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Interactionist view in SLA

Long (1996)

Adult SLA takes place, when non-native
speakers are engaged with conversational
interaction with other native/non-native
speakers, thanks to negotiation for meaning:

Negotiation for meaning
. Communication breakdowns

i

. ComprehenSible inpUt (NSs’ conversational
modification: confirmation checks, repetition; slower speech
rate; clarification requests, recasts)

!

. Comprehensible output (NNSs’ modified output)

(Long, 1996; Mackey, 2012; Plonsky & Gass, 2012) Y,

Foreign Language Learning

Larson-Hall (2008, p.36)
¢ “minimal input conditions” with “no more than
four hours of instruction per week” (p. 36).

Best and Tyler (2007, p.19)

* “arestricted setting, with little or unsystematic
conversational experience with native
speakers”

Communicatively authentic interaction activities é
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« “one of the main technologically-enhanced
activities in modern foreign language
education” (0’Dowd, 2011, p. 368)
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Current Study

Research Objectives

* B MESE : The pedagogical potential and
limits of video-based conversation activities
over one academic semester

* SEMES : Longitudinal development on L2
oral ability
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Design
Experimental Group (n = 15) ‘ ‘ Control Group (n = 15) ‘
¥ ¥
Orientation ‘
Weeks 3-11 Online interaction with NSs Vocab/grammar exercise
(30min x 9 sessions) (30min x 9 sessions)
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Experimental treatment
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2. Visual-based conversation in English (30min)
BOF—v i AbETOREEERSN
ENENDEEIZD W TDhiscussion topicséow'é

4

3. Visual-based conversation in Japanese (30min)
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Recast episodes
Example 1. Pronunciation
NNS: This is a picture of my [korid3].
NS: Oh that’s your [kolid3] (college).

Example 2: Vocabulary
NNS: | do not like terror attraction.
NS: Ah, you don’t like scary rides.

Example 3: Grammar
NNS: Ah. Do you enjoy party very well?
NS: Do | enjoy partying? Yeah | do. | do like partying.

o )

2015/5/22

Control treatment
1. BREBENYy F—IV&2%ITMS

2. JACET8000% 8 L L 7=Vocab recall tests

! ]
3. TOEIC Part 5& E@# & U /=35 % RE

1

Speaking Task (Pre/Post)

Procedure (adapted from Munro & Mann, 2005)
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Blue sky
Road
Cloud
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\(e.g., Derwing & Munro, 2009) J
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Assessing L2 speech production
A. Global Analysis
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L2 Speech
Production
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B. Linguistic Analysis
\\; (Isaacs & Trofimovich, 2012; Saito et al., 2015a, 2015b)/

Inter-relationships

Comprehensibility

Accentedness

Com,
lexico

o (Saito et al., 2015a, 2015b; Trofimovich & Isaacs, 2012)/

A. Global Analyses

Procedure

en=5AD novice 2+ 74T TJ % v @memn
BEL ; KEHEEEL ; BAET 70y M2 BRTLAL)
AVEa—F—R)—vET, 2DHR
% 1000-point Tt &%k,

1. Comprehensibilits O @
Dilfienll to nnrerstand e o Fawy 1o understand
L Acrentednes
Henvily wecented — Mol wecenled ol ull




B. Pronunciation & Fluency Analysis
Procedure
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3.High understanding (via questionnaire) and
agreement (Cronbach a > .900)
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Segmentals Word stress
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C. Vocab & Grammar Analysis
Procedure

*Audio filesTld% < . transcripts 2 £ Hi
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Results (Wilcoxon Signed Ranks tests )
A. Global analysis

Comprehensibility

Accentedness
p=.012,d=058
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(C. Vocab and grammar analysis

Vocabappropriatengss

ocab richness
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Grammar accuracy
D

Grammar complexity
=.020,d=071
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No. of recasts over time Discussion
4257 avoRRBRAG DD
Grammar = constant o Compr6hen5ibi|ity

5 » Fluency (speech rate)

» Accurate grammar

—Pronunciation -=—VYocabh ——Grammar
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| « Foreign accentedness

ton, vocabulary = demr o o
pronuneiation, vocabulany = decreasin ‘ « Correct pronunciation (segmentals, word
stress, intonation)
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BARBELOER Pedagogical implications
Quick development (1-3 years of immersion) 1. BT V7 + EF ¢ idearly phase of L2
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e Appropriate lexicogrammar (c.g., schmitt, 1998; . % LT 2tkocomprehensibilityat i L 3 .

Vercellotti, 2015)

2. @kdcomprehensibilitylz K% { BREh 3
¥ 3 TREHEB) KOVTRHTREET

Gradual development (> 3 years of immersion)

e Accentedness (e.g, saito, 2015) 1270,
o PI’OSOdy (Trofimovich & Baker, 2006) »>3— b ﬂ‘—ﬁ(ﬁﬁ 27z %% iz ﬁn—c L 5 o
e Segmentals (Flege, 2009) P REOHARZBVIIRBATSDRRALE,
.» Complex lexicogrammar (e.g., Mora & Valls-Ferrer, 2012) - REFEITIExplicit instruction A S E, J
Pedagogical implications
HERARFZHEICL o TAYIGREHE Thank you!!

Jenkins (2000)
¢ LFC (mainly consisting of segmentals)

Derwing & Munro (1998)
e Suprasegmentals > segmentals

Saito (2014)

* Major segmentals /1, 1, 9, 6, v/

e Sentence and word stress/Intonation
\‘,ﬁ?? )TN (http://www.f.waseda.jp/kazuya.saito /) / \ /
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