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Introduction

Issues in SLA: Second language (L2) learners of
English tend to overgeneralize the passive form
with intransitive verbs (e.g. appear, happen)
(Hirakawa 1995, 2006; Oshita 1997, 2000; Zobl
1989) and use transitive verbs in the intransitive

structure (e.g. promote) (Kondo 2014).

e.g. *Several car accidents were happened.

*Mary promoted to manager.
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Introduction

v A crucial problem for language learners : To
recognize what structure a verb takes 1n the

particular language they are learning
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Introduction

The aim: To uncover whether explicit instruction
can help Japanese learners of English (JLESs)
realize the correct verb structures with
intransitive and transitive verbs after a series of
instructional sessions, and whether the effect of
instruction can be observed not only with verbs
which are explained in instruction but also with

those which are not
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Previous studies:

Overgeneralization of the passive form

(1) Sentences with unaccusative verbs from a
corpus of written productions (L1: Japanese)

(Oshita 1997: 329)
a. *their parents were died by car accident.
b. *a prejudice may be disappeared.

c. *I don’t know what was happened.



Previous studies: Use of transitive verbs

in the intransitive verb structure

(2) Tokens from a grammaticality judgement task
(Kondo 2014)

a. *She accepted as a full-time student at Tokyo
University.
b. *She invited to a personal interview.

c. *He employed 1n a lawyer’s office.



The Present Study

Research question

Can explicit grammar instruction be
effective for JLEs to avoid errors concerning
the structure of verbs, not only with
instructed verbs but also non-instructed

verbs?
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Participants
Japanese learners of English (JLEs)

v Experimental group 15 university students in
Japan (L1: Japanese; Age: 18-19; OQPT!:
clementary - upper-intermediate)

v’ Control group 18 university students in Japan
(L1: Japanese; Age: 18-20; OQPT: elementary
- upper-intermediate)
I Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT) (2001)
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Procedure of the experiment

Experimental group Control group

1
2

3

o

Pre-test

v

Explicit instruction 1

o

Explicit instruction 2

Explicit instruction 3 &
post-test 1

o~

Post-test 2

~

Pre-test

v

~

Post-test

3



Tests: intransitive verb

Instruction

SREIIHA L LR THEINTVET, HAEXIX
R » B3 ﬁ%bfwi?(ﬁiwmfﬁ&biﬁ
A) o HAEXLOIRMGH L Z5tA T, fiexX DN
X THIIMNLTWVWSLDT, %@%i@W%%%m‘ﬁz
HiLl-Bigl (HASXOmBZRIZ TP TE PN IcEhE) %
WEIRIBIZ L TEHEZXRIW (MEEeExinZ d)

(3) FLWEBEALZYYEWTESONTZ, disappear
Half of the forest




Tests: transitive verb

4) PAZEDOTOY =7 b THEI

As a result, he

5O LS

% O fal

promote
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Table 1. Verbs tested in the experiment

Verb liems

instructed  appear, happen, rise, exist, remain

Unaccusative
non-instructed fall, depart, disappear, die, belong
Unergative instructed  cough, swim, jump, talk, chat
non-instructed sweat, walk, dance, work, play
Transitive instructed  accept, hire, invite, damage, destroy
non-instructed publish, reject, build, promote, read
Alternating instructed  break, open, melt, freeze, sink

non-instructed sell, close, increase, dry, change



Results



Table 2. Mean scores and standard deviations of
intransitive verbs (maximum score = 5)

M SD M SD M

truct
Experimental lvrfrglslc ed 393 077 447 1.09 4.60 0.80
= ROTINSIUCISd 367 101 467 047 447 0.72
Instruct
S lvrfﬂ?sl cted 383 090 n/a nla 3.78 1.03
group non-instructed

339 125 n/a n/a 3.06 1.18
verbs
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Table 3. Mean scores and standard deviations of
transitive verbs (maximum score = 5)

M SD M SD M

Experimental lvrfrglsmed 433 087 487 034 413 096
SO zgﬁ;;nsmted 3.80 091 433 0.60 407 0.57
— ivrfrtglsmed 411 094 n/a nfa 394 135
SO 323;;““‘““6‘1 406 078 nfa nla 422 0.53
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Comparison between tests:

Intransitive verbs
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Figure 1: Mean scores of intransitive verbs by
experimental group (n=15)

5.00

4.00 7

3.00

2.00

1.00

0.00

Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2

<*=instructed 3.93 4.47 4.60
<#=non-instructed 3.67 4.67 4 .47

®0l6



Figure 2: Mean scores of intransitive verbs by control
group (n=18)
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Comparison between groups:

Intransitive verbs
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Figure 3. Mean scores of instructed intransitive verbs
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Figure 4. Mean scores of non-instructed intransitive verbs
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Individual verb results:

Intransitive verbs
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Figure 5. Number of correct responses for instructed
intransitive verbs: experimental group (n = 15)
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Figure 6. Number of correct responses for non-instructed
intransitive verbs: experimental group (n = 15)
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Summary of intransitive verbs

Comparison between tests (experimental group):
post-test 1, post-test 2 > pre-test
Comparison between groups:

experimental group > control group at post-test 2
for both 1nstructed & non-instructed verbs

Individual verb results:

v’ Significant improvements with appear, happen,
fall, disappear and die

v' A tendency of improvement with most of the
verbs
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Individual verb results:

transitive verbs



Figure 7. Number of correct responses for mstructed
transitive verbs: experimental group (n = 15)
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Figure 8. Number of correct responses for non-instructed
transitive verbs: experimental group (n = 15)
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Summary of the results (1)

(1) The mean scores of both the instructed and
non-instructed intransitive verbs became
higher after receiving instruction and
remained high in the delayed post-test with
the experimental group

(11) No improvements with the control group
neither with intransitive nor transitive verbs

(i) JLEs were accurate 1n the use of most of the
transitive verbs throughout the tests
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Conclusion

RQ 1s confirmed.

Explicit grammar instruction we provided
in the present study was effective for our
participants to improve their accuracy of
intransitive verb sentence structures, and
the effects were even observed with non-
instructed verbs.
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Conclusion

JLEs become aware of subcategorization of
verbs and common errors related to
intransitive verbs and careful to choose the
voice of verbs and try to apply the rule
even to these verbs which were not
explained 1n instruction but 1n the same
category.
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Summary of the results (2)

(1v) A half of the participants who received
instruction had difficulty with the use of damage
in the delayed post-test

(v) Most of the participants used promote 1n the
intransitive verb structure throughout the tests
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Conclusion

v’ The participants might have confused the use
of damage with that of an alternating verb like
break during the course of understanding after
the 1instructional sessions were over, which
needs further investigation to be confirmed.

v’ There are some verbs which learners of
English completely misunderstand the
structure of and these verbs need to be
explained explicitly in classrooms.
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