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ABSTRACT

FORMULAIC LANGUAGE USE IN L2 CHINESE:
THE ROLE OF PRE-WRITING PLANNING

By

Fei Fei

The current study is framed within the SLA theories of formulaic language
acquisition and task planning. The key question to be answered is whether directing
learners’ attention to the target Chinese formulaic sequences (FSs) during the pre-writing
planning stage will prompt students to use such vocabulary more accurately, and
consequently affect their written performance in terms of complexity, accuracy and
fluency (CAF) measures. Given a mixture of results in previous studies concerning the
role of pretask planning on complexity, accuracy and fluency both in oral and written
language production, the goal is to find out which task conditions or task instruction
contributes to variations in Chinese as a second language (L2 Chinese) learners’ written
language production.

Following Sangarun (2001, 2005) and Rott (2009), the study compared different
pretask planning conditions through a quasi-experimental design based on their particular
foci: content focused planning (CFP), language focused planning (LFP), content and
language focused planning (CLFP), and planning with minimal guidance. The four
pretask planning conditions were manipulated through the use of different planning
sheets with pre-designed guidance on language forms, content or both. A total number of
67 CFL learners from an intensive study-abroad program in Beijing, China initially

participated in the study. Participants’ written outputs were analyzed using a battery of



CAF measures. Another three separate measures captured the target FS use, namely, the
total number of target FSs per essay, non-target FS use and the ratio between correct use
of FSs and total number of FSs.

Results indicated that planning instructions with an explicit guidance on linguistic
forms (LFP) and on both forms and content (CLFP) were both more effective than other
types of planning in promoting the use of the target FSs. The proportion of accurately
used FSs and combined target and non-target FS use were positively related to one of the
complexity measure (clauses per TTCU). Moreover, it was found that there were no
trade-offs between accuracy and complexity measures, suggesting that learners from the
CLFP group were likely to attend to both form and meaning in pretask planning.

Finally, the results suggest teaching and learning L2 Chinese formulaic language
through writing instruction with carefully designed writing prompts and pre-writing
guidance. It is likely that planning with a focus on form will prompt learners to use more
target FSs and use them more accurately which promotes L2 learners’ language

development in complexity, accuracy and fluency.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Statement of the problem

There is a growing awareness that a large part of the discourse that we produce is
composed of formulaic language (Wray, 2002, 2008). A mixture of terms has been
attached to the definition of formulaic language, including “lexical phrases”, "multi-word
units”, “formulas”, “prefabricated chunks”, “ready-made utterances”, and so forth (e.g.
Wray, 1999, p. 214). Formulaic language can range from completely free syntactic
constructions (e.g., NP be-TENSE sorry to keep-TENSE you waiting) to completely fixed
or frozen expressions such as by and large (Howarth, 1998, pp. 42-55). It is hypothesized
that ultimate fluency in L2 is achieved by “clause-chaining” or stringing together a
sequence of relatively independent clauses (Pawley & Syder, 1983, pp. 202-203) due to
the limited memory space of human beings.

Formulaic language use has recently been found to be one of the strongest
discriminators between lower and higher levels of second language (L2) English
proficiency (Laufer & Waldman, 2011, regarding verb-noun collocation in L2 writing;
Verspoor, Schmid, & Xu, 2012, regarding lexical chunks in L2 writing). However, the
effects of teaching and learning of L2 formulaic language in the classroom setting are not
always guaranteed (Lewis, 2000). It seems that learners only “learn what they are ready
for (formulaic language) and in ways that may or may not match what the teacher does”
(Lewis, 2000, p.2).

The Lexical Approach towards L2 vocabulary acquisition was proposed by

Sinclair and Renouf (1998) and Lewis (1993, 1997, 2000) who put the acquisition of



collocations at the center of the lexical approach. Regarding L2 vocabulary learning and
teaching, Hulstijn and Laufer (2001) tested the Involvement Load Hypothesis by
comparing L2 English learners’ initial learning and subsequent retention of new target
words by learners from Israel and the Netherlands. They developed three tasks that
represented three different levels of involvement: reading comprehension with marginal
glosses, reading comprehension plus gap-fill, and writing a composition by incorporating
the target words. Hulstijn and Laufer hypothesized that the writing task (with the target
words) would call for the highest degree of cognitive processing, and constitute the most
challenging “involvement load” to the learners. Their hypothesis was corroborated by the
results that the composition group scored significantly higher than the gap-fill and the
reading group for both short-term and long-term retention of the new vocabulary. It
should be noted that Hulstijn and Laufer also concluded that “involvement load” is
independent of receptive or productive language processing.

Following Hulstijn and Laufer’s Involvement Load Hypothesis, Kim (2011)
investigated why certain types of tasks are more effective in promoting L2 vocabulary
acquisition. By comparing two types of tasks (writing the original sentences vs. writing
an essay with the target vocabulary), she concluded that vocabulary-focused composition
tasks induced a high involvement load, and led to new word learning and retention.
However, Kim didn’t try to establish any correlational relationships between L2
vocabulary acquisition and language development in complexity, accuracy and fluency.
In other words, writing activities in Kim’s study were merely employed to examine the
occurrence and retention of the target words, and a discussion of the assessment of the

writing performance was not included.



To date, studies involving “the involvement load hypothesis” have been mainly
concerned with new or the incidental learning of new vocabulary. No studies have yet
extended the analysis of the “depth of processing” (Hulstijn & Laufer, 2001, p. 5) into
other types of vocabulary acquisition, for instance, formulaic language acquisition. It is
not hard to ponder the possibility that directing learners’ focus on formulaic language
will actually influence the ways attention is allocated (as it does for single words in
Kim’s study), and will contribute to learners’ retention and production of such linguistic
forms in their immediate and possibly delayed written products.

Two recent studies (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Sheen, 2011) also examined
vocabulary acquisition through writing instruction as a pedagogical approach. However,
even if vocabulary was the focus in the research, the role of pre-writing planning was not
fully addressed given that planning does not seem necessary for every writing study. It is
yet to be explored whether planning with a focus on linguistic forms can be used as a
pedagogical approach to promote the acquisition of formulaic language.

Rott’s (2009) study is one of the earliest studies that investigated planning effects,
through an awareness-raising task, on the use of formulaic constructions by learners of
L2 German for a written task. Her conclusion is that awareness-raising activities (such as
pre-task brainstorming) prior to the writing influence learners’ usage of target formulaic
constructions in their writing positively and thereby provide an opportunity for learning.
Her results are of substantial importance because she addressed the language typology
influence (e.g., formulaic constructions are frequently not adjacent in German unlike
those in English) on formulaic language acquisition, while the majority of studies

targeted English as the L2.



The current study focused on formulaic language in Chinese as a second language
(L2 Chinese). Chinese has been regarded as a critical and strategic foreign language in
the United States for various reasons, and the need for Chinese learners with balanced
Chinese language skills, including listening, reading, speaking and writing, is growing.
However, writing has received the least amount of attention as compared to the other
skills in L2 Chinese classes. Furthermore, writing in L2 Chinese is commonly practiced
as an individual act. Learning to write in Chinese and writing practice are usually left to
students themselves because teachers worry that teaching writing in class consumes a lot
of class time (Liao, 2010). Although planning in writing and a lexical approach to writing
instruction are fairly new concepts in L2 Chinese classes, a few researchers (e.g., Liao,
2010; Yuan, 2010) have started researching the role of planning and effective writing
instruction for L2 Chinese. Given a multitude of studies on the definition and
categorization of Chinese formulaic language (Kim, 2012; Ma; 2010; Song; 2009; Wang,
2013; Zhan, 2012; Zhou, 2009), there is an urgent need to focus on the teaching and
learning of L2 Chinese formulaic language.

In the dissertation, | propose and use the term “a lexical approach to writing
instruction” with the attempt to connect three frameworks in SLA research: FS use and
uptake, task planning, and writing complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF) measures.
Overlapping of the theoretical frameworks generates some intriguing questions: What are
the roles of planning condition and guided planning in formulaic language use and uptake?
Do the assumptions about task planning and vocabulary use (for single words in previous
studies) apply to formulaic sequences (FSs) as well? Will directing learners’ attention to

the target FSs in the planning stage increase their (accurate) usage of such forms in their



written outputs? If so, what factors contribute to learners’ allocation of attentional
resource during writing? All these questions will be reviewed in the literature and

corresponding research questions and hypotheses will be stated.

1.2 Rationale of the study

The primary focus of the study is on planning, especially the role of guided
planning in written production. Much has been discussed about types and effectiveness of
planning in second language acquisition research (Bygate, 1999; Ellis, 2003, 2009;
Robinson, 2003, 2005; Schoonen et al., 2003; Skehan & Foster, 2001; Tavakoli & Foster,
2008). As a matter of fact, planning is “one of the pedagogic techniques most widely
studied in the task-based teaching literature to date” (Mochizuki & Ortega, 2008, p. 14).
The argument is that if learners are given the opportunity to plan, they are more likely to
improve in terms of language complexity, accuracy and fluency in task-based
performance. With regard to contextual variables (e.g., task instruction and task
conditions), in a speaking task Sangarun (2001, 2005) manipulated three types of
planning conditions and a group that planned with minimal guidance, and concluded that
all three planning conditions (but not the minimal guidance planning) had positive effects
on the quality of speech, including both fluency and accuracy. She hypothesized that
planning on meaning and form can be simultaneous; however, she warned that learners
must have already successfully established form—meaning connections of the target
linguistic items (grammar or lexis) before the parallel processing mechanism kicks in.

At the same time, results from previous studies on speaking and writing tasks are

mixed as to which aspect of language performance, complexity, accuracy or fluency, will



be influenced the most by task variables. For instance, divergences between Robinson’s
Cognition Hypothesis (Robinson, 2001, 2003, 2005, 2007) and the Limited Attentional
Capacity Model (Skehan & Foster, 1999, 2001) focus on the trade-offs among CAF
measures, especially between complexity and accuracy measures. Skehan and Foster
argued that learners are not able to attend to both form and meaning, as captured by CAF
measures, due to their limited cognitive resources, resulting in trade-offs among CAF
measures. In contrast, Robinson’s hypothesis claims that more cognitively demanding
tasks promote linguistic complexity and accuracy in parallel, but not necessarily fluency.
Recent studies reporting the effects of planning sub processes (Johnson et al.,
2012; Ong & Zhang, 2010, 2013) and what really happens during the planning process
using think-aloud protocols and retrospective interviews (Mochizuku & Ortega, 2008;
Kim, 2013, Park, 2010) allow researchers to scrutinize the contextual and individual
variables involved in the planning stage and put forward a more focused research agenda
on studying the planning effects. In addition, the confusing definitions and distinctions
between task complexity and task conditions (e.g., task instruction) were meticulously
discussed in Ellis (2009), Robinson (2011) and Skehan (2009). One of the key arguments
in Ellis, Robinson and Skehan’s articles is that variations in CAF measures may be
attributed to planning conditions and instructions rather than task complexity, per se.
What’s more, evidence for the facilitative role of planning has been mainly found
in oral language production. Given the paucity of research on the role of planning in
written language production, the goal is to find out whether task conditions (e.g., task

instruction) contribute to learners’ variations in written language production by



manipulating the planning conditions which direct learners’ attention to linguistic forms,
content, or both during the pretask planning stage.

Finally, few studies of task planning (either pretask or online planning) were set
in a regular classroom setting. The current study tested the possibilities of involving pre-
writing planning sessions as a routine classroom procedure. Pedagogical significance is
prioritized to explore how planning can be manipulated as instruction intervention for
formulaic language use and uptake, and written language development. It is hoped that
such an endeavor towards research and pedagogy would enlighten future studies of a

similar nature.

1.3 Research questions and hypotheses

The ultimate assumption underlying the dissertation study is that directing
learners’ attention to target L2 Chinese formulaic sequences (FSs) during that pretask
planning will prompt students to use such sequences correctly, and consequently affect
their written performance in terms of complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF) measures.
To test this hypothesis, four research questions were proposed for the dissertation study:

Research Question 1: What are the effects of manipulating planning conditions,
namely, language focused planning (LFP), content focused planning (CFP) and content
and language focused planning (CLFP), on L2 Chinese learners’ written products in
terms of the complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF) measures?

Hypothesis 1: Participants from CLFP group will not perform similarly, in terms
of both accuracy and complexity measures, to those in the CFP group and the LFP groups.

This hypothesis derives from Foster and Skehan’s Limited Attentional Capacity model



(1999) which stated that content focused planning will lead to greater complexity than
planning directed to language, and only language focused planning will lead to higher
accuracy. So there could be trade-offs between accuracy and complexity measures as
they are both primarily related to L2 knowledge representation.

In addition, one objective of this study was to examine if L2 writers’ use of FSs in
writing would change according to planning condition. It is widely acknowledged that
genre and topic familiarity have an effect on complexity, accuracy and fluency in written
tasks (e.g., Sangarun, 2001; Yang, 2014). To reduce the potential effect of having
participants write on the same topic multiple times, a second topic was selected that was
considered comparable in nature and equally familiar to for the writers, so it is
hypothesized that similar performance would be over the CAF measures in both writing
sessions.

Research Question 2: What are the effects of manipulating planning conditions on
L2 Chinese learners’ correct use of the target FSs in writing? Will the participants in the
LFP group or the CLFP group (with a focus on both content and language) use more
target FSs than the participants in the other two groups?

Hypothesis 2: Participants from both the LFP and CLFP groups will exceed the
CFP group in terms of the number and accurate usage of the target FSs. Skehan’s model
agrees that heightened attention to linguistic forms during the planning stage will lead to
increased accuracy of the target structures. In addition, certain types of FSs (multiword
structures, but not necessarily phrasal collocations and sentence frames) will be used
more accurately, suggesting the influence of the structure of formulaic language such as

the degree of “fixedness.” In addition, the “all-or-nothing” principle (Schmitt, 2004, pp.



6-14) seems to be able to explain the use of Chinese FSs in a production task, which
predicts that FSs will be used either as “holistic units” (p. 4) or not being used at all.

Research Question 3: Are there trade-offs between complexity and accuracy
measures? What are the relationships between the CAF measures and learners’ usage of
the target FS under each of the planning conditions?

Hypothesis 3: As stated in Hypothesis 1, there could be trade-offs between
accuracy and complexity measures as they are both primarily related to L2 knowledge
representation. Furthermore, participants’ retrieval and production of the target FSs is
assumed to be related to the fluency (defined as number of words per essay in the study),
but not necessarily to the accuracy and complexity measures. Since fluency is more
related to learners’ control over and automaticity of their linguistic L2 knowledge
(Skehan & Foster, 1999), it is hypothesized that retrieval of the formulaic language in the
L2 mental lexicon will help learners access their exemplar-based system faster, and

possibly lead to an increase in fluency, but not necessarily in complexity or accuracy.



CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews both the theoretical claims and empirical studies concerning
the three frameworks in the study: task planning, formulaic language use and writing
complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF) measures. The review concerns the nature and
characteristics of planning and the role of planning in oral and written production.
Regarding the interactions among CAF measures, Skehan’s Limited Attentional Capacity
Model (1990, 2001, 2009) and possible trade-offs between CAF measures are introduced
and compared with regard to differences in planning conditions.

Next, definition and operationalization of formulaic sequences (FSs) are
elaborated, followed by a synthesis of empirical studies on the role of formulaic language
in L2 learning and teaching, and specifically on the role of planning in formulaic
language use.

The last part of the literature review is devoted to introducing Chinese formulaic
language and syntactic features in Chinese, including topic-comment constructions and
topic-chains. Text analysis in the current study was conducted based on terminal topic-
comment unit (TTCU) L2 Chinese. The rationale for adopting such a measure for text

analysis is also discussed.

2.2 Planning

The role of planning in language use is not in doubt. Mochizuki and Ortega (2008,

p. 12) noted that “it is one of the pedagogic techniques most widely studied in the task-
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based teaching literature to date.” In fact, there are two trends of studies involved in the
Task-based language teaching (TBLT) framework. A majority of TBLT studies (e.g.,
Ellis, 2003, 2005; Ortega, 1999, 2007; Robinson, 2003, 2005; Skehan, 1998) focuses on
task complexity in affecting language production. What is equally important is the role
of pre-task planning in TBLT framework. The underlying hypothesis is whether and how
planning will help students improve their language use in terms of complexity, accuracy,
and fluency. While tasks serve as basic units for syllabus design, classroom methodology
and language assessment in TBLT, planning is also an indispensable component in the
TBLT framework (e.g. Bygate, 1999; Ellis, 2003; Robinson, 2003, 2005; Schmidt, 1995;
Skehan & Foster, 2001; Tavakoli & Foster, 2008).

Planning has been known as explicitly focusing learners’ attention on either
content or on their choice of language (Ellis, 2005), or both (Ortega, 2007). For instance,
Nunn (2006) expresses his preference for planning on linguistic forms as a beneficial
procedure in TBLT. Littlewood (2004) addressed the dichotomous nature of “task” and
categorized tasks as focus on form or focus on meaning. Ortega (2007) argues that
language learning is fostered when learners concurrently attend to meaning and form.

Recent studies on planning have generated a comprehensive view of the various
aspects of planning and their effects on learners’ L2 output, such as the availability of
planning time (Wigglesworth, 1997; Wigglesworth & Edler, 2010), the length of
planning time (Crookes, 1989; Mehnert, 1998) , pre-task planning versus online planning
(Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Yuan & Ellis, 2003), and written versus oral planning (Kawauchi,
2005). For instance, Kawauchi (2005) explored the effects of three planning modalities

on oral production: writing, rehearsal and reading. Although there were no statistical
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differences between the three types of planning on task performance, she found that the
high proficiency EFL learners benefited from planning the most in terms of fluency,
while the low proficiency learners had an increase in accuracy.

One line of research (e.g., Foster & Skehan, 1996, 1999; Kim, 2013; Mochizuki
& Ortega, 2008; Park, 2010) discusses planning as instruction intervention and its
effectiveness in SLA. Foster and Skehan (1996) compared the inclusion or exclusion of
guidance to participants on their use of planning time, while the second one investigated
whether the change of focus (form or content) in pre-writing planning had an effect on
writing performance. In Foster and Skehan’s (1999) study, they directly addressed what
inspired the current study the most: how the shift of focus on language forms or content
in planning might affect language production. As Yuan and Ellis (2003, p. 3) pointed out,
“the studies to date provide very little information about what participants did while they
were performing the task.” Similarly, very little was known about the role of planning.

It is believed that the role of planning in task-based performance is not only of
theoretical interest, but of pedagogical significance because planning allows L2 teachers
to design favorable conditions to elicit language output (Foster & Skehan, 1996; Skehan
& Foster, 1997, 1999; Ortega, 1999). In other words, planning itself can be used as an

instructional intervention approach.

2.1.1 Focus on form vs. content in planning
Two themes emerge in the literature regarding task planning: 1) guided and
unguided planning; and 2) the “focus” of planning. With regard to the first distinction

between guided and unguided planning, Foster and Skehan’s (1996) study was the first to
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compare detailed (with instructional guidance and teacher’s involvement) and undetailed
pre-task planning. They found that detailed planning significantly promoted speech
complexity and fluency (but not speech accuracy) as compared with the undetailed pre-
task planning group. In a subsequent study, Foster and Skehan (1999) compared teacher-
led, solitary and group-based planning on oral task performance. They concluded that
teacher-led planning helped learners achieve greater accuracy, while the solitary planning
condition led to an increase in complexity and fluency. Students’ performance during
group-based planning was not as superior to that of the control group which was not
given any opportunity to plan. In Mochizuki and Ortega’s (2008) study, participants were
asked to focus on the use of a single grammatical structure - English relative clauses — in
an oral story-telling task. The researchers tracked learners’ attention allocation during the
planning processes and found that the guided planning group outperformed the unguided
planning group and no planning group in accurate usage of relative clauses, but not on the
complexity and fluency measures.

Another theme involved in the investigation of planning types is the “focus” of
planning: focus on language or focus on content. Crookes (1989) guided his participants
to plan both the content and the language for their spoken performance. It was found that
participants gained significantly higher complexity (but not accuracy) under the content
and language focused pre-task planning than the minimal pre-task planning condition.
Similarly, participants in Wendel’s (1997) study were asked to plan the content,
vocabulary and discourse structures of their oral narratives. However, Wendel concluded

that the content and language focused planning contributed to the development in oral
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fluency and complexity (but not accuracy and lexical variety) as compared to the control
group.

By examining the availability and length of planning time on a set of oral tasks,
Wigglesworth (1997) reported that only high proficiency ESL participants benefited from
pre-task planning. She hypothesized that the higher proficiency participants were able to
plan both content and language when given planning time, while the lower proficiency
participants were likely to plan only content. Mehnert (1998) told her participants to plan
what they would say and how they would say it in an oral task. She found that
participants improved on all aspects of language performance, including speech accuracy,
fluency and lexical range, under the content and language focused planning condition
compared to the minimal planning condition.

To explore the favorable planning conditions, Foster and Skehan (1999) further
studies the effects of foci for planning (language vs. content) on task performance.
However, the researchers found little difference in terms of complexity and accuracy
between the language-focused and content-focused planning conditions. In other words,
both planning conditions failed to direct students’ attention *“(either) to the language itself,
or the ideas to be expressed” (p. 236); however, what matters was the source of planning:
whether it was teacher-fronted, group-based or solitary.

Two notable subsequent studies on the effects of different foci of planning in oral
production were carried out by Sangarun (2001) and Park (2010). Sangarun modified the
planning conditions into language focused planning, content focused planning, and
language and content focused planning, and put a major role for the teacher-generated,

planned focus on form in the design of her experiments. She reported that all three
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planning conditions had positive effects on the quality of speech, including both fluency
and accuracy. She hypothesized that planning on content and planning on form can be
parallel processing mechanisms.

By examining lexical or grammatical language-related episodes (LRES), Park
(2010) investigated whether pretask instructions and planning promote focus on form
during task-based interaction. ESL learners participated in oral picture narrative tasks in
dyads under one of four conditions: specific instructions with pretask planning, specific
instructions without planning, general instructions with planning, and general instructions
without planning. Park concluded that the learners prioritized vocabulary use regardless
of pretask instructions and planning. In addition, Park pointed it out that it was the task
instruction, but not planning per se, that has a role in manipulating attention to form.

In summary, the above discussed studies are inconsistent as to the role of shifting
the focus of planning (content focused vs. language focused) in speech complexity,
accuracy, and fluency. Nevertheless, this range of studies suggests that when planning is
being used to manipulate the ways attention is distributed, and it provides a number of
pedagogic choices. The potential of various planning conditions as instructional
approaches as summarized in Ellis (2005, 2009) and Mochizuki and Ortega (2008)
suggests that an appropriate planning condition would create favorable opportunities for

focusing on meaning and form for a pedagogical balance.

2.2.2 The Limited Attentional Capacity Model vs. the Cognition Hypothesis

As discussed previously, planning types and foci differ in how attentional

resources are used during task completion. A number of empirical studies (e.g., Ishiwaka,
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2007; Kuiken & Vedder, 2007, 2008; Ong & Zhang, 2010, 2013; Skehan & Foster, 2001;
Tavakoli & Foster, 2008) have tested the role of attentional resources with regard to
different task demands. However, findings are contradictory.

One of the arguments is that if learners are asked to plan, it is likely that there is a
joint increase in terms of linguistic complexity and accuracy in task-based performance
because focused attention on linguistic forms will likely contribute to the accurate usage
of more complex structures and lexical complexity at the same time. The hypothesis has
been put forward by Robinson’s Cognition Hypothesis (2001, 2003, 2005, 2007).
Robinson defines task complexity in a two dimensional category: 1) the resource-
directing dimensions, including few/many elements, here-and-now /there-and-then,
with/without reasoning demands, and 2) the resource-dispersing dimensions, including
with/without planning, single/dual task, with/without prior knowledge. With regard to
resource-dispersing dimensions, he argues that planning is such an important component
in his task complexity framework that if we take planning time and prior knowledge
away from the task, L2 learners’ attentional resources will simply be dispersed and
consequently, learners are deprived of the opportunities to access their already
established repertoire of language.

As a competing theoretical framework on task complexity in task-based SLA
research, Skehan’s Limited Attentional Capacity Model (Skehan & Foster, 1999, 2001)
predicts that because learners’ attentional resources are limited, concurrent attention to
task content and language forms is difficult to achieve. In other words, when the task
demands a considerable amount of attention to its content, there will be only a little

attention left for language forms. The hypothesized mechanism is that there are “tensions
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between a concern to be fluent, a concern to be conservatively accurate, and a concern to
take risks and use more complex language [which] need to be balanced” (Foster &
Skehan, 1999, p. 237). When it comes to CAF measures, there should be observed trade-
offs between, first of all, meaning (fluency) and form (complexity or accuracy); and then
complexity and accuracy are likely to compete with each other. Skehan (1996, 1998)
addresses three aspects in determining task complexity: 1) code complexity that includes
linguistic and lexical complexity, 2) cognitive complexity that consists of cognitive
processing and cognitive familiarity, and 3) communicative stress including time pressure
(regarding on-line and off-line planning), modality, and control. In a similar way, Skehan
argues that task complexity can be manipulated to direct learners’ attention to the
complexity, accuracy and fluency of their language output in predictable task conditions.
For example, increasing task complexity is likely to draw learners’ attentional resources
away from linguistic forms, resulting in a decrease in accuracy. In Skehan’s model,
planning is a separate variable, unlike task complexity, under task conditions (under
which tasks are to be done).

Despite the differences in paradigm and predictions between Robinson’s
Cognition Hypothesis and Skehan’s Limited Attentional Capacity Model, it should be
noted that both models converge on one point that increasing task complexity along the
resource-dispersing dimension (e.g., by taking away planning time, absence of prior
knowledge, and increasing the number of concurrent tasks) will negatively affect all
aspects - complexity, accuracy and fluency - of language production. However, Robinson
does not predict any type of trade-offs, especially between complexity and accuracy, as

hypothesized by Foster and Skehan (1996).
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2.2.3 Trade-offs between complexity, accuracy and fluency measures

As has been discussed, both Robinson’s and Skehan’s frameworks aim to explain
how task characteristics can affect learning processes and outcomes, and a majority of
SLA studies have employed complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) measures to
investigate task-based L2 language production. The CAF indices are believed by many
researchers (e.g., Ellis 2003, 2009; Ellis & Yuan, 2004; House & Kuiken, 2009; Housen,
Kuiken & Vedder, 2012; Palotti, 2009; Skehan, 2009; Skehan & Foster, 1999; Yuan &
Ellis, 2003) to be useful for capturing the multiple dimensions of L2 performance. As
such, CAF have been used for the oral and written assessment of language learners as
well as in interlanguage development studies. Skehan and Foster (1999) defined fluency
as “the ability to use language in real time, probably drawing on more lexicalized systems”
(p. 96). Accuracy refers to “the ability to avoid errors in performance” (p. 96) and
complexity is “the capacity to use more advanced language. This may also involve a
greater willingness to take risks, and it is also taken to correlate with a greater likelihood
of restructuring” (p. 96-97). Thus, complexity and accuracy are primarily related to L2
knowledge representation, while fluency is more related to learners’ control over their
linguistic L2 knowledge in terms of the speed and ease with which they retrieve L2
information. A comprehensive review of the development measurement indices for
written discourse can be found in Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki and Kim (1998).

Despite the controversies over the nature and range of complexity, accuracy, and
fluency measures, the key to distinguishing Robinson’s and Skehan’s models lies in
whether language complexity, accuracy, and fluency perform simultaneously (as

predicted by Robinson), or they vary at the expense of one another (as predicted by
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Skehan). On the one hand, trade-offs among complexity, accuracy and fluency, as
supported by Skehan’s Limited Attentional Capacity Model, were frequently reported in
studies such as Skehan and Foster (1997) where L2 learners’ oral productions was
compared using a narrative task versus a decision-making task. It was found that when
given planning time, learners paused less and produced more accurate language in the
narrative tasks but not the decision-making task. However, the decision-making task led
to an increase in complexity. The authors argued that task characteristics play an
important role in “channeling the effect of planning towards accuracy or complexity” (p.
48). Wendel (1997) also found planning led to an increase in fluency and complexity, but
not accuracy, in terms of learners’ performance in an oral repetition task. He claimed that
whether learners attend to aspects of complexity, fluency or accuracy depends on the type
of planning, that is, a distinction between what he called strategic planning (pre-task
planning) or on-line planning (planning during task performance). By varying the length
of planning time given before the writing task, Mehnert (1998) found that fluency
improved with each increase in planning time. However, when given more time to plan,
participants allocated their attentional capacity to more complex language use, without
further improvement in accuracy.

On the other hand, the interaction between syntactic development or complexity
and overall accuracy was confirmed in studies such as Bardovi-Harlig and Bofman
(1989). Bardovi-Harlig and Bofman examined syntactic and morphological accuracy by
advanced English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners, using the average number of
clauses per T-unit (C/T) as the syntactic complexity measure. The idea of including some

account for accuracy in the analysis of syntactic complexity may seem contradictory to
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the CAF taxonomy (see Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki, & Kim, 1998 for more discussion);
however, Polio (1997) summarized previous studies on syntactic complexity in L2
English and concluded that complexity measures that account for L2 accuracy are the
most reliable measurement indices, such as the ratio between the number of error-free T-
units and the total number of T-units.

As has been discussed in 2.2.2, both Robinson’s and Skehan’s models agree that
increasing task complexity along the resource-dispersing dimension (e.g., by taking away
planning time) will negatively affect all aspects - complexity, accuracy and fluency - of
language production. However, complexity or fluency measures are mostly likely to vary
in the same direction as accuracy measures according to Robinson, but in opposite
directions (for example, increase on complexity but not accuracy or increase on fluency
but not accuracy, and vice versa) as predicted by Skehan’s model. Yuan and Ellis” (2003)
study partially confirmed the unidirectional variation between fluency and accuracy
based on Skehan’s hypotheses. They compared the effects of pre-task planning, on-line
planning and no planning on EFL learners’ monologic oral production, and argued for the
facilitative role of pre-task planning (defined as unlimited time writing) over on-line
planning (defined as timed writing). What their results suggest is pre-task planning
promotes fluency and lexical variety, but not accuracy, whereas on-line planning
contributes to increased accuracy and syntactic complexity with the potential to inhibit
fluency. Yuan and Ellis concluded that learners’ focus on the grammatical aspects during
online planning would disperse their attention away from content (in other words, what
they want to say). Table 1.1 summarizes the CAF measures regarding planning and task

complexity in previous studies. Trade-off effects are reported if there were any.
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Table 2.1 CAF measures employed in studies on planning and task complexity

Study Written or  Complexity Fluency Accuracy Results
oral task
Foster & Skehan  Oral number of clauses  number of percentage of error- little difference between
(1999) per C-units reformulations, false free clauses in overall  the language focused and
starts, repetitions, performance content-focused groups
replacements and
pauses; total time of
silence
Sangarun (2001)  Oral sentence nodes per  syllables per minute; percentage of error- An overall effect on
T-unit; and clauses  pruned syllables per free clauses; and fluency, complexity, and
per T-unit minute; and errors per 100 words accuracy; no differences
percentage of total among the three types
pausing time (content focused,
language focused and
content- and language-
focused) of planning
Kawauchi (2005) Oral number of clauses  amount of speech use of past forms for  the high proficiency EFL

Mochizuki &
Ortega (2008)

Oral

per T-unit; number
of words per

T unit; number of
subordinate clauses;
and number of
word

types

mean length of T-
unit; mean number
of clauses per T-
unit; and number of
relative clauses per
T-unit

(number of words);

percentage of repeated

words

mean number of
words per minute
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copula, regular and
irregular verbs

frequency of use of
relative clauses; and
degree of accurate
use of relative clauses

learners benefited the
most in terms of fluency,
while the low proficiency
learners had an increase
in accuracy

no advantage for guided
planning in terms of
fluency and complexity;
guided planners produced
more accurate relative
clauses than the unguided
planners


http://applij.oxfordjournals.org/content/30/4/474.full#ref-21

Table 2.1 (cont’d)
Ortega (1999)

Ortega (2003)

Ellis &Yuan
(2003)

Oral

Written

Oral

words per pruned speech rate in  target like use of
utterance, type- syllables per second noun-modifier
token ratio, noun- agreement & use of
modifier TLU, the Spanish article
article TLU system

mean length of n/a n/a

sentence, mean
length of T-unit,
mean length of
clause, mean
number of T-unit
per sentence, mean
number of clauses
per T-unit, mean

number of

dependent clauses

per clause

the ratio of clauses  number of syllabus per error-free clauses;
to T-units; total minute; number of correct verb forms
number of meaningful syllabus

grammatical verb per minute

forms; mean

segmental type-
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mean number of words
per utterance and speech
rate were significantly
higher in

the planned output
condition; the difference
between the mean type-
token ratios was not
significant; planning
effects on the TLU of the
noun-modifier agreement
was significant, but not
the mean TLU of the
article system
between-proficiency
differences were found in
4 measures: mean length
of sentence, mean length
of T-unit, mean length of
clause & mean number of
clauses per T-unit

Pre-task planning
enhanced grammatical
complexity; online
planning influenced
accuracy and
grammatical complexity;



Table 2.1 (cont’d)

Ellis &Yuan
(2004)

Written

Ishiwaka (2007)
on task
complexity

Written

Kuiken & Vedder
(2008)

on task
complexity

Written

token ratio

the ratio of clauses
to T-units; number
of different verb
forms; mean
segmental type-
token ratio

S-nodes per T-unit;
clauses per T; S-
nodes per clause;
dependent clauses
per clause

clauses per T-unit;
dependent clauses
per clause

Syllables per minute;
number of
dysfluencies—

n/a

Fluency measures not
accounted; instead,
lexical variation was
coded
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error-free clauses;
correct verb forms

target like use of
articles

total error per T-unit
(with three degrees of
errors)

more fluency and
lexically varied language
by pre-task planning
pretask planning resulted
in greater fluency and
greater syntactic variety
(especially the variety of
verb forms), but with a
limited effect on
accuracy; whereas on-
line planning benefited
accuracy the most at the
price of fluency and
complexity

difficult task promoted
complexity and accuracy

more complex task led
learners to make fewer
errors and use more high
frequency words; no
significant differences in
syntactic complexity and
lexical variation; partially
support Robinson’s
Cognition Hypothesis



Table 2.1 (cont’d)

Johnson et al. Written (1) the measure of  total number of words
(2012) textual lexical and average sentence
diversity (2) the length

ratio of pronouns to
noun phrases, (3)
the incidence of
personal pronouns
normed to 1000
words, (4) the mean
frequency rating
with which the
content words in a
text appear in the
English language
according to the
COBUILD English
language corpus,
and (5) the normed
frequency (per 100
words) of word
types from the
fourth and fifth
most frequent word
families

Notes: T-unit = one main clause with all subordinate clauses attached to it

pre-task planning
condition had a small
significant effect on

writing fluency, and no
impact on lexical
complexity and
grammatical complexity;
a threshold level of
general L2 proficiency
may be necessary for pre-
task planning to impact
L2 writers’ texts.

C-unit= a word, phrase, or sentence that in some way contributed pragmatic or semantic meaning to a conversation

TLU=target-like use

type-token ratio= the ratio of different words to the total number of words in a text
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2.2.4 Planning in writing

While most of these studies of planning have focused on oral proficiency, there is
a paucity of task-based research on the role of planning in written language production.
Williams (2011) points out that compared to speaking, writing requires more attention to
the formal features of language. The fact that writing is a more monologic type of task
suggests it is more cognitively challenging than dialogic interactive tasks (Tavakoli &
Foster, 2008). Results from some recent studies on written production of L2 English,
French and Italian within the TBLT framework (e.g. Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Ishiwaka, 2007;
Kuiken & Vedder, 2007, 2008; Ong & Zhang, 2010, 2013) are supportive of Robinson’s
Cognition Hypothesis in general, implying that more complex writing tasks will lead to
better task performance in terms of accuracy as well as lexical and syntactic complexity.

In a follow-up to their 2003 study with spoken language, Ellis and Yuan (2004)
extended their results on the facilitative role of pre-task planning and online planning
(both planning conditions were in the written form) to narrative writing by intermediate
level EFL learners. They found that pretask planning resulted in greater fluency and
greater syntactic variety (especially the variety of verb forms), but with a limited effect
on accuracy, whereas on-line planning benefited accuracy the most at the price of fluency
and complexity. The trade-off effects may be due to learners’ limited processing capacity,
so that a gain in fluency or complexity negatively impacts accuracy and vice versa. By
drawing on Kellog’s (1996) model of writing, Ellis and Yuan discussed why the two

types of planning impact different aspects of L2 writing processes. While pretask
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planning promotes formulation, unpressured on-line planning allows for more
opportunities for monitoring.

As to the effects of manipulating task complexity on written language production,
Ishiwaka (2007) compared simple (here-and —how) and difficult (there-and-then)
narrative writing tasks and concluded that the difficult task elicited significantly more
complex and accurate language production than did the simple task. Writing tasks were
also employed by Kuiken and Vedder (2008) to explore the effects of task complexity.
They compared predictions generated based on Skehan’s model (a negative effect of
increasing task complexity on all dimensions of production) and on Robinson’s
Cognition Hypothesis (increasing complexity along resource-directing variables will
improve accuracy and linguistic complexity simultaneously). Dutch learners of Italian
and of French at two different levels of proficiency were instructed to write on an easy
task (three requirements) and a complex one (Six requirements). Learners’ written
performance was compared in the areas of accuracy (including a classification of
grammar, lexical or orthographic errors), structural complexity, and lexical variation (e.qg.,
lexical frequency profile analysis). The results suggested more complex tasks led learners
to make fewer errors and use more high frequency words under complex performance.
However no significant differences were found in terms of syntactic complexity and
lexical variation, which partially supported Robinson’s Cognition Hypothesis.

In fact, the emphasis on the role of memory capacity and attentional resources in

the writing process during pre-task planning coincides with the shift in focus on cognitive
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processes in L2 writing research. Becker (2006) argues that planning, especially in
developing outlines for the writing task, will help relieve the burden on working memory
for competent writers, while for novice writers, planning skills are to be prioritized as
task elements. Regarding the role of planning in writing, De Larios, Marin, and Murphy
(2001) asserted that “writers will differ in the way they adapt their time allocation to
formulation processes as a result of task conditions ” (p. 503).

One underlying assumption for the role of planning in language production is that
learners’ attention could be directed to their prior knowledge, be it content knowledge or
linguistic forms, as required by the task. Nevertheless, how planning aids language
learners in specific ways is a matter of controversy (Sangarun, 2005). It seems that both
content knowledge and linguistic forms are inclusively grouped under “prior knowledge”
along the resource-dispersing dimensions in Robinson’s task complexity model, which
prompts the current study to go further to explore the differentiated role of planning on

content versus planning on linguistic forms in written language output.

2.3 Formulaic language in SLA
There is a growing awareness that a large part of the discourse that we produce is
composed of formulaic language (Wray, 2002, 2008). Hopper (1998) stated that
discourse abounds in all sorts of repetitions that have nothing to do with grammar:
idioms, proverbs, clichés, formulas, favored clause types, and so on. Their boundaries

may or may not coincide with the constituent boundaries of traditional grammatical
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descriptions.

In adult L2 acquisition, formulaicity is claimed to be closely related to the
development of fluency (Oppenheim, 2000; Wray, 2002). Formulaic sequences are also
found to be one of the strongest discriminators between lower and higher levels of L2
English proficiency (Laufer & Waldman, 2011, regarding verb-noun collocation in L2
writing; Verspoor, Schmid, & Xu, 2012, regarding lexical chunks in L2 writing). As such,
it is hypothesized that ultimate fluency in L2 is achieved by “clause-chaining” or
stringing together a sequence of relatively independent clauses (Pawley & Syder, 1983,
pp. 203-204) due to the limited memory space of human beings. In other words,
memorized chunks are capable of compensating for limitations in the human brain (Wray
2002; Wray 2008). A number of psycholinguistic approaches have been adopted to
explore the representation and processing of FSs in the mental lexicon, including, for
instance, an elicited imitation test (Schmitt et al., 2004), a priming test (Sonbul &
Schmitt, 2013), an online grammaticality judgment task (Jiang & Nekrasova, 2007;
Yomasita & Jiang, 2010), a line-by-line self-paced reading task (Conklin & Schmitt,
2007), eye-tracking (Underwood, Schmitt & Galpin, 2004; Siyanova, Conklin & van
Heuven, 2011; Siyanova, Conklin & Schmitt, 2011) and ERP measures (J. McLaughlin,

Osterhout & Kim, 2004).

2.3.1 Definition and operationalization of formulaic sequences

The definition and categorization of FSs is a critical factor in data analysis, and it
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may explain why certain types of FSs are produced more frequently and accurately by L2
learners of English (Schmidt & Carter, 2004). A formulaic sequence can range from
completely free syntactic constructions (e.g., NP be-TENSE sorry to keep-TENSE NP
waiting) to completely fixed or frozen expressions such as by and large (Howarth, 1998).
Thus a mixture of terms has been attached to the definition of formulaic language,
including “lexical phrases”, “multi-word units”, “formulas”, “prefabricated chunks”,
“ready-made utterances”, and so forth (e.g. Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992). Wray (2002)
elaborated her definition of a “formulaic sequence” as:
a sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other meaning elements,
which is, or appears to be, prefabricated: that is, stored and retrieved whole
from memory, rather than being subject to generation or analysis by the
language grammar. (p. 9)

Becker (1975) was the first to propose a six-category-taxonomy of formulaic
language in English, which includes polywords (e.g., for good), phrasal constraints (e.g.,
by sheer coincidence), meta-messages (e.g., that’s all), sentence builders (e.g., a long
song and dance about something), situational utterances (e.g., how can | ever repay you?),
and verbatim texts (e.g. better late than never) (adapted from Becker, 1975, p. 6).
However, he failed to capture the degree of fixedness of the formulaic language, from
fixed to partially-fixed to open structures, in a continuum.

Bolinger (1976) proposed the idea of categorizing formulaic language in English

based on the extent of its fixedness, from non-idiomatic to idiomatic. Being non-
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idiomatic means substitutions of the components are allowed within the construction,
while idiomatic constructions permit no substitutions. Under this approach, he
summarized four types of formulaic language: free combination (e.g., under the table),
restricted collocation (e.g., under attack), figurative idiom (e.g., under the microscope),
and pure idiom (e.g., under the weather) (adapted from Bolinger, 1976, p. 27-28).
Bolinger’s categorization mainly involved lexical phrases. He didn’t particularly address
formulaic constructions at the sentence level.

Howarth’s (1998) continuum model is the most cited one for research on
formulaic language in English. In his continuum, there are functional expressions
(sequences with a discourse role such as openers, proverbs, slogans and so on);
composite units (which retain a syntactic function); lexical collocations (consisting of
two open class items, such as ulterior motive); grammatical collocations (consisting of
one open and one closed class item, such as in advance) (adapted from Howarth, 1998,
pp. 27-40). Howarth addressed the lexis-syntax interface and suggested that all non-
institutionalized phrases, even if they might be highly frequent in discourse, are not
necessarily retrieved holistically.

Formulaic sequences were referred to as “lexical phrases” by Nattinger and
DeCarrico (1992). In their comprehensive taxonomy and description of formulaic
language in English, there are four large classes of lexical phrases: Polywords are phrases
that operate as single words, allowing no variability (e.g., for the most part, in a nut-shell,

by the way). Institutionalized expressions are continuous, sentence-length expressions
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which are mostly invariable (e.g., nice meeting you, long time no see). Phrasal constraints
refer to lexical and phrase categories that are mostly continuous with a certain degree of
variation (e.g., a very long time ago, as | was saying). Finally, sentence builders include
lexical phrases that serve to construct sentences with fillable slots (e.g., | think that it’s a
good idea that..., not only...but also...). What is noteworthy about Nattinger and
DeCarrico’s model is that the authors also provided a functional analysis of the four types
of lexical phrases they proposed. The functions they discussed included: social
interaction markers (e.g., I’m sorry but...), topic markers (e.g., my name is...), discourse
devices (e.g., to make a long story short) and fluency devices (e.g., you know, so to
speak). The clear distinction between form- and function-based categories contributes to
the understanding of the fuzzy nature of formulaic language and allows for further studies
to come up with more operational categorizations for various research purposes.

Schmitt and Carter (2004) readdressed the degree of fixedness of frame structures
(with fillable slots) in L2 English learners’ processing of formulaic language. Using the
sentence stem “thinks nothing of ...”” as an example, they argued that this partially fixed
structure with a fillable slot allows flexibility of expression in a wide variety of situations.
Nevertheless, they cautioned that there are semantic constraints for the slot in this
structure that control which word or words can be used. For instance, “thinks nothing
of ...” presumes ideas that are unusual or unexpected. As such, a sentence that reads “She
thinks nothing of sleeping eight hours per night” sounds strange because “eight hours per

night” does not meet the semantic requirements for the slot to be something unusual or
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unexpected. In short, it is generally agreed upon that “fixedness” has been applied
successfully as one of the criteria in the categorization of formulaic language in English.
In the current study, Nattinger and DeCarrico’s (1992) “continuum of fixedness” model

serves as the theoretical basis for categorization.

2.3.2 Planning and FS use

A few experimental studies have explored the role of planning in the acquisition
of formulaic language by L2 learners (Boers, Eyckmans, Kappel, Stengers & Demechleer,
2006; Bolander, 1989; Foster, 2001; Rott, 2009). Bolander (1989) looked at memorized
chunks in free speech and spoken response to a guided task by learners of Swedish. He
hypothesized that learners’ errors in memorized chunks are the result of their fossilized
incorrect forms from earlier usage. Foster (2001) examined the oral production of native
and nonnative speakers’ classroom interaction with additional data from her two previous
studies (Foster & Skehan, 1996; Foster, 2000). For the planning group, students were
given a written list of suggestions on vocabulary and grammatical structures they might
find useful later in the oral task. She found that non-native speakers at a lower
proficiency level of English were limited in producing lexicalized phrases than native
speakers, indicating that nonnative speakers were using “a rule-based approach to
language production” (p. 90), regardless of the planning conditions.

Boers and his colleagues (2006) measured the effectiveness of pre-task phrase-

noticing activities on learners’ usage of the target formulaic phrases on oral production.
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The authors stated that “no ‘hard” empirical evidence of the effectiveness of chunk-
noticing has been published yet” (p. 248) and their attempt was to draw learners’
attention to formulaic phrases through a pedagogical task. Students in the experimental
group were given explicit explanation and examples on word combinations during an
“exploration stage in dealing with reading texts or audio/video recordings” (p. 250).
Possible formulaic phrases were blind-judged by two native-speaker instructors and only
correctly formed chunks were counted for analysis. Their results suggested students
benefited from the oral tasks to raise their awareness of the formulaic sequences, and
subsequently to recognize the learned sequences in new texts and to reproduce them in
conversations.

Rott’s (2009) study is the only one that examined the effects of planning, through
an awareness-raising task, on the use of formulaic constructions by learners of L2
German for a written task. She compared students who had the opportunity to brainstorm
their ideas to those who brainstormed at least 10 expressions they might want to use later.
She found that students who had the opportunity to write down expressions used more
grammatically and semantically correct constructions in the task of writing a recipe. She
concluded that even though advanced learners experienced obvious difficulties with the
target formulaic constructions, awareness-raising activities (such as pre-task
brainstorming) prior to the writing influenced learners’ usage of formulaic constructions
positively and thereby provided an opportunity for learning. Her study also highlights

that in contrast to English, German poses greater challenges to the control of formulaic
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constructions since items are frequently not adjacent in German. Her examination of the
influence of language typology on formulaic language constitution and acquisition
provides important information on the operationalization and categorization of L2
Chinese formulaic language in the current study.

Another interesting point in Rott’s study is the measure of multi-word units. In
addition to the total number of target constructions used and the total number of correctly
produced constructions, she also tallied what Fitzpatrick and Wray (2006) termed as
“completeness/accuracy: the number of words produced with the same form and function
as in model target utterance + number of words in model target utterance” (p. 46), which
is considered as a useful measure for partially produced constructions. The model target
utterances were given to the participants during pre-task planning. The reason to count
words only with the “same form and function” was to exclude instances where the word
happened to be identical to the target one, but was engaged in a different morphosyntactic
relationship, such as “to as infinitive marker and to as a preposition” (p. 46). However, it
should be noted that Rott didn’t provide further information about the expressions or
constructions which learners wrote down during their pre-task brainstorming. In addition,
Rott didn’t control time as an intervening variable in her study (i.e., participants were
asked to write without a time limit), leading to a vague interpretation of the variations
concerning the various lengths of texts that the students produced.

Based on the literature, it can be concluded that both task conditions and

proficiency contribute to the variances in the retrieval and production of FSs. The
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subsequent question to be answered is which instructional design and planning conditions

will provide the optimal opportunities for FS use and production.

2.4 Chinese formulaic language and the syntactic features of Chinese
2.4.1 Formulaic language in Chinese

Formulaic language is pervasive in the Chinese language with most multi-word
collocations and some grammatical constructions in Chinese exhibiting a certain degree
of formulaicity (Su, 2010, 2011). Kim (2012) analyzed and summarized FSs that
occurred in the textbook Boya Chinese (Li, 2005) for intermediate L2 Chinese learners.
She estimated that there was a total of 1,624 FSs in the textbook, with 915 FSs at phrasal
levels (accounting for 56.34% of the total FSs). For instance, the phrase +2 /( 7
shizhibajini (which literally means “eight or nine out of ten” and metaphorically, “most
probably”) has a semantically comparable counterpart -+ 4> w1 ] f£] J\ JL 4> shigeé
zhongjian de bajiu ge. Although the latter expression is perfectly understandable to native
speakers of Chinese, it lacks the formulaicity or the holistic nature of its formulaic
counterpart. It is very unlikely that native speakers of Chinese would go through (in
speaking or writing) each individual morpheme in the second phrase -+ FF ] ] )\ LA
shige zhongjian de bajiu ge, given the presence of the cognitively more efficient
expression -2 J\JL shizhibdjiii in their mental lexicon. The amount of cognitive effort
that native speakers save by using formulaic language tends to put non-native speakers at

a disadvantage when they try to express ideas with the non-formulaic equivalents of the

35



formulaic expressions. In some cases, non-native speakers are even unaware of the
existence of such formulae.

Following Wray (2002) and the theoretical frameworks of formulaic lexical and
syntactic structures in Chinese (Kim, 2012; Ma; 2010; Song; 2009; Wang, 2013; Zhan,
2012; Zhou, 2009), the working definition of FS in the current study is operationalized as
a set of characteristics: a) FSs are strings of words that belong together according to
native speakers’ intuition; b) they coexist in a fixed/partially-fixed/open continuum; and
c) they have a relatively high corpus frequency.

Furthermore, the categorization of Chinese FSs has been discussed in the
literature with reference to the compositionality of meaning, syntactic structure (phrasal
vs. sentential), internal structure, grammatical well-formedness, communicative function
and metaphoricity (for idioms and proverbs especially). Gao (2008) proposed a
framework with five categories along a continuum of fixedness, ranging from partially-
fixed lexical phrases to open structures with fillable slots: multi-word collocations (e.g.,
KT jinciyu [only next to]), parentheses (e.q., & &K kangildi [looks like]), phrasal
frames (e.g., BR... WLl gén ... jianmian [to meet with...]), sentence cohesive devises
(e.9., ZATLL.. J2R N ... zhisuoyi ... shiyinwéi ... [the reason for... is because...]), and
special sentence structures (e.g., VEVEEL...V zhe V zhe jil... [doing something leads
to other (often unexpected) consequences]). Although this five category division is rather
inclusive, the distinction is vague in terms of their grammatical functions of each type of

formulaic language.
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Zhan (2012) specifically focused on the frame structures in Chinese and proposed
a categorization of FS at the word level, phrase level and sentence level. Examples of
four-word frame structures include Z XA X (e.q., ZFEAH 4i [i bu [i [pay no attention
to], here both X and Y are verbs), ¥&X¥&Y (e.g., K%/ méi da méi xido [not
disciplined], here both X and Y are nouns), XY (e.g., A=AV bu san bu si [not
moral], here both X and Y could be adjectives), KX KY (e.g., Kt KK dayadarou [a
feast], here both X and Y are nouns), XZ: Y74 (e.g., %<& P4 shuo dong dao xT [beating
around the bush], here both X and Y are verbs) etc. Phrasal level frames refer to
formulaic patterns such as 24... HIE % dang ... de shihou [when...], XF... 2K dui ...
ldi shuo [meaning...to...], PA... R0 yi ... wéi zhongxin [centered around...], X7 ...
JEOLER dui ... gdn xinggu [be interested in...], FAE... K% yaoshi ... de hua [if..
happened]. As to sentence level frame structures, both cohesive devices/connectives (e.g.,
AMME..MmH... budan ... érqgié ... [notonly... but also...], BEAA.. (H&... suirdn ...
danshi ... [although... but...]) and some special sentence patterns (e.g., 7] ba-
structure) are included. Zhan’s categorization seems most feasible in the way that it
captures the degree of fixedness at three levels; however, the limitation of the taxonomy
is that it is limited to analyzing frame structures in Chinese, to the exclusion of other
types of FSs.

J. Zhou (2007) classified formulaic language in Chinese as fixed collocations,
idiomatic phrases and fixed structures such as sentential connectives. Adding one more

category of “frame structures” based on J. Zhou’s (2007) work, Q. Zhou (2009) classified
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a total of 860 chunks in her study into four categories: idiomatic collocations, fixed
phrases, frame structures and sentence patterns (including sentential connectives).

Following J. Zhou (2007) and Q. Zhou (2009), three types of Chinese FSs were
proposed for analysis and comparison in the current study, namely, multi-word
collocation, phrasal frames and sentential connectives. Among the three categories, multi-
word collocation is the most “fixed” type based on Nattinger and DeCarrico’s (1992)
“continuum of fixedness.” A fully fixed FS implies that it doesn’t allow random choices
for its morphological constituents (Moon, 1997). The second type is phrasal frames
which refer to partially fixed structures with fillable slots. The third type, sentential
connectives, includes open structures that are the least “fixed” grammatically. The three
types of FSs in the study corresponded with Nattinger and DeCarrico’s polywords,
phrasal constraints and sentence builders respectively.

It should be noted that one important category of formulaic language, specifically
idioms, proverbs, and sayings, was deliberately excluded from the analysis in the current
study. The reason is that idioms, proverbs, and sayings are strictly fixed and easily
identifiable by their forms. What is more, they manifest obvious processing advantages

(in terms of retrieval and production) as single units over other types of FSs.

2.4.2 Topic-comment structures and topic chains in Chinese
Typologically, Chinese and most Indo-European languages differ as to the role of

subject and topic. English is a subject-prominent language, and a full sentence in English
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is characterized by the presence of a subject and a predicate. A subject in an English
sentence is formed by a noun phrase (NP) which plays a prominent role. However, the
subject position in Chinese can be a NP, topic phrase (TP), adverbial phrases (AP) and
prepositional phrases (PP), an entire clause, or even an empty NP (Li & Thompson, 1976,
1981). Similarly, the predicate in a Chinese sentence may lack a finite verb. Furthermore,
a NP itself without any predicate can stand alone as an independent sentence in Chinese.
In short, Chinese syntactic patterns can be simply classified into four types from the
perspective of subject: sentences with a topic and subject, sentences with a subject,
sentences with a topic, and sentences with neither topic nor subject.

Li and Thompson (1981) pointed out that Chinese sentences are built upon
semantic-based word order rather than agreement morphology. Consequently, sentence-
hood in Chinese is not as transparent as it is in English. The grammatical relationship
between a subject and a predicate has been defined as that of topic and comment in
Chinese. Norman (1988) argued that topic-comment constructions are more prevalent
than subject-predicate formations in Chinese, and are found both in spoken and written
discourse. Example (1) shows a typical TP construction in Chinese. In this example, the
topic of the sentence is “this sentence” and the comment is “I have to say.”

(1) XAJTEHRAZ AL

Zhe ju hua wo bu dé bu shuo.

This quantifier sentence | have to say.

(I have to say this.)
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Furthermore, Yip (1995) classified topic structures in Chinese into two categories:
derived topics and base-generated topics, and concluded that English has lower
acceptability towards moving a non-subject to the topic position.

(2) ALEIRZ AR HAT% . Yip (2005, p. 22)

Béijing héndud rén qi zixingchée.

Beijing very many people ride bicycle.

(In Beijing, many people ride bicycles)

(3) db B L. Yip (2005, p. 22)

Bé&ijing wo méi qu guo.

Bejing I not go Aspect Marker.

(I have not been to Beijing.)

The topic “Beijing” in (2) does not bear any semantic relationship to the subject
“people.” This is an example of the base-generated topic structure. However, in (3) the
topic “Beijing” represents the object of the verb “go” and has undergone movement from
the object position to the topic. A structure like this is called a derived topic sentence.
Both types of topic structures are typical of native Chinese speakers’ language.

Another feature of Chinese syntax involves the concept of “topic chain” (Li &
Thompson, 1979, 1981; Shi, 1989, 2000; Tsao, 1979, 1990) which refers to a chain of
clauses sharing a single topic. In a topic chain, the topic extends its semantic control over
the subsequent clauses or sentences within the chain, which, in contrast, would be run-on

sentences in English (Xiao, 2004). The topic is usually mentioned once at the beginning
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of a chain in the first clause. Subsequent mentions of the same topic are usually left
unspecified (Li, 2004a).
(4) REWIFALIRZ, ATRUEmIfE R, Wn ARG .

Sushi de haochu héndud, kéyi yingxiang jiankang, y€ kéyi baohu huanjing.

vegetarian -de advantage many, @ can affect health, @ also can protect

environment.

(There are many advantages of being a vegetarian. It can affect your health. It

can also protect the environment.)

In (4), there are two unspecified empty positions (marked as @) that are
coreferential with the overt subject “Sushi” in the preceding text. The @s are also referred
to as zero anaphora.

Syntactically, the two clauses with a zero anaphor represent what Li and
Thompson (1979) called *“a massive non-specification of arguments” (p. 317), and which
is unacceptable in SP languages such as English. However, topic chains in Chinese
account for most of the use of zero NPs, and Chinese makes much less use of anaphoric
pronouns (Li, 2004a). Moreover, a Chinese topic chain can consist of more than one
controlling topic or coreferential relationship. Based on the number of controlling topics
or coreferential relationships, topic chains can be classified as single-link, double-link, or
triple-link (Xiao, 2004). Example (5) is a double-link chain with two controlling topics:

(5) &R EABAEIRAR BB B —A4N)

Jintian zdoshang ta zai baozhi shang kan dao yigé gudanggao,
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this  morning he at newspaper saw an advertisement,

YA NI — A E A,

shud xuéxiao fujin you yige gongyu chiizg,

@ said school near there-was an apartment on lease,

B R — A, [R5, (Xiao, 2004, p. 137, from Yao & Liu, 1997)

li xuéxiao zhiyou yi gongli, hén fangbian.

@ from school only have one kilometer, @ very convenient.

(He saw an advertisement in the newspaper this morning. It said there was an

apartment for rent near the school. The apartment is only one kilometer away

from the school which is very convenient.)

In (5) there are two instances of zero anaphora; however, both of them are not
coreferential with the overt subject “he.” Instead, the controlling topic for the first clause
is “advertisement”, and “apartment” controls the following clause. In other words, there
are two coreferential relationships. Although the coreferential relationships in (5) are not
hard to capture by native speakers of Chinese, a sentence like this would be regarded as a

run-on sentence in English.

2.4.3 Terminal Topic-Comment Unit & TTCU based text analysis
Even though complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) measures have been
widely employed (e.g., Ellis 2003, 2009; Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Skehan & Foster, 1999;

Yuan & Ellis, 2003) to capture the multiple dimensions of L2 performance, quantitative
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analysis based on CAF measures would not be possible (Foster et al., 2000) without a
unit of measurement. The T-unit was one of the first proposed and one of the most widely
accredited and used measurement units for accuracy, fluency and syntactic complexity
(see Table 1.1). The T-unit is defined as “the shortest units into which a piece of
discourse can be cut without leaving any sentence fragments as residue” (Hunt, 1970, p.
188) and “it is one main clause with all subordinate clauses attached to it” (Hunt, 1965, p.
20). According to Hunt, the use of T-unit based measures allows to distinguish complex
sentences from compound sentences (sentences exhibiting main clause coordination,
Hunt, 1965, 1970), whereas clauses are identified by verb phrases (that is, as phrases
dominated by either VP or S).

Research shows that the language of advanced L2 Chinese learners exhibits a
wide range of syntactic variation, including TP constructions and topic chains which
represent the language of native Chinese speakers (Jin, 1994; Yuan, 1995; Xiao, 2004).
Neverthelsee, there is a paucity of studies analyzing L2 Chinese texts with objective
measures (Jiang, 2013; Jin, 1994, 2007; Yuan, 2009, 2010). Given the fact that sentence-
hood and clause-hood are vague terms in Chinese, there is a greater flexibility as to the
nature of the subject and the predicate than that in subject-prominent languages. However,
this flexibility in terms of subject and predicate poses a big problem for sentence-, clause-,
and T-unit based text analysis of Chinese. So far, there are only a few studies (Jiang,
2013; Jin, 1994, 2007; Yuan, 2009, 2010) on analyzing L2 Chinese texts with

development indices such as CAF measures. As Robinson, Cadierno and Shirai (2009, p.

43



550) noted “specific measures should be more sensitive to conception, task complexity,
and its linguistic demands than general measures,” the field of SLA is in urgent need of
objective and reliable measure(s) or measurement units for analyzing L2 Chinese written
language.

Jin (1994, 2007) extended the T-unit measure to L2 Chinese texts and argued that
although the T-unit is a reliable index for L2 SP languages, it may not be appropriate for
Chinese since Chinese is a topic-prominent language. She suggests a new index:
Terminal Topic-Comment Unit (TTCU) based on the syntactic features of zero anaphor
and topic chains in Chinese. She reported that the mean length of TTCU correlated
positively with the development of Chinese writing proficiency. In other words, with the
increase of learners’ L2 Chinese proficiency, they tend to write longer TTCUs. Example
(7) shows what Jin defined as a typical topic chain, counting as one TTCU.

(7) = ERGFAIRZ, ATLAREmERE, tm] DLORHF A5 .

Sushi de haochu héndud, kéyi yingxiang jiankang, y€ kéyi baohu huanjing.

vegetarian. —de advt. many, / @ can affect health, / @ also can protect environment.

(There are many advantages of being a vegetarian. It can affect your health. It

can also protect the environment.)

Example (7) consists of three T-units, even though the subject is missing in the

following T-units. According to the principle of zero anaphor, all three T-units are
considered error free. At the same time, the T-units constitute one TTCU in Chinese.

(8) A A I WA YN Dy T FE5 T 75 B KR PR N
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(Gongst xidng yao xiaofei zhé rénwéi tamen weile bidoda ai ér xi yao mai dongxi

song g€i airén.

Company wants customers think they for express love / so @ need buy something

to give in-love person

(The company wants the consumers to think that they are buying something for

the person he/she loves to express their love.)

Example (8) is a grammatically correct sentence with zero anaphor. The sentence

constitutes a TTCU with 26 characters.

(9) ZHT LS ARTU R RN S R IA %, A2, *EXFERULETEIEA NS .

Zhi sudyi mai dongx1 shi yinwei xiaofei zh€ xidng bidoda ai, késhi, *zheéyang lai

shud de zhéyang lai shud de kanfa bing budui.

why so buy sth. is because customers want to express love, / but, so to speak de

view @ at all not right

(The reason for buying is that the consumers want to express love. However, this

view is just not right.)

Example (9) is another sentence with zero anaphor; however, the second half of
the sentence is grammatically incorrect. The phrase “zhéyang lai shud (so to speak)” can
only be used to connect two independent sentences, but not as a modifier to the noun
“kanfa (view).”

(10) fRR A, > anfe] i H ) B ) R MR ' .
Dui wo 1ai shud,*guo rahé de jiéri de zui zhongyao de shi cht méishi.
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To me talk, live how de festival de most important de is to eat delicious food

(To me, the most important thing to celebrate a festival is to eat delicious food.)

In Example (10), there is a syntactic error with the phrase “guo ruhé de jiéri (live
how de festival).” The correct order in Chinese should be “rahé guo jiéri (how live
festival)” as the topic of the topic-comment structure. The rest of the sentence “the most
important thing is to eat delicious food” serves as the comment.

In order to calculate the mean length of TTCUs in examples (8), (9) and (10), the
number of characters in each TTCU (26, 28 and 19 Chinese characters respectively) are
added up and divided by 3. The mean length of TTCUs is 24 characters.

With regard to CAF measures, Yuan (2009, 2010) looked at the effects of task
planning on L2 Chinese oral and written data by L1 English learners. Although she did
not use any topic-based measurement units such as TTCU, she suggested including
TTCU in future studies of L2 Chinese text analysis. Jiang (2013) used a cross-sectional
design to investigate measures for L2 Chinese writing development of three groups of
native English speakers. Among the three T-unit based measures she explored, the
percentage of error-free T-units was found to be the only measure that discriminated
between learners at all levels. Comparing L2 learners’ data with those of Chinese native
speakers, she did not find a statistical difference among the learners using measures of
T-unit length and error-free T-unit length.

It is obvious that there are several issues concerning the validity of using T-unit

measures in L2 Chinese text analysis, even though Jiang (2013) claimed that the T-unit is
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a reliable measure for different stages in L2 Chinese syntactic development. The Chinese
language does not depend on coordinate or subordinate conjunction for syntactic
complexity, thus it seems almost impossible to find any long T-units, defined as units of
21 or more words by Hunt (1970, 1976), as those found in advanced L2 English data. As
learners’ proficiency improves, their written language will exhibit features that represent
native speakers’ language. In the case of L2 Chinese syntactic complexity, advanced
learners are expected to produce a great number of topic-comment structures and topic
chains, and these topic chains will be comparable to native speakers’ language in terms of
average length and accuracy. If the T-unit fails to capture these syntactic complexity
features by advanced L2 Chinese learners, the validity of using the T-unit based text
analysis in analyzing advanced L2 data should be questioned, although it might be
powerful in detecting differences in lower or intermediate L2 data. Given the fact that
topic-comment structures and topic chains are so prevalent in native Chinese speakers’
language, it is hypothesized that TTCU-based measurements, as compared to T-unit
based measurement indices, are more robust in capturing the differences in complexity,

accuracy and fluency of advanced L2 Chinese learners’ written production.

2.5 Critical evaluation of the previous research

In short, major problems from previous studies can be summarized into three

aspects: 1) the role of guided planning in facilitating attention to linguistics forms and
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content is not quite clear; 2) research results based on CAF measures were inconsistent;
and 3) T-unit based measures were not robust in measuring L2 Chinese texts.

First of all, various pre-task activities (e.g., vocabulary and grammar list in Foster,
2001; noticing activity in Boers et al., 2006; and brainstorming in Rott, 2009) have been
employed in previous studies in an effort to direct learners’ attention to the target
linguistic forms at the planning stage. However, there is a lack of consistency in terms of
how FSs are scored and coded for analysis. Also, none of the studies provided further
details about what the instructions were for the planning activities and how the
instructions were given to the students. Furthermore, in order to control the interference
of contextual variables, tasks need to be performed within a time limit. However, neither
Boers et al. (2006) nor Rott (2009) reported that time was controlled as a variable in their
studies. Finally, as suggested by Foster (2001), it should be interesting to look at the
range and categories of the formulaic phrases produced in L2 production.

Another issue concerns the inconsistency among CAF measures. Housen, Kuiken
and Vedder (2012) argued that “when it comes to the usefulness and validity of
complexity, accuracy and fluency as research constructs, this is where the consensus ends
and the controversy begins” (p. 300). Michel, Kuiken and Vedder (2012) called for
researchers to include task specific measures rather than global CAF measures when
discussing statistical significance of the used measures related to the Cognition
Hypothesis. For example, Foster and Skehan (1999) reported little difference between the

language-focused (modal verbs and conditionals) and the content-focused group in terms
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of complexity and fluency. However, Mochizuki and Ortega’s (2008) study suggested
that guided planning contributed to an increase in terms of accuracy. A closer
examination between the accuracy measures in these two studies revealed that Mochizuki
and Ortega used a very targeted measure of accuracy (on the frequency of use of relative
clauses and the degree of accurate use of relative clauses), whereas Foster and Skehan
(1999) only used a general accuracy measure (percentage of error-free clauses in overall
performance). It is no wonder that such a general measure of accuracy failed to reveal
any differences in terms of learners’ accurate use of the target structure: modal verbs and
conditionals. Similarly, a targeted measure of accuracy (use of past forms for copula,
regular and irregular verbs) was found in Kawauchi (2005) study and it is likely that this
measure contributed to the finding that only low proficiency learners benefited in terms
of accuracy with guided planning.

Lastly, although the relationships between CAF measures and task performance
have been tested, less work has been done on analyzing L2 Chinese written texts using
objective measures, such as T-unit based measures. In addition, the use of T-unit based
measures in previous studies of L2 English might not guarantee their validity in
measuring Chinese written production. As Robinson, Cadierno and Shirai (2009) noted
“specific measures should be more sensitive to conception, task complexity, and its
linguistic demands than general measures” (p. 550). The field of SLA is in need of valid

and objective measure(s) or measurement units for L2 Chinese written texts.
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY
3.1 Participants

A total number of 67 CFL learners from an intensive study-abroad program in
Beijing, China initially signed up for the study. However, the data from 3 participants
were discarded because they didn’t complete the second writing session. This left 64
participants whose data were included in the analyses. The students’ ages ranged from 21
to 37, with an average age of 24. There were 25 male and 39 female students
respectively. On a background questionnaire, participants reported their native languages
as English (n = 15), Japanese (n = 14), Korean (n = 12), Finnish (n = 6), Swedish (n = 5),
Dutch (n = 4), Polish (n = 2), Thai (n = 2), Arabic (n = 2), Spanish (n = 1), and
Portuguese (n = 1).

When they signed up to participate, students were enrolled in a Chinese course at
the intermediate level (level 3 based on the university’s summer program systems), which
is equivalent to the ACTFL intermediate high or advanced low level. Before they came to
the intensive program in China, all of the participants mentioned they had studied
Chinese in high schools or at universities in their home countries. Regarding the amount
of time they had spent in China, answers ranged from 7 months to 2 years, with the
average being 14 months. About three quarters of the participants (77%) indicated that
prior to the experiment, they had studied Chinese continuously for 1 to 2 years in the
same intensive program in China. All participants indicated that they had had

opportunities to be exposed to Chinese outside of class (including watching TV in
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Chinese, listening to Chinese music, and reading in Chinese). The number of hours they
reported spending on non-course-related Chinese learning each week ranged from 10 to
42 hours a week. On average, it was about 14 hours (SD = 4.26). All participants reported
that they were engaged in conversations with Chinese native speakers between 30
minutes up to 4 hours, with an average of 1.5 hours on a daily basis (SD = 2.71).

The study-abroad program offers intensive Chinese classes covering all
communicative language skills (reading, speaking, listening and writing), with a bi-
weekly session of in-class writing on the topics of the reading texts that they have learned
during the week. For each topic covered in the Chinese classes, learners participated in
several contextualized vocabulary and grammar-focused activities. In general, the
curriculum followed the input-practice-output progression. The instructor also confirmed
that topic-comment constructions and topic chains had been covered in students’
textbooks and were taught in the curriculum one semester prior to the study. Thus the
participants didn’t receive any special instruction on topic-comment constructions and
topic chains for the study purposes. It was also confirmed by the instructor that the
participants were able to use these constructions in their writings although the degree of
accuracy varied among the students.

The participants came from four intact classes with the same instructor. Thus, the
instruction was comparable for all participants. By the time the data were collected in the
fall 2012 semester, the participants were enrolled in the Chinese courses at the advanced

level, the highest level offered at the university. Their proficiency was further confirmed
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by the instructor with the data of their untimed writings, which were used to “benchmark”
the participants’ writing proficiency in general. According to ACTFL Proficiency
Guidelines for writing in Chinese (2012) published online, writers at the advanced level
have the ability:

““to write routine informal and some formal correspondence, as well as narratives,
descriptions, and summaries of a factual nature. They produce connected discourse of
paragraph length and structure, and show good control of the most frequently used
structures and generic vocabulary, allowing them to be understood by those
unaccustomed to the writing of non-natives.”

All participants were graded at the advanced or intermediate high levels based on
their placement scores (M = 87/100, SD = 0.84). The decision to examine only advanced
CFL learners’ writing is based on the literature of formulaic language acquisition (Rott,
2004; Yorio, 1989). Processing and retrieving FSs in writing might be too demanding for
lower proficiency learners. Furthermore, as the first study to report an interaction
between planning and proficiency levels, Wigglesworth (1997) suggested that pre-task
planning benefited only participants at a high proficiency level. She hypothesized that the
low proficiency learners might use planning time to focus on content which resulted in a
larger cognitive load. In contrast, advanced learners are capable of using the planning
time to focus on either content or language forms at a manageable level.

The last rationale for including only advanced learners was drawn from studies on

the acquisition of topic-comment structure and topic chains in L2 Chinese (Jin, 1994;
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Yuan, 1995, Xiao, 2004). Although topic-comment constructions, base-generated topic
and topic chains were introduced to learners early and frequently, learners didn’t acquire
and use these structures until they had reached a very advanced stage. Xiao (2004)
summarized that zero pronouns and topic chains are the most difficult aspects of Chinese
discourse for L2 learners to use. Since the current study focuses on comparing the length
and ratio of topic-based syntactic features in L2 Chinese, it is reasonable to analyze only
advanced CFL learners’ writings because no or few instances of such syntactic features
would likely be found in the written production of lower level learners.

One objective of this study was to use a repeated-measures approach to determine
if L2 writers’ use of FSs in writing would change according to planning condition.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of four planning subgroups: LFP, CFP, LCFP
and a minimal guidance group in two writing sessions (See Appendix Il and 111 for essay
topics). Four students were randomly selected for each planning condition from each of
the four classes, constituting a subgroup of 16. Therefore, students from the same class
wrote under different planning conditions. For instance, among the 16 students from class
1, four students were randomly assigned to the CFP group, four to the LFP group, four to
the CLFP group, and another four to the minimal guidance group. Because of that, there
were students from different classes under each planning condition.

Furthermore, to reduce the potential effect of topic influence, a second topic was
selected that was considered comparable in nature and equally familiar to for the writers.

Therefore, as an example, Student A from Class | wrote on the first topic in the LFP
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condition and on the second topic, he/she would be instructed to write in either the CFP,

the CLFP or the Minimal Guidance (MG) condition, and so on.

3.2 Experimental tasks

Participants were asked to write a reflective essay within a 45-minute limit based
on the reading materials they had discussed during the week. In involvement load studies
(e.g., Hulstijn & Laufer, 2001), vocabulary learning and retention are usually measured
by means of immediate and delayed posttest, respectively. Kim (2011) used a timed
writing task to measure new vocabulary learning and retention with regard to the
“involvement load” it poses on learners.

The validity of using timed writing as a type of non- reciprocal task is supported
by R. Ellis (2001, p. 49-50) who noted that “tasks can involve varying degrees of
reciprocity” and “non- reciprocal tasks allow for the input to be scripted in such a way
that it contains particular linguistic features” of which the learners’ acquisition can be
tested. “Reciprocity”, in R. Ellis’ terms, involved a two-way information exchange
(usually between a speaker and a listener); while “non- reciprocal tasks” were that
requiring only a one-way flow of information.

In fact, the writing task embodies every characteristic of a typical “task” within
the task-based language teaching (TBLT) framework as defined by Skehan (1998, p. 95).
A task is an activity in which “meaning is primary; there is a goal to be accomplished; the

task is outcome evaluated; and there is a real-world relationship.” In a similar vein,
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Samuda and Bygate (2008) defined a task as “a holistic activity which engages language
use in order to achieve some non-linguistic outcome while meeting a linguistic challenge,
with the overall aim of promoting language learning, through process or product or both”
(p. 69). The timed writing task also represents what Bygate, Skehan, and Swain (2001)
defined as *“a focused, well-defined activity, relatable to pedagogic decision making,
which requires learners to use language, with emphasis on meaning, to attain an objective,
and which elicits data which may be the basis for research” (p. 12). Similar timed writing
tasks have been employed in previous studies by Kuiken and Vedder (2008) and Ong and
Zhang (2010, 2013).

Students in the study were asked to read the instructions and prompts before they
started to write. Students were reminded that the purpose of the reflective essay was to
help them reflect critically on something they had read, learned, observed, felt, or
experienced. The goal was to encourage them to express their feelings and to share their

personal experiences, views, and thoughts on the topic.

3.3 Instruments
Background questionnaire. The background questionnaire, which was completed
by the participants after the second writing session, was designed to elicit information
regarding their previous study of Chinese (including how long they had studied Chinese

and in what contexts), current uses of Chinese, length of stay in China as well as basic
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bio data such as age, gender, and native language(s). A full version of the background
questionnaire is provided in Appendix I.

The target FSs. A total of 30 target formulaic sequences of different categories
were taken from two reading texts of the participants’ textbook Boya Chinese
Intermediate (Li, 2005), which was used by the intensive Chinese program at the
university in China. All FSs were listed as useful phrases in the vocabulary and grammar
sections of the textbook. The researcher and the instructor (with a background in
linguistics) agreed upon the “formulaicity” of the target sequences and judged whether
each sequence was a multi-word collocation (17), a phrasal frame (6) or a sentential
connective (7). A complete list of the 30 target FSs is presented in Table 3.1. Native
speakers’ intuition has been argued as “an alternative technique of identifying lexicalized
language in a given corpus,” especially native speakers whose “intuition is shaped by
professional experience” (Foster, 2001, p. 81-82).

Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS). The thirty target FSs were presented with a
Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS) as an independent measure of the participants’
explicit knowledge of the FSs. In the current study, Zimmerman’s (1997) four point VKS
was modified (See Appendix Table 1 for the original Chinese version and English
translation). The original VKS was presented in Chinese to the participants without
English translation. A mark in column A means “I don’t know this phrase”, column B “I
know this phrase but | don’t know how to use it”, column C *“I know this phrase and | can

translate it” and column D “I can make a sentence with the phrase.” Participants were
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asked to indicate how well they knew each phrase on the VKS by placing a cross under

the corresponding columns.

Table 3.1 Categorization of formulaic sequences

Multi-word collocation Phrasal frames

Categorization of Formulaic Sequences

n=17 n==6 Sentential connectives (n = 7)
1 oK % 18X ...... 5 24 TRAE L. AR
a household name means...to sb/sth even if...still...
2 M AR 19F....... R 25 ...
unique and peculiar has the title /name of not only..., but...
3tk 20 KT 26 ik, #p
urban bourgeois culture be similar to no matter...still...
CRITRITAIITR S 2L iERT 27 WhT .. By
to talk non-stop vent one’s anger on no matter (this) ...and (that)...
5 5 SR sh/sth 28 /& LS.
refine and cultivated 22... 5% no matte...or...
6 ¥5 P e the majority is... 29 2w
astute and shrewd 23 i A k. if...then...
7 [ g 45 cannot tell whether... 30 —...5k...
hustle and bustle once...then

CREWIRIEVS

mixture of (good and bad)
9 Jo i KMk

without bothering sb/sth
10 5 FUL

a little bit

11 W AEF-

do not care at all

12 HESE

let it be

13 [RA3 G

feel bored being idle

14 H ¥R

talking and laughing

15 & #Ai]

come along for the fun
16 HHH1E

carefree and unstrained
17 18R 1E 48

to think leisurely and be
lost in reverie
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Topics for writing tasks. Topic familiarity has been argued to affect attentional
allocation in task performance (e.g., Nassaji, 2002). In order to minimize topic influence
and examine whether the planning effects can be generalized to a similar topic, students
writings were collected for two writing sessions with two similar topics that were
comparable in nature and equally familiar to the writers (see Appendices Il and 1V for
detailed writing instructions). Topic 1 asked students to write about a familiar city or
place in the world, and topic 2 was about their preferred lifestyle or a habit. Even though
participants had not read about the topics in their classes during the preceding week, both
topics were believed to be general in nature, ensuring that all students had a similar level
of familiarity and experience.

The participants also received the planning sheets (see Appendix IV for Topic 1,
and Appendix V for Topic 2), designed specifically for each planning condition. The
planning sheets guided participants in planning the content and/or the vocabulary based
on the focus of planning. The decision to provide detailed planning sheets was based on
Sangarun’s (2001) pilot studies where she failed to observe participants’ writing down
sufficient words or shaping their discourse structure as expected. She concluded that the

failure was due to inadequate guidance in the instructions.

3.4 Planning conditions
Regarding the length of pre-writing planning time, Mehnert (1998) suggested that

only when at least a 10- minute planning was provided, were there measurable effects on
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all three aspects of language use: fluency, complexity, and accuracy. Following previous
studies (Ellis & Yuan, 2003, 2004; Foster & Skehan, 1996, 1999; Kawauchi, 2005;
Ortega, 1999), the length of planning was set at 10 minutes.

As shown in Table 3.2, the language focused planning (LFP) group read a list of
target FSs in Chinese, including word frame structures, phrasal frames, and sentence-
level frame structures selected from the reading texts of the week. Participants were
instructed to include as many target FSs as possible in their writing.

Table 3.2 Treatment and task prompts of the different planning conditions

Subgroups LFP CFP LCFP MG
Sample 16 16 16 16
size
Treatment Read a list of Read Read both the No specific
the target FSs  elicitation elicitation questions guidance for
selected from  questions with  (without the planning; but
the reading the target FSs ~ embedded FSs) and  students were
texts of the embedded in the list of the target  allowed to plan
previous week  the questions FSs; FSs on the list ~ for 10 minutes
were ordered in in the way they
response to the liked

elicitation questions

Notes: CFP= content-focused planning
LFP= language-focused planning
CLFP=content- and language-focused planning
MG= minimal guidance
FS= formulaic sequence

For the content focused planning (CFP) group, participants read five elicitation
questions which were based on the reading texts the participants had just learned and
were crucial for planning the content. These questions also aimed to elicit ideas and
examples that were likely to be discussed in the essay. Students in the CFP group were

instructed to write their essays based on the elicitation questions with the embedded
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target FSs, so they were provided with the same amount of exposure to the target FSs,
although they might not have been aware of the usefulness of the FSs.

Participants in the content/language focused planning (CLFP) group were given
both the elicitation questions (without the embedded FSs) as well as the list of the target
FSs. It should be noted that FSs were ordered and presented corresponding to the five
elicitation questions for the CLFP condition to facilitate answering the elicitation
questions. The underlying assumption was that learners in the CLFP condition would be
required to attend to both organization of ideas as well as linguistic forms, which in
Robinson’s words “involves greater mental and communicative effort, depth of
processing, and so greater attentional and memory resource allocation to input” (2003, p.
54) compared to the other planning conditions. For all planning conditions, students were

advised that they would have to write without their planning sheets.

3.5 Procedures for data collection
The researcher visited a total of four intact CSL classes and introduced the project
to the students in the fall 2012 semester. Participants were asked to sign a consent form if
they were willing to participate in the study. Before each treatment, the students also
completed the background questionnaires. To ensure participants were at a similar level
of proficiency, an untimed written task was completed a week before the timed writing

task. The untimed writing samples were scored by the instructor holistically. The mean
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score was 87 (of 100) and the data showed minimal variation among the students (SD
=.17), indicating the writing proficiency was comparable between all groups of students.

Data from the timed writing assignments were collected from the same cohort of
students during the in-class writing session. All participants participated in the two
writing sessions with different topics in order to minimize topic influence, but as stated
earlier, the type of planning condition was different for each participant’s writing session
topic. Participants in the planning conditions (including the minimal guidance group)
planned for 10 minutes before they started to write. Students in different planning groups
received specific guidance provided on the planning sheets; however, students in the
minimal guidance (control) group were only given the topics. When the planning time
was over, the planning sheets were collected and all students were asked to write a timed
essay within 40 minutes. They were instructed that their writings would be judged based
on content, length, language use, and grammar. There was a one week interval between
the two writing sessions. The VKS was carried out a week before the first writing session
and within a week after the second writing session.

The potential influence of the VKS on the students’ writing was minimized in
three ways: First, all the target FSs on the VKS were taken from the vocabulary list of the
reading texts in the textbooks used in classroom instruction during the week of the
reading sessions, so the participants had already been exposed to them. Second, the VKS
was carried out a week before the first writing session. Third, there were both target and

non-target FSs presented on the planning sheets during the planning stage. All words had
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been introduced (with equal importance) during class sessions and the participants’
attention was not directed only to the target ones.

Data collection was carried out during regular in-class writing sessions throughout
the semester over a period of 16 weeks. Students from four intact classes participated in
two writing sessions under different planning conditions. For example, Student A from
Class I wrote on the first topic (A city or place) in the LFP condition and on the second
topic (A lifestyle or habit) in the CFP condition, and so on. The design aims to test the
effects of planning conditions by having the learners write on two different yet
comparable topics. Within a week of the second writing session, participants were asked
to complete the VKS as a post-test. Students were not informed about the objectives of

the study until the end of the semester.

3.6 Data coding and scoring procedures

It should be noted what was measured in the current study was learners use and
accurate use of already-learned vocabulary which were introduced to the learners during
the week prior to their writing task. In other words, the target FSs were not new to the
learners. For statistical analysis, a ratio was computed by dividing the number of correct
FSs in each writing piece by the total number of FSs provided on the planning sheet in
order to capture learners’ uptake of the target FSs.

The accurate use of the target FSs was determined both in terms of the

grammatical and pragmatic appropriateness of the FSs in the writings. To help examine
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errors, an error classification scheme (Appendix V1) was developed based on Fan and
Bai’s (2007) work on identifying interlanguage errors for L2 Chinese. The researcher and
the Chinese course instructor who had a Ph.D. in Chinese linguistics rated and coded all
instances of FSs, Terminal Topic-Comment Unit (TTCU), error-free TTCU, topic chains
(if there were any) and all the CAF measures (see Table 3.3 for a complete list of CAF
measures). The interrater reliability ranged between .84 and .97 after independent coding.
Any disagreements were resolved later by discussion.

Scoring on the VKS was relatively simple with 0 point assigned to column A (I
don’t know this phrase), 1 point to column B (I know this phrase but | don’t know how to
use it), 2 points to column C (I know this phrase and | can translate it) and 3 points to
column D (I can make a sentence with the phrase). The highest possible individual score
on the VKS was 90, based on 30 items. It should be noted that the two raters also checked
the accuracy of the participants’ translations (column C) and sentences (column D) when
they marked in column C or D. Points were given only when the translations and FSs
produced within sentences were correct. The two administrations of the VKS (pre-writing
and post-writing) were scored separately.

For qualitative analysis, a sentence was deemed correct even if the formulaic
sequence contained character errors. This decision was made because the Chinese
language has few or no morphological changes that involve inflectional categories such
as tense, aspect, mood, number, gender or case. As long as the sequence was used in a

meaningful context with appropriate semantic and pragmatic functions, it was counted as
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correct use. When students showed an intention to use the target FSs, but they were only
partially correct (either syntactically correct but semantically inappropriate, or
semantically appropriate but syntactically incorrect), the use was deemed inaccurate.

For instance, example (11), taken from the current study, represents an
inappropriate use of the target FS.

(11) *AS WA R NI T

Shéngqi y¢€ bu néng dui biéren giannu yu.

*Even if you’re mad you can’t to others be angry with.

In Example (11), the target FS was a verb + prepositional phrase iT % T gianni
yu (be angry with...). Grammatically, the objects required by the structure could only be
put in the fillable slots following the preposition in the FS, but not in front of it * X 7 A
i % -dui biéren gianni yii (to others be angry with). So in Example (11) even though
the FS i&%& T giannu yu (be angry with...) was used correctly, the resulting syntactic

structure was inappropriate.

3.7 Summary of the variables
To sum up, the independent variable investigated in the study was planning
condition which was operationalized in four ways: content focused planning (CFP),
language focused planning (LFP), content and language focused planning (CLFP) and

minimal guidance planning (MG). Another independent variable was topic, the inclusion
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of which allowed us to explore whether planning effects could be generalized to another
topic albeit comparable under a similar task.

The fact that Chinese is typologically a topic-prominent (TP) language poses
great difficulty in measuring the syntactic complexity of L2 Chinese written production,
especially by advanced learners. Research shows that the language of advanced L2
Chinese learners exhibits a wide range of syntactic variation, including TP constructions
and topic chains which are representative of the language of native Chinese speakers (Jin,
1994; Xiao, 2004; Yuan, 1995).

To explore valid measurement units of syntactic complexity, accuracy and
fluency for L2 Chinese learners’ written language, a pilot study was conducted based on
Jin (1994, 2007) and Yuan (2009, 2010) to explore T-unit based and TTCU-based writing
indices, including TTCU-based accuracy measures (total number of error free TTCUs,
the ratio between the number of error free TTCUs and the total number of TTCUs),
TTCU-based fluency measures (total number of words, total number of TTCUSs) and
TTCU-based complexity measures (mean length of TTCU, mean length of error free
TTCU). Results from the pilot study indicated that TTCU-based units, but not T-unit
based measures, were able to capture differences in terms of syntactic complexity for
advanced learners from different L1 backgrounds. In other words, complexity measures

were statistical significant only with TTCU-based units.
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Table 3.3 Summary of dependent and independent variables

Independent
variables

Meaning

Operationalization

Planning condition

LFP, CFP, CLFP, MG

based on teacher-driven focus
on language or content

Topic Sessionl: A city/place
Session2: A lifestyle or habit
Dependent
variables
Complexity
Mean length TTCU  average number of words per total words in TTCU/total
TTCU number of TTCUs
Clause per TTCU average number of clauses per  total number of clauses/ total
TTCU number of TTCUs
Accuracy
#EFTTCU total number of error-free
TTCUs
Mean length average number of words per total words in EFTTCU/total
EFTTCU EFTTCU number of EFTTCUs
Fluency
#words total number of words
FS use
#FSs number of occurrences of the
target FSs
FS uptake accuracy ratio of target FSs the number of correct FSs/the

# Non-target FS

# Combined use

number of occurrences of the
non-target FSs

total number of FSs on the
planning sheets

target FSs + non-target FSs
occurrences

The battery of dependent variables is summarized in Table 3.3, including two

TTCU-based complexity measures (mean length of TTCU, mean number of clauses per
TTCU), two accuracy measures (total number of error free TTCUs, mean length of error
free TTCUs), and one fluency measure (total number of words). The decision to include

measures for both length and subordination to account for complexity is supported by
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Bardovi-Harlig and Bofman (1989) and Ortega (2003) who suggest that a combination of
syntactic complexity measures better captures the differences across proficiency levels.
So the mean number of clauses per TTCU is actually the ratio between zero anaphora
clauses or topic chains and TTCU in Chinese, the use of which exhibits features of native
speakers’ language. In addition, the number of target FS occurrences, FS uptake, non-
target FS occurrences and the combined use of target and non-target FSs were also

employed as dependent variables.

3.8 Data Analysis

The analyses were conducted using SPSS v 19.0. First of all, descriptive statistics
(means, ranges, and standard deviations) were reported for each dependent and
independent variable, including frequency counts for the number of FS occurrences, the
number of TTCUs, and EFTTCUs for all participants under both writing sessions.

Relevant to the research questions 1, a MANOVA was chosen for comparing the
planning effects on the eight dependent variables. Instead of multiple ANOVAs, the merit
of a MANOVA analysis is to minimize the chance for Type | error. In addition, a
MANOVA allows us to examine the interactions between several dependent variables. In
other words, it has greater power than ANOVA to detect whether groups differ along a
combination of dimensions/variables.

For MANOVA analyses, the assumptions are multivariate normality (the

dependent variables are normally distributed collectively within groups) and
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homogeneity of covariance matrices (equal homogeneity for each dependent variable and
the correlations between any two dependent variables is the same in all groups) (see Field,
2005, p. 592 for details). The assumption of multivariate normality cannot be tested in
SPSS, so alternatively, we need to check the normality for each dependent variable. For
the assumption of homogeneity of covariate matrices, the first step is to check the
univariate equality of variances using Levene’s test, and then Box’s test to compare the
covariances between groups.

For the main MANOVA analysis, there are four commonly used methods: Pillai’s
trace, Wilks’s lambda, Hotelling’s trace and Roy’s root (Field, 2005, p. 594). All four
tests are robust to violations of multivariate normality. When sample sizes are equal, the
Pillai’s trace is the most robust to violations of assumptions. In the present study, both
Pillai’s trace and Wilks’s lambda are reported for MANOVA analyses.

The alpha level for MANOVA was set at .05. When significant results were found,
univariate ANOVAs were carried out as a follow-up analysis. Additionally, post hoc
multiple comparison tests (Tukey HSD) were applied to locate significant differences
between groups. Type | error resulting from performing multiple ANOVAs was
controlled using Tukey HSD in SPSS.

For group differences in terms of target and non-target FS use, a series of
ANOVA analyses were performed since ANOVA” is robust to violations of its

assumptions” (Field, 2005, p. 542).
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In addition, descriptive statistics and gains were reported on all target FSs. Paired
sample t-Tests were conducted to measure the difference between scores on pre- and
post-task VKS.

Finally, interrelationships among FS measures and all CAF measures were
captured using Pearson correlation analysis, with the alpha set at .05. A correlation matrix
was provided for each planning condition. For measures of FS use, non-target FS use and
combined target and non-target FS use, Spearman Rank-order correlation coefficients

were reported.
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS
4.1 Introduction

The results of the statistical analyses regarding each research question are
reported in this chapter. A battery of dependent variables was employed, including two
complexity measures (mean length of TTCU, clauses per TTCU), two accuracy measures
(total number of error free TTCUs, mean length of error free TTCU), one fluency
measure (total number of words), and four FS use measures (total number of target FSs
per essay, FS uptake, non-target FS use as well as combined use of target and non-target
FSs). Planning effects were examined using a MANOVA and the interrelationships
among all measures were reported in a correlation analysis.

The means and standard deviations for the CAF measures (average of both
writing sessions) are displayed in Table 4.1. Both the assumption of equality of
covariance matrices and assumption of homogeneity were met as indicated by Box’s test
(p > .05) and Levene’s tests (p > .05). The results of the MANOVA and the subsequent
ANOVAs are shown in Table 4.2. Results from the Tukey HSD post hoc multiple
comparison tests are presented in Table 4.3. Table 4.4 summarizes the monotonic
relationship across planning conditions. Concerning RQ 2, the results from a series of
ANOVA analyses regarding the effects of planning condition on the use and uptake of
target FSs are displayed in Table 4.5 — 4.7. Furthermore, correlation analyses which
investigated the interrelation of the accuracy, fluency, complexity measures and FS use

are displayed in Table 4.8 (with both Pearson’s and Spearman’s correlation coefficients).
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Finally, descriptive statistics and gains on all target FSs were reported in Table 4.9.

Finally, a list of non-target FS use was presented in Table 4.10.

4.2 Results concerning Research Question 1

Research Question 1: What are the effects of manipulating planning conditions,
namely, language focused planning (LFP), content focused planning (CFP) and content
and language focused planning (CLFP), on L2 Chinese learners’ written products in
terms of the complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF) measures?

CAF measures were averaged with scores from both writing sessions. In Table 4.1,
the means and standard deviations of CAF measures are presented. Regarding the
complexity measure of clauses per TTCU, scores were the highest under the CLFP
condition, followed, respectively, by the CFP condition, LFP, and the MG condition. For
mean length TTCU, the CLFP outperformed the LFP group, which in turn, scored higher
than the MG group, followed by the CFP group.

Accuracy was measured in two ways: total number of error-free TTCUs and mean
length of error free TTCU. For the measures of number of EFTTCU, the highest scores
were found in the LFP condition, followed by the CLFP group, and similar scores were
found between the CFP and the MG condition. For mean length EFTTCU, the LFP group
again outperformed the other groups. Mean scores under the LFP condition were the
highest, followed, respectively, by the CLFP condition, the CFP condition, and the MG

condition.
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The descriptive statistics of the fluency measures suggested little variation among
the planning conditions in total number of words. Learners in all planning groups
produced a comparable number of Chinese characters (text length), ranging from the
shortest essay with a total of 186 characters to the longest one with 392 characters.
Nevertheless, the CFP and the MG group actually outscored the LFP and the CLFP
groups in the number of words produced.

Table 4.1 Descriptive statistics for CAF measures

Measures CFP LFP CLFP MG

Complexity

clauses per TTCU M 16 15 2.0 1.2
SD 14 2.0 2.2 2.1

mean length TTCU M 142 15.9 18.9 14.7
SD 1.8 2.3 2.7 1.3

Accuracy

#EFTTCU M 95 14 11 9
SD 3.1 4.1 4.8 4.2

mean length EFTTCU M  14.2 16.6 15 13
SD 4.1 3.2 3.5 3.4

Fluency

# words M 234 231 224 234
SD 3.0 3.3 2.0 4.3

Notes: CFP = content focused planning; LFP = language focused planning; CLFP =
content and language focused planning; #words = number of words; EFTTCU = error-
free TTCU; mean length EFTTCU = average number of words per EFTTCU; clause per
TTCU = average number of clauses per TTCU; mean length TTCU = average number of
words per TTCU

Table 4.2 Summary of one-way ANOVAs on CAF measures

Measures df F p
Complexity clauses per TTCU 3 7.42 .026
mean length TTCU 3 17.50 .000
Accuracy #EFTTCU 3 11.42 014
mean length EFTTCU 3 9.59 .020
Fluency #words 3 2.89 .340
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MANOVA analysis indicated there was a statistical significant difference among
the planning conditions with combined effects on complexity and accuracy. Follow-up
one-way ANOVAs (Table 4.2) further identified the differences.

Table 4.3 Results of post hoc comparison tests

Measures Group comparisons t Sig*
Complexity clauses per TTCU CLFP > LFP 3.71 .030
CLFP > MG 5.25 .018

CFP> MG 8.25 014

mean length TTCU CLFP > CFP 13.00 .000

CLFP > MG 11.40 .004

Accuracy #EFTTCU LFP> CFP 8.44 .016
LFP > MG 7.05 017

mean length EFTTCU LFP> MG 9.11 022

*Note: Only significant results are reported.

Results from the post hoc comparisons (Table 4.3) indicated that for the
complexity measure of clauses per TTCU, there were statistical differences between the
CLFP and LFP groups. In addition, both CLFP and CFP groups outscored the MG group
on clauses per TTCU significantly. For the measure of mean length TTCU, the CLFP
group also performed better than the CFP group and the MG group.

For the two accuracy measures, post-hoc tests indicated that the LFP group
outscored the CFP and MG groups on total number of EFTTCU. In addition, the LFP
group also performed significantly better than the MG group on mean length EFTTCU.

Finally, results from the post hoc comparisons indicated that the fluency measure

didn’t yield significant results for any pairwise comparison. In other words, learners in
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the LFP, CFP and CLFP groups did not necessarily write longer essays than those in the
MG group. Table 4.4 summarizes the monotonic relationship across planning conditions.

Table 4.4 Summary of the monotonic relationship across planning conditions

Measures Monotonic relationship Significant differences

Complexity

Clauses per CLFP > CFP > LFP > MG CLFP > LFP

TTCU CLFP > MG
CFP > MG

mean length CLFP > LFP > CFP > MG CLFP > CFP

TTCU CLFP > MG

Accuracy

#EFTTCU LFP > CLFP > CFP > MG LFP > CFP
LFP > MG

mean length LFP > CLFP > CFP > MG LFP > MG

EFTTCU

Fluency

words MG = CFP > LFP > CLFP n.s.

4.3 Results concerning Research Question 2

Research Question 2: What are the effects of manipulating planning conditions
on L2 Chinese learners’ correct use of the target FSs in writing? Will the participants in
the LFP group or the CLFP group (with a focus on both content and language) be
prompted to use more target FSs than the participants in the other two groups? For non-
target FS use, will there be significant difference across planning conditions?

The research questions prompted an explanation of the planning effects on target
FS use and uptake (indicated by the ratio of correct FS use by the total number of target

FSs). The primary assumption is that participants in the CLFP will perform as well as
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those in the LFP group if they are capable of attending to both form and content during
planning.

Means and standard deviations (in parentheses) for the number of target and non-
target FS occurrences and the target FS uptake scores are reported in Table 4.5. In
general, the performance scores were rather low, indicating learners’ difficulty in
retrieving and reproducing the target FSs in writing. Note that the data of target FS
uptake by the minimal guidance group were excluded from the analysis since participants
in the MG group were not provided with planning sheets (with target FSs).

Table 4.5 Target and non-target FS use and FS uptake across planning conditions

LFP CLFP CFP MG
# target FS 4.4 3.7 2.0 1.1
Session 1 (2.6) (1.5) (2.2) (3.3)
# target FS 3.6 3.9 2.8 1.7
Session 2 (1.1) (0.8) (2.0) (2.5)
# non-target FS 13 1.2 1.6 1.6
Session 1 (2.8) (4.0) (3.3) 4.2)
# non-target FS 1.2 1.5 1.8 1.9
Session 2 a7 (1.9) (3.0 (3.3)
FS uptake 0.24 0.23 0.20 n/a
Session 1 1.3) (0.7) 1.2)
FS uptake 0.22 0.19 0.14 n/a
Session 1 (0.8) (1.4) 1.7)

Notes: #FSs: number of occurrences of the target FSs
FS uptake: the number of correct FSs/the total number of FSs per essay

Results from three ANOVA analyses (Table 4.6) indicated that there were
significant differences between the target FS use and uptake across planning conditions.
Furthermore, results from post hoc comparisons (Table 4.7) comparisons indicated that

both LFP and CLFP groups performed significantly better than MG groups on target FS
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use. The LFP and CLFP groups also outscored the CFP group in terms of FS uptake. No
significant differences were found in terms of non-target FS use across planning
conditions.

Table 4.6 Summary of one-way ANOVAs on FS use

Measures df F p

# target FS 3 8.22 013
# non-target FS 3 3.50 052
FS uptake 2 6.74 034

Table 4.7 Results of post hoc comparison tests

Measures Group comparisons t Sig*
# target FS LFP > CFP 5.25 .030
LFP > MG 11.44 .006
CLFP > MG 9.89 011
FS uptake LFP> CFP 3.72 042
CLFP> CFP 3.71 042

*Note: Only significant results are reported.

4.4 Results concerning Research Question 3
Research Question 3: Are there trade-offs between complexity and accuracy
measures? What are the relationships between the CAF measures and learners’ usage of
the target FS under each of the planning conditions?
The last research question aims to explore the interrelations among the CAF
measures, especially, whether there are trade-offs between complexity and accuracy

measures. Tables 4.8 report correlations (Pearson’s r) among CAF measures. For
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measures of target and non-target FS occurrence and combined FS use, Spearman’s rank-
order correlation coefficients p were calculated.

It was found out that five pairs of correlations reached the .05 level of
significance. Significant correlations were found between the two accuracy measures (r
= .32, p <.05), and between the two complexity measures (r = .46, p < .01).

Positive significant relationship was also found between total number of EFTTCU
(accuracy) and mean length TTCU (complexity) (r = .43, p <.01). By examining the
correlation coefficients between the complexity and accuracy measures, it seemed that
they didn’t fluctuate in opposite directions, indicating no observed trade-offs.
Furthermore, no significant relationships were found between complexity and fluency
measures, and between accuracy and fluency measures.

Table 4.8 Correlation matrix for the dependent variables

F1 Al A2 C1 C2 FS1 FS2

#words (F1)

#EFTTCU (A1) -19

mean length EFTTCU (A2) -.02  .32*

clauses per TTCU (C1) .20 .25 -.15

mean length TTCU (C2) .06 43** 14 A46**

#FS (FS1) 17 .09 .07 13 22

FS uptake (FS2) A3 18 24 31* 25 21
Non-target FS 10 14 18 22 -04 11 -12
FS combined -14 11 13 27* 10 .16 .08

Note: * = p <.05; ** =p <.01
FS combined = target FSs + non-target FS occurrences

Finally, significant positive correlations were found between target FS uptake and
clauses per TTCU (complexity) (p = .31; p <.05), and between target and non-target FS

combined scores and clauses per TTCU (complexity) (p = .27; p <.05).
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4.5 Data from the planning sheets

Planning sheets were collected at the end of the planning session. It turned out
that most participants left their planning sheets blank, with only an occasional
underlining or circling of the original texts. There were a few instances when participants
wrote down words or phrases in their native languages, indicating they were planning or
searching for words or phrases in particular, their meaning. The other type of potential
planning activity was to write down words in Chinese. Usually in this case, participants
seemed less sure about the spelling or the order of the Chinese characters, as these words
in Chinese were often accompanied by cross-outs or apparent attempts to get them right,
indicating monitoring behaviors. In the meantime, no clear traces were found for
planning on content in the collected planning sheets. It is possible that participants were

planning mostly in their heads.

4.6 FS scores on the VKS
Table 4.9 reports the differences between participants’ pre-writing VKS and those
on the post-writing VKS. On two instances, a negative sign in front of the number
indicates a lower score on the post-test than that on the pre-test. Based on the differences
between the post-writing and pre-writing VKS scores, it could be concluded that gains
were mostly shown on the use of multi-word collocations, such as 1 J£7E 4% yaldonghtinza

(mixture of good and bad) (2.6) and it B4 % dUjutése (unique and peculiar) (2.4),
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(hustle and bustle) was negative (-0.2). At the same time, none of the gains on sentential
connectives sentential connectives such as —...5f... yi...jini... (once...then...) exceeded
1.6 on the VKS. For the sentential connective 4 4f... 1 1F ... yé hdo ... yé hdo (no matter
(this) ...and (that)...), the gain was a negative 0.2.

Table 4.9 Differences between participants’ pre- and post-writing VKS scores

Target FSs (n = 30) Average scores on  Average scoreson  Gains
pre-writing VKS  post-writing VKS

TR 0.2 2.8 2.6

mixture of (good and bad)

M A 0.6 3.0 2.4

unique and peculiar

TeAn K HE 0.2 2.4 2.2

without bothering sb/sth

KT 0.6 2.8 2.2

be similar to

22 3K 1] 0.6 2.8 2.2

come along for the fun

e e 0.6 2.6 2.0

urban bourgeois culture

ERT 0.2 2.2 2.0

vent one’s anger on sb/sth

FEI. i 1.0 3.0 2.0

has the title /name of

R RHE 1.2 3.0 1.8

refine and cultivated

DA - 5 1.2 3.0 1.8

means...to sb/sth

A 0.6 2.2 1.6

feel bored being idle

v b 0.4 2.0 1.6

cannot tell whether...

AR TR 0.4 2.0 1.6

to talk non-stop

—.. ... 0.6 2.2 1.6

once...then...

A rL 1.2 2.8 1.6

a little bit
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Table 4.9 (cont’d)

LJEZ 1.4 2.8 1.4
the majority is...

IS/ EG 0.2 1.6 14
to think leisurely

1= i) 0.4 1.8 1.4
even if...

k.. 4B 0.6 2.0 1.4
no matter...still...

EE: 1.0 2.2 1.2
if...then...

LB 0.8 2.0 1.2
no matte...or...

FERREES 1.0 2.4 1.2
talking and laughing

FENEES 1.0 2.2 1.2
let it be

AL A 1.4 2.4 1.0
not only..., but...

HH A7 1.2 2.0 1.0
carefree and unstrained

T ANE - 1.4 2.4 1.0
do not care at all

eI 1.0 1.6 0.6
a household name

R G4 1.0 0.8 -0.2
hustle and bustle

ARG AR 0.6 0.4 0.2

no matter (this) ...and(that)...

Results from paired sample t-Tests (between pre- and post-test VKS) indicated
that gains on multi-word collocations were statistically significant (t = 14.96, p <.05). No
significant differences were found in terms of gains on phrasal frames (t = 6.15, p > .05)

and sentential connectives (t = 5.38, p > .05).
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4.7 Non-target FS use

As discussed in 4.3, no significant differences were found in terms of non-target
FS use across planning conditions. In other words, learners performed rather similarly
using non-target FSs in both writing sessions regardless of the planning condition. A
close examination on the non-target FS use revealed some interesting results. First,
learners in the MG group seemed to resort to non-target FSs that were semantically
comparable to the target ones, given the fact that they were not provided with the
planning sheets during planning.

(14) 72K, AMXAT LA & & BRI, 110 Hadk AT DL 32 2 A0 R SCA T

.

Zai daxué lu , bujin kéyi he gézhonggeéyang de jiu , €rqi¢ hai kéyi xiangshou dud

yang hua de wénhua yanchu.

(You will not only be able to drink all kinds of wines at College Street, but also to

enjoy a multitude of artistic performance.)

(15) X HLEEAT =Bk D5 Iy SIS A B AR 225, SO ¥ 240 57 44 TS i

% 325,

Zheli ji you sanyue baihuo déng lishi youjiti de ribén bainian ldodian , you you

xtdud shiji¢ mingpai shangpin de zhuanmaidian .

(There are not only renowned department stores such as Mitsukoshi with over

100 years of history, but also many boutiques for international brands.)

Examples (14) and (15) illustrated the use of replacement phrases /Y. 1M
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H...bijin... érgié... (notonly... but also...) and ... 3 ... ji ...you... (not only... but
also...) to the target one AMY... ... bujin...yé...(not only... but also...). All three FSs
were semantically and syntactically comparable and interchangeable without interfering
the meaning of the original sentence.

Secondly, the range and types of FSs varied especially for the CFP and MG
groups while participants were not given the planning sheets or no direct instructions
about focus on the target FSs. Table 10 summarized all the non-target FSs use in the CFP
and MG groups. A total of 22 multi-word collocations, 10 phrasal frames and 5 sentential
connectives were reported. After checking with the class instructors, it was found out that
the all of the non-target FSs produced by the learners from the CFP and MG groups could
be located in the textbook Boya Chinese (Li, 2005).

Table 4.10 List of non-target FS use (in the CFP and MG groups)

Multi-word collocation
n=22

FHRT

Keep others guessing

LI

(can be) seen everywhere

H

The greatest/leading

e Ae

Turn a curse for the blessing

/R ARLS

Orderly and organized

ENEEN

Quietly (without fuss)

ETTN

Come in succession

Wi =18 P

Gossip

Phrasal frames
n=10

M. FL

From...to...

WIRE

In my view,

HR .. ALY

Similar to ...

XF .. P

Be interested in...

BT 5 E

Out of the consideration

for...

3. AT

Won’t (work) without...

FEXS H 356
Relatively speaking,
ot TE U

82

Sentential connectives
n=>5
R A8 ..
Even though...also...
BP... ...
Not only...but also...
BrT ..
Except...also...
L=
When...just...
AWNATA..
Some people...other
people...



Table 4.10 (cont’d)

ipaX gl In other words,
Filled up with wine and meal — R
KFKH In general,
Wasteful and liberal SRR
e /\1] In conclusion,
A wide variety of

2B

All age appropriate

T HEY

Metropolis infested with foreign
adventurers (referring to the city
Shanghai before 1949

T IR

Young and energetic
IRIEANE

Without feeling tired

R A

With the best reputation
5 R

Unique and outstanding
EANIE

So far

IS R
Harmonious development
i l1hic ]

Overflow aroma

P s iz

With a long history
JIARAN B R

Remaining the same in essence

4.8 Error analysis of FSs
Furthermore, analysis on the use of the FSs in learners’ written production
revealed that certain errors were consistent. For instance, the most commonly observed
error types related to target FSs are analyzed and are illustrated below in examples (16) —

(19).
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One type of error multi-word collocation was related to verb transitivity.
(16) * b 5T % 38 7 BB WAL A 1T R B -

Béijing de putong shimin xthuan kankanértan zhéngzhi.

*QOrdinary Peking locals like talking politics non-stop.

(17) * At ASLE T & BN TRCAH

Ta manbuzaihu zhouwéi rén x1yan.

*He doesn’t care at all people around him smoke.

In Example (16), il {1 1% kdankdnértan is an intransitive verb phrase. As such,

the sentence became syntactically ungrammatical with the direct object EX 75 zhéngzhi

attached to the verb phrase. Likewise in Example (17), attaching an objective clause /&

FEl NWRH zhouwéi rén xivan to the target FS JiliANTE T mdnbiizaihu (which is an

intransitive verb phrase) made the sentence grammatically incorrect.

(18) * S AR A NIT AT
Shéngqi y¢€ bu néng dui biéren giannu yu.
*Even if you’re mad, you can’t to others be angry with.

In Example (18), the target FS iT-7& T-giannu yu (be angry with) is a verb + prep

phrase. Grammatically, the objects required by the structure can only be put in the fillable

slots following the preposition iT7& %] A gianni yi biéren (to others be angry with),

but not in front of it. So in Example (18) even though the target FS was reproduced intact,

the resulting syntactic structure was inaccurate.

(19) * iR PP, IR — AR L4,
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WAlun shi zhongw hai shi banye , ni yizhi hui juéde féichang an’quan.

* No matter it is noon or midnight, you will always feel very safe. (still is needed
to complete the sentential connective in Chinese).

(20) WITE FAE Tl B3 T, FRARHE AE AL R4,

Napa wo zai bié de chéngshi , wo xidngzhe zai nitiyué de shénghud.

*Even if I’m in another city, I miss life in New York. (also is needed to complete
the sentential connective in Chinese).

In Example (19), the second part #§ dou (still) in the target sentential connective
Jove.. ER... walin ... dou... (no matter... still...) was missing. In Chinese, sentential
connectives often appear in pairs, so missing #5 dou (still) resulted in an incorrect
syntactic structure. Likewise in Example (20), t yé (also) is obligatory in the sentential
connective MR ... tH... ndpa... yé (even if...also...), so the missing component t yé
(also) made the sentence grammatically incorrect.

To summarize, qualitative analyses of the FS related errors revealed that errors are
specific to each type of FSs, which include verb transitivity errors, FS induced incorrect
word order, and missing part(s) in sentential connectives. It was postulated that error
types were influenced by the structural features of FSs. The error types were mostly tied
to syntactic inaccuracy (such as verb transitivity errors, FS induced incorrect word order
and missing part(s) in sentential connectives), which support Zhan’s (2012) and Wang’s
(2013) findings of errors concerning the immediate constituents preceding or following

the FSs.

85



4.9 Syntactic complexity features in L2 Chinese written output

L2 Chinese learners’ written data in the study also exhibited certain syntactic
features that are comparable to those of the native speakers’ language, including the use
of zero pronouns/anaphors, coreferential relationship and topic chains (Jin, 1994; Yuan,
1995, Xiao, 2004). Below are three examples from the written texts of participnats in the
CLFP condition.

(21) FORAEM R FH AR, FER /R EIAC KT . (AR R S 2 B

W shi zai hé ér xin jT chiishéng de, zai h¢ &r xin ji zhangda de. Wo yé zai heé ér

X1n ji shang daxué.

I was in Helsinki born de, @ in Helsinki grow up de. I also in Helsinki attend

college.

(I was born and grew up in Helsinki. I also attended university in Helsinki.)

There are 28 characters in example (21), with 3 T-units and 2 TTCU (segmented
with “/” in the example). The first 2 T-units form a topic chain in Chinese with a zero
anaphor. The mean length of TTCU is 14.

(22) R )1 A RA R ZE ST BT, 7R 1900 SEAX B 2 [ BB 5 19 d =k,

I N RS R S RS IR A i i 2 —, R R R R

Shén nai chuan céng jing shi you jiangjun zhén shou de difang, zai 1900 niandai

ceng shi gudji maoyi de yuantou, dangshi de “xido tian yuan chéng ”shi jintian jia

yu hu xido de ming shéng gu ji zhi yi, zongzhi shi da ju te sé de difang.

Kanagawa once was have general guard de place, @ at 1900 era is international
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business —de origin, @ that time de “small rural village” is today known-to-all

families famous old ritual sites of one, @ sum up is unique characteristics -de

place.

(Kanagawa was once guarded by generals. In 1900 it is the place of origin for

international business. A ““small rural village™ at that time is nowadays one of the

famous places of interests. To sum up, it is a place of unique characteristics.)

Example (22) has a total of 54 Chinese characters, with 4 T-units. But this long
sentence contains only one TTCU with 3 occurrences of zero anaphora. The mean length
of TTCU is 54.

Another interesting observation of the data is that there were a number of
instances of double-link topic chains, such as example (13) by a Korean student in the
CLFP group from writing session 1.

(23) PAERIL R By A T Beiyms e, 7] LU )% BRI TT, wmmR 7 A0 4

L FETRR I 455 73] FA ] o

Xianzai qu ruyiddo gongyuan wan de shihou, kéyi kan dao ge shi g¢ yang de

Now @ go Ruyiisland park play -de time, @ may see -Comp various -de

restaurants, cafés and pubs, @ at night time especially lively.

(If you go and play in Ruri island park now, you may see various restaurants,

cafés and pubs, which are especially lively at night.)
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Although there is no overt subject (null subject) in (23), it’s not hard for native
speakers of Chinese to decide on the subject “you.” Thus the first clause is a clause with
zero pronoun. Also, there are two instances of zero anaphora and two coreferential
relationships, making this sentence a double-link topic chain. The controlling topic for
the second clause is “you”, and “restaurants, cafés and pubs” have control over the third
clause. All in all, evidence of longer TTCUs (measured as mean length TTCU), to some
extent, was observed in the L2 Chinese written data in the study, representing syntactic

features of native speakers of Chinese’ writing.
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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION
5.1 Introduction

Results of the current study, to a large extent, supported the hypotheses and were
consistent with the findings from Kuiken and Vedder’s (2007) and Ong and Zhang’s
(2010) studies on planning influence on the complexity, accuracy, and fluency measures
of L2 written output. The discussion centers on the rationale of each CAF measure. By
examining closely the nature of CAF measures, it seems that even Skehan’s Limited
Attentional Capacity model argues there are trade-offs between complexity and accuracy,
results in the current study indicate task condition/instruction could affect complexity and
accuracy simultaneously, that is, at the surface level, learners seemed to be able to attend

to both linguistic accuracy and syntactical complexity during pre-writing planning.

5.2 Effects of the planning conditions on CAF measures
5.2.1 Complexity

Foster and Skehan (1999) argued that content focused planning would lead to
greater complexity while language focused planning would lead to higher accuracy. So
there would be trade-offs between accuracy and complexity. According to Foster and
Skehan (1996, 1999), both accuracy and complexity are primarily related to L2
knowledge representation.

In this study, participants in the CLFP group were directed to focus on both the

target FSs and the questions highlighting the content of the article they read. It turned out
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that participants from both the CLFP and LFP groups outperformed the CFP group in
accuracy and complexity; nevertheless, at the same time, there were no statistically
significant differences in complexity measures between the LFP and CLFP groups.
Furthermore, participants from the LFP and CLFP groups performed similarly on
accuracy measures as well. In other words, when participants were prompted to focus
either on language or both language and content, they prioritized the accuracy of their
productions (as indicated by the differences in terms of accuracy between LFP and
CLFP), and then the linguistic complexity of the text.

It’s not hard for us to take Foster and Skehan’s claim that unlike fluency, both
complexity and accuracy are more relevant to L2 knowledge representation, but the
problem is whether there will be trade-offs. Results of the current study indicated that
even though scores on the complexity measures did not always mirror those on the
accuracy measures, it was clear that participants did not sacrifice accuracy for better

complexity when prompted to plan content, nor did they sacrifice complexity for

accuracy when prompted to plan language form. The obvious evidence is that participants

from both the LFP and CLFP groups did not differ in complexity, but they both
outperformed the CFP group (and the minimal guidance group) in terms of complexity
measures.

Findings should be interpreted with some caution since four types of planning
conditions (LFP, CFP, CLFP and minimal guidance) were addressed here; a conclusion

about general complexity is challenging. The nonlinearity between complexity measures
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in L2 acquisition was also discussed in Norris and Ortega’s (2009) study. They noted that
coordination might be most helpful for distinguishing lower-level learners, subordination
for intermediate level, and phrasal complexity for advanced learners. Similarly, Pallotti
(2009) suggested that depending on the measurement unit, syntactic complexity (e.g.,
coordination and subordination) would differ drastically from phrasal complexity
(average clause length) for measuring L2.

According to Kuiken et al., complexity is the “most tricky, elusive and hardly
captured” phenomenon (2008, p. 91). Given the fact that complexity is multi-faceted, the
main conclusion seems to be that syntactic complexity did not suffer when learners’
attention was directed to both language and content. At the same time, when their
attention was directed to plan only content, participnats did not necessarily seize the
opportunity to prioritize syntactic complexity. In the following section 5.4, the
interrelationship among all CAF measures and between the CAF measures and FS use

will be discussed in detail.

5.2.2 Accuracy
As discussed earlier, it seems that no matter what the planning conditions were,
students always focused on linguistic accuracy in the first place. For advanced L2
learners in the current study, the influence of pre-writing planning on language held
during L2 written production, resulting in the greatest accuracy observed in the LFP

group, following by the CLFP, CFP and MG groups. The results were partly in line with
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Kuiken and Vedder’s (2007, 2008), Michel et al.’s (2007) and Mochizuki and Ortega’s
(2008) studies. It seems that when given the opportunity to focus on the target FSs (as in
both LFP and CLFP groups), the participants were more likely to write more accurately
as measured by two general accuracy measures. In contrast, participants in the CFP and
MG conditions did not seem to have attended to the accuracy of the linguistic forms they
produced as much as when they performed in the LFP and CLFP conditions.

The role of language focused planning in promoting accuracy was confirmed by
Wendel (1997) who suggested providing task instructions to attend to form immediately
prior to performance may be the only means to increase accuracy. The reason is that
accuracy of L2 performance results largely from on-line processes (i.e., monitoring)
while pre-task planning is a strategic type of planning that engages off-line processes. If
there is no directed attention to form as required by the task, off-line planning effects do
not transfer automatically to benefit on-line processes.

With respect to Skehan’s (2009) model, accuracy is the “consequence of attention
being available for Formulator operations” (p. 518) which is quite similar to Wendel’s
argument of the on-line nature of accurate performance. Tavakoli and Foster (2008) and
Foster and Tavakoli (2009) found that for a complex task (such as one which requires
both foreground and background information), the increase in accuracy was the result of
the task design feature, with the structure of the task affecting performance accuracy
negatively. In the meantime, syntactic complexity in L2 production was influenced by

learners’ manipulation of information. What’s more, the baseline performance from both
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studies suggested that the participants prioritized attention either to accuracy or
complexity, which is not a natural thing to do unless the task condition/instruction
directed them to do so.

The possible simultaneous task effect on accuracy and complexity is compatible
with the predictions of Robinson’s Cognition Hypothesis that both complexity and
accuracy will increase with more complex tasks, and task performance is not constrained
by attentional limitations. It is very likely that the effects of planning on accuracy in the
study resulted from the fact that both CFP and CLFP planning conditions were effective
in directing the learners to focus on accuracy, and thus reducing the processing loads in
written production so that the learners were able to monitor the written production
involving syntactic and clausal complexity to some extent.

Tavakoli and Foster (2008), Foster and Tavakoli (2009) and Skehan (2009)
attributed trade-off effects to task manipulation: How and how detailed are the task
instructions given to the learners? In other words, trade-offs could be attributed to task
instruction rather than “task complexity” per se. Regarding limited attentional capacity,
Foster and Skehan (1999) argued that the competition between complexity and accuracy
could be alleviated with input from teacher’s instruction and planning manipulation (e.g.,
the availability of target FSs and facilitative questions for essay content development).
Thus, when complexity and accuracy may look like they perform in parallel and

simultaneously, the underlying mechanism for each may work separately but additively.
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In the current study, the differences in terms of accuracy and complexity observed
between the LFP/CLFP and CFP/MG groups suggested a task manipulation effect.
Further evidence about the correlations between accuracy and complexity as well as those

among the six CAF measures will be discussed in the following section.

5.2.3 Fluency

There is no doubt in either the Cognition Hypothesis or the Limited Attentional
resources model that fluency, unlike complexity and accuracy, is more of a performance
measure suffering from high processing effort (Levelt, 1989). Skehan and Foster (1999)
maintained that fluency is a different construct than accuracy and complexity. In a similar
vein, Towell (2012) asserted that unlike complexity and accuracy, fluency concerns with
proceduralization of linguistic processes in the model of CAF measure constructs he
proposed.

In the current study, the fluency measure did not fluctuate significantly across
planning condition. One possible explanation could be that the fluency measure has been
shown in other studies to be effective at distinguishing between each of the Novice-Mid
through Intermediate-High levels, while fluency was not the most effective at
distinguishing among higher proficiency samples (Norris & Ortega, 2009) as is the case
for the current study.

All participants were enrolled in the Chinese course at the advanced level, the

highest level offered at the university by the time the data were collected. They had
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already spent 1 to 2 years learning Chinese continuously in the same program. After
checking with the course instructor, it was confirmed that these students made only a few
morphological and syntactic errors in their writings, and they were quite comfortable in
understanding and producing native-like sentences with topic-comment constructions and
topic chains. With this understanding, it is not hard to expect that merely counting the
number of words was not enough to capture the differences in fluency. For instance,
Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki and Kim (1998) suggested that number of words per T-unit and
number of words per clause are the best measures of development in fluency. Actually,
mean length TTCUs (number of words per TTCU) was used as a measure for complexity
in the study. As Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki and Kim also pointed out that mean length
measures are best for capturing development differences in fluency, they are not
necessarily robust to distinguish written fluency of learners at comparable proficiency

levels.

5.3 Effects of planning on the use of target FSs
Participants from both the LFP and CLFP groups exceeded the CFP group and the
MG group in terms of the number and accurate use of the target FSs. The results
supported the role of pre-task planning in facilitating formulaic language acquisition by
L2 learners (see the use of other pre-task activities such as vocabulary and grammar list

in Foster, 2001 and brainstorming in Rott, 2009). In Robinson’s words, learning from the
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input is possible when “forms were made salient in the input” and there was “heightened
attention to and memory for input” (2011, p. 48).

The central issue here is whether and how learners’ attention can be directed to
the target linguistic forms during the pre-task planning stage. Unfortunately, the current
research design does not permit a response to the question without other supportive data
from a think-aloud protocol or stimulated recall. However, the rigorous comparisons
among the four planning conditions in the study provide us with some insights as to the
positive relationship between planning and lexical retrieval and access (Ortega, 1999).
For instance, the availability of planning sheets (with the target FSs and/or the facilitative
questions for essay content development) during the planning stage would greatly affect

the written performance as seen in the CLFP, LFP, CFP and MG groups.

5.4 The interrelationship among all CAF measures and between the CAF measures and
FS use
Results from the MANOVA suggested interrelations among the CAF measures,

and the correlations matrix further confirmed the intricate relationships. One of the most
interesting findings was the correlation between complexity and accuracy measures. It
seemed that both the LFP and CLFP conditions led to greater complexity without
sacrificing accuracy, indicating the learners did not produce language of lower accuracy
when they produced language of greater syntactic and phrasal complexity. The positive

relationship was consistent with the findings from the MANOVA that simultaneous
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effects of planning on complexity and accuracy were observed in the CLFP group.
Regarding the correlations between fluency, accuracy and complexity, Skehan and Foster
(1999) propose that fluency is more related to learners’ control over and automaticity of
their linguistic L2 knowledge, while complexity and accuracy are primarily related to L2
knowledge representation. Not surprisingly, the low or non-significant relationships
between complexity/accuracy measures and measures of fluency were similar to those
observed in literature.

Furthermore, no trade-off effects were observed for any planning condition. To
account for the parallel performance of accuracy and complexity, Skehan (2009)
postulated that given that positive correlations between accuracy and complexity were
found to be less common, it should not be the result of task complexity predicted by
Robinson’s Cognition Hypothesis, but rather the reflection of “the joint operation of
separate task and task condition factors” (p. 510). The assumption is that participants
were provided not only with target FSs in accurate forms (as presented on their planning
sheets), but at the same time, the target forms were adequately complex and salient
enough to “force” participants to draw on them, even though the focus of the guided
planning (as in the CLFP group) was not only the language itself. An equally plausible
explanation was that attentional limitations were eased when the target FSs and
facilitative questions for essay content development were available on the planning sheets.

Especially in the case of CLFP condition, the target FSs presented were likely to lead to a
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greater accuracy, while the existence of content-centered questions contributed to the
increase in greater syntactic complexity.

Actually, Foster and Skehan (1999) argued that even Robinson (1996)
acknowledged that the integration of accuracy and complexity derives from the “stimulus
to the performance [for instance, pre-task guidance and planning manipulation in the
current study] rather than the task demands themselves” (p. 241). In other words, it was
the input the participants received that prompted them to consider both accuracy and
complexity, rather than how they responded to task instructions or teacher’s planning
manipulation. All in all, one of the major findings in the current study is to support that
the joint operation observed between complexity and accuracy was more likely the result
of planning effects due to task instruction, rather than task complexity itself.

Secondly, results indicated significant correlations between FS uptake, target and
non-target FS combined use, and the complexity measure (clauses per TTCU). The
results were contradictory to the hypothesis that participants’ use of the target FSs should
be positively related to total number of words (fluency). The hypothesized correlation
between FS use and fluency is based on the understanding that facilitating the access and
retrieval of the target FSs in the L2 mental lexicon will help learners access their
exemplar-based system faster and consequently, contribute to language fluency, at least
when fluency is measured in terms of number of words. In first place, the lack of

relationship between fluency and FS use and uptake could be attributed the length of the
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timed writing sessions. In both sessions, participants were given a total of 40 minutes to
write which could be too long to observe the planning effects on fluency.

It turned out that the facilitative role of planning (with a focus on language,
content or both) seemed to be the most obvious in promoting complexity. Without further
data from stimulated recall which may allow for reexamining of the planning processes,
the most likely explanation for the results is that learners’ use of target FSs were
prompted by the planning sheets which guided subsequent written production involving
both syntactic complexity and accuracy. In other words, learners’ use of target FSs in the
written task didn’t suggest their automatic control over the FS structures, but were an
indicator of their analytical use of the FSs, which in turn, led to more syntactically
complex and accurate language. The nature of formulaic language may make it a driving
force for syntax. This is remarkable for Chinese in which the positioning of multi-word
collocations, phrasal frames and sentential connectives is more flexible than that of its
English counterparts. For instance, sentential connectives in Chinese can be placed in
either clause-initial, predicate-initial, or clause-final positions, thus FS use in Chinese is
more likely to accompany a more complex syntactic analysis.

It seems that the syntactic analysis contributed to both FS use and complex (and
maybe accurate) language production, but not necessarily language fluency. In fact, the
analytic use of FSs is the central tenet of Wray’s (2002) model of L2 formulaic language
use and acquisition. She proposed that at the time of the initial exposure to the sequences,

L2 learners take apart formulaic sequences to get the lexical constituents, store them
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separately, and do not keep the grammatical information (morphology in particular) about
how word strings stay together. This might lead to partial recall or even errors in FS use
because learners have to compose a sequence out of individual words. Wray’s hypothesis
was especially useful for interpreting the use of sentence frames and phrasal collocations
in the study. According to Wray, it is only with more frequent exposure to the target
language environment that L2 learners’ FS access and retrieval would become more

automatized and less controlled.

5.5 Qualitative results
Evidence of longer TTCUs (measured as mean length TTCU), to some extent,
was observed in the L2 Chinese written data in the study, representing syntactic features
of native speakers’ of Chinese. In fact, learners do not acquire and use topic chains until
they have reached a very advanced stage (Li, 2004), given that zero pronouns and topic
chains are the most difficult aspect of Chinese discourse for L2 learners to use (Xiao,

2004).

5.5.1 FS use as an indicator of phrasal complexity
Depending on the categories of FSs, the general argument that FS use contributed
to writing complexity could be questionable. Presumably, FS retrieval and access are

closely related to syntactic complexity, at least, in L2 Chinese.
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It should be noted that there were no particular lexical complexity measures such
as type-token ratio adopted in the study. Rather it was hypothesized that the use and
accurate use of FSs (both target and non-target) might be a more fine-grained measure of
lexical or phrasal complexity for L2 Chinese only if the correlations between FS use and
other CAF measures could be established.

The four planning conditions posed a clear difference on the range and categories
of FSs. Participants in both the LFP and CLFP groups were pushed to use the target FSs,
while in contrast, the CFP and MG groups produced significantly fewer occurrences of
FSs, indicating the effects of task condition. Correlations between the FS use and uptake
and the two syntactic complexity measures found in the LFP and CLFP groups further
confirmed the hypothesis that FSs might be a possible measure for phrasal complexity.

It could be hypothesized that lexical/phrasal complexity measures based on FSs
were unidimensional. Theoretically, it is difficult to “separate the lemma retrieval and
syntactic building stages” (Skehan, 2009, p. 526) since FS access and retrieval represent a
prominent feature in L2 oral and written production. It can be further postulated that the
availability of FSs presented in the planning sheets of the LFP and CLFP groups were
likely to ease the cognitive load, accelerate access to and retrieval of more complex lexis,
and possibly, trigger the need to formulate more syntactically complex language. In other
words, the LFP and CLFP conditions, as permitted by the task design, influenced “the

level of language complexity appropriate for a particular task” (p. 517).
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Based on the results of corpus analyses, Biber and Gray (2010) examined
structural complexity at two levels: phrasal and clausal. According to Biber and Gray,
phrasal features (such as nominal phrases) function to compress discourse while clausal
complexity (such as coordination and subordination) functions to elaborate discourse.
They argued that writing relies on both phrasal and clausal complexity, and thus using
additional measure for phrasal complexity (such as FS use and uptake in the current study)
would provide a more accurate picture regarding written complexity performance.

Studies (e.g., Nesselhauf, 2003) also provided empirical evidence to support the
importance of lexical complexity measures. In Nesselhauf’s study (2003), collocation
accuracy (i.e. the words in the sample that collocate accurately together) contributed 84%
of the variance in holistic scores in the written samples and 89% of the variance in the
spoken samples. A recent study by Verspoor, Schmid, and Xu (2012) confirmed the
validity of FS use in measuring written performance. It was found that the “number of
chunks” emerged as one of the six indices (the other five are sentence length, the Guiraud
index, all dependent clauses combined, all errors combined, and the use of present and
past tense) that would distinguish between different levels of writing proficiency with a
sample of 437 texts written by Dutch learners of L2 English. According to the authors,
this was the first study that examined “chunks” systematically across proficiency levels,
leading to their claims that at the early stage of acquisition, there was more syntactic
reorganization, and lexical variations emerged later on to distinguish proficiency levels.

In a similar vein, Crossley, Salsbury and McNamara (2009) also demonstrated that
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analytic judgments of collocation accuracy, lexical diversity, and word frequency were
highly predictive of holistic judgments of lexical proficiency for both written and spoken
samples.

Realizing the robustness of various measures in gauging cognitive processing
effects on L2 production, Robinson, Cadierno, and Shirai (2009) argued for a higher
sensitivity of the specific measures based on selected dimensions of task complexity.
Similarly, Michel, Kuiken and Vedder (2012) called for researchers to include task
specific measures rather than global CAF measures when discussing significance related
to the Cognition Hypothesis. In fact, both Skehan (2009) and Robinson (2011) agreed on
the vital role of lexis measures and suggested that CAF measures need to be
supplemented by measures of lexical use, even though they didn’t explicitly list FSs as
one subset of lexical use.

As discussed in 5.1.1., complexity is a multi-dimensional construct that serves as
an indicator for L2 production and development. For this reason, it was proposed that FS
based measures could be better termed as measures of phrasal complexity in order to

distinguish them from lexical complexity, clausal complexity, and syntactic complexity.

5.5.2 “Fixedness” of formulaic language
Presumably, FS use is closely related to syntactic complexity in L2 Chinese as
discussed above. However, the general argument that FS use contributed to writing

complexity could be questionable without distinguishing FS types.
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In the current study, multi-word collocations were found to be used more
frequently, and more accurately than phrasal frames and sentential connectives,
suggesting the structure of the FSs could have some effects on FS retrieval and access. It
seemed that multi-word collocations were used more similar to single words with a
higher number of occurrences and greater accuracy. However, producing phrasal frame
structures and sentential connectives were more likely to trigger syntactic analysis,
indicating they are not necessarily stored and processed as holistic units.

The fact that certain target FSs were not entrenched enough at the time of use is
determined by the intrinsic characteristics of formulaic sequences such as length,
structure, frequency, and semantic and functional saliency (see for example, Conklin &
Schmitt, 2007; Schmitt, 2004). The results revealed that the most recalled (i.e. easiest)
sequences in the EI test were from the category “multi-word collocation”, while the least
recalled, and therefore most difficult, sequences tended to be phrasal frames and
sentential connectives. As discussed previously, the degree of fixedness (also referred to
as “variability”) along with continuity as two distinct characteristics of FS was addressed
by Nattinger and DeCarrico (1992), who claimed that polywords, institutionalized
expressions, phrasal constraints and sentence builders decrease in their degree of
fixedness with the last category (sentence builders) being mostly non-continuous and
with fillable slots. The nature of different types of FS constitutes a source of variation in
language use with the open structures allowing for wider semantic possibilities, while

there is understandably less variation occurring in fixed structures.
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In addition, almost all multi-word collocations in Chinese are fixed structures and
consist of content words, manifesting a higher degree of semantic transparency.
According to Schmitt (2004), semantic transparency refers to how the meaning of the
whole sequence differs from its individual parts. If the meaning of the sequence can be
induced from its constituent parts, the sequence is of high semantic transparency.
However, partially-fixed phrasal frames in Chinese usually consist of both content and
function words with a lower degree semantic transparency. The least semantically
transparent type is probably sentential connectives which are made up of purely function
words.

As far as variation is concerned, few instances of restructuring of the target FSs
were seen in the data, which in contrast, is a common phenomenon observed in L2
English data. It seems that Wray’s (2002) model of lexical representation of classroom-
taught L2 English learners might not fully account for the use and uptake of FSs in L2
Chinese, at least not for the use of phrasal collocations and sentence frames in the study.
Restructuring of FSs has been interpreted by Wray as a result of “having too much choice
over linguistic forms for a specific meaning (2000, p. 206),” but not necessarily the
original correct sequences in their mental lexicon, so learners “reconstruct” new
sequences (often with errors) based on words that made sense.

Instead, the “all-or-nothing” principle (Schmitt, 1994) works better to explain the
variations of FS use in Chinese. It is acknowledged that formulaic language use is

idiosyncratic to language learners and is subject to individual experience, language
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exposure, language proficiency, memory capacity and the environment of language use,
such as tasks (Wray & Perkins, 2000). Qualitative analysis revealed that errors of FS use
in L2 Chinese were mostly tied to syntactic inappropriateness (such as verb transitivity
errors, FS induced incorrect word order and missing part(s) in sentential connectives),
which corresponded with Zhan’s (2012) and Wang’s (2013) findings that errors

concerned the immediate constituents succeeding or following the FSs.
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CHAPTER 6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
6.1 Introduction

To date, the role and effects of planning on formulaic language use and uptake,
and written performance have not been adequately discussed in the literature. The
dissertation addressed a few controversies in the related theoretical frameworks and
proposed the term *“a lexical approach to writing instruction” with the attempt to connect
the three frameworks in SLA research: FS use and uptake, task planning, and writing
complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF) measures.

Pedagogically, it is believed that with a better understanding of which planning
conditions and which tasks may bring about sustained balanced development in
complexity, accuracy and fluency, teachers can support learners through more rigorous

planning conditions and appropriate writing tasks.

6.2 The nature of task planning
By comparing different task planning conditions, the primary contribution of the
study is to examine the trade-off hypothesis supported by Skehan’s Limited Attentional
Capacity model. Drawing on findings in the study, it seemed that simultaneous influences
of task on complexity, accuracy and fluency can be attributed to planning manipulation
and/or teacher’s task input, rather than the tasks themselves. In other words,
acknowledging attentional limitations does not prevent generating predictions that

complexity, accuracy and fluency would co-vary, with the understanding that complexity
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and accuracy may actually work in different mechanisms due to varying task
environments and constraints.

Various planning conditions examined in the study provide a valid explanation
for the simultaneous influences on complexity and accuracy, thus the arguments around
“limited attentional capacity” seemed trivial as we are not addressing two competing
constructs in a limited capacity, but two parallel capacities at different levels due to an
external factor such as task manipulation. As such, the results concerning the intricate
relationships between complexity, accuracy, and fluency suggest that the CAF measures
do not operate in complete independence from each other, and that findings obtained by
CAF measures depend crucially on the context (e.g., task instruction/condition) in which

the data are collected.

6.3 Planning as a pedagogical tool

It is undeniable that formulaic language acquisition requires learners to notice,
restructure and reproduce the target forms, which can be facilitated by various conscious-
raising activities, including pedagogical planning which involves providing conditions for
noticing and sustained emphasis on re-noticing (e.g., Doughty & Williams, 1998;
Samuda, 2001; Schmidt, 1990, 1995).

The focus of the study is whether directing learners’ attention to linguistic forms
(FSs in the study) in the planning stage before writing will promote the use and uptake of

such vocabulary knowledge, and consequently, affect the quality of the written products
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in terms of complexity, accuracy and fluency. For oral production, Mochizuki and Ortega
(2008) and Sangarun (2005) reported the effectiveness of “manipulating” the participants’
attention in certain ways during pre-task planning. Based on the literature discussed, it
was hypothesized that guided planning before writing would make the target linguistic
resources more accessible, and likely ease the cognitive load for learners during the
writing processes.

The findings of this study provide evidence for the value of pre-task planning and
effect of task condition in form-focused instruction (Doughty & Williams, 1998),
especially for formulaic language use through written production tasks. The manipulation
of task conditions directed learners’ attention and triggered learner-driven focus on form,
which represents a similar notion to Swain’s pushed output (1985, 1995.

Overall, it supported the important role of pedagogical tasks engaging FS use in
writing as much as frequently exposing students to FSs through reading and listening
materials. Based on Hulstijn and Laufer’s involvement load hypothesis (2001), Boers and
his colleagues (Boers et al., 2006) experimented with an instructional method that
emphasized ‘noticing’ by directing learners’ attention to the “syntagmatic dimension” (p.
249) of the L2 formulaic sequences. In a following study, Boers and Lindstromberg
(2012) reviewed previous studies on instructional approach towards formulaic language
acquisition and reaffirmed that drawing learners’ attention to formulaic sequences was
not enough, and acquisition of formulaic language required repeated exposure as well as

explicit learning.

109



Furthermore, it is postulated whether learners’ allocation of attention is trainable,
so in the long run, they will feel more comfortable in prioritizing their attention to
linguistic forms or meaning depending on the nature of tasks. If Skehan (2009) was right
concluding that the parallel increase of accuracy and complexity was the result of task
input/instruction and teacher-initiated planning manipulation rather than task complexity,
then the benefits of guided planning as a pedagogical intervention are easily applicable to
a classroom setting.

Fuenten (2006, p. 266) agreed on the conclusions in the Ellis’ (2003) study that “a
more explicit, teacher generated, planned focus on form” may be more effective in
directing learners’ attention, especially the “structure based production task” where
learners needed to use specific L2 forms in order to carry out the task. According to
Fuenten, “learner-initiated focus on form was scarcely observed” (p. 286) if the target
words easily went unnoticed and were ignored by learners if they were not essential for
task completion. In contrast, the structure based production tasks will “allow for on-line
retrieval of target words, and deeper processing of the L2 words by helping learners to
establish more productive meaning—form connections through multiple opportunities for
output production (of target words)” (p. 282).

One thing to be noted is whether the effectiveness of task-based focus on form
could be equally applied to the acquisition of new linguistic items. Or does task-based
focus on form only facilitate use of the already learned linguistic forms? This was the

argument put forward by Bygate (1999) who was in favor of the facilitative role of form-
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focused instruction. In the current study, all target FSs were previously taught (even
though participants identified a few items as “unknown” in the pre-test VKS), thus
generalization to new linguistic items needs to be made cautiously.

Furthermore, data collected from the planning sheets indicated that participants
across planning groups were not able to fully utilize the opportunities of planning
regardless of planning type, or learners may simply not have known how to take
advantage of the planning opportunity (Elder & lwashita, 2005). Thus, it is necessary to
incorporate pedagogical interventions into the planning stage. In other words, carefully
designed guidance with a specific focus on language forms or content should be made
explicit by the teachers. As Samuda (2001) proposed, the ideal form-focused task will
create “a semantic space” (p. 122) which pushes learners to go beyond their interlanguage
repertoire and recognize “gaps” in order to be engaged meaningfully with the task
demands. Thus teachers should aim at designing and implementing writing tasks which
encourage learners to focus on linguistic forms and language use in the planning stage to
maximize the effects of planning in L2 classrooms.

Results from the study would also inform language educators on how the effects
of planning were constrained by other factors such as the nature of the linguistic forms
(“fixedness” of the FSs in the present study). Formulaic sequences have been argued to
be one of the strongest discriminators between levels of L2 English proficiency (Laufer
& Waldman, 2011; Verspoor, Schmid, & Xu, 2012). Nevertheless, it is yet to be

empirically tested whether directing learners’ attention to the target FSs in the planning
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stage will lead to variances in terms of FS use in written reproduction. It seemed that
certain types of formulaic language, multiword structures, but not phrasal collocations
and sentence frames, were used more frequently and accurately, suggesting the influence
of structure of the FSs. As such, the merits of the current study lie in the fact that specific
measures of syntactic complexity (clauses per TTCU) and lexical complexity (number of
FSs and FS uptake) were adopted in the analysis, alongside other general measures (mean
length TTCU for complexity and mean length of EFTTCUSs for accuracy). It’s believed
that the fine-grained measures allowed for a more accurate representation of the
controversial CAF relationships.

Finally, an important insight gained from the study is that teachers have options
when designing writing tasks. It is commonly assumed by language teachers that if the
nature of tasks relate more to communication of information than to practice of
grammatical structures, learners are unlikely to direct their attention to language than to
content. Nevertheless, learners’ performance in the CLFP group in the current study
challenged this view. The findings indicated that the CLFP condition contributed to
positive results in clausal complexity, phrasal complexity (indicated by FS use and
uptake), accuracy and fluency. In other words, language-focused pre-task planning, for
example, is not the only option for teachers who want to design tasks that would engage
students in the use and uptake of formulaic language. Other planning conditions, such as
language- and content-focused planning (CLFP), if designed appropriately, are likely to

be equally effective. One of the pedagogical implications of the study is that the teacher
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could and should intervene in form-focused instruction and help learners to achieve an
optimal balance in how they divide their attention between language and content.
However, it has to be kept in mind that the effectiveness of planning conditions
varies according to learner types, and teaching outcomes depend mostly on the
motivating aspects that stem from using a variety of activities. Nevertheless, the current
study’s results suggest that language teachers may resort to writing tasks that incorporate

newly taught words in order to enhance students’ uptake.

6.4 The merits of classroom-based study

This study employed a quasi-experimental design, and the writing task echoed the
writing context in a real classroom setting. The fact that the effectiveness of planning was
tested in a classroom setting contributed to the needed connections between research,
methodology and classroom.

Firstly, given that there is a lack of detailed information and consistency
regarding how FSs were scored and coded in previous studies (e.g., Boers et al., 2006;
Foster, 2001; Rott, 2009) around the effectiveness of planning as awareness-raising on FS
use, the current study proposed a detailed analysis of FS categorization and coding,
which could benefit teachers in examining L2 Chinese writings involving FSs use in the
future. In addition, the preparation and use of planning sheets and prompts were
addressed, highlighting the needs for carefully constructed writing instructions by

teachers in designing form-focused planning activities before writing.
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Furthermore, neither Boers et al. (2006) nor Rott (2009) reported controlling time
as a variable in their studies on the role of awareness-raising activities on formulaic
language acquisition. The current study tested the hypothesis that in class timed-writing
could be used as a pedagogical intervention to facilitate written output performance (on
complexity measures, at least). The conclusion added to the understanding that when
designing form-focused planning activities, time needs to be considered as a contextual
variable.

Lastly, the robustness of TTCU based measures in the current study indicated that
T-unit based measures which have been employed in previous studies of L2 English
might not be valid in measuring Chinese written production for advanced L2 Chinese
writers. Taken together, teachers should consider employing T-unit based measures (for
beginners and intermediate learners) and TTCU based measures (for the more advanced

learners) in analyzing L2 Chinese written texts based on objective measures.

6.5 Limitations
With regard to interlanguage development and CAF measures, Larsen-Freeman
called for more longitudinal and non-linear research. In a similar vein, Norris and Ortega
(2009) doubted whether a linear or co-linear trajectory of accuracy, fluency, and
complexity would represent L2 acquisition or development, and argued for multi-

dimensionality, dynamicity, variability, and non-linearity in future CAF research.

114



One objective of this study was to use a repeated-measures approach to determine
if L2 writers’ use of FSs in writing would change according to planning condition. To
reduce the potential effect of having them write on the same topic in a different condition,
a second topic was selected that was considered comparable in nature and equally
approachable for the writers. However, the fact that the current study is not a longitudinal
one wouldn’t guarantee a dynamic and accurate observation on FS use and uptake.

Regarding the explicit role of planning in directing attention to form or content
during the pre-writing stage, even though the participants’ planning sheets were collected,
few conclusions could be drawn, unfortunately, due to the fact that most of the planning
sheets were left blank. The absence of think-aloud, stimulated recall, or any retrospective
data constrained further hypotheses on the cognitive and attentional processes engaged in
during planning. As noted by Slimani (1991), learners’ focus of attention can be rather
different from the focus intended by teachers, and that learners can engage in tasks and
interpret them in ways that differ from those predicted or desired (e.g., Coughlan & Duff,
1994; Kumaravadivelu, 1993; LaPierre, 1994). Thus evidence of learners’ actual use of
planning opportunities and allocation of attentional resources needs to be better
documented.

Finally, unlike data found for L2 English learners, few instances of FS
restructuring were observed in the L2 Chinese data, indicating a limited range of
variation. The possible “all-or-nothing” principle to account for less restructuring needs

to be further investigated with a future study that is more qualitative in nature.
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Nevertheless, findings in the study suggested that learners from the CLFP group
were likely to attend to both form and meaning in guided pre-writing planning. As such,
the most significant contribution of the dissertation is that it provides additional evidence
regarding mixed results over trade-offs between CAF in the literature. The results support
Skehan’s recent modification on the Limited Attentional Capacity model with further
distinctions between task instruction/condition and task complexity regarding L2 written
language production.

What’s more, the hypothesis has been tested that the learning of L2 Chinese
formulaic language could be facilitated through writing instruction with carefully
designed writing prompts and pre-writing guidance. It is likely that planning with a focus
on form will prompt learners to use more target FSs and use them more accurately which

echoes L2 learners’ variation in complexity, accuracy and fluency.
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Appendix | Demographic Questionnaire

Name Age
Gender (circle one): Female / Male
Native language(s):
1. How long have you been learning Chinese? month(s)
2. Where did you learn Chinese before you came to China? And how long?
month(s) in high school
month(s) in college/university
3. How long have you been in China? month(s)
4, Have you ever studied Chinese in a Chinese speaking country before this semester?
Yes No
If yes, please specify where you have studied in China
And how long? month(s)
5. If you watch TV in Chinese, how many hour per week?
6. If you listen to music in Chinese, how many hour per week?
7. If you read (magazines, newspapers, novels and websites etc.) in Chinese, how
many hour per week?
8. How often will you interact or have conversations with a native Chinese speaker?
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Appendix Table 1 The Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (participants’ version in Chinese)
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The translated VKS Appendix Table 1 (cont’d)

I don’t | have seen the phrase | understand this phrase | | can use this phrase to make a sentence
know the before but I’m not quite and | can translate the (Please write down your sentence).
phrase sure about the meaning phrase.

Pl

a household name

AR

unigue and peculiar

A
urban bourgeois
culture

{IRITATIRZS
to talk non-stop

SR HE
refine and cultivated

KA RET

astute and shrewd

0 R R 4
hustle and bustle

IR IR
mixture of (good and
bad)

P RVIPN

without bothering
sh/sth

Aril
a little bit

AT

do not care at all

FENEEN
let it be

SESF R
feel bored being idle

AURAKR
talking and laughing
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The translated VKS Appendix Table 1 (cont’d)

% B
come along for the fun

Bl EAE

carefree and unstrained

fEIRIBAE
to think leisurely and
be lost in reverie

has the title /name of

T
be similar to

ERT
vent one’s anger on
sb/sth

LEE

the majority is...
WA L

cannot tell whether...
e L. R

even if...still
MU AR

not only..., but...
Tk,

no matter...still...
ARG AR

no matter (this) ...and
(that)...

no matte...or...

EZ
if...then...

once...then
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Appendix Il Topic 1 and writing prompt

Instructions: You will have one minute to read the task prompt. After that you will have
10 minutes to read the planning sheet and to plan according to what you have read for
your writing. You may note down your plan in English or Chinese, but do not write out
everything in detail. You will not be allowed to use your notes on the planning sheets
when the planning time is over. Please put your planning notes away and start to write
immediately.

Topic: A special city/place

Audience: Anyone who will be interested to know more about a city/place that has a
special meaning to you.

Purpose: A reflective essay helps you reflect critically on something that you’ve read,
learned, observed, felt, or experienced. It is possible that you draw some conclusions
about the significance of those experiences in relation to the context of your lives. So
your purpose is to let your readers know about what your feel and think about the topic,
where those feelings and thoughts come from and how they shape your views.

Time: You will have 30-minute class time to finish the writing.

Length: Ideally your writing should be about 400 characters which allow you to provide
a full examination and summary of what you think about the topic.

Evaluation: Your essay will be evaluated in terms of comprehensiveness of the content,
length of the essay and grammatical accuracy.

122



Appendix I11 Topic 2 and writing prompt

Instructions: You will have one minute to read the task prompt. After that you will have
10 minutes to read the planning sheet and to plan according to what you have read for
your writing. You may note down your plan in English or Chinese, but do not write out
everything in detail. You will not be allowed to use your notes on the planning sheets
when the planning time is over. Please put your planning notes away and start to write
immediately.

Topic: Your lifestyle or habits

Audience: Anyone who will be interested to know more about your lifestyle or habits.
Purpose: A reflective essay helps you reflect critically on something that you’ve read,
learned, observed, felt, or experienced. It is possible that you draw some conclusions
about the significance of those experiences in relation to the context of your lives. So
your purpose is to let your readers know about what your feel and think about the topic,
where those feelings and thoughts come from and how they shape your views.

Time: You will have 30-minute class time to finish the writing.

Length: Ideally your writing should be about 400 characters which allow you to provide
a full examination and summary of what you think about the topic.

Evaluation: Your essay will be evaluated in terms of comprehensiveness of the content,
length of the essay and grammatical accuracy.
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Appendix IV Topic 1 planning sheets

Pre-writing planning sheets (CFP) Topic 1

Directions: The following questions are from the reading texts we have been engaged
with this week. Preparing to answer these questions may help you plan the writing more
easily. You are free to rearrange the order of the questions in order to develop body
paragraphs that flow together for the reader.

(Questions with the target phrases embedded)

LURA )T, SAETLETREIREFRIRE”. REFERIREESA#T? X
ANH T XHURT & BE A ? BRIAR DA B R, R MRS IR 0 AR el g ?
There will always be a place as your childhood dreamland. Where it is for you? What
does this place mean to you? Even if you’re far from the place, will you miss it?

2. RAREN XA R IR T, 2 S AT ARG IR [R] FR 17 502 2 A5 XM e ? R 5
Bt ?

Does the place you’re going to introduce have a long history? Is it a household name?
How is it unique?

BRI SCARI L &, RSO A BRI PR AR A 4
JIER T — At AR SO ? XA R T BT S Ak 2
Chenghuangmiao is the symbol of urban bourgeois culture and enjoys the title of “the
birthplace of Shanghai”. What kind of culture does the place you’re introducing represent?
Is it similar to the Shanghai urban culture?

AAEI N EXRAAUIIR . AL AL, BN B E IR SCORME. KR, R
MEES B IZ AR T, NATETERS . 185 ARG SIS 7 AT A A%k 202
Native Beijing residents are quite talkative. Compared to them, Shanghai locals are more
refined and shrewd. What are the characteristics of the people (e.g., their language and
life style) of the place you’re introducing?

A HINACE VIR T B IARNS, ToIe A A G s X iy, AMdar, Xy
RIS, AR5 B AR LA ?

A lot of people enjoy the hustle and bustle and mixed life styles of urban cities, while
some prefer to live in the countryside. Others like not only the urban but also the country
lives. They enjoy it no matter what life style it is. Which one do you prefer?
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Pre-writing planning sheets (LFP) Topic 1

Directions: The following vocabulary list is comprised of four-word phrases, multi-word
structures, idioms and sentence frames from this week’s reading texts. These phrases may
help you connect your information so that it is easier for your readers to follow. Try to
join these phrases to the writing of the reflective essay when you are preparing for the
planning.

1. Xf......MM0 5 [means...to sb/sth] R ...t [even if...]
2. ZXWi % [a household name] P B4R 2 unique and peculiar]

3. tHH:3e4k[urban bourgeois culture] f....... Z K has the title /name of]
LT [ be similar to]

4. Ak [to talk non-stop] I8 SC /R HE [refine and cultivated]
¥5 B £ T [astute and shrewd]

5. KREGPESE [hustle and bustle] A EiR A% [mixture of (good and bad)]
AMY... 485 [not only..., but...] et ... #f[no matter...still...]

Wi . H4F [no matter (this) ...and (that)...]
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Pre-writing planning sheets (CLFP) Topic 1

Directions: The following gquestions and vocabulary are from the reading texts we have

been engaged with this week. Preparing to answer these questions may help you plan the
writing more easily. The vocabulary may help you connect your information so that it is
easier for your readers to follow.

LEA M7, SELETREIRESERIRE". JREF I REEF AT

There will always be a place as your childhood dreamland. Where it is for you?

2. PRAREN AHR AR IR T, RS RAKK AR5 ? B 2 fl
Bt ?

Does the place you’re going to introduce have a long history? Is it a household name?
How is it unique?

3. WPE i A2 T AL A B o URABEA T AR T — i AR ST ?
Chenghuangmiao is the symbol of urban bourgeois culture of Shanghai. What kind of
culture does the place you’re introducing represent?

4. PRABEA P IXARER I TT, AEMER . &S A IS A AR m?
What are the characteristics of the people (e.g., their language and life style) of the place
you’re introducing?

5. BN ENCRIN T FATE, A N SRR ZFR RS MRS, IR
BB AEME ) LA ?

A lot of people enjoy living in the big cities, while some prefer to live in the countryside.
Which one do you prefer?

1 XF......1M & [means...to sb/sth] R ...t [even if...]
2 G % [a household name] JEAE S unique and peculiar]
3 it H: 34k [urban bourgeois culture] & ... ... Z K has the title /name of] B

F [ be similar to]

A AR TR [to talk non-stop] IR SR #E [refine and cultivated] FEEHRE
T [astute and shrewd]

5 EREEHERE  [hustle and bustle] A EiR A% [mixture of (good and bad)]
AMY... 41 [not only..., but...] Joie... #R[no matter...still...]

Wi H4F [no matter (this) ...and (that)...]
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Appendix V Topic 2 planning sheets

Pre-writing planning sheets (CFP) Topic 2

Directions: The following questions are from the reading texts we have been engaged
with this week. Preparing to answer these questions may help you plan the writing more
easily. You are free to rearrange the order of the questions in order to develop body
paragraphs that flow together for the reader.

(Questions with the target phrases embedded)

AR Z N\ lME 2 WL Je 005 R HE RS >3 45 o VRl M AT R0 LSRR 2 380 2 Y ANAE
I, HEX?

Some people think smoking in the public has nothing to do with others. Are you a little
bit annoyed by this attitude? Or you do not care about it at all and just let it be?

2R e gy oy — AN fE L7 BRI WAF I, &R AR AR, #
A LA o R A28 X A ST AR R AR L7052 25 AT ] LIS T e g ?
Smoking has been mentioned as a “partner” in the text. No matter whether you’re bored
or enjoying the company of friends, you can always smoke. Is the habit you’re going to
introduce like your partner? If you’re anger, will you vent your anger through smoking?

3AREA AR AP A TG SRR AE A A RAT S ? IS AR ARERI N BB )
R JEZ 0 ? SR T i 1 ?

Is the habit you’re introducing popular among your friends? What are those people? Is
the majority of your friends single? Do you enjoy come along just for fun?

4. GNEXNAEGEREHEAE, RFERAEERA B S5 FREJAAT R N ERIR
(R A v 7 A A 3 > 5 2

Some people live in a carefree and unstrained way. It’s hard to judge whether it is good
or bad. Do your friends and family member appreciate your habits and life style?

SARBCARIELEASIRIBAR, AR 7] DAk £ — o A3 I, IRl A4 7 tn Rk —
e, AT SR NE?

Imagine you’re now leisurely immersed in your own thoughts that you’re about to change
your life habits. What will you want to change? What if once you make your choice, it
cannot be retrieved?
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Pre-writing planning sheets (LFP) Topic 2

Directions: The following vocabulary list is comprised of four-word phrases, multi-word
structures, idioms and sentence frames from this week’s reading texts. These phrases may
help you connect your information so that it is easier for your readers to follow. Try to
join these phrases to the writing of the reflective essay when you are preparing for the

planning.
1. ot KHE[without bothering sb/sth] IRk A i )L[a little bit]
i AN7EF-[do not care at all] H'e 2 [let it be]
2. it & &[no matte...or...] K 75 5 Bl [feel bored being idle]
A 1A % [talking and laughing] # . k.[if. . .then...]

IE%&F[vent one’s anger on sb/sth]

BE .. J&Z[is the majority of...] & #i[come along for the fun]
AR %...— %

H i H 7E[carefree and unstrained] #E#iAE A _E[...cannot be told]
BN AYi

frAE R &SRB 48 oe leisurely immersed in one’s own thoughts]
ATEE S UL [once...then...]
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Pre-writing planning sheets (CLFP) Topic 2

Directions: The following questions and vocabulary are from the reading texts we have

been engaged with this week. Preparing to answer these questions may help you plan the
writing more easily. The vocabulary may help you connect your information so that it is

easier for your readers to follow.

LA R B Sy A 2
Are you a little bit annoyed by smoking in the public?

2. RO AEHI AR EE I oy — AR L7 VR R T 2 5 R R ) L ?
Smoking has been mentioned as a “partner” in the text. Is the habit you’re going to
introduce like your partner?

3. IR G B A S SRR AE A RAT IS ? XS AR AT AR N AT
AR B RE ?

Is the habit you’re introducing popular among your friends? What are those people?
What are their life styles?

4. ARAI IR N BRIR R AR 3 7 2R AR 3 S 45 2

Do your friends and family member appreciate your habits and life style?

5. WUER AT LLEFE— Mo AR s SI A5, RSB A 7 WERIR— Mok, siAN AT
ARG 2

Now you’re about to change your life habits. What will you want to change? What if
once you make your choice, it cannot be retrieved?

1. Fot5 KT [without bothering sb/sth] A 5L [a little bit]
W ASTEF- [do not care at all] H'E 2 [let it be]

2. Lit.. 0. [no matte...or...] K75 TSI [feel bored being
idle] HuUiAZ% [talking and laughing 5. f# .. [if...then...]
i %&F [vent one’s anger on sb]

3. ...J&Z [is the majority of...] ## [come along for the fun]

4. HHHETE [carefree and unstrained] WAL ...[...cannot be told]

5. f&sRiEAH [be leisurely immersed in one’s own thoughts]
—...8L... [once...then...]
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Appendix VI Error Classification Scheme

a. Only code errors that are syntactic. Do not count character errors.

b. If sentence at the end of an essay is not finished, don’t code it.

c. Code errors so that sentence is changed minimally. If there are two possible errors
requiring equal change, code the first error.

d. Be conservative about counting comma errors; don’t count missing commas
between clauses or after prepositional phrases.

e. Sometimes a T-unit or TTCU can be grammatically correct on its own, but
becomes odd or incoherent in a sentence. For coding purposes, do not count the
units with grammatically correct zero anaphora or topic chains as errors, but count

the sentence error when lacking coherence or semantic inappropriateness.
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