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This paper reports on a small-scale study that explored the extent to which two types of recitation tasks
that engaged foreign language learners in memorization of conversational turns prepared in advance
would differentially lead to the learning of multi-word expressions. Three groups of Japanese college
learners of English participated in this research: a whole-text recitation group, a partial-text recitation
group, and a contrast group. Results of the speaking tests administered suggest that whole- and partial-
text recitation approaches are both conducive to the learning of language chunks and that there is
considerable variance in facilitative effects between the two.

INTRODUCTION

While formulaic language abounds in language use (e.g., Erman & Warren, 2000), formulaicity
remains an area where L2 learners only very slowly approximate to or will never reach the proficiency of
native speakers (Pawley & Syder,1983), and yet deviant use of multi-word expressions by L2 learners can
be associated with an increased and sustained processing burden by native speakers (Millar, 2010;
Stengers et al., 2011). With adult L2 learners in a foreign language context, one reason for this learning
difficulty is that those learners do not sufficiently experience ‘pattern-based learning’ (Ellis, 1996, 2002),
by which we acquire readily accessible chunks of language. Even if ample opportunities for such learning
are available, adult learners are already equipped with a broad range of what Anderson and Lynch (1988)
call ‘schematic’ and ‘contextual’ knowledge, which according to Skehan (1988), aids comprehension and
production but can significantly hamper learning of linguistic items, including pattern-based learning.
Still another huge challenge for adult learners is that they are, unlike child language learners, not
protected by the socio-interactional ‘bubble’ (Wray & Perkins, 2000), which would otherwise reduce
socio-interactional pressures in realtime communication and increase the chance of attention being paid to
linguistic analysis. To facilitate learning by these learners, then, a number of studies investigating the
effectiveness of different ways to teach multi-word strings have been conducted. Text memorization
figured in these studies as one instructional strategy, and it is the focus of the study reported on in this

paper.
LITERATURE REVIEW

SLA literature to date does not offer much analysis of text memorization, and there is an undeniable
scarcity of studies on the effects of text memorization (Boers & Lindstromberg, 2012; Dai & Ding, 2010).
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Among the scarce studies that have been conducted, four relatively recent and noteworthy investigations
into such effects are reviewed here. The first two studies reviewed here are qualitative, whereas the others
are quantitative. Taken as a whole they indicate that text memorization is conducive to the learning of
multi-word strings, and the particularities of each study have also spawned various ideas for future
research on teaching L2 phrases.

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

Wray and Fitzpatrick (2008, 2010; Fitzpatrick & Wray, 2006) published a study in which adult ESL
learners were required to memorize native-like conversational turns for future interactions. Their study
devised discrete cycles of preparation, practice, and conversations with native speakers. First, the
participants each worked with a native speaker of English to identify conversations or transactions,
related to their own real-life needs that they would have in the near future with native speakers. Next, the
participants explained to the native speaker what they would expect to say during the targeted encounters,
and together they prepared sets of appropriate native-like utterances. The learners then learned these
models by heart through rehearsal, after which they engaged in the targeted authentic conversations with
native speakers. The findings of Wray and Fitzpatrick’ study suggest that even entirely fixed phrases can
be highly beneficial in conversation, while unfamiliar circumstances, as in where unexpected turns show
up in the conversation, also reveal tenacious weaknesses that are intrinsic to a predominant reliance on
formulaic material. Wray and Fitzpatrick also found that not all participants regarded this model of
utterance storage and retrieval as useful, thus indicating the existence of individual differences in
preferred learning strategies (see also Fitzpatrick & Wray, 2006; Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2008). Their study
invites the question of the extent to which memorization of texts that are prepared prior to instruction can
promote learning of the phrasal constructions therein.

Yu (2009) conducted an experimental study investigating whether two different means of learning the
word sequence despite the fact (that) result in differential outcomes of the learning of the syntactic rules
embedded in the word string, which according to Yu, are problematic for Chinese learners of English,
owing to L1 transfer. While the contrast group of the study was given direct instruction on the
grammatical aspect of the word string despite the fact (that), the treatment group was instructed to
commit to memory the word string through recitation without being given any explicit information about
the rules. It was found that the recitation group significantly outperformed the grammar instruction group
in the L1-to-L2 translation test. Yu claims that the result lends support to the facilitative roles that rote
memorization can play in fostering the learning of multi-word strings. One unique quality of Yu’s study is
that not only were the students in the recitation group directed to memorize the target item, but they also
passed the recitation test given to them before the post-test. This suggests that the better result from the
treatment group in Yu’s study may have been because the students in that group were tasked with actually
reciting the text and not simply instructed to memorize it. In-class recitation activities, therefore, seem to

Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice Vol. 18(5) 2018 79



have the potential to promote the learning of phrasal constructions. One question and two cautions are in
order, however. First, Yu’s study focused only on despite the fact (that), so what would have happened if
multiple—or even a large number of—phrases had been targeted? Will the same result as Yu’s be
observed if many items are taught simultaneously or over the course of, say, one academic semester?
Second, the translation test used in Yu’s study was in a written format. Would those students in the
treatment group have been able to outperform the contrast group if there had been a speaking test? Last,
although despite the fact (that) was the sole target item, the translation test gave the students ‘despite’ as
part of the prompt. Thus, the results should be interpreted with caution.

Dai and Ding (2010) engaged one group of EFL students in text memorization involving verbatim
recitation, during daily independent study time in the course of a school term. Another group, in contrast,
was given discretion as to how to use their allotted study time to work with the English texts. In the
writing assignments at the end of the term, the text memorization group was found to use more varied and
more accurate multi-word expressions than the other group. The findings of Dai and Ding’s study suggest
that text memorization can be an effective second language learning strategy. The contrasting
performance of the two groups at least shows that this strategy is more cost-effective than other strategies
tried out by the non-memorization group, because the total amount of time spent by learners in learning
on their own was controlled so as to be equal. Another major finding from the Dai and Ding study,
revealed by a comparison of high and low achievers, is that low achievers overall benefited more from the
text memorization than high achievers, indicating that the method produces more positive effects on
formulaic learning when targeting lower-level learners. Their findings on the whole suggest that teachers
should be encouraged to employ such practice and engage students in imitating and memorizing the
collocations and constructions in the input in order to improve the quality of their output. One limitation
of their study, however, is that they measured the participants’ improvement only through writing, and
without the pressure of strict time constraints. There are thus two cautions in interpreting their findings.
First, since the measurement was done through composition writing, the students were free from socio-
interactional pressure (Wray & Perkins, 2000), and as such, they might have been able to attend to the
formal aspect of their production more than would have been possible in speaking. Second, because they
were given 40 minutes to compose their writing, the students were also not under the same level of timed
pressure as normal oral communication would impose.

RESEARCH QUESTION

Among other limitations, there are three perspectives that are lacking in the relevant empirical studies
conducted to date. First, little is known regarding the extent to which, over an extended period of time,
memorization can occur by directing learners to memorize a large volume of pre-prepared language
material containing multi-word expressions. Certainly, what is memorized in such a manner may neither
be readily serviceable in realtime language use nor get entrenched in the long-term memory unless
reinforced by repeated encounters. The point here, however, is that there is a first time for anything to be
committed consciously to memory, and thus, how much language a group of students can be motivated to
memorize by a particular instruction is indeed an important issue for teaching, even if some, or most, of
what is memorized evaporates from memory. Second, as far as L2 text memorization studies are
concerned, no study to date has tested the differential effects of having learners engage in memorizing the
same set of material with different cognitive loads. Can it be said, for example, that engaging learners in
memorizing only selected parts of a text results in the same level of learning as engaging them in
memorizing the entire text? If lowered cognitive processes can bring about similar or even better
outcomes, then they are more time-efficient. Lastly, rather surprisingly, few researchers have used
measures of time-constrained speech production that would allow them to directly investigate the ability
of their subjects to readily use the target phrases that they had studied within specific instructional
frameworks.

With the need for research into these areas in mind, the present study adopted time-constrained
speaking tests as measurement tools and investigated the effects of engaging EFL university students,
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over an extended period of time, in two different memorization tasks with the aim of learning the useful
phrases contained in a large volume of dialogs prepared prior to instruction. The research question was
thus set as follows.
Does engaging foreign language classroom learners, over the course of a semester, in ‘whole text’ and
‘partial text’ recitation of a large volume of useful dialogs, prepared in advance of instruction,
facilitate the use of the constructions therein in speech production, and is there a significant difference
between the two in terms of their facilitative effect?

METHOD

Participants

Three groups of political science and economics majors in a private university in Japan participated in
this study. Two of the three groups were treatment groups, with the third acting as a contrast group. One
of the treatment groups, designated the ‘Whole-Text Recitation’ Group (WTRG), consisted of 12 students
who were in a one-semester study-abroad preparation course taught by the researcher. The other treatment
group, the Partial-Text Recitation’ Group (PTRG), consisted of another 12 students who were in the same
course taught in a different year. WTRG and PTRG followed the same course syllabus. As will be
described in detail below, while the participants in WTRG were encouraged to memorize all of the dialogs
that were specially prepared for this study, those in PTRG were only required to commit to memory
particular parts of those dialogs that contained the constructions of the focus of this study. The last group,
the Contrast Group (CG), was comprised of 11 students who were in either one of another two one-
semester English classes taught by the researcher. The contents and target populations of these two classes
differed: one was a TOEFL iBT preparation class, and the other an oral communication-oriented class.
Thus, a total of 35 university students participated in this study.

Dialog Materials

The researcher developed 66 model English dialogs (3,182 words in total) that would be the language
material worked on by the participants in WTRG and PTRG. Making use of his own overseas study
experience, and with the help of two native speakers, the researcher created these dialogs so as to be
relevant and useful to students in a variety of communicative situations that they themselves may
encounter when studying abroad. Attempts were thus made to design the content to be motivating enough
for students in WTRG and PTRG, who were all either planning to study or considering studying abroad in
the near future.

The dialogs prepared can be roughly categorized in terms of the following three sets of scenes. The
first set contained particular scenes that students will experience when traveling abroad: e.g., going
through immigration at the airport, making complaints about a hotel room at the front desk, making
orders at a restaurant or fast food shop, asking for directions to the nearby post office, asking for a
discount in shopping. The second set was about possible exchanges between a student and a university
professor: asking a question in class, asking for an extension of submitting an essay, thanking the
professor for writing a recommendation letter, and so forth. The last set included a variety of potential
campus conversations: meeting for the first time, talking about family, asking for help, asking for advice,
talking about last weekend, talking about plans during a long vacation, an invitation to an evening
gathering, bumping into each other near the campus, gossiping about a classmate, saying good-bye when
finishing school, and so on. The scripts, along with their Japanese translations, were packaged in a
booklet, a copy of which was given to each participant in WTRG and PTRG.

Instructional Interventions
Whole-Text Recitation Group

At the beginning of the semester, the students were informed that the recitation of all the dialogs
would account for 30% of their final grade. During each class, linguistic (e.g., syntactic, phonological,
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pragmatic) explanations relating to a number of these dialogs (roughly 6 on average) were given by the
researcher. Every week, for a third or more of the 90-minute class time, students reviewed selected
dialogs in pairs and when ready acted them out, also in pairs, to another student or the researcher, with the
booklet closed. For each dialog that was successfully performed (i.e., without too much hesitation or
many mistakes), the “Checker” signed on the “Check Sheet” for each reciter. When the researcher was the
Checker, he also provided brief corrective feedback to the students being checked. When the students
were working on the Check, they were encouraged to recite each dialog twice, aiming if possible to do
this at one-week intervals. Thus, for each dialog, there was a 1st Check and a 2nd Check. While the
students were working on a Check, the researcher was walking around the classroom, occasionally giving
brief corrective feedback to individual students or to the entire class as well. At the end of the semester,
the researcher provided each student with an evaluation for the dialog recitation referring to their Check
Sheet.

Partial-Text Recitation Group

As with WTRG, the students in PTRG were informed at the beginning of the semester that 30% of
their final grade would be based on performance of all the dialogs. However, the PTRG participants were
only required to memorize the blanks in the dialog booklet (1,047 words in total, 33% of the entire text).
During each class, also similar to WTRG, linguistic explanations on approximately 6 dialogs were given
by the researcher. Every week, for a third or more of the class time, students reviewed selected dialogs in
pairs, and when ready, read these aloud to each other, to another student, or to the researcher, while
looking at the textbook with the Japanese translation covered. The manner in which PTRG performed the
dialogs was therefore very different from the manner in which WTRG did them. For each dialog
successfully read aloud, the Checker signed on the Check Sheet for each reader. Again, when the
researcher was the Checker, he also provided brief corrective feedback to the student being checked. As in
the case with WTRG, the students in PTRG were also encouraged to do the 1st Check and the 2nd Check
for all dialogs. In all other respects the instruction and evaluation were conducted in exactly the same way
as with the WTRG.

The key instructional differences between WTRG and PTRG were thus twofold. First, the materials in
which the two groups engaged were the same in terms of content but different in surface form. That is, the
dialogs worked on by PTRG had a significant number of blanks, and unlike the students in WTRG, who
were required to commit to memory the entirety of each dialog, the students in PTRG were only expected
to memorize the words (the phrases which were the study’s focus) in those blanks. The second difference
was a consequence of having PTRG students work on the material with a multitude of blanks. That is,
unlike WTRG’s case, where students acted out the dialogs with a partner, participants in PTRG were,
when performing the dialogs, directed to do so alone. This direction was given primarily because acting
out with a partner would have involved each person reciting fewer phrases, thereby making the task
insufficiently challenging.

Contrast Group

In terms of the focus of this study, the two classes comprising the CG (a TOEFL iBT test preparation
course and a communication-oriented English course) had two features in common. First, since they were
meant to be the CG collectively, they did not deal with the dialog materials for WTRG and PTRG.
Another characteristic they shared—and one that they also shared with the WTRG and PTRG—was that
there was in fact extensive memorization involved. The CG students in the TOEFL iBT class were given
the assignment of memorizing a large volume of sample responses to the speaking and writing sections of
the test. The CG students in the communication-oriented class, conversely, were assigned to pick out a
scene from a movie or TV drama of their choice and recite the scene to a partner every week. One rather
important difference between the CG and the treatment groups was that even though all classes were
elective courses, the final grades for the treatment groups were not counted as part of the students’ GPA, a
factor that could potentially affect the results.
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Speaking Tests

All participants took two speaking tests, the first one (the Pre-Test) at the beginning of the semester
and the other (the Post-Test) at the end, 14 weeks after the administration of the pre-test. The speaking
tests actually consisted of four distinct parts respectively, addressing multiple research questions;
however, because the research question addressed in this paper concerns only two of those parts, only the
two relevant parts are discussed below. During both tests, each participant sat at a computer and gave
their spoken responses to the prompts as they appeared one by one on the screen, speaking into a
microphone. Prior to the present study, draft items for the tests to measure use of phrases in speech
production had been piloted on 31 Japanese university students attending the previous year’s study-
abroad preparation course, also taught by the researcher. These students were comparable to the eventual
participants in the treatment groups of the main study, because those in the treatment groups were given
the finalized speaking tests while taking the same course. Even though the instruments were overall found
to be informative and to have acceptable test characteristics, some minor issues were spotted when the
researcher was observing the pilot students taking the tests and when he was analyzing the data. Thus, the
parts involving those issues were revised. Detailed descriptions of the parts of the speaking tests covered
in this report are as follows.

Reading-Aloud Short Sentences

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

The procedure and characteristic features of this part of the test (both in Pre-Test and Post-Test) are as
follows. During each test, the participants were instructed to read aloud 10 short English sentences, each
consisting of one specific pronunciation feature. Each prompt started with a Japanese sentence, which was
followed by an English translation of the prompt. Some prompts also included particular instruction for
reading aloud the English. It should be noted that although the wording for each specific prompt in the
Pre-Test was deliberately changed when it appeared in the Post-Test, the prompts in Pre-Test and those in
Post-Test were designed to measure the same pronunciation features. This modification was made in order
to circumvent aid from any memory traces from the Pre-Test, even though such traces were presumably
unlikely, given the long interval between the Pre-Test and the Post-Test (i.e., 14 weeks). An additional
note about the wording of the prompts is that English sentences to be read aloud in the Pre-Test were
taken directly from the dialog textbook, because the participants had yet to work on the English sentences
used in the Pre-Test before taking that test; thus, there was no need to word the prompts differently from
the dialog textbook. As for the duration of this part of the test, the participants were given either 10 or 15
seconds per prompt, depending on the overall density of a prompt, to comprehend the prompt and read
aloud the English sentence.

For the scoring of a response, either 0 or 1 (0 as ‘fail’ and 1 as ‘pass’) was given in accordance with
the particular pronunciation feature in focus. The full score in this part was thus 10. Unlike the case of the
other part of the speaking tests discussed in this report, detailed below, each participant’s total score for
this read-aloud task was not standardized into a z-score, even though the prompts in the Post-Test were
different from those in the Pre-Test. This was because, as specified above, both sets of prompts primarily
addressed the same pronunciation features, and therefore the raw scores for the two tests were judged to
be directly comparable. Scoring was done by the researcher three times, with at least a two-week interval
between scoring sessions, and for each item a majority score was adopted. A Kruskal-Wallis test was then
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run on the three groups’ Pre-Test scores, which confirmed that no significant difference existed among
the groups on this part of the test at the onset of the study (H (2) =2.660, p = .264).

Iustrated below is an example of the prompts and notes covering the descriptions laid out above. A
summary of all prompts and notes are available in Appendix A.

Pre-Test: You seem to have had a good weekend.
(FLVERZBISNZLITTR)

Post-Test: You seem to have had a bad holiday.
(KB BAEBISNZLITIN)

Instruction: Pronounce “to have” colloquially.

Time given: 15 seconds

Scoring point: contraction of “to have”

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

Responding Readily

This part of the speaking tests was designed to see if the participants in WTRG and PTRG made
significant improvement compared to the CG participants in making use of the phrases in the dialog
textbook in a time-constrained manner over the course of one-semester instruction. Given the limited
testing time, only a select few phrases were targeted in this part, although the dialog material contained a
plethora of multi-word expressions. Participants were therefore given 16 prompts in Japanese in this
segment (both Pre-Test and Post-Test). Their task was to respond to those prompts in English from the
computer as if they were speaking to someone. Each prompt required them to either translate part of the
Japanese prompt into English or produce something in English that would be a reasonable reaction to the
particular situational cues given. Each prompt was meant to tap into the participants’ knowledge of the
dialogs—or more specifically of the constructions therein—that they worked on in the class, and was also
designed in such a way that they would be easily able to respond to it appropriately if they used some
particular constructions from the dialog textbook. Moreover, not only did this part attempt to measure
memory trace of those phrases in the participants’ long-term memory, it also served as a means to assess
accessibility, in the sense of access speed, to those sequences stored in memory because the time given to
understand and respond to each prompt was only 18 seconds.

As for the contents of the prompts, half of all 16 prompts in each test were designated ‘direct
application’ prompts and the remaining 8 prompts were to serve as ‘modified application’ prompts. Each
direct application prompt was constructed in such a way that a simple re-use of some phrases from the
dialog textbook would suffice as an appropriate response. In contrast, successful completion of the
remaining prompts, modified application prompts, would not be accomplished by such plain re-use.
Rather, if participants wanted to successfully respond to these prompts using some phrases from the
textbook, they would have to modity those to fit in the cued situation.

The score for each response was the number of the constructions available in the dialog textbook that
were used in the response. There are two things to note regarding the scoring for this part of the test,
however. First, accurate use of a phrase was not evaluated in a strict manner. This decision was made
because accurate and also fluent speech production was probably beyond the capability of the participants
in this study. This was a deliberate choice, and the reason for it is that this study’s principal concerns were
memory trace and accessibility. This is a theoretically-founded choice, as there is a purported tension
between fluency in the sense of fast and smooth production and accuracy, especially under time-
constrained circumstances (Skehan, 1998). Second, each participant’s total score for this part of the test
was actually standardized into a z-score, which was not done in the case of the read-aloud task. The
reason for this decision has to do with the fact that half of the direct and modified application prompts in
the Pre-Test respectively (i.e., 4 x 2 = 8 items) were replaced, in the Post-Test, with another set of direct
and modified application prompts that were meant to tap into the participants’ knowledge of constructions
that were different from those phrases that the Pre-Test attempted to elicit from the students. That is, the
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raw scores for the ‘non-repeated’ prompts in this part of the tests would not be statistically comparable,
and each student’s overall score for this part of the test thus needed to be standardized so that proper score
comparisons would be possible. Lastly, counting of the constructions used was done by the researcher
three times, with at least a two-week interval between scoring sessions, and for each item a majority score
was adopted. Unlike the read-aloud task, this part required transcribing, which was first outsourced to a
transcribing company and then all transcribed data was carefully reviewed by the researcher. No
significant distinction among the three groups at the onset of the study was found on the direct application
prompts (H (2) =2.073, p = .355) or on the modified application prompts (H (2) = .866, p = .648).

An example of the prompts in this part together with the scoring criteria is provided below. All
prompts and scoring criteria are summarized in Appendix B.

Target sentence(s): Uh, what do you think of Japan becoming the third world, uh, third biggest world
economy after China? (Dialog 7)
Sample modified expression: What do you think of China becoming the second biggest world
economy after the US?
Constructions counted: 1) What do you think; 2) think of, 3) Prep. + Noun + Gerund; 4) second +
Superlative; 5) after...

Reliability of the Quantitative Measures

The reliability estimates for the speaking test components reveal one of the limitations of this study.
Although it sought to investigate the effectiveness of dialog text memorization as a way to develop one’s
formulaic language knowledge in a general sense, the text from which to derive test measures was
restricted to the dialog material developed for the study-abroad preparation course, which, among other
things, prevented the reliability of the test items from being statistically substantiated. As can be seen in
Table 1, the estimates are overall not sufficiently high overall. The results and discussion below, thus,
have to be interpreted with this limitation in mind.

TABLE 1
RELIABILITY ESTIMATES FOR THE SPEAKING TEST COMPONENTS (CRONBACK
ALPHA)
Pre-Test Post-Test
Reading-aloud short sentences 464 581
Responding readily 492 AR

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 2 and Figures 1-2 illustrate the z-score changes for phrases from the dialog material used by the
three groups for the ‘direct application’ prompts, which indicate some instructional effects of both
recitation approaches. The Wilcoxon tests run on the performance results of those groups that measured
their score changes detected statistically significant changes for PTRG (z = 2.197, p = .028", r = .45
[medium effect]) and CG (z = -2.580, p = .010", r = -.55 [large effect]). Although no significant
improvement was found for WTRG (z = 1.099, p = .272, r = .23 [small effect]), an execution of multiple
comparisons of the score changes from Pre-Test to Post-Test seemed in order as a way to see if a
significant difference can be found between CG and WTRG, in addition to the obvious disparity between
CG and PTRG, as CG’s z-score change was a decrease rather than an increase. In fact, the comparisons
did reveal that besides the clear difference between CG and PTRG (z = 3.078, p = .006"", r = .64 [large
effect]), there was such a difference between CG and WTRG (z = 2.941, p = .010", r = .61 [large effect]),
while there was, as expected, no significant difference found between WTRG and PTRG (z = -.140, p =
1.000, » = -.03 [almost no effect]).
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TABLE 2
IMPROVEMENT IN Z-SCORE FOR CONSTRUCTIONS USED FROM DIALOGS FOR
‘DIRECT APPLICATION’ PROMPTS

Pre-test Post-test
Group p r
M (SD) M (SD)
WTRG -.07 (1.89) .60 (2.11) 272 small (.23)
PTRG -.53 (1.03) 33 (1.34) 028 medium (.45)
CG 65 (2.12) -1.02 (1.19) 010" large (-.55)

Note. WTRG: n=12, PTRG: n=12,CG: n=11

The data on the whole, thus, seem to suggest that a recitation approach, either in a whole or partial
manner, is likely to have a lasting effect on the learning of constructions. This observation itself may not
quite be illuminative in light of the large amount of time the students in both groups spent on the
recitation; however, these improvements were observed in a speaking test, any similar empirical evidence
of which is very hard to find in the existing literature, and what was found here corroborates the
effectiveness of text memorization for the learning of multi-word expressions.

FIGURE 1
MEAN DISTRIBUTION OF Z-SCORE FOR CONSTRUCTIONS USED FROM DIALOGS FOR
‘DIRECT APPLICATION’ PROMPTS
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FIGURE 2
GROUP-BY-GROUP BOXPLOTS SHOWING IMPROVEMENT IN Z-SCORE FOR
CONSTRUCTIONS USED FROM DIALOGS FOR ‘DIRECT APPLICATION’ PROMPTS
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Although a significant improvement being detected only in the case of PTRG seems to suggest that
partial-text recitation may work more effectively than whole-text recitation, at least with direct
application prompts, there is an important argument for the WTR instruction having worked, in fact,
better than the PTR instruction, an argument that finds support from a study by Peters (2012).
Investigating the effect on retention of typographic enhancement and of glossing, a form of input
enhancement, Peters found that the participants in the treatment group, who worked on texts with
typographic enhancement (underlining and bold font) were better able to recollect glossed multi-word
expressions from reading with the enhancement. One methodological issue with her study was that the
students had been informed that a vocabulary post-test would follow, which means that they may have
made more of an effort to remember the highlighted items in the text than those which were not
highlighted. In the case of the study presented here, the administration of a post-test was announced
beforehand, too. It is thus conceivable that some students in both WTRG and PTRG made an extra effort
to remember the material. Assuming that they did make an extra effort to remember the material as a
preparation for taking the Post-Test, then, PTRG had a better chance of obtaining good scores, because
they would have thought that the focus of the test would be those words in the blanks that they had
committed to memory, whereas WTRG would have had to determine for themselves where the focus of
the test was going to be, because they were expected to memorize everything. Looking at this point from
a different angle, it is possible that WTRG had indeed learned more linguistic items than PTRG because a
great majority of the words and phrases that WTRG had memorized which PTRG had not were not in the
Post-Test. After all, WTRG must have invested a far more amount of time on the recitation of the texts, so
it is reasonable to imagine more learning having taken place for WTRG than PTRG. Thus, although
PTRG performed better than WTRG on this part of the test, the learning outcome of WTRG should
perhaps be considered to be greater. Of course, such an interpretation is not possible solely on the basis of
the results found in this part of the speaking test; however, we will see below some further evidence that
supports this argument when we analyze the data on the ‘reading-aloud short sentences’ part of the test.

Moving on to the discussion of the ‘modified application’ prompts, neither recitation group
demonstrated noteworthy improvement, unlike the case with their performances on the ‘direct
application’ prompts where both recitation approaches seemed promising, despite the fairly large amount
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of time invested on memorization by both recitation groups. Table 3 and Figures 3-4 display the z-score
changes for constructions from the dialog material used for the ‘modified application’ prompts in this part
of the test. Unlike the case of the ‘direct application’ prompts, no significant improvement was confirmed
from any group (WTRG: z =.706, p = .480, » = .15 [small effect]; PTRG: z = -.392, p = .695, r = -.08
[almost no effect]; CG: z =-1.689, p = .091, r = -.36 [medium effect]). It thus appears that both types of
recitation tasks help the learners to become able to use phrases in their original forms, but neither is of
itself sufficient to help them apply these items in modified forms. The overall non-significant results for
modified application prompts can be comparable to the findings of Nekrasova’s study (2009), which
indicates that ‘fixed’ formulaic expressions tend to be used by L2 learners more than ‘non-fixed’ ones.
Presumably, it would take additional encounters in authentic texts and communication for learners to
become able to make applications of phrases with slots to fill. Merely engaging learners in text
memorization, whether with a whole-text or partial-text approach, is insufficient to drive the kinds of
analysis at the time of encoding that will make the constructions therein available for flexible language
use in the future.

TABLE 3
IMPROVEMENT IN Z-SCORE FOR CONSTRUCTIONS USED FROM DIALOGS FOR
‘MODIFIED APPLICATION’ PROMPTS

Pre-test Post-test
Group _ p r
M (SD) M (SD)
WTRG 01 (1.69) .88 (2.26) 480 small (.15)
PTRG 38 (1 87) 05 ( 99) 695 almost no (-.08)
CG -42 ( | 5 | ) =1 01 ( 97) 0() l medium (-.36)
FIGURE 3

MEAN DISTRIBUTION OF Z-SCORE FOR CONSTRUCTIONS USED FROM DIALOGS FOR
‘MODIFIED APPLICATION’ PROMPTS
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FIGURE 4
GROUP-BY-GROUP BOXPLOTS SHOWING IMPROVEMENT IN Z-SCORE FOR
CONSTRUCTIONS USED FROM DIALOGS FOR ‘MODIFIED APPLICATION’ PROMPTS
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An additional observation from the students’ z-score changes for both direct and modified application
prompts is that a partial-text recitation approach might actually have a better chance of bringing about
learning of language chunks across different types of learners than does a whole-text recitation approach.
Looking closely at the score changes from the Pre- to Post-Test for both prompt types (Figure 5),
WTRG’s dispersion is greater, in both cases, than PTRG’s. A reasonable explanation for this greater
dispersion is that there may have been a mismatch between what is involved with whole-text recitation
and the language learning styles or abilities of certain students in WTRG. That is, although those students
presumably spent far more time on text memorization than PTRG did, they may not have gained as much
as other high achievers in WTRG because they were either less good at retaining the studied material by
way of rote memorization or less receptive to such an approach. Consequences of such a mismatch then
may have been more manifest with WTRG than with PTRG simply because the former group was forced
to grapple with a far larger amount of language. If this assumption turns out correct, it may be safer for
classroom practitioners to adopt a partial-text recitation approach, since a whole-text recitation may not
work well with particular types of learners.
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FIGURE 5
GROUP-BY-GROUP BOXPLOTS SHOWING Z-SCORE CHANGES FROM PRE- TO POST-
TEST FOR BOTH PROMPT TYPES

Direct Application Modified Application
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Finally, as a further consideration regarding the adoption of either whole-text or partial-text recitation,
the three groups’ performances on the ‘reading-aloud short sentences’ part of the test are a clear case
where whole-text recitation does have an advantage in terms of learning effects over partial-text
recitation, a fact which also should be taken into account when deciding on which approach to employ in
a language class. Table 4 and Figures 6-7 present the changes in all three groups’ scores for this part of the
speaking test, with a significant improvement by WTRG and PTRG but not by CG (WTRG: z = 3.084, p
=.002", r = .63 [large effect]; PTRG: z = 2.223, p = .026, r = .45 [medium effect]; CG: z = 1.294, p
=.196, r = .28 [small effect]), and a Mann-Whitney test further run on the score increases made by these
two groups found that WTRG’s improvement was even significantly larger than PTRG’s (U = -3.324, p
<.000", r = -.68 [large effect]). These results show that both types of recitation tasks instigated learning
on articulatory aspects of the constructions covered in the dialog material, and that whole-text
memorization had even greater effect on this particular aspect than partial-text memorization.
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TABLE 4

IMPROVEMENT IN ARTICULATORY APPROPRIATENESS IN READING-ALOUD SHORT

SENTENCES

Pre-test Post-test

Group - p r
M M (SD)
WTRG 3.25 (1.55) 7.42 (1.00)  .002"" large (.63)
PTRG 3.83 (1.75) 5.17 (2.66) 026" medium (.45)
CG 4.55 (1.92) 5.36 (1.57) 196 small (.28)
FIGURE 6

Score

MEAN DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES FOR ARTICULATORY APPROPRIATENESS IN
READING-ALOUD SHORT SENTENCES
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FIGURE 7

GROUP-BY-GROUP BOXPLOTS SHOWING IMPROVEMENT IN ARTICULATORY
APPROPRIATENESS IN READING-ALOUD SHORT SENTENCES
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CONCLUSIONS

The following represents a summary of the results and interpretations. First, looking at the data as a
whole, it can be concluded that whole- and partial-text recitation tasks utilizing materials prepared prior to
instruction with the duration of an academic semester did bring about more learning of multi-word
expressions. It can also be said that there is a significant variance in facilitative effects between the two
types of task. If we look at the ‘direct application’ prompts alone, the test results indicate a slight
advantage for partial-text memorization, although it can be argued that whole-text memorization might
actually have been more effective. In the case of the ‘modified application’ prompts, neither recitation
group showed more effective results than the CG. In terms of pronunciation, the speaking test results
strongly suggest that whole-text recitation is more conducive to learning than partial-text recitation. As a
whole, the results indicate that a whole-text memorization approach promotes more learning of phrases
than a partial-text memorization approach, although the former is obviously more time-consuming and
may also come with a higher chance of the approach not working effectively with learners whose learning
abilities or styles do not match rote memorization.

There were some methodological issues with the present study’s research design. One of those,
already pointed out earlier, was the insufficient reliability estimates for the speaking test components.
Another arguable limitation of this study is the validity of the speaking tests employed. While this study
adds to the very small number of studies that utilize speaking tests to measure the participants’ knowledge
of particular constructions (in the case of this study, those contained in the dialogs), the specific designs
of the tests, which were meant to measure certain aspects of the participants’ knowledge of multi-word
expressions, could no doubt be improved. Furthermore, the CG could have been a more comparable group
if instruction of some kind about the dialog materials worked on by the two treatment groups had at least
been given to this group as well.

In conclusion, it is hoped that the findings presented here can provide offer insights to teaching
practitioners seeking optimal ways to deal with formulaic language in the classroom. The literature
review in this paper pointed to the serious lack of research into the extent to which classroom teaching
can promote formulaic learning by means of text memorization. It was also shown that the adoption of
speaking measures as a way of testing constructions in memory and fluent language use has been even
more scarce in the pertinent studies. This lack was one major motivation for the project reported on in this
paper, and all methodological limitations taken into consideration, it is hoped that this study makes a
contribution to the research into the effectiveness of utilizing text memorization, a still controversial area,
to facilitate the acquisition of formulaic language.
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APPENDIX A
A SUMMARY OF ALL PROMPTS IN ‘READING-ALOUD SHORT SENTENCES’ AND NOTES
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APPENDIX B

A SUMMARY OF THE PROMPTS IN ‘RESPONDING READILY’ AND SCORING CRITERIA

Original prompt

Target sentence(s) in the Sample modified Lexical phrases

dialog textbook expression using counted for
FSs from the scoring
dialog textbook
Repeated HDIHEITHHLT, (H7f=M) /N | was wondering if you (no need for 1) lwas
direct XOREOEARERNATRENES  could give me an modification) wondering if...; 2)
application MEYZANTH TSN, extension for handing in you could; 3) give
prompts my essay. me; 4) an
(Dialog 11) extension for; 5)
handing in
MEDRZARIDEZIE. HDE That's the way it goes. (no need for That's the way it
K, FHOFLVORFHLEREL TS (Dialog 17) modification) goes.
AN
HLEETRANSHEHFENEZITE Il pass. (no need for Il pass
L=, ZBEY HE. IELTEE  (Dialog 28) modification)
(A
RANIZED->TIRETIZTO(BS I've gotta finish up this (no need for 1) (have) gotta; 2)
MD)PCT(ZM)LiR—rEEEIFA  reporton my computerby — modification) finish UP; 3) on...;
WEWTFREWATEERIEE ST hoon. 4) by...
Sy, (Dialog 48)
Repeated TRE N7 A)HITRNTHFRE2HRL Uh, what do you think of ~ What do you think 1) Whatdo you
modified DREF (KE) 1T >1=CEEESR  Japan becoming the third  of China think; 2) think of;
application 5? IERANIZERTZSLY, world, uh, third biggest becoming the 3) Prep. + Noun +
prompts world economy after second biggest Gerund; 4) second

China?
(Dialog 7)

world economy
after the US?

+ Superlative; 5)
after...

HET-DREITHBETIIHYFEE
Ao T5BD G LIRS 02 HE
HASDLEELGCTEL DITAH 1 &

What would you do if you

won the lottery? / You
wouldn't have to worry

If our family was
wealthy, | would
not have to worry

1) Subjunctive; 2)
wouldn't have to;
3) l wish (cf. from

KEL TSN, about paying your rent aboutpaying the another dialog)
then. tuition to the
(Dialog 19) school.

HiatzlZ. RANRIZWL\EE-T=l What whatdo you mean  Whatdo you 1) What do you

BE%DVDL AL TEEL Iz, LD

LEANFRGVWESWVET . D (Dialog 32)
RAIZAMNST, TRf{FELv>TE
S5 EL? Rz TE-L»

AV IEXREE > TS,

you've decided notto go?

mean you don’t
wanna see this
movie. You said
you wanted to see
it.

mean; 2) What do
you mean "..."?; 3)
Sequence of
tenses (cf. from
another dialog)

RAIZEA->TIEEYIZLTLVD K]

EEXTLEELY,

You can counton it
(Dialog 36)

I'm counting on
you.

1) count on
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APPENDIX B (CONTINUED)

Original prompt
dialog textbook

Target sentence(s) in the Sample modified

expression using
FSs from the
dialog textbook

Lexical phrases
counted for
scoring

Non-repeated

RAESFYTRINERETLZE TN 1l leave it to you.

(no need for

Il leave it to you

direct FRYERBATBITEESKIE (Dialog 35) modification)
application EoTLIEaLY,
prompts
in Pre-Test [EI2IEEZE (BDISHMLIZC &X7:  Better safe than sorry. (no need for better safe than
W -BRIEREDR) IDEERBLT (Dialog 39) modification) sorry
(O AN
RANIZEDST, [(HAETID)EIE [ can'tfeel sorry for you. It's (no need for 1) can't feel sorry
TEFEEA, (HET=0) BXBR/T yourfault modification) for you; 2) it's your
FIEE - TEELY, (Dialog 45) fault
HEIZIERADS, HDEEDOEHL Il see what | can do. (no need for 1) Il see; 2) what |
WA EESNFELI [ (ERIC  (Dialog 66) modification) can do
L TEGOAE LN A&
MFEHOLIILFETIEEELT
L&Y,
Non-repeated H5B LD ANIZ. DLEESETES  Could I speak to you fora  (no need for 1) Could I; 2) for a
direct ZBEVABRTIIZEL, moment? modification) moment; 3) a littlle
application (Dialog 11) (cf. from another
prompts dialog)
in Post-Test HET=FBET/N—T1ZHMEE  The more, the merrier. (no need for The +
T o HEIRAD. ETHENDE DD (Dialog 31) modification) Comparative...,

EOTVET . EDAIS. TAKIEZ
WANELLIG DM S |E&RIELLT]

the + Comparative

f2E0Y

ITZNIEHEMLLGRIZAE-TLV Itdoesn’t make sense. (no need for make sense
L) 1EE - TLIZELY, (Dialog 46) modification)
HE-OBEEFNEN>FzRA  See? Itold you. (no need for 1) See?; 2) told

P ZDF=OIZKBEELE LIz, ZD (Dialog 53)
RANZED- T TES, EHBE2
f=TL&IEE > TLZELY,

modification)

you
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APPENDIX B (CONTINUED)

Original prompt

Target sentence(s) in the

Sample modified

Lexical phrases

dialog textbook expression using counted for

FSs from the scoring

dialog textbook
Non-repeated  #AMFITxIL T, #515HAR (#53ELT How long have they been  How long have 1) how long; 2)
modified ENGULMEDDM) 2R TIEE  going out together? you been have you; 3) been
application LY (Dialog 25) married?
prompts
in Pre-Test RAIZRMN> T I(BSIE. )BE ...and, uh, it's been a while It's been a while 1) It's been a

ETRRICKEZHRTHOT LS

since | last saw his movie

since | last saw a

while; 2) since |

ARBEET IEE > TS, at the theater. movie at the last; 3) at the
(Dialog 31) theater. theater

T LIZIZSASYTZ1EE TS am sick of Pete! I'm sick of her. 1) sick of; 2) can't

LY, (Dialog 40) stand (cf. from

another dialog)

FTNOEOFHEBHELLIESS [ couldn't stand their bad- | can’t stand 1) can't stand; 2)

TLIZELY, mouthing. badmouthing. badmouthing
(Dialog 43)

Non-repeated fIAELARRSUTHIBEFEETL 'sonme./Letmepay./  We'll splitthe bill 1) on me; 2) let me

modified
application
prompts

in Post-Test

ILDBETY , BFICAMNS T,
FEVEIEELSET. SAIGE
Fh) I bhE TSN EE > T
120y,

OK, then, let's split the bill.
(Dialog 3)

next time. For
foday, let me pay.

pay; 3) splitthe
bill; 4) I'll pay (cf.
from another
dialoa)

REAETDETY  HE-DFTFFE
MUINZITESTLBRLERE
LTLzELy,

...I'm running out of ideas
here!
(Dialog 23)

I'm running out of
cash!

1) Present
Progressive; 2)
run out of...

HEERADELTWET, 22
IZHYALDL MNP TEEL
foo T(HRT)ETHLEEZSBELE
3) T h, ARV EGEISE) A
HozATLLIRIEE>TLIESE
LY,

You look happy. You got
some good news, right?
(Dialog 51)

She looks so
happy. She must’
ve got some good
news.

1) look...; 2)
get/have good
news; 3) some
(news); 4)
something...
happen (cf. from
another dialog)

BYFESNTLV =5 REALHAND
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First, go straight to the
second light, and turn right.
/ Then walk for three
blocks, and it's on the left
side right next to
McDonald'’s.

(Dialog 65)

Go down this
street for three
blocks, turn right,
and the ATM is in
the convenience
store on the lefft.

1) go
(straight’down); 2)
for (three blocks);
3) turn right; 4) on
the left
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