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Dimensions of L2 Oral Language Performance: A Study of Complexity, Accuracy,
and Fluency Development Over Time
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This study examined the developmental patterns of second language (L2) oral language
performance as measured by complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) and the relationship
between these three variables over time. A total of 31 Japadesaiversity students,
grouped into two proficiency levels (lower and intermediate), participated in a sefoegter
taskbased speaking course. Speaking tests involving impromptu speech tasks were
administered four times over the-ieek semester,andfemer s®é or al data we
measure CAF. The results indicated that syntactic complexity had mild growth over time,
with some fluctuations. Lexical complexity showed a mileshaped curve with slight
changes in growth. Accuracy showeeshaped trajeories, showing a decline followed by
a steeper increase over time, and fluency exhibited steady growth over time. Regarding
correlations between CAF, tradéf effects were evident between lexical complexity and
syntactic complexity and between lexicahgaexity and accuracy. We observed a positive
correlation between accuracy and syntactic complexity and between fluency and syntactic
complexity. Regarding the relation between fluency and accuracy, the results were mixed,
and there was an observed tremmvdrds significance between fluency and lexical
complexity. The findings also indicated that lowand intermediat@roficiency learners
had similar change trajectories except for one syntactic complexity measure.
Keywords: CAF, Complexity, Accuracy, Fluey, Speaking

1. Introduction

Applied linguists use three components to evaluate second language (L2) development and
proficiency; complexity, accuracy, and fluen&AF) (e.g., Ellis, 2003; Ellis & Barkhuizen,

2005; Skehan, 1998); which, whentaken get her , r eveal Althoegh!| ear nc¢
the weighting of each component depends on learning goals and other factors, L2 lessons
should be planned to allow learners to improve all three components equally. However, the
developmental patterns ttie CAF components are complex and learners cannot devote

equal attention to every aspect (e.g., Bamanger & Gashan, 2014; Foster & Skehan, 1996;
Robinson, 2003; Sasayama & lzumi, 2012). Stronger performance in one component may
correspond to worse performae in another.

Skehanés (1996, 1998) | imited capacity h
capacity is limited, so learners must choose one aspect of CAF to prioritize. This hypothesis
predicts competitive relations in CAF that would prevent a#té¢haspects from improving
simultaneously. Robinson (2011) challenged this perspective with his cognitive hypothesis,
arguing for a multipleesource attentional model in which learners can access multiple
attentional pools that are not in competition. §higarners could simultaneously improve
compl exity and accuracy at the expense of
have been tested (e.g., Foster & Skehan, 1997; Yuan & Ellis, 2003), andffraffects
have been identified in CAF.

However most studies have only investigated language performance at a single time
within a homogenous proficiency group. In such studies, it is difficult to observe how the
aspects of CAF may change. CAF may change over time as proficiency increases, and the
multiple results regarding traetdf effects could be better explained using observations of
different relationships at different levels of proficiency. Cresstional studies of oral data
from learners of differing proficiencies are often used as substiartemgitudinal studies;
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however, the efficacy of this is debatable (LarBe@eman & Long, 1991). Thus, studies
with repeated measures are necessary to better understand CAF development (Norris &
Ortega, 2009).

This study describes the developmentral performance among Japanese L2 learners
in CAF. How do the aspects of CAF develop over time and interact as they develop? Do
they compete? Do complexity and accuracy develop simultaneously? Is therecfftrade
CAF during L2 development? Can CAF growithout competition?Finally, is the
developmental pattern complex, that is, instead of linear growth or a straightforward pattern,
does the trajectory diverge from this (e.g., takingshdped or zigag path)?

In this study, 31 Japane&é universitystudents were divided into two proficiency
levels and participated in a semesteng taskbased speaking cours&peaking tests
(impromptu speech tasks) were administered four tiésu dent s06 speeches w
transcribed, coded, and assessed tasme their CAFthese scores were analyzed to
determine changes in performance over tifte interaction of CAF components over time
and the effects of learner proficiency on CAF development were investigated.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Cognitive Limitation

Many L2 development studies have focused on the interrelationships between the CAF
components (e.g., Skehan, 1998; Robinson, 2011; Norris and Ortega, 2009). Many
researchers accept that learners have limited resources availalmigfoving their CAF
performance. Skehan (1996, 1998) held that because learners cannot concentrate on every
aspect of CAF at once, their concentration on one draws attention away from another. Thus,
if a |l earnero6és output b e tuenoyamsy notompmve;dchasnp | e x
increased complexity Amight be associated w
complexityo (Skehan, 2015, p. 125).

Robinsonds (2011) cogni ti eresourcep @ttemtibnals i s
model, where leaers would not need to trade gains in attention to one aspect of production
against losses in another. In this framework, complexity and accuracy are correlated, and
complex tasks can enhance the development of accuracy and complexity. Robinson (2003)
argued that greater functional demands of the task lead language learners to pay closer
attention to |l anguage. Thus, during compl ex
greater syntacticization and gr amMiMomeeci zati
the increased cognitive demand. Although complexity and accuracy may improve together,
Robinson (1995) thought that they may not have positive relationships with fluency.

LarsenFreeman (2006, 2009) considers CAF to be a dynamic system farth of a
set of variables that interact over time, such that language development is a dynamic and
complex procesd.he dynamic systems theory (DST) approach regards language acquisition
and development as possessing growth and decline charactehatiesd influenced by
many internal and external factqes.g., de Bot, 2007, 2008; de Bot & Lardemeeman,
2011): the aspects of CAF develop dynamically and interactively. A change in any one
component might affect the others unpredictably.
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2.2 CAF Interaction

Empirical examinations of traewf effects have produced inconsistent findings. Bei
(2013) reported a strong correlation between fluency and accuracy but competition between
accuracy and complexity. Koizumi (2005) found marginal to faudak correlations among
syntactic complexity, accuracy, and fluency
or strong positive correlations of syntactic complexity with accuracy and flueneywzeak
relationship between accuracy and fluen¥yan and Ellis (2003) showed that greater
structural complexity and fewer errbree clauses appeared at the expense of fluency.
However, Michel Kuiken, and Veddel(2007) found more oral accuracy and lexical
complexity, but grammatical complexity and fluendgt dot improve.

Most work on this subject has used a single time point; researchers working in a DST
perspective have conducted longitudinal studies to assess the elements of CAF (using data
largely collected from written texts). Verspoor, Lowie, and 2gjik (2008) observed that
lexical and syntactic complexity had a slightly negative correlation. Spoelman and Verspoor
(2010) explored writing samples from a single learner over 3 years; they suggested that,
although complexity and accuracy showed groule, development was nonlinear rather
than a complex interactional pattern among the three components. Despite this finding, Yang
and Sun (2015) showed that the components of CAF, especially lexical complexity and
grammatical complexity, were correlated hwéach other over Ifionths.

Ferrari (2012) investigated the oral development of CAF in four L2 learners over 3
years using monologic and dial ogi c -dfasks.
effects were also observed. Additionally, each learngiahdifferent trajectory and speed of
developmentBy contrast, Vercellotti (2017), in a longitudinal study, found no taftle
effects, finding linear change trajectories for CAF (except for lexical aspects, which were
nonlinear) over énonths, and posite withirrindividual correlation resultPolat and Kim
(2014) studied one uninstructed L2 learner ovembths and found that lexical complexity
increased steadily over time, syntactic complexity increased somewhat, and accuracy did not
increase.

Competition among the elements of CAF has been intensively investigated, but most
works hitherto have examined performance at a single point in time, not development over
time; thus, additional longitudinal studies are necessary. Some researchers (eg,, Fe
2012; Spoel man and Verspoor, 2010) have ¢
written text (e.g., Alavi & Sadeghi, 2017; Yang & Sun, 2015). Further research into the
effects of modality is required to assess differences between the resulthdravritten text
and those of oral data. Kuiken and Vedder (2012) compared oral and written data and
observed minor differences between the two, but Ellis and Yuan (2005) found differences
were observed in all three components in a similar study: mritten data, complexity and
accuracy were higher, and fluency was lower. To understand the overall development of
|l earnersd producti on, the progress of alll
assessed. Observations of learners at differefitjgnacy levels may yield differing change
trajectories that complement earlier findings. Close observation of these trajectories could
enable the assessment of patterns of oral development by proficiency level. Such information
could enable decisiemaking when matching learners at different levels to tasks that suit
their development.
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The following research questions guided this study:
RQ1: How do the CAF of L2 speaking develmger time
RQ2: Howdo the components @AF interactwith each othein the development of L2
speakingover time?
RQ3: How doe$ e a r pradigienc§ relate to CAF improvement in the spoken production
of L2 over time?

3. Research Design
3.1 Participants

The participants were 31 Japanese EFL students at a private Japalegse They
were in their second year (aged 22 years) and were streamed according to their TOEIC
L&R scored. Group 1 was at a lower level, with a mean TOEIC score of 455.4. Group 2
was at an intermediate level, with a mean TOEIC of 626.8. The $sudezach group met
for 90 minutes per week, wittb meetings per term. Materials were provided by the school.
The textbook used featured many preparation questions and exercises for the TOEIC
speaking test, which all students had to take at the end of the second year.

3.2 Speaking Tests

Data were colleded four times in the semestaQughly one month apartAn
impromptu speech task was used, developed after an actual TOEIC speakBigtesd e nt s 6
speech was recorded during regular speaking class time in a language media lab. The
participants were ingicted to speak oagiven topic and were given fifteen seconds to plan,
following an actual OEIC speaking test (Table. After recording, all data were transcribed
by the Author

Tabl e 1. Speech topics for speaking tests

Somepeoplepreferto live in a smalltown. Otherspreferto live in a big city.
Round 1| April-17 [Which placewould you preferto live in? Give reasonsor examplesto suppor|
your opinion

Somepeopleprefer to eat at restaurantsOther peoplepreferto eat at home
Which do you prefer? Give reasons or examples to support your opinion
Do you think cram schoolsareimportant?Why? Give reasonsor examplesto
support your opinion

Do you agreeor disagreewith the following statementfiStudentsshouldhave
part-time jobs. 0 Give reasons or

Round 2| May-17

Round 3| June-17

Round 4| July-17

3.3 Self-reported Evaluation Questionnaire)

Beyond the speaking test, a sew&m questionnaire was presented to explore
factors that might affect the results, such as individual differences (e.g., fear of making errors
and task difficulty perceptionyimmediately after the testtudents completed a sedported
evaluation/questionnaireith responses on fve-point Likert scale,shown in Table 2
(translated by the Author). The questionnaire waseloped by the Author, using the
Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCA&&n Horwitz et al. (1986).

The questionnaire contained seven -getiluation items on the task, anxiety, and

confidence in oral performance. At the bottom of the form was anepgéed comment box
where students could provide commeénts.
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Table 2.Selfevaluation sheet

neither

disagree
1. This task was difficult. 1 2 3 4 5
2. 1 was able to express my opinion. 1 2 3 4 5
3. I paid attention to correct pronunciation while speaking. l 2 3 4 5
4.1 paid attention to correct grammar usage while speaking. 1 2 3 4 5
5. 1 found myself thinking in Japanese when delivering a speech. 1 2 3 4 5
6. I felt confident when I was speaking English during the task. 1 2 3 4 5
7. 1didn't worry about making mistakes during the task. 1 2 3 4 5

3.4 Analysis

To answer the research questioalsdata were transcribed and coded into clauses
(finite and noHfinite clauses) and A8nits’. Table 3 shows a summary of the measures used
to examine the CAF: 1. syntactic complexity (SC1: number of words per A#it), 2.
syntactic complexity 2 (SC2: number of clauses peruAl), 3. lexical complexity (LC:
index of lexical diversityD)), 4. accuracy 1 (Al: number of ertfsee clause per clause), 5.
accuracy 2 (A2: number of emoper word), 6. fluency 1 (F1: number of words per minute),
and 7. fluency 2 (F2: number of clauses per minltajing the codingdisfluency markers
e. g. , filled pauses such as)vieremd coonted dser , O
errors omwords.

Table 3. Summary of Seven Measures
Both syntactic and lexical complexity were studi®€d measure SC1, the number of

Factor Code Measure Source Example
Syntactic SC1 No. of words per AS-Unit Mehnert (1_998), Bygate_ (209
Complexity sc2  No. of clauses per AS-Unit Yuan & Ellis (2003), Koizumi
(2005)
Lexical Kormos & Denes (2004),

Complexity LC Index of lexical diversity (D) Vecelloti (2017)
AC1 No. of error-free clause per claugdlis & Barkhuizen (2005)

Accurac i i izumi
y AC2  No. of errors per word I%é%l;cm (2004), Koizumi

Koizumi & Yamanouchi
(2003), Ishikawa (2015)
F2 No. of clauses per minute Takiguchi (2004)

F1 No. of words per minute
Fluency

words per ASunit was calculated, following Bygate (2001). The-&$t was used instead

of the T-unit or Gunit because it is more appropriate for measuring the output of-lower
intermediatdevel learners (Koizumi, 2005)henumber of clauses per Agit was chosen

to determine SC2 because it relates to the complexity level of syntactic structures (Koizumi,
2005).

D, an index of lexical diversity was used for lexical complexity (Kormos & Denes,
2004). Drepresents thproportion of content words total words This value was chosen
because it is assumed be the most accurate instrument for comparing lexical diversity
betweentexts of different lengths, even relatively short ones (e.g., Malvern et al.; 2004
Johansson, 2008; Dallet al., 2003

As in Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005), to determine the Al rate, the number ofreor
clauses was compared with the total number of clauses without counting the discourse errors
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because accuracy was judged as t hreattiheear ner
communication \(Volfe-Quintero et al., 1998 To determine the A2 rate, the number of

errors and the error rate per word, considered sensitive accuracy measures, were counted,
without counting the discourse errors (Mehnert, 199&kiguchi (2004 and Koizumi

(2005) used the same measure for their speaking performance accuracy analyses

As in Takiguchi (2004), Koizumi & Yamanouchi (2003), and Ishikawa (2015), the
speed fluency measures, F1, the number of words per minute, and F2, the nunaslusesf cl
per minute, were examined. Unit length (e.g., clauses pamitgwas not employed as a
fluency measure, assumiitg greater correlation witeyntactic complexity thathat with
fluency( Koi z umi , 2005) . Further, teof the mosb er of
reliable and stable measures of L2 speech
information was not examined in this study as it would have required a specializéat tool
fine-grained analysis (Griffiths, 1991).

To observe the CAF trajawries, the mean CAF scores in each round for each group
were calculated, and a omay repeateaneasure ANOVA was employed to compare the
mean scores and determitie presence of amsignificant differences between the time
points. To answer research ggten 2, that is, to observe the CAF construct relationships
over time, withinindividual correlation analyses were conducted. The results from rounds 1
to 4 for each measure were entered into the calculations, and the correlations between the
trajectoriesvere analyzed. Withimdividual correlation analyses tdst the presence @&
link between the trajectories within individual development. To examine research question
3, that is, the proficiency effectsjwo-way repeateagneasures ANOVA was conductem
comparegroups 1 and 2 resultcross the four time points. Twaay repeategneasures
ANOVA is used when there are two factors (G1 and G2) and the same patrticipants receive
more than one test (1 to 4 rounds).

4. Results
4.1 CAF Trajectories

Complexity. Table 4 and Figure 1 display the results for S&it.Group 1SClscores
decreased slightly from Round 1 to 2, improved from Round 2 to 3, and again decreased
from Round 3 to 4. For Group 2, SC1 decreased from Round 1 to 2 and from Roud 2 to
However, there was an increase from Round 3 and 4.

Oneway repeateemeasure®ANOVA was used to compatbe meanscores for each
groupin Rounds 1, 2, 3, and #or Group 1statisticallysignificant differences were found
amongthe fourtime points ¢f = 3, F = 548, p < .001,r = .79. Post hoc comparison with
Bonferroni correction showed significant differences between Rounds 2 and 1% but
significant differences between Rountiand 4 < .50). For Group 2mean scores for
Rounds 1, 23 and4 differed statistically significantly among time points (df 35 3.76,

p < .02,r = .56). Posthoc comparison using Bonferroni correctishowed significant
differences between Rounds 2 andp3<(.001) but no significantifferences between
Rounds 1 and (p < .50).
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Table 4. Means and standard deviations for Syntactic Complexity 1

Syntactic Complexity 1

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

Group M SO M SD M SD M SD
G1 (n=17) 8.03 210 7.42 1.20 959 233 836 134
G2 (n=14) 8.98 197 7.43 1.10 7.40 0.99 8.44 1.46
Mean 851 204 7.42 115 850 1.66 8.40 1.40

Figure 1. Trajectories for Syntactic Complexity 1

Syntactic Complexity 1

w;

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

Gl G2

Table 5and Figure 2 display thesults for SC2. For Group 1, the mean SC2 w2 ih.
Round 1, which decreased slightly t®®in Round 2 and improved to3Rin Round 3. It

fell again to 1.20 in Round 4. For Group 2, the mean score increased linearly (M = 1.03,
1.08, 1.28, and 1.31).

Oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare meaoresn Rounds 1, 2, 3, and 4
for each group. For Group 1, it was fouhdt mean scores differed statistically significantly
among time pointsdf = 3, F = 1005, p < .001, r = .77). Post hoc comparison with
Bonferroni correction showed significant d@fences between Rounds 2 ang 3<(.001)
and between Rounds 1 andpi< .03). ANOVA for Group 2 found that mean scores in
Rounds 1, 23, and4 differed statistically significantly among time point € 3, F = 6.901,
p<.001,r =.70. A post hoc comparison test with Bonferroni correction shasigatficant
differences between Rounds 1 angh4 (01).

Table 5. Means and standard deviations for syntactic complexity 2

Syntactic Complexity 2
Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4
Group M SD M SD M SD M SD
G1(n=17) 1.02 0.13 0.99 0.19 1.39 0.31 1.20 0.33
G2(n=14) 1.03 0.20 1.08 0.13 1.28 0.17 1.31 0.23
Mean 1.03 0.16 1.03 0.16 1.33 0.24 1.26 0.28
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Figure 2. Trajectories for syntactic complexity 2

Round 1

Table 6 andrigure3

that for Grougl: Roundl = .49,Round2 = .47, Round 3 = .49, and Round 4 =..53

Syntactic Complexity 2

Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

Gl m==G2

di spl ay

t he

LC

resul

t s.

Group
from .55t0 .49 between Rounds 1 and 2. It wentfitgm .49to .53 between Roundsta 3.
Between Rounds 3 and 4, it rdsem .53to0 .57. The trajectory for Groug was $milar to

Oneway repeateaneasures ANOVA was conducted to compéwemeanscores in
Rounds 1, 2, 3, and 4. For Group 1, the mean scores differed statistically sigyihoaotig
the time pointsdf = 3, F = 4.11, p< .01,r = .58. Post hoc comparison using Bonferroni
correction showed significant differences between Rounds 1 arml <2 .03) butno
significant differences between Rounds 1 an@g 4 ((12). ForGroup 2 the differences
between Round 1 andwlere not statistically significargp < .32).

Table 6.Means and standard deviations fexical complexity

Lexical Complexity

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4
Group M SD M SD M SD M SD
G1 (n=17) 055 006 049 007 053 007 057 006
G2(n=14) 0.49 0.13 0.47 0.06 0.49 0.10 0.53 0.05
Mean 052 010 048 006 051 008 055 006
Figure 3.Trajectories for lexcal complexity by groups
Lexical Complexity
0.8
0.6
of T TTTTEEEEmmmsmemoosooomeT o T m T
0.2
0
Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4
Gl ===G2
Accuracy. Table 7andrigure4 di spl ay

t he

resul

t s

for

.21in Round 1,29in Round 2,34in Round 3, and52in Round 4 For Group 2 the mean
score was.41 in Round 1,.32 in Round 2 .40 in Round 3, and.65 in Round 4.
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Table 7.Means and standardediations for accuracy 1

Accuracy 1
Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4
Group M SD M SD M SD M SD
G1 (n=17) 0.21 0.19 029 0.25 034 015 052 0.20
G2 (n=14) 0.41 0.31 0.32 0.24 0.40 0.11 0.65 0.17
Mean 0.31 0.25 031 0.24 0.37 0.13 058 0.18

Figure 4.Trajectories for accuracy 1

Accuracy 1

- /—/——/
0.2

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

Gl G2

Oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare mean scores for Rounds 1, 2, 3, and 4.
For Group 1, mean scores differed statistically significantly among the time pfirtS(
F=718 p<.001,r=.84. A post hoc comparison test using Bonferroni correction showed
significant differences between Rounds 3 ang 4 (001) and between Rountland 4 p
<.001).For Group 2, mean scores differed statistically significantly among time pdints (
= 3,F=.650, p<.001,r =.68. Post hoc comparison using Bonferroni correction showed
significant differences between Rounds 3 anp4.001) and between RountlandRound
4 (p <.01).

Table 8 andrigure5 display results for AZsr ou p 1 0 s wase&@nrRoundlo r e
.30in Round 2.12in Round 3, and .20inRound4 Gr oup 26sS mean scor e
1, .28 in Round 2, .26 in Round 3, and .16 in Round 4.

Oneway repeategneasures ANOVA was conducted to compare the rseznesin
Rounds 1, 2, 3, and #or Group 1 mean scores differed statistically significantly among
time points @f = 3, F = 450, p < .01,r = .78. Post hoc comparison with Bonferroni
correction showed significant differences between Round 3 arm 4 .001) but no
significant differences between Rounds 1 angh & .07). For Group 2, thenean scores
differed statistically significantly among time pointf € 3, F = 6.521,p <.001,r = .83.
Post hoc comparison with Bonferroni correction showigphificant differences between
Rounds 3 and 4o(< .001) Roundd and 4 p < .01).

Table 8.Means and standard deviations for accuracy 2

Accuracy 2
Roundl Round2 Round3 Round4
Group M SD M SD M SD M SD
G1 (n=17) 026 013 030 011 029 012 019 0.07
G2 (n=14) 0.22 0.09 0.25 0.12 0.22 0.05 0.12 0.07
Mean 024 011 028 011 025 008 016 0.07
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Figure 5.Trajectories for accuracy 2

Accuracy 2

G1 G2

Fluency. Table 9 andrigure 6 present the results for F6r oup 16s mean s
Round 1 was 37.24 and improved b®words. From Rounds 2 to 3, it rose b§%words.
From Rounds 3 to 4, it rose by7fQwords.Gr oup 26s mean score rose
between Rounds 1 and 2, improved to 68.36, and inedrtv 8.64 words in Round 4.

Table 9.Means and standard deviations for fluency 1
Fluency 1

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4
Group M SD M SD M SD M SD
G1(n=17) 37.24 1140 46.53 1495 5218 14.03 61.88 12.04
G2 (n=14) 48.93 11.00 55.71 9.02 68.36 13.37 77.00 12.71
Mean 43.08 11.20 51.12 1198 60.27 13.70 69.44 12.37

Figure 6.Trajectories for fluency 1

Fluency 1
100
80

60 e
40 —

Gl G2

The results for ongvay repeatedneasures ANOVAshowedthat Gr o u pmedn6 s
scores differed statistically significantly among tip@ents (f = 3,F = 1087, p < .001,r =
.89). Post hoc comparison using Bonferroni correction showed significant differences
between Rounds 1 and2<€ .04), Rounds 3 and 4 & .02), and Roundsand 4 p < .001).
Gr o u pesultfér ®neway repeategneasures ANOVAhowedhat mean scores differed
statistically significantly among time pointdf(= 3, F = 1829, p < .001,r = .93. Post hoc
comparison using Bonferroni correction showed significant differences between Rounds 2
and 3(p < .001), between Rounds 3 andp4<(.04), and between Roundisand 4 f < .001).

Table 10 andrigure 7display the results foF 2 . Group 106s 9meran scc
Round 1, 9in Round 2, B2in Round 3, and 96 in Round4.Group 6 s me aas S cor e
5.86 in Round 1, 8.36 more in Round 2, 11.86 in Round 3, and it2R38und 4.

A oneway repeategneasures ANOVA revealed that mean scores differed statistically
significantly among the time pointdf(= 3, F = 854, p < .001,r = .86). Post hoc compeson
with Bonferroni correction showed significant differences between Rounds 2 prd.G7)
and Roundsl and4 (p < .001). The results of ongvay repeatesneasures ANOVAfor
Group 2showed statistically significant mean score differences among timés i = 3,

F = 2576, p < .001,r = .995. Post hoc comparison with Bonferroni correction showed
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significant differences between Rounds 1 an@ 2 (02), Rounds 2 and 3 (< .001), and
Rounds Jand4 (p < .001).

Table 10 Means and standard deviatiofer fluency 2

Fluency 2
Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4
Group M SD M SD M SD M SD
G1 (n=17) 4.94 2.01 6.29 2.52 7.82 2.94 9.06 3.28
G2 (n=14) 5.86 1.88 8.36 2.59 11.86 2.57 12.00 2.04
Mean 5.40 1.94 7.33 2.55 9.84 2.75 10.53 2.66

Figure 7.Trajectories for fluency 2

Fluency 2

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

Gl ==-=G2

4.2 CAF Interaction

To answer research questior2, within-individual correlation analyses were
conductedor groups land 2, the results of which are showablesll and 12.

Table 11 Within-individual correlations for CAF in Group 1

Syntactic Syntactic Lexical -
Cmﬁplcxi[y ! Can):plcxity 2 Complexity Accuracy | Accuracy 2 Fluency 1 Fluency 2
Syntactic Complexity 1 ——— e -0.39%* 0.05 -0.07 0.20* 0.17*
Syntactic Complexity 2 -0.08 -0.02 -0.11* 0.08 0.50%*
Lexical Complexity |  eeeee -0.47%* 0.74** 0.37** 0.10*
Aceuracy 1 | e e -0.29% 0.10*%
Acewracy2 | | e 0.36%* 0.02
Fluency 1 [ —
Flency2 | 1 | e e

Note: *Significant at p < 0.05 level; **significant at p < 0.01 level

For Group 1, withiAindividual correlation analyses found a modest negative
correlation between LC and SQ1-.39) and between A2 and SG2-=(-.11). Weak positive
relationships were observed between SC1 and F1 and#=2@;r =.17). SC2 and F2 were
strongly correlatedr (= .50).

LC had a strong negatiedrrelationwith Al (r = -.47) and a positive one with A2
(r =.74). LC and F1 andZshowed positive correlations%£ .37;r = .10).

Correlation analysis showed a weak negative relationship between Al and F1 (
.29) but a positive relationship with F2< .10), along with a modest positive relationship
between A2 and FX € .36).

Table 12. Withirindividual correlations for CAF in Group 2

Cjiz:iiﬁ; ) Cj]":ﬁ:z;t't; 5 C‘;;lt]:)ll:-ility Accuracy 1 Accuracy 2 Fluency | Fluency 2

Syntactic Complexity 1 | ==--- ———— -0.24* 0.13# 0.04 0.30%= -0.13*

Syntactic Complexity 2 [ - ———— 0.39%  F 0.02 -0.28* 0.04 0.52%*
Lexical Complexity [ - -0.21* 0.36** 0.03 -0.08
Accuracy 1 (e e 0.01 -0.07
Accuracy 2 . meees 0.22* -0.01
Fluency 1 R
Fleney2 | 4 | emmee e

Note: *Significant at p < 0.05 level; **significant at p < 0.01 level
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For Group 2, a negative relationship was seen between SC1 armd=L€2@) and
between SC2 and LC € -.39). A weak positive relationship between Al and SGA.(3)
and a negative one was seen between SC2 and-A248). A modest positive correlation
was seen between SC1 and F% (30) but a weak negative one between SC1 and Fluency
2 (r =-.13).SC2 and F2 were strongly correlated:(.52).

LC had a wak negativecorrelationwith ALl (r =-.21) and a mild positive relationship
with A2 (r = .36). No meaningful result was seen between LC and F1 or F2.

The analysis showed a mild correlatibatween A2 and F{r = .22) There was no
correlation between Al drF1 or F2.

4.3 Proficiency Effects

To examineresearch question, 3a twoway repeategneasures ANOVA was
conductedTable 13 shows significant differences between Groups 1 and 2 id6E B (
F =561, p<.001,r =.81). On other measures, no statistically signifiadifferencesvere
seen between the tvgvoups

Table 13. Differences between Group 1 and 2 across the four time points

F p r
Syntactic Complexity 1 5.61 0.00 0.81
Syntactic Complexity 2 1.52 0.21 058
Lexical Complexity 0.26 0.86 0.28
Mataisy3 1.05 0.38 0.28
Accuracy 2 0.33 0.80 051
Fluency 1 78.97 0.54 0.32
Fluency 2 13.88 0.61 0.98

4.4 Self-reported Evaluation (Questionnaire)

A sevenitem questionnaire was used to explore other factors that might affect the
results of the above CAF dafieables 14 and 15 displélyer e sul t s o frepsrtedi dent s
evaluations.

Table 14. Selfeported evaluation for Group 1
Round | Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

M sSD M SD M sSD M SD

1. This task was difficult. 326 110 295 1.03 294 100 337 101
2. I was able to express my opinion. 274 087 311 081 339 078 347 0.7
3. I paid attention to correct pronunciation while speaking. 289 094 284 069 317 071 363 090
4. | paid attention to correct grammar usage while speaking. 247 077 258 061 283 079 337 068
5. I found myself thinking in Japanese when delivering a speech. 289 156 247 147 250 142 237 1.26
6. I felt confident when I was speaking English during the task. 200 111 232 067 256 062 289 074
7. I didn't worry about making mistakes during the task. 295 097 321 1.08 333 097 342 1.02
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Table 15. Selfeported evalation for Group 2

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

M sSD M SD M sSD M SD
1. This task was difficult. 305 091 306 080 28 09 311 120
2. I was able to express my opinion 279 098 344 078 344 092 358 096
3. I paid attention to correct pronunciation while speaking. 279 118 289 1.02 283 079 305 078
4. 1 paid attention to correct grammar usage while speaking. 258  1.07 272 096 3.06 094 326 073
5.1 found myself thinking in Japanese when delivering a speech. 205 131 244 1.10 1.89 1.13 221 123
6.1 felt confident when I was speaking English during the task. 253 1.17 289 096 3.11 076 321 1.03
7. I didn't worry about making mistakes during the task. 342 122 350 129 389 113 395 1.03

Group 1 students felt that the task became easier and that they were better able to
convey their messages as time passed, althoughwapeANOVA found that these
differences were not significa(df = 3, F = .89, p < .45,r = .48 df = 3,F = 251, p < .07,

r =.69. Level of attention to pronunciation dropped slightly between Rounds 1 (BOF 2.
and 2 (M = 284) but rose gradually from Rounds 2 to 4 (M 3. Oneway ANOVA
showed that differences westatistically significantdf= 3,F = 2.98,p < .04,r =.71), but
post hoc comparison with the Bonferroni correction showed no significant differences
between any pair of time point&ttention to syntax improved significantly, with positive
linear growth from Rounds 1 to dfE= 3,F = 2.61, p < .001). Poshoc comparison with the
Bonferroni correction showed significant differences between Rounds 1 prd.@%) and
between Rounds 2 and ¢ € .01). The ability to retrieve correct English words was
nonlinearand showed no statisally significant difference¢df = 3,F = 122 p < .62,r =

54) . 8dnfideheennt spedking English improved significantly on a positive linear
trajectory as mean scores improved over tim8({2.32 2.56i 2.90). Oneway ANOVA
found that thalifferences were statistically significartf & 3, F = 205, p < .04, r = .64),
but posthoc comparison using the Bonferroni correction showed no significant differences
between any of the time poinfEthe studentsé scores for anxi
improved as well, from 25in Round 1 to 21in Round 2, 33in Round 3, and 32in
Round 4. This time, however, the differences were not statistically signifidfnt3| F =
A3 p<.73,r =.36).

The results for the two groups were similar. Group 2 found the task least difficult at
Round 3, buthe differences were not statistically differept<(.87,r = .27). Theattention
to context improved over tima a statistically significanpatten (df= 3,F = 304, p < .04,
r =.71), tracing positive linear growthbut posthoc comparison with Bonferroni correction
presented no significant differences for any time pdiike attention to pronunciation of
both Groups 1 and 2 was nonlinear, mowipgand down without significant differences (
=3,F=.31 p <.82,r =.3]. As time passed, studemaid more attention to grammar, as
is seen in the growth of mean scoresc82.721 3.06i 3.26); the difference wasiot
statistically significantdf = 3, F = 268, p < .05,r = .69 . Both groupsd de:
pattern forretrieving English words was nonlineaANOVA indicated no significant
difference(df = 3,F = .80 p < .50, r = .46). Confidence in speaking English and level of
anxiety about makingistakes showed positive linear growth over time.-@ag ANOVA
indicated that the difference wast significant(p < .27,r = .56;p < .41,r = .50).
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5. Discussion
5.1 CAF trajectories

The first research question concerned developmental patterns in CAF. The examination
of SC1 foundGroup 1 with anonlineartrajectory characterized by fluctuations, d@up
20s t rhadeendldUshaye curveHowever, according to the results of {hast hoc
test, there were no differences for SC1 in either group, except between rounds 2 and 3, when
Gl16s score improved but G206s score decrease
and some changes for Group 2; however, except between Round$ Atees® rates were
too small for a change in competency to be established for either group for SC1. The
differences between Rounds 2 and 3 could have been because of the prompt type because,
for the first, second, and fourth prompts, the speakers wkeel & compare two options,
whereas, for the third prompt, the speakers had to answer a simple yes/no question without
any options. Therefore, the speakers, possibly making them perform differently or produce
different utterances, might have perceivedtthe prompt differently.

The measurement for the rate of clauses per-uAB (SC2) indicatedsome
improvements in both groups. Although they showed slightly diffetraje¢ctories, over
time, the students in both groups were able to make more cosgiences.

Most differences were not statistically significant, but both trajectories (SC1 and SC2)
showed mild fluctuations for Group 1. To identify factors that could have affected the results,
st ud e ndvauatiors svérd examined. In the Roundpgreended comment box, one

student wrote (transl ated by the Author), A
not explain them in detail. o Then, i n Rounc
did better because | just tried to pushduta my t houghts as much as
she stated, Al wasnodét able to express what
had a hard time.o Finally, in Round 4, she
good at it. To overcom anxi et vy, I would | i ke to conti:
student 6s perceived competence was not cons

As Norris and Ortega (2009) showed, | ear n
performance may beorrelated. Overall, a mild positive growth was seen in syntactic
complexity for both groups.

The change trajectories in lexical complexity for both groups showeeslaaped
curve.The overall development was mild, and slight changes in growth werevetiddo
significant changes over time were seen in theesefuation of the retrieval of lexical items
The mean scores remained about the same for both groups, meaning that the level of effort
for retrieving varied lexical items remained the same t¢wee. Thus, lexical complexity
may not be related to the retrieval of | e x
repertoires.

Student s ac c ushapead frajestdryofer doath geoups) with a decline
followed by a steep increase. The scdmesanxiety regarding making mistakes improved
over time (in Round 1, students were more afraid of making errors than they were later). In
the early stages, therefore, students might have avoided making mistakes due to anxiety.
Over time, as this anxietiecreased, they produced more sentences with content, improving
their content scores, leading to more errors than before. Still later, however, the number of
errors decreased. As their error anxiety scores were lower in the later stages, it is possible
tha an increased scope could be seen for attention to grammar. The data from this study do
not support Seo and Eo (2011), who found that as proficiency improved, accuracy declined.
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In addition, the developmental path the learners followed was not consistierthat in

LarsenRFr eemands (2006) | ongitudinal study, whe
than fluency or complexity. Larsédhr e e man ar gues t hat the fAdeve
discrete and stagée but more like the waxing and waningmfa t t e r n d@em@r, ar s e n
2006, p. 590).

Both F1 and F2 showed a positive linear change for the two groups. The questionnaire
results indicate that studentsdé confidence
linear trajectory, with mean scaré@mproving over time (2.0@.32 2.56 2.90). These data
show a perfect positive correlation between
confidence in speaking (i.e., higher confidence scores mean higher fluency scores). As
Mcintyre and Gardnef1994) indicate, foreign language anxiety has a strong connection
with L2 learning. According to Totb (2014), fluency is the most conspicuous speech
characteristic that distinguishes L2 learners with a high level of anxiety from those with a
lower one. Inaddition, because fluendy defined byhow fast the learner speaks without
showing dysfluency markers (Wolfguintero et al., 1998), many studies (eFgeed, 2000;

Koizumi, 2005; Kormos & Da@nes, 2004; Skehan & Foster, 1999) consider disfluency
markersto indicate lack of fluencyHowever, the number of dysfluency markers observed

did not show the same developmental pattern as learner fluency in this study, which appears
to contradict the tradeff claimed by Robinson (2001, 2003, 2005) and Yuan and Elli
(2003). Given the kturved development patterns (Group 1: 8639 5.89 5.62; Group 2:
7.56'8.94/13.79 11.35) correlated with accuracy patterns in this study, dysfluency markers
should be considered possible markers of accuracy.

5.2 CAF Interaction

This study found lexical complexity was negatively correlated with syntactic
complexity and accuracy for both groups but positively correlated with fluency,
contradicting Skehan (1996), Mi chel et al
According to Michel et al. (2007), complex tasks generate more accuracy and lexical
complexity but not grammatical complexity. This study supports their view of the
relationship between lexical richness and syntactic complexity. More attention to lexical
items prolably led to longer and faster utterances but also less complex and accurate

producti on. I n Vercell otti os (2017) l ongi |
correlated with accuracy, grammatical complexity, and fluency. She also claimed that lexical
variety could measure |l earners6é gener al pro

negatively correlated with other CAF components, except for fluency. Moreover, according

to McWhinney (2001), as lexical items are activated and retrieved befotensen
production rather than during sentence formulation, the retrieval of varied lexical items
should not affect syntactic complexity. I n
the selfevaluation questionnaire, the perception of the diffjcolt word retrieval did not

change over time. Thukexical complexityappears to be more closely correlated with the

|l earnersd | exical repertoire than with the
found here to be negatively correlated withtsgtic complexity and accuracy for both
groups, meaning that the more that a | earn,

was that the learner would fail at or abandon the production of complex and accurate
sentences but gain fluency nevertssle

Robinson (1995, 2001, 2003, 2005) found that complexity and accuracy are
correlated and should increase or decrease simultaneously. However, other researchers (e.g.,
Bygate, 2001; Skehan and Foster, 1997) found that complexity and accuracy compete with
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oneanother. Benevento and Storch (2011) observed improvements in language complexity

of writing in secondary school L2 learners but no significant improvements in accuracy over
some ti me. This study partially sumpgsorts I
positively correlated with syntactic complexity, and A2 had a negative correlation with
syntactic complexity. In other words, as learners became able to produce more accurate
outputs, their utterances became increasingly complex; that is, they ptodacmcomplex

utterances with no loss of accuracy.

According to Robinson (1995, 2001, 2003, 2005), accuracy and complexity progress
at the expense of fluency. Skehan (1996), however, suggests that these variables compete
for attentional resources. Thesults of this study, however, differ from these findings.
Although F2 in Group 2 had a weak negative correlation with SC1, a strong tendency for a
positive correlation was seen between fluency and complexity, accompanying a highly
significant relation beteen F2 and SC2 in both groups. F1 and SC1 were also positively
correlated for both groups, meaning that learners were likely to use more complex structures
as they produced more words.

The results for the relationship between fluency and accuracy visezd.rkor Group
1, there was a weak negative correlation between F1 and Al and a mild positive correlation
between F1 and A2, indicating that the more that learners spoke, the more likely they were
to make errors. Conversely, however, a weak positive latime was seen between F2 and
Al for the same group. Moreover, in Group 2, a positive correlation was observed between
F1 and A2, meaning that the more words the learners produced, the greater their inaccuracy.
Although it might be thought that learnemnaot be fluent and accurate at the same time,
these results indicate that there is no strict t@ffleas claimed by Robinson (2001, 2003,
2005) and Yuan and Ellis (2003). Atthe sametme, cannot support Verc
conclusions, as our ressiiwere insufficiently clear, and the relationship between fluency
and accuracy did not reach significand@®. better understand the relationship between
fluency and accuracy, results with more dynamic descriptions are required (Eaeseman,
2006). Forexample, more detailed aspects of performance, considered viadaptin
analysis of quantitative data focusing on individual differences, may help identify the
relationship more accurately. Kormos (1999) reported a mixture of qualitative and
guantitative observations using interviews and questionnaires to determine whether
di fferences in individual speakema@ drndmoo
overu s ¥ wave reflected in differences in oral production. She concluded that monitor
overuses spoke much less fluently and rephrased themselves more than moniter under
users. Moreover, monitor ovesers used disfluency markers such asmlfection less
frequently. According to the sedfvaluations in this study, decreased anxiety regardmg th
commi ssion of errors resulted in more utter
attention to grammar usage also improved over time; however, this resulted in additional
dysfluency markers with setforrections and more utterances. These tesuiggest that
researchers should not neglect the impact of individual differences.

5.3 Proficiency Effects

The third research question investigated the proficiency effect, namely, whether
| earnersé proficiency | evelrswithlowetpwficierce CAF
levels have steeper rates of improvement because of their larger room for growth, or do they
experience cognitive overload, which slows their growth? It was found here that the CAF
developmental pattern for lower proficiency stoide was identical to that of higher
proficiency students, except in the case of SC1, which indicated a salient difference in Round
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3 for both groups. The complexity score for Group 2 (Intermediate) decreased in Round 3,
but it remained about the same faioGp 1.

This finding may be caused by the degree of cognitive task complexity owing to the
results of the selévaluation questionnaire. The mean task difficulty score in Round 3
decreased for the intermedidével students (i.e., the students did notfthe task as
di fficult). Robinsonds cognition hypothesi
would result in greater complexity in L2 production. According to Ishikawa (2007), the
participants involved i n a medhigherperformdneex t as
In syntactic scores than the participants involved in a less complex task. Therefore, decreased
syntactic complexity in | earnersoé L2 prodtdt
relatively less demanding task.

The results of thesurrent study suggest that L2 learners at low and intermediate
proficiency levels follow the same pattern of CAF development. At the same time, there may
be a relationship between CAF development and task complexity. To that end, it is important
to take poficiency effects and task types into consideration when observing CAF
development, because proficiency may interact with the cognitive demands imposed by task
complexity (Robinson, 2005; Sasayama, 2016). Sasayama (2016) suggested that learner
proficiency mediates cognitive complexity; learners at different proficiency levels devote
the same attentional resources to performing the same tasks, but they both perform them
differently and perceive the tasks differently due to the difference in cognitive load.

6. Conclusion

This study examined developmental patterns in oral lanquerfmance as measured
by CAF and the relationship between these three variables. Proficiency effects of
longitudinal improvement in CAF were also examined. The participants were 31 Japanese
L1 university students. An impromptu speech task was administered four times, and the
studenté speech was recorded, transcribed, cod:¢e

Complexity sawa mild growth over time, with som#uctuations Accuracy had U
shaped trajectories, and fluency grew linearly over time. Moreover, some results concerning
the correltions among CAF were congruent with those of previous empirical research, while
others were not. Widely known tradéf effects between lexical and syntactic complexity
and between | exical complexity and atedcur acy
capacity hypothesis (1988). However, accuracy and syntactic complexity were correlated,
supporting Robinson (2001, 2003, 2005). However, these results partially refute Robinson,
as fluency and syntactic complexity displayed positive correlations. @lagionship
between fluency and accuracy was unclear. It was suggested that other factors, such as
i ndividual differences may affect | earnerséb
found that both student groups had similar change trajest@xeept for SC1.

This study had limitations that could be compensated for by further research. First, the
number of participants was relatively small, requiring a lagme study to confirm the
findings. Second, the research was limited to learndrsedbwer and intermediate levels,
so other levels should be investigated. Third, the overall findings may have been affected by
other factors, such as the curriculum, pedagogical approach, and type of task. Fourth,
although the observations spannech@ths, even longer observation periods could yield
different change trajectories that merit further research. Fifth, this study adopted seven
measures; however, some other measures, such as mean length of pause [MLP] for fluency,
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should be used to enhancee thindings of this study. Finally, the impact of individual

differences remains little known. Although quantitative data and traditional statistics may

provide figures that are useful for identifying overall tendencies, it is necessary to conduct
more inde pt h, detailed observations
CAF devel opment . I ndi vi

expected from typical development patterns.

using 1nte
dual |l earnersdé expe
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' The participants were from the Department of Airlines and studying different aspects of the airline
industry. They were split into two proficiency groups at the beginning of the semester on the basis
of their TOEIC L&R scores. While the two groups attesthdéferent classes, they learned the same
content from the same teacher using the same textbook. The school curriculum design limited the
number of students in each class to no more than 30; therefore, because there were more than 50
students in the junioyear, the school split them into two classes based on their lower and
intermedi ate proficiency 1|levels. Al t hough t hei
learning backgrounds were similar; they had studied English as a subject in juni@ntidingh
school for 6 years mostly through the gramimanslation method and audiolingualism. In the
college, the students followed the same curriculum for theyseo course; however, there was no
English class in the first year. In the second yeapealsng class was offered, the only available
English class.

The lessons were conducted by a Japanese bilingual teacher using both English and Japanese;
however, the students were encouraged to speak English as much as possible in the class. The teacher
conducted various tasks in each clésseAppendix 1for detail). As the aim of the course was

i mproving the studentsd overall speaking skil!l
could improve all CAF componentdhat is to say, theeacherid not explicitly focus on one CAF
component.

Pair and group work activities were wused th
English speaking anxiety, and as a move away from the traditional evaluation system, there were no
midterm or paper»ams so that the learners could overcome their fear of speaking. Students were
given a speech topic homework assignment every other week throughout the term and were given
two weeks to write a script and practice delivering the speech at home; howeveradhhe only
time the use of English outside the class was encouraged.

" The Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) Listening/Reading (L&R) is-a 180
minute English language listening and reading test run by the Educational Testiing ENG).

The TOEIC has been widely used for recruitment, training, and student placement in Japan. Although
the TOEIC L&R is designed to measure listening and reading abilities, previous studies (Liu &
Costanzo, 2013; Koizumi, 2015; Kanzaki, 2020) foandignificant correlation between TOEIC

L&R test scores and TOEIC Speaking test scores (a cordpaged test to measure speaking skills).

i The FLCAS was referred to in this study because it has been considered the most reliable and valid
method to havéeen used by many researchers (e.g., Horwitz et al., 1986; Tallon, 2009). Original
version consists of 33 items, but the questionnaire for this study consists of 7 items because the
questionnaire was conducted during regular class time, along with thdngpesst, and it was
assumed that investing too much time in the questionnaire was not a good idea. In addition, although
individual differences, of course, can affect L2 performance, this study mainly considers the CAF
development using quantitative evation.

v Please note thatquestion related to the setport evaluation (questionnaire) was not included as

a research question for the following reasons. 1. Although individual differences, such as the anxiety
associated with making errors, can afffe2 performance, this study was focused on quantitatively
evaluating CAF development. 2. Given the multiple variables (time and proficiency level) that could
have affected the dependent variable, adding another factor would further complicate thedstudy an
was thus eschewed; that is to say, the method and analysis may have become too complicated. 3. It
could be argued that oral performance development can only be accurately measured by considering

38



Ahwaz Journal of Linguistics Studies (AJLS) (WWW.AJLS.IR),
ISSN: 2717-2643, 2023, Vol. 3, No. 3

individual differences; however, observing these relatipssvas beyond the scope of this study.
Therefore, it was considered more suitable to use a questionnaire to gain supplementary information
that would complement the data interpretation. This study did not specifically examine the
questionnaire validity fothe same reason

¥ The clausal definitions were based on Foster et al. (2000). AanKSanalysis of speech unit)

refers to an utterance consisting of an independent clause oickagaal unit plus any subordinate

finite or nonfinite clauses (Fostet al., 2000). The analysis allows for the isolation of one or more

phrases without a verb that could be elaborated as a full clause with communicative value.
The following are several examples:

Where did you put the book? (1 clause, Tuxf)

On the table. (0 clause, 1 ARiit)

Because it is expensive. (1 clause, TUAR)

You should stop fooling around. (2 clauses, TUkR)

Yesterday, book on the table. Today, book in the bag. (0 clauseuRidS

| like this book because it is interegin2 clauses, 1 A8nit [this can be counted as

two AS-units depending on intonation and pausing.])

ogakrwnE

Various recent spoken data studies have usedmiSanalyses because they are applicable to the
complex realities i n Lstudyladopted ASnit andlyses forahisreasora ns cr i

VI These are notions from Krashen (1978): Monitor undrs tend to be concerned with speed and

fluency but not errors. On the contrary, monitor ewsers tend to be concerned with form, which,
when coupld with anxiety, impedes fluency.
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Appendix 1:Class syllabus

Class Date Class schedule Homeword Speaking Test
Introduction
Ice-breaking activities/Introducing yourself

Class 1 11-Apr

TOEIC Speaking Sample Test/Pronunciation Practice

Class 2 18-Apr Section 1: Reading Alound/criteria/recording&assessing Give Homework 1 Round 1
Homework check (speech)

Class 3 25-Apr Section 1 review/ Best Announcer Award
Pausing, intonation, assiilation, linking, fragments

Class 4 9-May Section 2: Picture description/criteria/recording&assessing Give Homework 2
Homework check (speech)

Class 5 16-May Section 2 reveiw Round 2
Retelling the picture, Concentration, Best Picture Game

Class 6 23-May Section 3: Respond to questions/criteria/recording&assessing Give Homework 3
Homework check (speech)

Class 7 30-May Section 3 Review/Quick Response QA/Interview

game(pair&group)
Section 4:Make your own chart & create own

Class 8 6-Jun L . . Give Homework 4
qgestions/criteria/recording&assessing
Homework check (speech)
Class 9 13-Jun Section 4 Review/Make your own chart & create own gestions Round 3
Class 10 20-Jun Section 5: Propose a solution/criteria/recording&assessing Give Homework 5
Homework check (Speech)
Class 11 27-Jun Sction 5 review/ Proposal chart,Giving advice game (cell phones),
Retelling game
Class 12 4-Jul Section 6: Making a speech/criteria/recording&assessing Give Homework 6|
Homework check (speech)
Class 13 11-Jul Sample TOEIC Speaking Test (Speaking Computer Lab)
Discuss your performance as a group
Class 14 18-Jul Group Interviews Round 4
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