Affective Engagement)

Sang & Hiver (2021) 1%, fEEM T 7= A FOEREIT, Hx OFZEICL D EE/R LT
Wo, BlzIE, FEEOFRTOT U=V A N ThiE, Yazzie-Mintz (2009) 1%, FH
FHDOFREA~DDIRNY | Fi2iE, FEHENFERIZOWVWTED LI ITE L TND DM, FHKT
DEE DTSR FNTDO AL TH D EE K LT 5D, Skinneretal. (2009) TiL, ZH=EWNTO
HEHZ S —U A e X A7 G ~OEE ST SR R3N85 Th 5 &
WARTWD, o T, BLA, B, M0 L5 REENRBEIEORBIL, FEEOEET
V=V AVRTHDLEEZILND, EDO—FT, AL, IBES, ARLVAR, B0
DIFEAF X, BEL (disengagement) & L THE X H 2T % (Reeve,2012), Mercer (2015) 1L,
BEOHENIZBITDHMSCY 7 A A — F~OHEMNREE X, BENZ =T A b
ICEFEEND EE/ LTS, & 51T Svalberg (2009) 1, FEHEMNEEM 7K —T A v
NeRTERIC, FEFIIEENTHMZH D . BT, BREMNTHLEER LTINS, 1§
BT —U A MBI H17E) - 5850 - LOBVIZEETH S, Baraltet. al. (2016) (2
FHE, 77 A A= RALOhE LOBBAICHEFORFEELM 28 & W) HEMRFEA
BIfRIE, HEMTZ =AY FaEd, OWTHE, B 7 —T A b ATEINT
TV A M B =D A MRS LR R TS, L, EO—FHT, v
— 7T — 7 DBEERE L7 WG RIT A DEE ~E DN DA REMER H 0 | R - [TEI - (15
AOBENT (disengagement) -~ & ¥&3 2% RIREM: 2~ L 72,

2.3 BA) T —T X b (Cognitive Engagement)

RH T F =T X 2 b L, FEEBEBOTFEFRIBIT 505 ) (mental effort) TH 5,
FEBDVPBEAMBNCEAP LT DR LIE, FE TV A ERT 57O ICBRIC R L T
HEHZLET WD &, DIENZ L TWAHIREEIZH D (Helme & Clarke, 2001; Reeve,
2012), F7ZFBHBI= L —T A v b EFEFOBINTE HREEE (alertness) °F A7 0=
—UZMITT-EFERE E BEfRT D EE 2 5415 (Svalberg, 2009), FBHI= L 7 —T A N &
FEF D formfocus ~DIEE, FRERVEE (U YV —R) ~OF e, B - SUEfRR & ¢ B
H9% (Baralt, et.al., 2016), Z OFBEIIT L 77— A 2 N OWNAIEREEE 2 D721, BHn
= 7= A 2 FORFGE T, DHIEE I OSMIRIL GERL) (ZHS <HF7EE L T\ 2,
Bl 21X, EEDRFEO T TOHAMCARER L ORSEE, Higm, B, ER, a7 —
VAL FOWPEITHEH S TE 72 (Reschly & Christenson, 2012), & 512, BAII= 7 —
AL RNORILE LT, FHEOHFEBZME LTEZXLND, TAT 7 ORI, fEH-CHL O
WAE. BRAH, HMEHMEN % 2 b b (Helme & Clarke, 2001), & 512, HESiE=2 I =
=/ —3 2 (non-verbal communication) & L CTE X bLD, BT 4 T 77— i, Gk
DEIX, KoEXx RS LEBENHS>DH D (Fredricks & McCloskey, 2012),

24 fEEM) = —T A b (Social Engagement)

AW BREEAANG & = o 7 — 2 A v S OEEMEL, AFZES BRI R < BRfE S U
TW5, Mercer (2019) + Reeve (2012) (2 LAUE, FEITEREEICHAGAE I, BREITIKFL
(context-dependent) TH Y | @BEI =7 —T A b fFE= VS —U A 0 b - {TEII=
V=V A MOTRTFEY BAH D ARRBUICHAA TR TWD EE X NS, R
== A M, FHABROBRMIELBEDL U BB D | ED X 512 L CTHARR M &
DIND DMNZFEIR STV D, Svalberg (2009) 1E, ErE~DT T —T A MIOWT, F
DI =T A N EI725% 7] (social endeavor) (2L > CEEFBHICHET S
D FIE~DROE EREHE > TNLDMN, £z, Eil~DT 7=V A M aG|EE T



L, MBS THN TV D OMNIERT 5 EER LTS, SE~OKRDXX, SREIGEINT
PN TWAERE T T, ZHEOZ =V A MR ET L HDOTHD  ZIUIFEE NI
OEFEMEE 7 T A A — N EMOXFEE £ THAEERZIT-> T0I 06 Th o, FEHE
DEFE~DTU T =T A2 ME, SiBERAE L, 2R REIL, SiE~0OKR DX 21T
EEZEZLND, ST EENHBICSEFHICMEZ Ao TS L XE, SEFHE T, R
TUF=V AN EEHZ =T A b MRSV A M5 LTV S
(Svalberg, 2009), ftEHT 7 —T X ME, SEFEHOMEERTHY | FEE L FE~
X MRS E D, FHENSHEPFEB SN S =V A B ERL TV & XTI,
FEERZEZ L, ZOMAEEREZHERE L, FHEERZIT-> T2, K668 & HEMIC
KEFELTWD EEZEZLND, B2, FEENBAEVOBEREZZH L, BEWIHEN 7
4 =Ry 75 z2HBW, REFEETEEIIToTVD EENEZBND (Storch, 2002),
Svalberg (2000)1Z L AiE, FEEMHEEH T LK =D A FERL TS & XITE, PEE
IR Y Y — R ETERICMHE 5 LERH D | HFEIZENZD, OWTIE, FRITHEZEZ L
TWVWDEFER LTV, IBEFEDOIETH, S dH@IE. FEENHESMICHENIZZ 7 —
VAV BFLTWAEAIZOWTIEH, TVEWHIERHLZESK LTS (eg., Sato &
Ballinger, 2010; Toth et al., 2013),

3. NEFEFFHEVF—VRAY FERYELER

Mercer & Dérnyei (2020) H[EERIZ, =7 —U A FETD B HER E LT, NAERE
EHESBER (FABR) ICBDD EERLTWD, FEFOLER (w1 Kk b,
ikl & DBR (N & AEFED T AR —v ASHEBIR), BEMZRFENEEE ((hRHIF L0 REMR).
HAY TP —T A N OME - HERFO BENEIZ DN TR, FEHEO S O ER &4
FIBERIAS, NSRBI DANEREFE = 7=V A MO ET L AREEREZ LN D,
WIZ, ZN5HDOEROFEM%Z Mercer & Dornyei (2020), #5AK « FIHFR (2022)12 3-S5 THES]
LT,

3.1 BEHN~A 2 Ky b

TUF—V A N EEODIANERNE LT UEEN~A > Ry b BT onb, ME
HR~A > Ry b Eid FEENEDL ) RFESCH A7 THoTHH TRV HIT L
no&EBn, Rmice Sy —v L, ANEZERTELEEZIH5Z2 L THD (Mercer &
Dérnyei, 2020, #5AK - FIHFR 2022), £7 MR~ Ky b Z2/EVHTH 9 15D
EEAREHRL LT, HEREHH (Deci & Ryan, 1985) (2442 [THAMO/K ) (8 E
MASTELZ S > THDLAENICEDIEE) - [TEIZITO)THY ., FHENH L ERMEN
HY FEEOBEEASTHE L /TEA2ERITZENTE D LHETENE. FEEDTH
AMEDOBCR ) X7 SN D ATREMEN H D (Reeve & Tseng, 2011), F /- AHERK & B AMEDOHERF
WTHEERERETHY, RYT 47T HEERN~A U Ry b ZHEFFT5720I1TE, 520
FRITH S - Arek, lkE~A v Ry b, YEEOREMR., BEioE, 2570 (grid) DfEdEn~
A Ry hOMETHD LB X HILD (Mercer & Dérnyei, 2020, $5AK « FIFHFR 2022).

(HEERK) 2@ 57202, BB ZELLZECH 5, TACIE (Bandura,
1997) THIZ 5720 [H2RMTH D H LR EOFHREE > TV BT LN E D M EK
HEADE&EEEZSND) GHA - Fal 2022, p.53), £72. AREKZEmO HEK & LT,
RNRER 2B T 5 Z & BN D DO HEEMR T 4 — RNy IR TR 5D 2 L =
WO X & — LT ARCEERERH D 2 & (BERRIREET T Tl BEMZ2IRNTH
bHT L) BRI TWVWD,

ANEFEFET =V A N ERD LI, FEEOYFEEEH L B ORI AEm D 5
MBEPEIZOWTH FE R LTWD, TR &iX, FEEOITEZ HET 4 RIS
BT ADEEOZ ETHY ., UTENH NMEWE, = =T 2 R Hivd Al
BEMERH D (85K - FnH 2022,p.55), B OHEKDBNIIER & LTE X v, [TEhHIEIZs4
B & LTI Z DI, MEBRICH 2 GENZ VW EB 2 LND, SNEFEFE = 7= 2
VM, Bl EE T, BV BEEBFE CAZ L L EERERTHD LHEMHML TN D,



32 BEI L EFED T R—V

TUF—U A NI DEERER & LT, #bfE OBIR (A& EEDOTR—L 17
FEEIfR) OEEMEIR I TN D, Hilifi & AED BRI 7o BIfRIEOHMERRZIX, BEWELE. 15
FE, ZEMoOBAE, B, ESBRTOND B3R - FiH 2022,p.80), F 7l & AEGEDIE A
Pz LD I<EMT H7-0121F, B R EP (Deci & Ryan, 1985) X° Z4& M (Bowlby,
1969) 3% F Hiv D, B CIREHEGRITINFEAIENIE ST LA REEIRE S 1T OEERH 0 | R
BN DI, BAME, ARetE, BfRMEORRIC I Tamobild EEx LD, AL
X, BOHEATEDITENEZIT o TWNDH LW TH Y | HRetE & IXHITITE OB
AT PWEATTED EEIFRTH Y, BRIETEEE 5 0o TV D E W) LEHN T
W ATIBIROBCR 279 (BhK « Tl 2022, p.80), EaEEm &I THYDOHEREEZ LT D
EELANY (BFIEREE) 1T 57 ELOBEORMEEELZHIT28mTH D, &
A FIH 2022, p.81), BENBREOE AL, ZOEERL AN TH Y . HEAENLD
ERED, FEBICK L CTHEICET 570, WLEO S HBFRMEDN S Fhd, ZO/REE L
T, FEHFIZRECSLOMN D ZENTE, AlEMLZEESHL, ONWUIFEEESOR S
D& ThE & OEHERFRE DTN,

ZOMIZ, FE L FEEO T R — VI ER R E L C, FENO I 7 REEE | Hlin
BHEOMMEEZEET D, HETXFEEOT R TEELDL, FEHEOHBMZ BT D, i
HE OBEERERT, 2 ERFEF N TS, EARRERE &0 ) 13, FEE B S DR S,
B SN TVD E VW EEEFRFOZETH Y . BENLFEE OIS - TR E % PR
LEDETDHZLiThd, HENNFEEOMMEZEET 2120, Hx OFEFELZHMRL, K
IV, FEEFEFRLOHAENICBW UL, BHENTOFEHEDO— AN — ADEFIZIE LT,
HEZMTDZENEERFEEL LTEZLND, ELIC, TRTOEEEEEFELL LW
5 LE BN EEEOBAERENEZ > TWAHEMEL D2 L THY | HETrEEN
AENFi- CEEFEENHLTIRE~YA Y FEy M 2o TS EELDH I ENE
HThbd, TNOOERIIINZ T, ZAENIFEEOBEMEZ IR L, B LOFHEFHEICKT
HEBERL, EBFEICERTHL LI L ERT I ELEERERECHLEEZ LK
9 (88K - FnH 2022, p.89),

3.3 BEEMREENRE

ST EIIME L ORI L o THEBEZIT 5720, BHENRREICBWT, RAFR7HE
FHRTEOBROEE T, NEFEFEEC L 7=V A N THERBEHRTHDLEEZD
o, FEHEMRESCHRBEICEA T2 L&, BODNEMIZE s TRUREE R HY | 220 T
ZHBREICVWAD LRMT A ENHEETHY | SiBlEE~OMMS 51X, BENOLETO
FEREPZ T ARG, KNS TS LKL, Z0 L TEMICFERELTWTAZ EMNE
BERBERTHD A - FilH 2022, p.106), i AEEO T R—/LTHRLIZLDIZ, BL
REHMICH D TBRMEORCK ) 13, #il & FEEFEOEFEBEROMEICL > T, FEEEMH
RO FFIHR N BENBREIC A 2 KT T, BT, BETNREICB WX, FEFR Lo
BAF 2B E DR RE AR T REZH S, HFENRIN—TF A4 F I 7 AL HEI YLD 7=
DEARZRFAIE LT, BRI FAZ R L TEMZES LWH Z & THY . ZIUTHEAIDIT
BN HENOFHRO/NEEZEEOFE T 2EZREST L EEBE 26N, £
EMEEE M (group cohesiveness) 1L, Z—T XA F I 7 ADMRETEHERER THDH LE
2 biv, BHIZBIT DR T 4 TRFHISEBEENULEZRET HEERTH DL LRI
TWD (B - Fif 2022, p.112), EMEEMEREE D & EHBEA~D X X—~D 5
REMICKT 2l 2 OFEENEE D, RERREICIRVAD 9 &35 EECH VRS0 E
FHLEEZLN TS, EMEBEMEOIENCEH ., AEEFEER OGHE, K, 28R THD
HE EMAFT L EZED, T—2 U =7 ZHBICL, FEENLZLTEIREZEOVHTZ &
MEELEZLND (A - Il 2022, p.115), 5T, HENULEBEL=OIC, WHiFEL
XxHWOUEBELZ & XM 5T X TEE b o TERIIIHRT 5 Z &0
Koo d @A - Fil 2022, p.121),



34 BRI U=V A FOMEE - HERE

Mercer & Dornyei (2020) 1%, SMEFEFEET S =D A MDA ER E L THX A/
VDA NEIORL TS, XA =D A M EMET S FEANE LT, FEEIC
BRI R T T A T 52 8 FHEZRBEBASE DL Z L FEHEFEOMBOIHT 0%
Eh D Z b AMEREFEE NS AT \CFEBAICE Y MA@ LN C A0 X A7 Ok
v N7y FIEFTHZ L FRHEEZTHOHNFICT LI ENF AT —U A b
OMEIZBEDL A FRITH D LB XN TWD, DFV  AEFEFEHEZ L F—U A FOX
ARG T T A NOMREIZOWTE, EENIHENOFEEEZT 77 0 712 L, F8E
DT L E @D DA AT B LTI om0 ) LW EXFFbEGIEHT L O 7
BATTFWAL BT HZENEETHD, ZO-OIIE, BENTFEED 156 5IK0E] %
WENCEATY . BORNIWAFEFIZL o TREOZ R ZTFTHFAL T 5 HBKD B
5HE9,

FTAAT DU =D A L FOMENE Z 57218, X AT T F—U A MO &2
HZEMMBELRD, BRI T =D A 2 FOMEFR L1, FEEOR I Z R T N
FICEoTHRBER LIV THRESNDZENEETHY . NOT 4 7 7EE & BHENOR
IR A RIRIC Ko CTHERF &SN D, X AT = 7 —U A 0 FO#ERFICEED 2 JRAIE LT
X, FEFICGEAMANE 52D, BLEIERKELBRE S AR/NRICE ED D, FEHED
HEELBELESIEMTD, XA NTRARAEETHD W) NWEFIHT 5, ik B L E
fbL, BALT— N eI =N ENTDHIERENRFRT =T A v NOHERFICED
LZERNTHDLEEZLN TS ($AK - Fil 2022, p.204),

4. BbYIZ

AT TFEEAZEDTWD BEFEFEE 7=V A L M ICERESTT, =
V=D A MO D HEARIE S 2B L 7=, Fredricksetal. (2004) X, = 7 —T A
k23EE Z D HIHE DV C 3 il 2 #27~ L, 1) Behavioral Dimension (1TEJHI T, 2) Affective
Dimension (& B HJEIH), 3) Cognitive Dimension GREIFMAIE) THH EE K LTz, ZD 3 EHE
DIEMNIZ, Svalberg (2009) 1%, 4) Social Dimension ((tRHYERNB = 7 — U A v MBI X
MNDHEBERBERCTHD LR Lo, £72. Mercer & Dornyei (2020) & [FEEC, =27 —
Ay MY & ERIZOWT, NIYER &V EER FABMR) IR EEAL, F
BHEO~A Y Ry b ML EEDO T R—L, BENRBENREE, ¥ A7 25— R
¥ N OWLE - HEFFOBEEMEIC OV TE R LTV D, 2 EORAMEEIC SV IS A S
FOWICBTD2HENOBIRZIZ D RNE FEFERIXETZBUCRY b 572, 5% O
FOFERPIFRFINL 9,

T, A F—Fy NRAY— 74 U R EOERIZE D FEEORE ZLET 5 e
MRS 2 BRI E L & LRG0T T, ANEREFET 77—V A M@, HENH
THEFF - Bl L T Z koo L 9,

BEE
AREO %, BRI FE FRI%E C (21K00759) [ RRIEFEREICBIT S
FREE L HENOMEIT T 2 mD D A = X LT D FEIEE) 22T CEEE LTV E
T, BaBEY LTESBILR L BT ET, 2, RFEORE L2520 F—U A RO
BEEZMEE L, ZNETICE OEE DI & B2 X2 T2 S o7 Zoltan Dérnyei
AL EIVEHOEZRLET,

B 3R
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Effects of form-focused instruction on EFL speaking development—

Changes in syntactic accuracy over time

Lee Shzh-chen Nancy

This study examined the effects of form-focused instruction on EFL speaking development, especially
syntactic accuracy over time. Task-based language teaching (TBLT) has been an effective approach
for developing English communicative ability. However, syntactic accuracy in speaking can be
improved remains a challenge for many EFL learners and teachers. Three first-year Japanese
university students participated in this small-scale classroom based study for seven weeks. Pretest and
posttest were conducted one week before and one week after the seven-week intervention period.
During intervention, all participants narrated a different four-picture cartoon each week (with
equivalent difficulty). Narrations produced by participants were recorded, transcribed and analyzed.
Results indicate that not all three participants improve in syntactic accuracy in terms with the
percentage of error-free T-units and the percentage of accurate past tense verb usage. Nevertheless,
their week to week trajectory changes were qualitatively examined and presented. This study
concludes with some possible pedagogical implications for integrating focus-on-forms into TBLT
classrooms.
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1. Introduction

Developing speaking proficiency is one of the biggest challenges for EFL learners. Even learners with
high English proficiency may struggle with speaking as they have limited opportunities to speak the
target language outside the classroom. As an attempt to develop students’ English speaking proficiency,
many EFL classrooms have implemented the communicative language teaching approach (Nunan,
2003; Takanashi, 2004). Within communicative language teaching, task-based language teaching
(TBLT) has become a popular approach in the past several decades as it offers learners the opportunity
to speak in the target language by doing tasks that replicate real-life situations (Ellis, 2003, 2018; Long,
2015; Nassaji & Fotos, 2011). However, research has shown that while learners become more fluent
from engaging in different meaningful tasks, they continue to make grammatical errors. Therefore,
earlier task-based language teaching approach (e.g., Long, 1991) was sometimes criticized for
overemphasizing meaning-focused tasks while overlooking attention to form. Nevertheless, task-
based language teaching has since recognized the importance of integrating form into meaningful tasks
(Long, 2015). However, while the integration of ‘form’ in TBLT has been recognized, there are still
few studies looking at the effects of form-focused instruction on speaking development over time.
Therefore, this research aims to examine the longer-term effects of task repetition on speaking
development by looking at changes in the grammatical accuracy of three EFL learners in Japan. Data
for this study was collected during the author’s doctoral dissertation research.



2. Background

2.1 Effects of Form-Focused Instruction

Task-based language teaching (TBLT) has recognized the importance of integrating form-focused
instruction into meaningful tasks for developing students’ speaking proficiency (Long, 2015). Form-
focused instruction (FFI) includes both incidental and strategically organized instruction that directs
learners’ attention to target language linguistic forms. The definition of form-focused instruction
therefore varies, ranging from implicit instructions such as task repetition, to more explicit instructions
such as demonstration, explanation and feedback of target forms by teachers (Norris & Ortega, 2000).

Past studies on the effects of form-focused instruction on L2 speaking development have often
centered on the role of repetition (e.g., Bygate, 2001; Bygate & Samuda, 2005; Lambert et al., 2017).
Repetition leads to automation of speech, which in turn improves fluency. On the other hand, repetition
does not only improve fluency, it also increases complexity as learners can better conceptualize the
task (Foster & Skehan, 1996; Ortega, 1999; Skehan, 2009).

Repetition reduces learners’ processing load for conceptualization, which frees up their working
memory capacity (Levelt, 1989). Through familiarization with the task content when the same task is
repeated, learners can then focus attention on linguistic form (Fukuta, 2016). The freed up working
memory capacity is thought to lead to more automatized speech (Bygate, 2001; Bygate & Samuda,
2005; Ellis, 2005) which improves fluency (Bygate, 2001). Past studies have found that task repetition
improves fluency (e.g., Bygate, 2001; Bygate & Samuda, 2005; Ellis, 2005). In addition, many of
these studies were conducted cross-sectionally so the researchers were only able to confirm the shorter-
term effects of task repetition on speaking (see Kanda, 2015 as an exception). For example, Lambert
et al. (2017) conducted a study examining the effects of task repetition on speaking fluency over six
performances within one single session. They found that largest speech rate gains occurred in the first
three repetitions. In addition, the number of self-repairs decreased in the fifth and six repetition. These
two changes showed that fluency possibly increased from the effects of repetition. However, although
gains in speaking fluency were significant after six repetitions, the research was conducted within one
90-minute session.

Some studies found positive effects of repetition on the development of complexity in speaking
(Bygate, 2001; Gass et al.,, 1999; Skehan, 2009). They suggested that improved complexity
presumably occurred because learners could recycle some of the cognitive work performed in the area
of morphosyntax in subsequent performances and thus freed up their working memory. This increased
working memory capacity possibly allows learners to focus more on complex syntactic structures.

In contrast to many reported positive effects on fluency and some positive effects on complexity,
only a few studies on the effects of task repetition have found gains in syntactic accuracy (Fukuta,
2016; Gass et al., 1999; Kanda, 2015; Sangarun, 2005). The insignificant accuracy gains were
probably due to learners primarily focusing their attention on formulating and processing content so
they were possibly able to produce more accurate linguistic forms.

2.2 Measurement of L2 Speaking Proficiency

Different definitions of speaking proficiency have led to different measurements of speaking
proficiency (Ellis, 2009; Housen & Kuiken, 2009; Housen et al., 2012; Iwashita, 2010). Consequently,
different measurements have produced different controversial results in the development of L2
speaking proficiency (Nitta & Nakatsuhara, 2014). From a linguistic perspective, speaking proficiency
is often measured in terms of three constructs: complexity, accuracy, and fluency (Ellis & Barkhuizen,
2005; Norris & Ortega, 2009).

While there are different measurements of speaking proficiency, it has been agreed that
speaking performances need to be measured using multiple constructs to precisely and objectively
understand oral proficiency (Norris & Ortega, 2009). Studies that used single construct measurements
produced more positive results from the effects of intervention than studies that used multi-construct
measurements (Bygate, 1996). In particular, studies that measured only the fluency aspect of speaking
proficiency have produced predominantly positive results (e.g., Bygate, 2001; Ellis, 2005). In addition,
studies that measured the complexity aspect of speaking have produced both positive and negative
results (e.g., Larsen-Freeman, 2006). However, up to date, only a small number of studies have
produced positive results in the speaking accuracy (See Gass et al., 1999 and Sangarun, 2005 for some
exceptions).



2.3 Measurement of Grammatical Accuracy Development

Grammatical accuracy, also known as syntactic accuracy can be measured in terms of global (Foster
& Skehan, 1996; Iwashita et al., 2008) and local accuracy of specific linguistic forms (Iwashita et al.,
2008; Ortega, 1999). Global accuracy, often measured by percentage of error-free T-units or
percentage of error-free clauses is often considered to be the most comprehensive accuracy measure
because all errors are considered (Michel, 2017). The percentage of error free T-units indicates T-units
without grammatical errors including both specific errors (e.g., inaccurate simple past tense) and other
linguistic errors such as word order errors, morphological errors, and the omission of pronouns
(Iwashita et al., 2008). While global accuracy is a holistic measure that tries to include all deviations
from the target linguistic forms, it is not sensitive enough to capture all features nor minor changes in
development (Lambert & Kormos, 2014). On the other hand, analyses of local errors have been
conducted on features such as verb tenses, third person singular usage, plural markers, prepositions,
and articles (Wigglesworth, 1997). The choice for a local accuracy measure is based on the focus of
the intervention, for example, when investigating the effects of teaching past tense usage to learners,
past simple tense -ed can be chosen as the target of analysis (Michel, 2017). However, while local
error analysis can offer a detailed description of the target erroneous forms, they cannot represent
learners’ holistic accuracy performance (Iwashita et al., 2008). In addition, results of the local accuracy
analyses might be too specific to be applied to other contexts (Michel, 2017). Therefore, it is important
to integrate both global and local measurements when measuring learners’ syntactic accuracy
development.

However, past studies of speaking proficiency development have lacked evidence of accuracy
gains. One reason suggested is that due to the difficult nature of collecting, transcribing, and analyzing
spoken data, past studies only looked at the effects of intervention from one single occasion, and were
unable to measure the effects of intervention longitudinally. Therefore, while past studies looking at
the effects of repetition did not produce positive grammatical accuracy gains, it is unknown if gains in
grammatical accuracy can be made if interventions are expanded over longer periods of time.
Therefore, the present study examined changes in learners’ speaking accuracy from the effects of task
repetition over seven weeks, by quantitatively and qualitatively analyzing global and local errors
produced by learners. The following two research questions were investigated in this study:

RQ1: Did learners improve in syntactic accuracy over time from task repetition?
RQ2: How did learners change in syntactic accuracy week-by-week over time?

3. Methods

3.1 Research Environment

The study was conducted during normal class hours at a Japanese national university where students
had few opportunities to speak English outside of class. Students at the university are considered to
have high academic ability and have intermediate to advanced English reading and listening skills
with a mean TOEFL-PBT score of 500. All students at this university are required to enroll in two 90-
minute English courses per week in the first and second year. Some courses are taught by English
native teachers and some courses are taught by Japanese teachers. Some courses require students to
speak only in English during class.

3.2 Participants

Participants of this study came from a first-year course taught by the researcher. Focus-on-forms was
not a part of the course and the researcher did not explicitly teach grammatical forms in class.
Participants were three average achievers chosen from a class of 25 Japanese university students. They
were selected based on their speaking performance in class. By doing so, this study could possibly
exclude potential issues with outliers as highly and lowly achieving learners are likely to develop their
speaking proficiency differently from average achievers. Participants consisted of Yuka, Yuu, and
Yusuke (Pseudonyms). Yuka was the weakest English speaker out of the three participants and
produced mostly short sentences prior to the start of the study. Yusuke was the most talkative speaker
and produced the largest amount of content in his narrations.

3.3 Procedures
To measure changes in syntactic accuracy over time from the effects of task repetition, the three
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participants narrated a different Eiken Pre-level 1 four-picture cartoon (different content but same
difficulty level) once a week for seven weeks. Every week, participants narrated the same four-picture
cartoon for that week in English and recorded themselves on a computer during class time (all
participants narrated a total of seven cartoons in the same order). The cartoons were adapted from a
commercial textbook (Akao, 2011). All seven cartoons were piloted in a previous study to ensure they
have equivalent difficulty level. The participants were instructed to speak as much as possible during
the narration time (maximum two minutes). Pretest and posttest were conducted one week before and
one week after seven consecutive weeks of interventions. The same four-picture cartoon (eighth
cartoon) was used for both pretest and posttest narration. Participants narrated the same content
cartoon for pretest and posttest. The recordings were orthographically transcribed, pruned where
content related to the narration were deleted (for example, thank you for listening), and then analyzed
by the researcher.

4. Results

4.1 Changes in the Percentage of Error-Free T-Units

Figure 1 shows a few trends in the percentage of error-free T-units produced by participants. First,
from Pretest to Week 1, all three participants decreased rapidly in the percentage of error-free T-units,
within which Yusuke produced no error-free T-unit in Week 1. Second, from Week 1 to Week 2,
everyone increased in the percentage of error-free T-units. Third, all three participants fluctuated in
their percentage of error-free T-units throughout the study. Finally, comparing posttest to pretest, Yuka
increased, Yuu decreased, and Yusuke made no change in the percentage of error-free T-units. In Week
1, Yuka decreased about 50% in error-free T-units compared to Pretest, Yuu decreased about 20%,
and Yusuke decreased 100%. In Week 2, Yuka produced 40% error-free T-units, which was two times
more than what she produced in Week 1.
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Figure 1. Weekly changes in the percentage of error-free T-units

4.2 Changes in the Percentage of Accurate Past Tense Usage

Figure 2 shows changes in the percentage of accurate past tense usage produced by the three
participants. Overall, there were fluctuations throughout the weeks but the biggest decrease also
happened between Pretest and Week 1. In Week 1, the largest decreases were made by Yusuke, he
produced almost half the percentage of accurate past tense compared to what he produced in the Pretest.
In Week 2, all participants increased significantly in percentage of accurate past tense.
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Figure 2. Weekly changes in the percentage of accurate past tense usage

4.3 Week-to-Week Changes in Individual Participants

This section qualitatively describes changes in the three participants over nine weeks. Self-repairs such
as redundant repetitions, self-corrections, false starts, and reconstructions are placed into {...}. False
started words are coded with an em dash, (—).

In Pretest, Yuka had no consistency in her choice of verb tense as she narrated the cartoon
using a mixture of past and present tense forms, roughly half and half. She continued to make errors
in her use of be verbs. For example, in Week 3, she said “The room is very small and the room is full
with many things,” instead of, “The room was very small and the room was full with many things” to
describe something that happened in the past. In Week 4, Yuka increased the percentage of accurate
past tense use as she accurately self-corrected some past tense verb forms. For example, she said, “And
she {said that} {she talk} talked her frighten things.” Yuka self-corrected erroneous simple present
tense, talk, into the accurate simple past form, talked. She also continued to use can in its present tense
form instead of could (past tense of can), for example in Week 5, Yuka said, “So, he cannot spend time
with his family,” and, “A few days later, he can’t stand that situation.”

In Yuu’s case, he continued to make grammatical errors throughout Week 1 to Week 7.
Throughout his narrations, Yuu used mostly simple past tense in his narrations, sometimes past
continuous tense but never past perfect tense. Most of Yuu’s past continuous tense usage was
inaccurate. Among the three participants, he produced the highest percentage of accurate past simple
tense in Pretest. After Pretest, his performance decreased steadily as the weeks progressed and then
increased again towards the end of the intervention period. Looking closely into Yuu’s changes in tense
usage, Yuu started with approximately 80% accurate past simple tense usage in Pretest. In Week 1, he
produced nine simple past forms but five were inaccurate. Yuu started to self-correct his erroneous
past tense usage, for example, he said, “{they shows} they watched the notice board.” In addition, Yuu
also sometimes self-corrected accurate verb usages to erroneous usages. For example, in Week 1, he
said, “{a woman suggested} and then a woman suggest.” Between Week 3 and 5, Yuu’s percentage of
accurate past tense verbs continued to largely fluctuate. In Week 5, Yuu produced only one accurate
past tense verb, “Everyone agreed his idea.” In Week 7, Yuu produced five past continuous forms, but
four of them were inaccurate. In addition, he self-corrected an originally accurate verb to an inaccurate

verb; he narrated, “When {his mother} his mother bring— brong juices and cookies for them, she
asked them to play outside because it is sunny that day.”

Overall, Yusuke used less complex and shorter sentences compared to Yuka and Yuu. Among
the action verbs he used throughout the nine weeks, he used mostly simple past tense forms, but he
also used one past perfect form. Yusuke’s percentage of accurate past tense verb usage decreased when
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he increased in the number of self-repairs. Yusuke produced his highest percentage of accurate past
tense usage in Pretest and then his percentage rapidly decreased in Week 1. In Week 2, he started
correcting his own inaccurate past tense verb forms, so his percentage rapidly increased. For example,
Yusuke said, “The next day, the old lady {says} said it is too complicated to use.” In Week 6, Yusuke
had his second highest percentage of accurate past tense verb usage, second to his pretest (75%). In
addition in Week 6, he started using the past continuous tense, but he used it inaccurately.

5. Discussion

The first research question asked whether or not learners improve in syntactic accuracy over time from
task repetition. Overall, the participants in this study did not improve in syntactic accuracy after seven
weeks of task repetition intervention. With the percentage of error-free T-units, one participant slightly
increased, one slightly decreased and one did not change. Furthermore, with the percentage of accurate
past tense verb usage, two participants decreased and the third participant almost made no change after
seven weeks. These findings support most earlier studies on form-focused instruction that repetition
alone does not improve syntactic accuracy (see Fukuta, 2016; Gass et al., 1999; Kanda, 2015;
Sangarun, 2005 for exceptions). While repetition speeds up automatization of speech (Bygate, 2001;
Bygate & Samuda, 2005; Ellis, 2005) and frees up working memory (Foster & Skehan, 1996; Ortega,
1999), it is possibly not explicit enough to direct learners’ attention to what they need to focus on, in
this case, the usage of past tense forms. Furthermore, unlike previous studies that only looked at the
effects of repetition on speaking proficiency development from one single occasion, the present study
looked at the effects of giving learners repetition intervention over seven consecutive weeks as it was
hypothesized that the prolonged intervention period would have positive effects on syntactic accuracy
development. However, this hypothesis was refuted because there were no clear improvements in
syntactic accuracy after seven weeks of engaging in repetitive tasks. Therefore, it can be considered
that task repetition, a more implicit type of form-focused instruction is probably not enough to direct
learners’ attention to the target forms.

The second research question investigated how learners changed in syntactic accuracy over
time. In answering this question, participants’ week-to-week changes over seven weeks were
examined. While participants’ performance of syntactic accuracy fluctuated, task repetition might have
some short-term negative effects on syntactic accuracy as all participants decreased substantially
between Pretest and Week 1. One possible reason is because learners have limited working memory
so participants might have allocated their effort to fluency and complexity performances. In addition,
participants might also have traded off accuracy due to limited attentional resources (Skehan, 2009).
Alternatively, another possible reason is that the picture cartoons might not be completely equivalent
in difficulty despite they were taken from the same textbook and were piloted beforehand. Therefore,
participants might have made more grammatical errors in Week 1 because its cartoon might have been
in some way more difficult than the Pretest cartoon.

Participants produced the lowest percentage of error-free T-units and percentage of accurate
past tense usage in Week 1 but made noticeable increases in both percentages in Week 2. A possible
reason might be that participants became more familiar with cartoon narration and it freed up more of
their working memory (Levelt, 1989) so they were able to focus more on linguistic forms (Fukuta,
2016). However, the percentage of accurate past tense usage decreased in Week 3, increased in Week
4, and then the fluctuations continued in later weeks. These fluctuations suggest that while task
repetition might have some positive effects on accuracy, it is not enough to stabilize the effects. Similar
to the results of most previous studies (see Gass et al., 1999; Kanda, 2015; Sangarun, 2005 for
exceptions), task repetition was not effective to develop syntactic accuracy. Nevertheless, compared
to the percentage of accurate past tense usage, the percentage of error-free T-units increased more
steadily with smaller fluctuations. After Week 1, the percentage of error-free T-units increased in Week
2, decreased slightly in Week 3 and then increased relatively steadily in Week 4, 5, and 6. A possible
reason for this trend is that while task repetition does not direct participants’ attention to past tense
forms, it might have raised their awareness toward using more accurate grammatical forms.

6. Conclusion and Implications

This study examined the effects of form-focused instruction on the syntactic accuracy development of
speaking over time by giving learners task repetition intervention for seven weeks. It found that
participants did not improve in syntactic accuracy despite given seven consecutive weeks of task
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repetition intervention. Furthermore, participants actually decreased in syntactic accuracy after seven
weeks when their local errors were analyzed. While repetition did not improve syntactic accuracy, it
might have possibly caused fluctuations in learners’ syntactic accuracy performance.

I would like to end this paper with some teaching implications. First, while previous studies
have shown that the integration of form-focused instruction is effective for TBLT classrooms,
repetition alone possibly does not improve the syntactic accuracy aspect of speaking. Learners are not
likely to improve in syntactic accuracy unless they are explicitly directed to the target grammatical
features that need improvement. Therefore, teachers need to give explicit instruction and direction on
what learners need to improve, such as giving grammar instruction, demonstration, and feedback.
Second, more task repetition is not always better than less. While previous studies have shown that
task repetition is effective for developing fluency and complexity, this study found that a seven-week
intervention did not generate more positive results on accuracy development than studies that engaged
only cross-sectional intervention.

This study however is not without limitations. First, it only focused on grammatical accuracy
development and overlooked possible changes in fluency and complexity. As previous studies have
argued, it is important to measure speaking proficiency multidimensionally to more precisely and
objectively evaluate oral proficiency (Norris & Ortega, 2009). In addition, it is likely to produce biased
results if only single construct measurements are used (Bygate, 1996). Therefore, if this study is
replicated, then it is also important to measure possible changes and trajectory of changes in fluency
and complexity. Second, when calculating the percentage of accurate past tense verb usage, only past
simple tense forms were analyzed. This is because there were very few past continuous and past perfect
tense forms were produced by the participants. Therefore, if this study is replicated, then it would be
important to encourage participants to produce different past tense forms in order to measure possible
changes and the trajectory of changes in other past tense forms.
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WEZY T

LI C®IC

Bl AHOfTE) L FEICET 22 TONIICE O THOR R ER & S, O
BB WD TR ANTHFZER THhIL T 5 (Sakui & Gaies, 1999), S~ EICBWTOE
BT TERBEMEOBEEN, SERTEHORE, bR E B o E LR E Vv E
X9 DO EEBLE ] (Ellis, 1994,p.478) X° [EREHEFICBWT, HEFEHENH DA
B HE., S5 FE AT OV THRW TV 55 2 08 | (Richards & Schmidt, 2010, p.52)
EERDT DI, DD TEEITEICEAEE KFTEEX BN TWD (Dornyei & Ryan,
2015), B _SREEMBICBWTTHRERE N FHE OEEOREICKT 2 HE R 2 BT 5
Tl BIEELESEREEAZBRTAT-OICRARTHS (Mori, 1999) L E % b, X
0 S RA 7R E G DN R0, F OEMEITEEN D ATReMEN B D (Sakui & Gaies, 1999), 8
FIZL o THHNOEEEMD Z L3, R 2RENNOSTEFEITEHO, LVEHEE
PRk L BRI D (Sakui & Gaies, 1999) & SN THEY, FHEOESEFHEL., Fx
RER L OBEA LN LTV 2 I3 - SEEESTFICBNTA % b BEERNZEH
BTHDHEEZD,

K LTI FEEESITEREZ BT, [BEMFRIBEANT2 5T 1980 4R 10 B OIFFE
DREER L, EEEED O OREFIELRE - FENTHLCEREZEENED X
INFHBFOFRITEBEHERICEE L, BEEZ KT EZXONTWDHON, £12EE
MDA ZORBIZE L THATHIEZ & L IZib R b,

2LEFEESOHEDTI

2.1 FEEESHMEOE B

Srn T O(E20% 1985 4£1T Horwitz 23 FE R 2 Tl 2 HE R EEHK & LTH
SREEIRICEA L TLEK, IS SEE D THITB N TE L O 72 STV 5 (Dornyei
& Ryan,2015), Horwitz |LEFEFE IOV Tiliam STV D EE 2 22 RTEICEE T 5 A D E A
ZiHii 3 %728 (Horwitz, 1998,p.284), 7 A U H DKFCTHRFELZH St LTFEET %
Ex w8l LC BALLI  (Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory) & 54128 k% B
¥ L7-, BALLI X (a) AMEGEFZEHOH L X (b) SMEFEFEHO@EME (o) JMNEREFE oM
B ) FEH, ala=br—TarHg (o) BT EHIFE O 5 SRR, 34 THE
NORER STV D, 1988 4R(21E Horwitz 287 A U I DRFT RA ViE, 7T v AjhE, A2
A LVREEFESFEEEMNRE L CHAELHEB L, SiEICETLIFEEGESIIEESENRE
D EREFEE N — T THLEEL LTS 2 ERI LI/ 5 72, Horwitz D —H OS5
L0 EREFH T 2 EEESOMRRH RN ALY (Kuntz, 1996) . BALLI %77
TARA MY — L UTHW RS A RETITh D L) IlkhoTe, FEHHFEE
LEETEIORREREZ Y (Barcelos, 2003) . kth L= SiEFEBZ N ESHEFE IR L
HHAZMAL LS 95 2 LICEAZY CTA%E (Horwitz, 2007) & 58 LR EE N SHE
FEOWBBIZE W T Z{E U TWDONIERZY TRtz 0 Lo BB (Barcelos &
Kalaja, 2011) %28 EH15 872D — B & Dornyei and Ryan  (2015) TIIALE-SF TV
Do

2.2 FEEFESHERDILNRY

T DOWDELREE LT, BIZFEEESMIRITILD D & JA, A XA ER (metacognitive
knowledge) <Ciliikami115 2 (epistemological beliefs) & FEF A5 & O BEMEIZES L CTHFE
WIS D X 91272 % (Démyei & Ryan, 2015), Wenden (1999) Ti&, * & FRAIAIAIG. &
BEESMOBEEREEMEICHOW TIN5 TV % (Kalaja & Barcelos, 2003) , A 2 F8F1E
WA TEEDNES L RE LM O B THY . BEL TWDLBRFHE ORI & & HICE
b 25 R E B2 FEHERRLAR. b LUIFEEE L A ROV 7€ v
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FE ATz, 72720, A ZEREER & FEBEESOMER E LT, [ERIMMESIC R L,
LR RSN DMHEANZFT N TN D, o, A XREAFH L H OS82 5, Rk
THAXINLTH D A XFRIFME (metacognitive strategies) X, A X FBEINDRI %2 DEFETH
V. ENBITMTERRBERICH D L LTS, A ZFRMBAR S E& & H OMBORRIZS
WTIE, A ZEREIRYEIRSC(E X, R A DSEEICH Y JHTe RIS # R 7 pATIZ DS W TR
725t 2L CH IO, FHENS AT OFE=H Y VT %(T 9 DI LB ER
LB, DFEV ., AXBAEEREGEENEHCHEARET A Z L ETRR LTV D,
REmE &R L 1T, BE LB OBEELRBEO—2TH Y | FEHEH O, & FH 2
\ZB979 5155 (Dornyei & Ryan,2015) T& %, Shommer (1990) DOHFZEIZIS\NT, kMY
BEPBEEOMN LIRS 72 28 v AT L e LTRESIT b iILd 2 E B BT
i, (1) Akogeh) Q) MiEEEOHMS 3) MiESORES (4) s oM
PEEW D 4 DORT-DFE ST (pp.499-500), 245 4 DDR T DI THEE~DUEAF )
HAE LTS, Mori (1999) Tl slifkamp(E /& & SaEFE kT 5B & L OFEIZ SN
T, HARFEEZNMEREE L TESET AU BORFAEZEZXRIZ, Schommer (1990) THW B
7o Rk AR AT B9 2 E MR O EfER &SRB 8E ST 2 B A OV CRE 1T
o7, BiarRERICHET EMMKZL. FERFEHEISHTE CRLEBEERT S TH D)
(p.386) &I REFEFEOEEMSC, AR FIETORE [T ELNEHEE2FSAL I, A
RICEBEFSTEDNRETH D) (p387) 2 EOFEFHBERRA O 17 OIGRIIRE R
IZOWTH D 2 HEAMNOER Iz, ZORE., FE AT 2E&TH 2R maE
ARITOWTIE Schommer  (1990) T/RENZHOE—FK LT, SEFEICEATIERICE
WTIIRRE F o OfER (a) SETFEOHE (b) ETFEHEOHLS (o) SiEETH
OFEIGH (d) VAT TA 7 (¢) BRI DEEE () H—SiE~DOEKFE. L5 6 DOREF
M &7z (pp.391-394) , filiHH S AL &R T2 MHRE AT L7k R, S8 2B+ 215
AL EEFEICETAEAIIMN LIS L LTRSS bR D Z ERHL NIRRTz,
SFEV | FRHGRNES L SEETE ICET A ERITEMENICER D L 525 (Dornyei & Ryan,
2015), FRIRFIC, SEEFEICBET2ESIIRED X A7 [EA & 0 FH80 5 25 72D 585kaam
BENOINL U THFET 203, WL O OFHGERINE SILESEFE ORI EL LIET
ATBEPEIZ DWW T IR L TV 5, fIERMRICESE EENLELTNDLIHD LT HHERkD
WEICERFZZ R L TR, FERBPEEOER LT /RN H D 2 & FEHEDRERIC
LIV EREZEETCELINENC L THEBRTFERENELIND Z EERE LTz,
FEEESDOEAIZEI LTI Sakuiand Gaies (1999) TH#E SN TW5D, BERICETS
FINAED 2 B OERGRE S A v ¥ Ea—fRE2B L T, 1 [BH & 4 BRE%ICEwm Sz
2 [A] H OB A~ DRI OFEI, £ OMICFEEBERECHREH OZGIZ L - THEH OER
MEBICELLTZZ LI DD THD EWVIHITRABRNELNT-, EAITEADORRICIES
T, EAHOANBSCREICL > THRBEZIT L EARB SN TCE BB LS 2D,

2.3 BEFEOFEEFE BN D OEE#

Kalaja and Barcelos (2003) [13HERDEEMITIC OV THEHIP e A Z2 R L, — &2 U=

(Dérnyei & Ryan, 2015), WFEOMES E LT, FazH _SinESOMOER & BT 72
RRBEZRRH DS O LR BERIFERRCIGEIZ DWW TEE SN0 DR G L 2 TV
B, B ETCT — 2 UE - ST ATV, FEEZ BER T S BIRE AR LT D A,
YREBEET T 1 v 7 BRUEE THEESLHEN DB 2 DM S5 RHIA I A 280
TW5 (Kalaja & Barcelos, 2003, p.2), ZiLH #HE 2 T, F&% UL 70t SUIRD
HCIZR S N DB THETH DO TH Y, AN 2T Tlide < th2rvflim & PR
Fobo b LTI A L TW5 (Barcelos, 2003; Barcelos & Kalaja, 2011),, Barcelos (2003)
TIHEAMIZEEEHESCA Y R U= 8120\ 3 207 Fa—Fic/r—7L, £
NENDOFFRRA R HOW TR Uz GR 1), £ OH CTIURIZE T D5 &FHEDOLEME & |
EANEEOITEINE EO XD ITHANERT 200, FI-ESEHEAENI TOFEEBRBRIZEB N
TEENED L D 72 KEN 2 BT O0nE PfiEd 2 VM &2 TR LT,
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F£1. 35077 n—F ORI, FlRE RS (Barcelos, 2003, pp.26-27 255 (ZFFR)
REWT 7a—F R T T —F XARB T e —F
FEDERE TE.u EBEREE S, R ERIT A R & %’a‘i b oI
ToiRdk, BRLFEIFEE bikxbnb  FEE  TLHF ?’éiﬂ:%’a%?
Rexhbd, MEFRFEEICELT BHORZD—ETH
FFoTWALEL, Do
Z L CHEICIERE Y 25
LHFHEDOZ ETH D,

BRLITHOBK E&IEX. 4%OFEE GRX. FHEWNARE BRIEIURICKET S
DITBHRAMRYE, DR MOBNORERRD  LOLRASAS, T
MICEBEZSFEEE  bhbsboo, FEHE bbb, PFEHHAORER
D EERTRN 035&%9: aa%%é?ﬁa B EOTE L WD
B L Resh s, B ODAHEECET S XEHEWDEPTFHEéM

BRWHEIE L R En 5
é@
AV R y—
AF—ZUE Uy A= AT —LE AV FEa— B8 A0 g
% T R 7 LAR— b A A 2—
H 3o
r— A ART 4
TAT A=Y —
A BT 57—
b) 7 — & 4yt R LR N2 53 T R 53 BT
FIR IHRICE BT, RED FEHEETEHSOSEELZ FEEAFOFERSY
YTV ENE LERL ] FELSBL, HEOITHOE R ES
RIFHBRECERELM SHEFHORBREZIEY EBLTE&OWAELZTT
BEFTHZENAETH EAHAZENARETD ITEMHETH D,
60 éo
FR R R RELCL-oTHOLD RBEEFEEORSO  LEY T ITLDE
COWRDLINT—EHD AL HERT 5, éiﬁb\ T — 2L
XEIZL2EMDT- IHTIC % R 72 IRE [ %
O, [EZ O FP DR BT 5,
SNTLEI, FEHE
B Tnwsz &
LT, FEEOE
B & B DR A LT
WA RIREMEDR B B,
Barcelos and Kalaja (2011, pp. 285-286) ~Cld, Barcelos (2003) % #fi5¢ L5 /& DFHH % IR
DEHricRTnE (F2),
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#£2. SEFHEICET AEEORE (Barcelos and Kalaja , 2011, pp. 285-286)

B _EEYABICHEHETAR CMAEIZONT., [AANTRR 2 £

1. 2875 ITEHEIC, RR2EEEFHFSOILNTE 2, BRIMESRE

W, E BRI S NEBT 5,

LELTWD =L THRE., 20 TH 203 EARICEE, R
C BHETREHENTSH D KETLID—RIETETHY ., “HMLEZBBEL, FELELER

TR TEEHN R LD TH D,

A =N/ e WDV =)
M SCHRSC 22 5 & B 5
)

IERBFEEOESN - BRI SURICEE L B2 175 2 &
EBEATARX b EDN., TAT T AT AR TN
a=lr—va v EERBEICEEL W5,

¢

> a
S5
|

141

CEECHE OISR S EEERN
OB R EHR LA AHEL
B RIE T 5 %

Q&

VHABHIZOW TR TV LEGRLE , BT L S,

\&.,

o

G s FEREIMELVEELEZT, FLOVEEZZIRY ARV FWEZE
. MESEETH D YA

R EDORAFIIREE L TR, ﬁ@JL?ﬁiﬂ%EfzéT EMTED &

FEREMEZIZOWVWTIRVIBVAZ T L2 L0, T 7 4—F U R(IZ

R SRl amit, B, Erfs - ERMLIRG SO RNCEE Sh,
v EENB AR D B,

- ABHEZRTTIETRIGRICEE AT o MBI TRIIIE CCXRMbE A b o TH Y . Ay
Y5 HORBREIRY KD Z LIk, madHEmb S BEmINn D,

e EcrBicy FOE TBOMKTEMAL HRBKTHEAL BHTHY

Tk = AR A A OTBOMBK, B, GBS, R

YD HISCIRIC L » T a2 ) 5.

EREBEMETCHEINR LD L L, FEHEOT RS URE OMAEERAZIR X 5720I1C
DLW TFEE WD LEMENRBR I N 2 E1d, BEaMFED R & 7plinili b7
S22 E 2D,

JEBEESOREFE
3.1 E Rk

FEREFBEOFEICE T, & bIAEH I TWAHE Y — /LI Horwitz 23B8% L72E
[W#€ BALLI T % (Dornyei & Ryan,2015), 1A S T, 2HOREZZFHETE D &
WO RLEDRZH Y | WFFED BRIMN, B b 7N — T OEEEHA LD L7Z0 3562 &
ThDHIGEILIEFICA NI TEE S 2 LD (Barcelos, 2003), — 5 CTIARD HAMLTEEDN
HIE S35 =<2 (Barcelos, 2003; Wenden, 1987) . [FIAENEHDHH DO SETRHIE T2 L
W) BRALS S e <472 (Barcelos, 2003) . Sakuiand Gaies (1999) X4V EFE & L CHfE &
S AARNFEEFEE T, BALLI OERNAEZ BARORICH 7o b DIz L, B
MOBEIEDLZEMESC—EMOREZFEIEL L) LR AT, HEFELLTTAN-—HTX
MELHEIZEEICHTHA v A a—%2 AL, TA F— ﬁTX METHELNTZRER DO
Bzl 2 FEHOEMBHERIITON A & o —fiEIC . BB TERRIE H T&
Z%ﬂé G CESERPIZFICERICKML LY E LD & %ﬁﬁﬁ LTHY., BERKOREIZE

Tt —E MRS D LT T s, — T HEDSWTEEICETE ST HE R
‘ﬂiﬁ_ Tl & 721 ORBUZKHETE A O TR <, BIENKEERILN S £ b
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EWVDEADIRA L WG SN TS, ERIFERE OFXE D I3 RE 1TERME R 2 R
THEERLRNENWI R b A U FEa—IZXoTHLNIS N, ZOWIEITERD
[RFLE A L ZEa—D X5 RTERRT —Z OEEM AR L TN D,

32 A VHFEa—, BEALTLER—]

AVF a2 —fl{EL, FEEPASOSHETEICBAL TEX LI L 2WfEIcNERTE S
ZENEARRRRIRE 72> TS (Barcelos, 2003), AEELA v Z B2 —NE < OE M
HTEAINTEY, FEEFEADOSETCTHEZHELLBNHT LI ZERAETHD

(Barcelos, 2003; Barcelos & Kalaja, 2011) 72, B THOLNIZT — X 27T 2 HHTH
FEHENTWD, BEAT7LAR— MIFEE L L TCORESCHESRICET O B O E
MAH=OOEREZTFE (Navarro & Thornton, 2011) & 78> T\ 5

33 HFE. AZ 77—, BEBZERE

AR T 7' —F THWOID HEL, A ¥ 77—, BEBILE, Ok~ 7eii& 71k
THAGDOETHHTLZ LICLY, FEEPSEHEFEITOVWTEL TS Z 2T TiE
R EOENED X IATENT 20 Z2HET 22 EAMREICZR D, UIRE OFEAAEH %18
CTEEVEE LT SV ot 220G RS 5 2 & A3 AIEEIZ 72 5 (Barcelos, 2003;
Navarro & Thornton, 2011) ,

438 H 521X Navarro and Thornton (2011) @ H 25 BRI E3 21E AWFE THV S i,
FERENFEBERE, EHEM, FEORV IR ZFTRA L FE R RZEHE LT R A
P—L O THEEOIZPVED 252 LT, WHNFHICHET 2 EEREDE A2 L0
WElZERfRT 5 Z LN A[RBIC 2o T E R STV D, FEOHBSRE O eIz L v |
BNOFEEHET D Z EMNAMEEIZ/R Y (Miller & Ginsberg, 1995; Navarro & Thornton, 2011) .
il 2 DR FDEE EITENOM O EANERAOAREDINRE55 Z LICHL BN -7- (Navarro
& Thornton, 2011) .

ABT 7 =00, BEEOIT 5 7-OLRIN O STy % (Barcelos, 2003) , Miller
and Ginsberg (1995) TIX I TIZEFELTWAT A U DR « REFEBAEZRIGICHE %2
ATV, FEBIVDARIIZIE R EITINZ T, FEEOH THH S5 i3 5 2 RIEICE?
STWDHEBFEHETNVOERLEE X, BT HO R ZREZE L o0 L2, 581X
WNANVETHZ L) TFETFEOERTH D] (p306) 2 EDHMRIT, SFEICIEMNH D &
Bz HEEAZERICR L, BITHRRZ LB OEET b 02T LW SREFEICET 5
BAICABE LTV,

AL T 7=, BHETORIE, REEOITITFEBEORESIULZ B L7 T, 2 b
EFEAERT DA SFEE L TFEEEE/HE T 52 ERFREICR D, T 2 IZE K
RA VA 2= EOPEFELY S FEELHENNIRZI D Z N TELEBNTHES
15 (Barcelos, 2003) & HE A L9, LLARNG, 2o OERIE. FEFICRERI D0 HAE
KD, KEEZHEICIT#ES 2V EWIRRAL B S,

4. FHEBFESXLFTHIM, TRE, 8017 & OBE
4.1 FEHES LG OBE

B OESEEGICETAES EESEE G & OBfREE L7 Yang (1999) TlX., Sik
FRICEAT 2 FEEBEOEENFE HBOMERICEEEL 5252 L 2HLMNC Lz, F8HE
DHESETH LI HEFEFEICET AN, 7420 bA SIS EEEORIMED
STWNDHEVWIERIT, HoW DR EEET 5 Z &R EI T, T HREMIICIGE
(RN DR 20 9 LT DHEREMI S TGO & HIcsR < B L, EEA T2 L
DEE LT HE&E, HiEAHD IR UIEE L TR 32 72 £ o D EEHE I o4 12 BE
L7z, ZOFBEELEFEHFMEH. Iz TS T oBEIZ—Frob o Tidea<, A
R LD S ERMREER] (p.531) THDZ EIVRE ST,
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42 FEHFESEERE, BRELORE
%% FHICETAEE k&x&@%ﬁf HRAEORR%Z Mori (1999) TIXifAE L T
Do J%BU“%JQQEM“O)J:% (B L7 EA0T, SFEBRICBWTIEEZ Thi#baun iy
FIVARTTAVICETHEES. ¥ — /7/ l\aa%?i;‘é#@%f;%@k%zéfmuT&;oto
ﬁﬂ” FHEIVEENRNOOHDTH ) REMIZEE STV D &V I ERIL, HH
FEPMEL 2B A LB L, [FEENIB L > TEHETE RV EWVWIEER, FED
WiERy 72 7 0 2 & GF B AREMER H D 1 (p.399) Z AR ENT, Thbb, TD XD
BRI E Y RIS LT DTN EEAENRDL ZENH L b LS 2 X5, HitBk
@%K%ﬁwéﬁﬁ%ﬁo%”%i SMEFE OB BFEDNMEL 72 2B m A D Z &0 B )
focoto ZAUTET, FEIFEREA T S HUEIZR S D BV D FRRES ORE X &5
LA TR S @?Q@MP%ﬁk%ﬁﬁéﬁﬁ ZEENR L (Mori, 1999; Schommer, 1990)
s <E HRENTWD

43 FEHEFXLEHESIT L DREE

HARANRKSFAZ RS L LI2#F3ETdH % Yashima, Nishida and Mizumoto (2017) TiX. &
S EFICBIT 2SI DA =X L EHH L L5 & HHERAINHHA TH 5 L2 8D
T HE VAT A (Dornyei, 2005; 2009) & FEFE S EOBEBH LN SN, 2=
==y a YRILOFEGIERHREAITH 5 kﬂ%zé{u (2 a=f—va &)
T B EEEEME S TR 72V \fj!i?l‘ﬁo) 5 CAETHDH L2 HBECIZENY . ERZETLO
FEITMPIROTH D L Z 2 5 CUERBIEMM) 1L, 8 _5iEx o Thd&H
E{%\b‘j’)@éﬂ.'ﬁﬁi/\ﬂ%@*&b %ﬂé HOBTHD L2EEHCIZER T2, DF D |
L2 HEHCOFITEESITIZE< BN L Z D, 2l a=r—va VEREDESER
STWAFEBZEOHN, LVEESITNELS 2D LW O AP RSN, M2 L

TIE, BFRAEOT N SUERBEERPEICR S EELZIT TN D E WO FERNBR I, ZOfE
RICONWTHE I E REBET DMEMEN RO TN D,

SEBOEE

BESRRBEBISICBWTCRBIZIEN D HETETHDL, A T4V FERAL L O
RS 4 — RNy 7 HIC L DAY —F U T OBREZICELTH, ARFEEES
RNEHEINDZ N, BHEEZTHNEFEEOUEEZ VT2 tD—8édTh
A9,

Sakui and Gaies (1999) Tl, #HE DV ¥ =2 7 AOLEENFEEF I E L 5 2 72 7HE
PEEHEZR LT D, S, TE DR ZHEHBE CHARA 2 FEESHELIT) 2 LTk
D AVFa2TIERBBEBENEDLIICFEFEERESREELE 2 T-O0E#HMmeh ) o
T LNEREDRER L, R ILA S5 2 LN ATEE ﬁéf%%ﬁozwz&ﬁﬁ’%”%w
== RZHVIRHS - SHEHB BN DL WEERDH D LN D,
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EFEEL LTOEBIZONT, HDLWEEEFTEICONT, BHIZREZ#H Z L0010
ﬁ%%mﬁAbﬁT:7 VaRRAR =T 5 L TEZARTREOHE S IE
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