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lndtvldual DﬂTerences in Forelgner Talk

Factors tn Successful Communlcation with Non- Natlve Speakers
Abstract

This thesls sought to address the following questions a) are there
g ‘ ‘slgnmcant 1ndlvldua1 dtfferences in foretgner talk adjustments (FT) and. if
so. can they be attrlbuted to personality tralts and/or expertence with
non- nat‘{ve speakers (NNSs) b) do NNSs dilTer from natlve sp%eakers (NSs)

ln coMunlcatmg wtth less proﬂclent persons c) what efTect do various

F’I‘ adjustments have on communlcatlve success and d),are successful F'I‘

.speakers good language learners themselves o

s

Subjects were eight experlenced ESL teachers eight nalve NSs and'*“
‘.-' elght 'hlgh lntermediate NNSs Each subject was palred with a NS to

obtatn baseltne data and with a low proﬂclency NNS The 48 dyads',

4

corfrpleted a two way task (Fnd the DtlTerence) and a one way task (a ﬂlm
i N

v .narratlve) ln whlch communtcative success was measured through
vcomprehenslon quéstlons, . The 16 NS subjects also completed the
Jackson Personality Inventory and a questlonnalre regarding thelr own ',

. .
langUage leamtng experlences E : '.' e e

The data from both tasks were. coded for several conversatlonalj‘
adjustments Measurements were also made on the, adjustment of lexlcal ‘

frequency in the ﬁlm task In addttlon rate of delivery and lnformatlon- :

type measures were made on the narratives of the lGNS subjects Flnally SRS -

'Y' g ‘the; NS subjects were dfvlded lnto two personallty categorles in order to-v", ,

make comparisons based on group membership. Lo S f."\ - !f
:\ ‘ I- v‘.‘ e . N . ‘

v
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In. answer to a) above the relatlve contrlbutlons of experlence and
personallty were not clearly isolateld ln the study‘ nonetheless some’

_ systematic tndlyldual differences were shown to have an lrnpact on

R e } o i ! fone
communlcatlve Success) ‘ N e ‘,‘ A
‘ 1\; “ \

Second, NNS subjects dtd not follow: the NS FT pattern in that they
made extensive use of cOnversatlonal adjustments not only wlth NNSs but

also with their NS-‘partnerS' NNSs made no adjustments ln le)dcal

frequency unlike the NS subjects [ S Y S

\. -l

Overall no conversatlonal adjustments and only one measu‘re of lexical

1

frequency correlated slgnlflcantly with success A slowing of speech rate

1

had a negatlve effect on communlcattve success as dld an, 1ncrease ln the ‘

A'rproportlon of background detall tnformatton FInally no relatlonshlp was °

: 7 ' .
found between successful F’I‘ speakers and good language ledrners.

Bl

The flndlngs are dtscussed tn, llght of current language acqulsltlon .

theory and suggestions for f’urther L‘esearch dre made . .
, / »
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S CHAPTER ONE

/. INTRODUCTION. . i'».

llRATlONALE | - @ ,

’i’his thesis is cOncerned with individual differences in the-ase of

simplified registers with particular reference to foreigner talk (FT). the o

, spéech adjustments made by native speakers%TNSs) for the benefit of non-

£ty
| f

native speakers (NNSs) The i~mportance of FT is reﬂected in the
attention given to it in recent years by’ a number of scholars (in particular

Long '1980. 198]1a. 1983abc Gaies 1977. 1981; Hatch 1978) This

oy
~ interest grew out of earlier studies in first langc/ge acguisition related to

‘Y‘M"
(=g

by

¢

S,

o

the input mot‘hers provide for their children as. illustrated i,p the l

ot N

\.iiterature on what has-been variously termed Baby ;I‘alk Motherese and

" most recently Caregiver Speech (Cs) L " ?‘.

"

A recent incident rheightened my own Anterest in F’I‘ and led .me to

investigate individual differences in the degree. of speech adjustments

in, a large adult education programme for recent immigrants On the

BN

' evening in question a colleague the teacher who had the beginners class

AN [N

took in the front page of a newspaper - the headline of which was BUS -

Lo

made for NNSs. Along with several other instructors 1 was™ teaching ESL ‘

LY

STRIKE STARTS TOMORROW She spent approximately forty five‘

minutes discussing the strike with her class explaining carpools and the o

acceptability of hitchhiking during a transportation strike rehearsing

) work and home addresse& etc Since nearly all of the students depended

on the bus to: get to work and since none. of them had ar.ything but the

L ‘I‘most rudimentary knowledge of English this information was not only

i LB

T e
L AR . g
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timeiy but extremely important to them. Flu'rthermore mo‘st‘ of the
students had no other source to tell them of the strike and the effect- it

was to have on them personally After class the. teachers retumed to

their office. An individual who was teaching an intermediate level class |

\

noticed the props that the beginners teacher had used that night and‘.‘,w

expressed absolute incredulity “How ever did you tell them about the bus

strike? 1 didn’t say anytinng; to my students. 'I. didnt know how 1 could '

Ipossibly'explain a strike to themg'f"‘ L o .

| wondered how long her students would wait for the bus the next ‘_

morning I also wondered why one person felt no hesitation in expiaining

information necessary to her students regardless of their extremely_

* ~1imited I;:nglish, while another av,oided the‘subject.altogether for fear of

-be'ingunable to express it adequately despite the.fact that her: clas¥ had a

much better grasp of basic English . o
. , .

F ' i 3

~ Prior to this event I had noticed that certain teachers: relished lowi-

i.i .m‘

level classes while others simply dreaded t_hem i was also struck by the -

. prédictable reaction of casual acquaintances upon hearing that I taught |

ESL. The ilrst ‘question»was always with regard to the number of languages

that I §poke. they invariablyi had dimculty ‘with the notion that English is . |
‘ v; the only language necessary ina beginner class oi' varied backgrounds

These lncidents convinced me that a study of individual variation was n
warranted moreover if as i suspected there tumed out to be signiilcant .
| diiTerences among individuals in the use of FT I wanted to understand the
- f«}iature and origins of these diﬁ”erences It occurred to me that experience ~
witl'r NNSs wouid have a bearing on speech adjustrnent but it was clear. ,' o

from my observations of long-time ESL teachers that experience alone'~

CA



s

Ry

D ' ' ' X I.“" “.I ' .'l“"

ﬁ«could not fully explain differences in speaker behaviour lnformally‘ I

",

. attempted to ldentify shared characteristics of the persons whom I knew

to be successful communicators in beginner classrooms and came to the

-

| 5 ‘concluston that a study of personality traits might she%ome lig&it on'
v‘
other, factors that coﬁtribute to the extelat and success of’ speech

adju’stments made by an individual o - “ | L

iy

l also wondered if ESL teachers either as a result) of experience alone

8

or a combination of experience and personality traits differed from
i [. N ..
" speakers who .have no regular contact’ with NNSs Although several’

. studies in the past have examined ESL teachers speech these have

‘ usually been conducted in the context of the classroom while studies

\
, O AN

involving non- teachers have generally been either naturalistic observations
"at a place of employment (e g.. recorded telephone enquiries) - or in what“
Long (1980) has termed quasi experimental settings in which a practical
compromise is reached between natural‘And fully controlled ex:perimental

settings i In order to isolate the eileois of teacher talk" as opposed to F'I‘

I’decided to compare ESL teachers and natve NSs under the same quasi-
experimental lab conditions in which unacquainted NSs and NNSs were i
;_brought together & L ” |

.|,,m L ; ; ‘ “

i

There may or may not be differences in the degree ot' speech
$ .

3 tadjustments ‘made by ESL teachers and other NSs. but from previousl"‘

8 "studies (eg Henzl 1973 Gaies 1977 Long 1980) we know that ther'.‘

‘;}‘\,-‘ .

e fadjustments themselves are of much the same types We also know that'f_»”f :

P "
. ‘\.n
1

.simplificattons are made by speakers oi‘ languages other than Engltsh i
o ‘(Meisel 1977) It appears that the ability to adjust for another person is Tk

“-.umversal however is this skill the province of the NS alone? There is al.' ST



' students whose ﬁrst languages were unrelated to those of the subjéCts AP
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’stu“dy (Porter 1983) ‘that indicates an' ability on’ the part of NNSs to

‘l

o . accommodate their speech to less proficient students of English

3 { ¥

f"‘_unfortunately. all NNSs in rthe expcriment shared the same linguistic 3

' ’ \

- background and this may have had an inﬂuence on the results It is

. A -

[, :conceivable that the sublects were relymg on thelr m“mal knowledge of.

B 9! - order to communicate eiTectively lt s not yet clear what the extent‘

‘\
s of the control L2 leamers have in’ gauging the needs of and in tum

. : making adjustments for. less proileient learners whose first language is not » .

-~

the same as their own. For this reason 1 asked a group of high"
intermediate L2 learners to participate in’ the same tasks I had given the 4
ESL teachers and naive N‘Ss Their partners.»were advanced begmner

"‘.- &

A ﬁnding of signiﬁcant individual diiTerences in FE WOuld have\ far- ,,\'

o

‘ reaching implications FT is only one type o{ simpliﬁed register -along o

ﬂwith CS and the speech addressed to aphasics the deaf, mentallyfﬂl”

'..‘“ _\ Y

retarded and' pther»linguistically deﬁcient persons Although each’ of .

these registers has characteristics which are directly related to the nature‘v
of the respective addressee they can all be viewed as manifestations oi“ the "

L‘\'E A l‘ Y o

same global skill Thus. at the most pragmatic level there may well be

'individuals who are better stited. than others for communicating with low

-

l level language learners 'or any other group of less competent speakers
' ’I‘his wo’uld suggest that educational and‘“ extended care institutions might

| consider training prospective employeesn,in register change skill A they

' are to be dealing with people who have severe linguistic limitations of any v

i BN ‘ .

- < o . R . "-.."’ o . AT ‘...‘.«‘

) : .. »,i,' - B ‘fa o
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Clearly a key value of good" FI‘ lies in succ%ssful Cgmmunication
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Krashen (l§80 1981 \\198‘5) has\ suggested however that,FT has a\

[ \\ .‘, -rﬁ . A\ Y
\i‘:‘ :

v second ec}uaiiy lmportant role the promotion oi‘ ‘langnage acquiSitlon mr

- .
ﬂp\t n

adults just\ asiCS has l\ong beqn thought to beneﬂt first language |
. :
W acqtiisition in childhood" Krashens ohief jusuﬁcatiOn for his claim is

"\,i

based on»the many similarities of Fl‘ and CS in contrast to adult NS NS \ L
N “speech )—le assumt:s that \the arguments made for tihe impact of CS on Ll \\

3 acquisition\ (e g Cross., lQT? Furrow Nelson & Benedict 1979) hold

NN equally for FT“and L2 Since the characteristics of slower rate\ lower .‘
\\\‘ \A': W
\, ) {

,\ typé/token ratio ove all welli{ormednessl and reduced propositional
cqmpleb‘dty age common to ‘bot\h registers\ Krashen argues that their

“ N \purpos\' is, also the same Aside from citing fhe now. familiar arguments\ DN
RV i . - - A ‘ :
made\fc)r»a CS roughatuned" to the child‘s eomprehension level so as to o

. J N '\ . :
s p‘rovlde optlmal input\for languagq acquisition the prlncipal evidence

Kraghm proﬁers in sdpp\ort of F’I“ is anecdotal Although his hypOthesis is
lntuittvely piansible there ‘is actually very~ little evident:e to substantiate it, "; L
._y\ RN 3 - QY o
) ‘\Nor were the experlments undertaken here designed to shbw\ ' S

-t
iy , o . u 1

relationship between input an\d ax;quisition t\uey do however pro\ddc a

e,

"a\
A,

\\ basis for ta,ntalizing speculatibn $peciﬁcally. if there are significant

i?idividual differences in NSs'\ abili\y, to\co unicate wlth foreigners even

[

i}i the ESL clgissroom then we may unwtttingly be‘ experimenting with

l‘\.,‘

variations in the gggg_m*of input; to the ESL student‘ population. ‘ ‘1-;

Krashen argues that oomprehensible input is the prlma\y' i‘actor in th

",

acquisition of any language whether by a child or an adult lndividual

variation on the part oi' the NS whetlier as a result of personality traits. SN

,..~. LN ,.;,‘-

. \‘ . . S :\ , ) “
lm this | discussion Krashen lgmres the studies ‘Which cite e xtensivc
Q‘ Ungrammmcanty mn FT.: . pobe A , | x

o

L ml -
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‘soctal backgroundx pr features of the interlocutor thus may provtde a clue .

e .
e

as ‘to the relattonshtp of successful communtcatton and language

S
. - . ‘ o . K}
A \ . , . ‘ ) - .

' <development. Co . £ v

o

: ) K ‘A) k o . » . ‘w ‘ A ‘\)
. B L K ' RN , . . ) "
vx.zaovsmsw C o SRRV

> - ‘ . B ' “ A w o
’I'he, rematntng qhapters of this thests are organtzed as follows in

E Chapter 2 1 present a revtewmof the charactensttcs of FT ’I‘he catalysts or. o

"trtggers of FT are also dtscussed as are studies of tndtvidual dtherences -

! ‘l‘

in regtster vartatlon Ftnally tnvest’tgattons of the emcacy of register oo

.

adjustment are outlined Chapter 3 then provtdes ar; expltcation or the

m

‘questtons to be addressed in this thests whﬂe the actual expertments and
the main expertmental ﬂndtngs are discussed in Chapter 4 The ﬁnal L

chaptgr contatns an interpretatton of the results of the experiments and a-

\ .

b
v

‘ dtscusston of the practical tmplicattons for regtster adjustment skﬂl

r . N

. o Suggestions for further research are»also made ' . R
- @ < o :

M. g T
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2 1, RELATION TO OTHER SIMPLIFIED REGISTERS

o N " l "'

Loy The extenslve CS/lnput studies undertaken ln the 19705 ln the ﬂeld
e [\ )

"y \of Ll acqulsltlon have had a major lnll;uence on research dlfécttons ln the

SRR newer dlsclpllne of L2 acqulsltlon ’I‘he flndlngs of sYstematlc

. modlﬁcatton of language addressed to young chtldren are’ all the more '

“a

,\ ‘ “‘,"lnterestlng in llght of the d15covery that NSs also alter thelr Speech for

Coh N [ i
. f D ' 4

. adult L2 learners The llrst mvestlgatlons of speech modtﬂcatton ln both

% A

€S and F’I‘ Were concerned wlth the descrlptton of the llngulstlc nature of o

s K ' the adjustments themselves lnltiall’y tt seemed as though CS and FT werev' '1. )

e

vovery dlfferent in klnd numerous studles conﬂrmed that CS ls: o

)

‘content phonologlcal clarlty. brevlty htgh pttch etc (Newport Gleltman B

& Gleltman 1977 Furrow Nelson & Benedlct 1979 Gamlca 1977)
. 'whereas early studtes of FT ldentlfled ungrammatlcal sequences content L

: unrestricted ln terms of space and’ time lncreased volume and

" ’

'exaggerated pronunclatlon (l’-‘erguson. 1975 Wagner Gough & Hatch

: 1975) However -as more 1nvesttgations of FT were undertaken lt became .

l b

”charaoterlzed by a hxgh degree of wellformedness "here and now” o

: ‘apparent that CS and FI‘ ﬂo ha"e rnany common features some lingulstlc "

IR and some pragmatic not the least of which ts a shared underlylng

" motivation to enhance communlcation As mterest ln these stmplmed

- " » 'forms of ! speech grew researchers concemed wlth the language tratntng';'

"'-"-",of language deﬁcient NSs such as aphasics, the deaf and the mentally

o \
P
f,.

e

retarded began to examtne the lingulstlc mput_pmyided by hospttal stafl' e

: 4’-. . -l R R *;. R ."4.‘"' . ‘
R A i -
. et oL
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k speech pathologists etc In each iéistance there was evidence of ‘
" modifit:atiou to accommodate the.. communicative abilities oi" the
Co T interlocutor. ] - - ! : AR "
Ferguson (1971 1977) has called Fl‘ and CS simpltﬂed registers
- which he suggested are available to all NSs The deilnition of register
often accepted in the L2 literature is. that of Halliday et aL (1964 p 87)
. "a variety of language distinguished according to use Where the critical
A.‘i dii’ferences rest in the grammar and the iexicon Hasan ,51973)
| elaborates in suggesting that register can vary along iive dimensions in a
, 'given discourse. subject matter situatlon type participant relationship
B '. mode (‘speech acts) ~and. medium According to Hasan. a change rin any
’ | single factor would result in a: register shiit and although any one factor
may. vary independently/of:\the others there is naturally considerable
| ~interaction Ferguson (1977) has identiﬁed F'l‘ and CS as simplified
registers under the assumption that a modiﬂed simpler version of the
R standard register is activated because of certain charactenstics of one of |
o the participants ln a discourse (e g an L2 learnea‘or a young child) |
. It would seem then. that there is a dil'ferenCe in kind between F'I‘

o (and CS etc) and the registers studied by sociolinguists Such as Labov

i "-(1966 1970) whose work focuses largely

"on registers which differ in

| i S '-,-degree of formality according to situatlon and medt\Jm. amongspeakers of

:Y'-;;rough parity in competence The primary ".'ntentz. *nv employing a

7

2 "".f"»..'simpliﬂed register is to ensure "'-basic comprehension‘ : "hereas social
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‘ dtherences tn partlctpant relationships and by subject matter However

i the ltngutstlc adjustments of tne NS for a less competent 1ndtv1dual (a

chlld an L2 learner or a language tmpalred person) appear to be’ of a,

v,

| untﬂed type one -of the prlnctpal factors whtch determtnes dttTerences In

" !

aegree of adjustment seems to be the sktll of the NS tn the use of the

stmpltﬂed regtsters - \. o ,‘

. *E\The followtng secttons wtll descrtbe research 1nto FT The "

| ’ charactertsttcs of NSs stmpltﬂed language tn vartous sttuattons wtll be

‘.

=
t

revtewed as wtll the factors whtch trtgger lt 'The number of studtes

- 'whlch dtrectly address tndtvtdual ditferences tn adjustments rls relattvely

small but there ts a substanttal amount of 1ndtrect evtdence whtch

tndtCates that research Jn thls area ts warranted The tnvesttgattons

l ' '

whlch demonstrate constdetable tndtvtdual vartatlon wtthtn a stmplttled

3

reglster are examrned here There has been a great deal of debate

i \

.,‘

| concerning the emcacy of Simpltlled regtsters parttcularly CS Although e

chapter

few wou}d dlspute their comrnunieattve value the posstbtltty that they may

., \lt.'-

.‘ enhance language leamlng ts a contenttous lssue The arguments and

’lt‘v} K }. \r -

evtdence brought to bear ln thls matter appear at the conclustbn of thts

R A

22CHARACTERISZI‘ICS orr*r R el ) '-';

The approaches to tdescrtblng F’I‘ have changed constderably stnce

» '- FergUson (1971) ﬁrst took a sertous 1nterest tn the phenomenon He saw .

the study of simpltfted regtsters as a posstble key to underlytng
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'1

; i *an ihterest on the part of a group of scholars as to the theorettcal

tmé&cauons of" FI‘ and tts relattonshtp to thé general process of'

stm t:atton (See Andersen 1983) but the maln thrust of much of the i

Y

current F'I‘ research 1s in relatton to L2 acquisition, Along wlth thts

r'

Change in focus there have been changes ‘in the dala collectton methods

| employed whtch in themselves have had an impact on results A study by

'

Snow van Eeden & Muysken (1981) s a case in point, Although there ts .

olearly a constderable degree of uniformity in terms of syntaotlc measures

.‘1\

" of Fl“ acrOSs a vartety of procedures, Snow et al. found an lnterestlng

dtscrepahcy when tl’tey compared two comrnon methods of data‘t

‘qolleetlon They discovered that the preferred word order in Dutch FT

dtffereﬁ dependtng upon whether the NS was asked to imagine a sttuatton

A

wtth a NNS. or whether the NS was actually recorded In conversation with |

\
t‘\/

an L2 leamer

The means of data (‘ollectton is not _ the, only basts of dtspartties

¢

whtch has identified ungrammattcal features as typical of thes ,Jsimpltfylng

betweem&t’udles howeverl There is a noteworthy portlon ol’ﬁltterature .

‘ adjustments made bx_,\NS whtle another larée body of research has

'-found no lndtcaﬂon of ungrammattcal

ln:, I although syntacttc‘

phonologlcal lextcal and conVersatlonal adjust ents are regularly ctted
The followmg sections provide an overview/o /f both grammattcal and

ungrammatical FT studies and the explanations whic;h have been postted

for the ﬁndlngs noted S :

P
.

T,
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2:2.1 Ungrammatlcal‘F'I‘ | o -

Fergyson s most closely associated wtth the type of ungrammattcal I‘T
(sometimes referred to as Tarzan Talk, e.g.. by Hatch, 1983b: and Long
1983a) represented in novels, radio dramas and the like. He conducted a
study (1975) in whtch‘tntrospecttve data were ellctted from c.oll‘ege
students who were asleed to rephraSe sentences in order that they might
be understood by illiterate’ foretgners Ferguson augmented his .data base
with instances. of FT taken from a C.S. ’ Lewis novel 1in, whtcthe
protagonist conversed wtth a Martian Ferguson found. several untque N
linguistic features in these data. the most striking aspect of whtch was the
extensive ungrammaticality: both sources gave mapy examples of
. determiner auxtltary and" copula delettons' mtsslng‘ tnﬂecttons
ungrammatical negation, the use of infinftives rather than the tnﬂected
verb form, and the’ appearance of overt subject pronouns in tmperatives. '
Using: Ferguson s eltcttatton techntque Meisel (1977) replicated the study
in thrée other languages (antsh German and French) and obtatned
similar results. . . '

| Hatch. Shapira & Gough *(197‘8) also encountered ungramrnattc'al FT tn ‘
recorded exchanges between NSs and low profictency NNSs. In the case
of two NSs who had had ample exposure to NNSs, the authors noted that. *
the NSs tended to copy certaln aspects of the Iearners speech ‘both
'employed it- deletton consistently in sentences such as ‘Is important and
‘1 dont think Is good The authors also found evidence of features that
: had' been identified earlier by Ferguson (1971, 975) umnverted

‘questtons mlsstng tnﬂectional morphology. and no+Verb negatlves\

appeared with_ regularity in the NSs’ speech. Copula deletion.‘ one of“

Wl
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Ferguson s main features of FT. did not occur with any consistency in the

; ,‘speech of one of the subjects though it was a relatively frequent

'
\

adjustment made by the other one. \

Snow et al, (1981) noted that many of the adjustments that Ferguson
had found in English FT were characteristic of, Dutch FT as well.
Determiner auxiliary and copula deletion, inﬂnitive verb forms and
pronoun deletion "occurred to a varying extent in tape-recorded

, conversations between NS municipal employees and foreign. workers in
,‘Amsterdam Other features of F'D however, such as simpliﬂed negation
and provision of the 'subject pronoun in af( imperalive. were not evident in.

" Snow etal’s data a )

Additional evidence for ungrammatical FT has come out of Europe's °
gastarbeiter  nations. Pt"aff (1981) for example, in a study of ‘the

sociolinguistic problems faced by guestworkers in Germany reports that

certain aspects of L2 speech such as omission of inﬂections substitution-

- -of infinitives forTntT_cted verb forms and the use of semantic extensions

are also embodied in F’l‘ The Heidelberger Forschungsproject “Pidgin
Deutsch”. {HPD) Is a research group devoted to the_ study of the language
of both the guest workers in Gerrrlany and the NSs who come into contact
-with them, They have found that although the features of German FT |

cited above superficially resemble L2 speech many other speech-‘ B

characteristics of thc NNS are not lncorporated into thg NSs simpliﬁed' o

jregister which smggests that 'NSs are not simply matching the NNSs

.

| output : o ‘
Clyne (1977 1981) has repofted similar findings in Australia. whereﬂ .
the speech of non English immigrants and their NS coworkers has been

, Yo . o . . i -
l . . S - " . B . Al



‘"compared | Although many L2 syntait charact‘(/f@ttcs are evtdent in ~

|
il

Australtan F’I‘ (copula cfeletton mtsslng auxtltartes and arttcles. etc) they.

\\

) do not ‘6ccur in the same proportions ln addttton to the syntacttc

NS

'(classroom government offlces | the mdustrtal workplace famtly‘

adjustments, Clyne has als‘o' tdenttﬂe_d phonologtcal adaptattons i FT

where NSs adopt a foreign intondtion pattern.' as well as making certain

segmental adjustments (e.g.. some dtphthongs are monophthongtzed;

‘ . \ ' - T . ) " ol or . .
voiced fricatives and stops are devotced tnterdental frtcattves become ’

dental stops. ctC) EvtdenCe for these adjustments comes not only from

‘ factory workers but also from the second generatton famtlies of non
"Engltsh tmmtgrants | ln keeptng wtth the ﬂndtng that FT- Syntacttc

‘ adjustments are related to ‘but dtstrtbuted dtfferently from L2 speech

€rrors, Clyne has found that the phonologlcal adjustments in F’I‘ rematn
constant, regardless of the language background of the 'NNS addressee.

The studtes dtscussed up to thts point’ are representattve of the

ltterature on- ungrammattcal FT They encompass several contexts

t

-

L -conversatlons) various ellcitation techniques (recorded conversattons NS

intutttons and text counts) and ﬂve dtITerent languages (Dutch English,

Ftnntsh._ .French and,Ge,_rman)._ The next section reviews grammat_tcal FT.

o S RS "4

b

2.2, 2 Grammatlcal FT~

-

One of the flrst lnvesttgatlons ot' FT showing no tndicatton of
b

: :ungrammatlcal sequences ls that of Henzl (1978) In a study prompted by
" . 'Fergusons (1971) claim that FT ts a simpliﬂed reglster Henzl compaféd
| 'Czech speakers ln (mntrolled conversattons wtth Engltsh speaktng

' ‘students of Czech and with other NS Caechs She found that the subjects

.

’

¢
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adapted their speech substanttally for the beneﬂt of the language learners

.

in several respects stmpliﬂed syntax phonologlcal adjustments such as
'Aslow rate increased volume and careful articulatl?n and simple, bastc

lexls\ An unforeseen ﬂnding was, the total lack of ungrammattcal

» f e }b .

‘, utterances ~all speakers without exceptton tended to speak to the forelgn

students in short “well-formed sentences" (p 211) ln a repllcation
e

Henzl (1979} found simtlar adjustments ln the‘ Speech of English ~and
German language 4nstructors Henzl concluded that the speech variety

‘ she had descrlbed was a form of P"l‘ as. dellned by Ferguson (1971) but

- that 1t had an: added situational constraint which precluded . <
ﬂungrammaticalityr The;very fact that her subjects were ln a classroom
setting was seen as a. restrlction on their unguisuc Qutput o

Hatch et ‘al (19783 were curious as to whether familiarity with learners

: provoked f not an exact rntrroring at least a partial matching of their
speech Consequently they decided to conduct a study in whieh three
“ 'I‘;..\NNSs ‘placed telephone Calls to typtsts restaurant stafl} and airline tlcket \

it

R agency stalT lnteresttngly enough the service personnel did not employ

. :fﬂ',,'5"‘_‘..ungrammatical‘ constructions g although they did make many

! .
conversational adjustments for the L2 learners Repetitions paraphrase a',;

B slower speaking rate and checks for comprehension appeared in each of
*'the telephone conversations The authors speculated that perhaps E:

":Jungrammatical sequences in FT are brought about by a combination of

P ‘familiarity with L2 speech good language learning aptitude and/or :-'f“

[

empathy towards the NNS , ) AU E :
. Gaies (1977) tntrigued by the studies ol' input to L2 learners deoided A '

-to COnduct an experiment in order to assess whether ESL teachers use Lo

AN
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A problem with this study lies in the differing natures of the NS-NNS

‘ , o 15

- i ' o . o

particular communication strategies in addressing NNSs He recordéd
o . .

rwo teachers for each of the four proilciency levels in an ESL program He

't

also recorded the same eight teachers talldng to their peers in an ESL

practicum course " Not only was. there evidence of. syntactic simplification

A o

;
(shorter sentences fewer subordinate clauses etc) but the degree of

i "

simplification was posttively correlated with the language level of the
students (Ellis 1985 and Kleifgen 1985 have also found evidence of a

gradation of F’I‘ that Is related to the linguistic proficiency of the learner)

Furthermore Gaies noted three strategies or conversational de\fices

Lo "

which were partiCularly prevalent in the teachers speech to low.

prollciency students 1) repetition 2) prompting and prodding and 3)
modelling (which entails both fragments - partial repetitions of students{j

responses and expansion of students utterances) Gaies argues that these

adjustments are parallel to stmplifieations and communication strategtes "

»

in CS and that the resemblance of the two registers implies a common -

MY

language teaching function He also maintams that the three strategies '

| are less likely to be found in natural conversatiori between NSs and NNSs

because of their pedagogic intent he contends that their relative

frequencies would distinguish ESL clasSroom language from natural

;_ -iis

conversation between a NS and a)n L2 leamer

1

language sarnples We are not told what proportion (tf any) of the samples

from the classropms is based on conversation as opposed to drtlls (whtch

te

clearly constitute a substantial part of the data tf Gaies examples are

representative) It is fairly safe to assume that the NS NS data did not

(.

r‘"‘

include formal drills of any ty'pe lt may be, then that the three strategies “

o L

. i . - “, .
R / o . i ' T N A R B

i
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are in general characterlstic of teacher language regardless of the A

*
A
Y f

1lnguistlc status of the addressee A teacher conducting drills in a NS

- arithmetic class may exhibft as much reltance on these strategies as, Gales ‘
oy 1 "'.

L2 teachers lf .on the other hanq the strategies are tndeed typlcal of .

ESL teachers tnteractions with low level NNSs we. cannot conclude that

j other Nﬁs will not make use of them with very low proficiency NNSs

) Gaies dtd notf collect data from natural language sttuations but assumed

cow

that the pedagogic value of the strategies “would limit their usage m
'x . N ! ' et ’ . '
general conversation A

: Gaies suggestlon that similar linguistic characte\l;txics‘of CS andTFT X

: are indicattve of the same language teaching function has been addressed

X XX
, by Freed 41981) ) She collected 100 utterances each i‘rom eleven NSs in

'."\-

B conversation wit.h NNSs. all of whom were students of approximately the
‘: same age and social backgro,und Freed then contrasted these data with a ‘
o A comparable corpus of CS taken from d 1976 study by Neprrt Both

sarnples demonstrated highly intelligible well t“ormed simple relatively "
.

‘ -

e brtef utterances In accordance with the assumptlons of classical

" 1 i
.

transformational generative grammar (TGG) Freed interprets the ﬁnding s

'

that the chtldren were exposed to a higher proportion of yes/no questions"

‘~~_~J

:Iand trnperatives than were the L2 adults as evidence for greater syntactic4 :

e

- complexity in- CS 1. ‘"However this diﬂ”erence aside. Freed argUes that F'I‘ ,f" )

.?»-*;' & . S .
P i o . . Coe A S e

lr’I‘he notion that CS*‘- is tactically complmc is exempltfied best‘ln the wOrk ot' ;

Ne port, Gleitman & Gleitman-(1977).. When the authors flatly assert that- - = '

ers- do not simpl syntax" (p. 13 ) they mean specifically that they do not -~
\do so_in the ‘direction indicated by generative grammar, miore or less along the '

" lines;of the already defunct derivational theory of complexity. Newport et al. do’ '

- concede that although they found rio.indication ‘of simplified syntax (other t*han T
‘the obvious: linijtations imposed by low MLU),. CS  has numerous effects on the -
development .of" the " child's. syntactic ‘system:. for :instance, ‘the child's:. - .

" develd opment ‘of the auxiliary correlates positively with the number ot‘ Yes/No Lo

5 '“~;questions in CS and negative with the number of imperatives o e

e “"“ . . .-:.‘- BSRE f
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between the two registers ‘she argues has to do with their respective

functions Freed claims that the major function of CS is behaviour -

e

1
1

management although she also credits CS with a language instruction

funotion whereas she sees the purpose of F'I‘ as strictly information

v

: and CS bear a strOng syntactic resemblance The Cxucial distinction

exchange Freed suggests that although the difference in function of the \’

‘S . egisters is not clearly reﬂected in the symactic adjustments made by .
/
ar adult ,NSs it does become obvious in the choice of topic She argues that

1 n

F’I‘ is unrestricted ln t:ontent while CS topics are limited by the cognitive

! '. o capacities of the child ‘,

N N !

o . . n . N . . o N
Al ' . ' . [ . . . .
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"2, 2 I@' FT Discourse Lo

)
4

The majority of the studies of F’l‘ conducted in the 1970s dealt with

the adjustments madeby the NS on behalf of the NNS but without any

real recognition of the role played by the NNS in Othel‘/W'OTdS as has

been pointed out by Long (1980) the earlier FT studies are about input to
i the NNS rather than about interaction As discourse analysis gained
| proponents in" linguistics and Ll acquisition a parallel interest in a

broader approach to F'I‘ developed in LZ acquisition The characteristics

of the NS NNS conversation became th‘e fOCus of many investigations and A

Loy ,

, a new concentration on discourse related phenomena. which had largely ‘

been ignored became the norm For instance Gaskill (1980) compared

: the NSs other cbrrection behaviour (overt correction ol' the interlocutors

4

[

language) in NS NNS conversations with the COrrection pattems between ;

NS NS as outlined by Schlegloft' Jei‘ferson. and gacks (1977) Gaskill

[+
. P
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examined a 50 page transcript of four NSs conversations w'ith the same

- NNS He fotind very little, other correction (as is usually the case in' ‘NS-

NS interactions) Thére were two types of repair however that Gaskilli

n

claims appear more frequently»in NS NNS interactiohs than in NS NS

ﬁ‘ 1

conversations namely, correction for word search and correction of -

",

3 .‘ .correcting the NNS One solution to this identiﬁcation problem may be to'. K

‘ O ,
"_exaggerated stress on the changed portion of the L)tterance while a‘;’ 'j

m

the blank" for. a NNS who is, obviously struggling to ﬁnd an. appropriate‘

~

utterance in a more standard form as. in the following example -

v N , . v

. NNS dependent with distance !

NS uh huh it depends on the distance ‘ o R

'Although Gaskill concedes that it 1s difﬁcult to distinguish between‘

syntactie corrections and restatements of the type sometimes made in

¢

NS NS con‘versations he nonetheless claims that many of the recasts can.: .

3

- be interpreted as corrections It is quite conceivable. in fact that

'i:f

: "restatements such as the example cited above serve an agreement'

function altematively the NS may be checking his own comprehension“

through the use of a confirmation check rather than consciously

A

L simple agreement would undoubtedly have declarative intonation
Gaskill's study raises more questions than it answers Does the ' 'l

’ .incidence of NS otly:r-correction vary depending on the proﬁciency level

' v . . el Lt .

! B 4

| '«syntactic structure ln the former instance the NS is inclined to "ﬁll in ‘

| lexical item while the latter involves a restatement of the NNS's '

: examine the intonation patterns of restatements a conﬁrmation (,;heck 3

‘;»’would presumably have rising intonation ‘a correction might evidence .
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. of the NNS outside the classroom environment? (Gaskill found that of hiS' o

fou§ subjects only the two ESL teachers made use of restatements but he
believes that other NSs also employ restatements) Do individuals who
themselVes use ungrammatical FT ever correct a NNS S syntax? |

in an. attempt to verii‘y the hypotheses that speakers make adjustments . |
on the basis ‘of accent and that the ad_]ustments promote communication
Arthur Weiner Culver Lee &. Thomas (1980) conduoted a. discourse

Lt
Il

orienLcd \study in which they recorded telephone conversations held
betwéen 120 airline ticket agents G\NSS and 6 NNSs The conversations o
we«re all based ‘on a script in which was embedded the question What
kind of plane ts that?". Once the agent responded ‘with the name of thev'

plane the caller asked “What kind of a plane is a (name)?" When the

recordings ‘from the ‘NS and the NNS groups were oompared signiilcant"\'- ‘-

A A,"

differences were’ found on the following measures response length -

utterances addressed to NNSS were shorter grammatical complexity =’

though all utterances in both samples were grammatical the language ,
Ay ' < R

meant for the NNS was less complex, and type/token ratio - agents‘

limited théir vocabularies when talking with NNSs. In contrast with

E several other studies Arthur et al_ found no adjustment of speech rate i’or- =

NNSs Another measure total number of “infortnation bits also diiTered' h

significantly for the two groups of callers NNSs were given less‘-

information overall and the information they did receive was conceptually""-1%.'7":;'.,

e simpler than the. information given to NSs For example. agents were. e

inclined to describe the' plane* to NNSs in. terms of size or type (e g jet) ,
&,

one or moxt oi' the i‘ollowing were speciﬁed nearly twice as often i'or the X D

but they provided NSs with complex ini'ormation considerably more often. e
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l\{S seating capacity nafne of manufacturer comparison with a specilic -
aircraft number and placement of engines and seating arrangement :

Arthur et aL concluded that the FI‘ adjustments made by the NSs are‘

L]

fsystematic .and that they are made in order to aid the NNS s’ : ,‘

. c\omprehension , }' e

\

. \\ Abunahleh et al. ( 1981 2) identiﬂed a unique feature of F‘T in a study of ‘ |
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repair The authors had six. NSs and twelve NNSs place ten phone calls " o

. each to a. total oi‘ 180 randomly selected adults ’I‘he callers explained that

they were doing a survey ‘on food and nutrition as a class assignment and

then proceeded to ask the subjects ar series of seven questions The |

o callers all answered two of the responses with the phrase"'Pardon me? B L ‘

; '- which as the authors point out can be used either when the listener has .
' \missed the utterance because of inattention or interfering noise or when

the listener has heard but has not understood the utterance Abunahleh et ,

question for NNSs than for NSs They also thought that the Subjects '
would assume a comprehension problem in the NNSs and a hearing '

problem in the NSs The ﬁrst hypothesis was not borne out - there was

AN

‘ ‘no signiﬁcant difference in the scope of overall repair however NSs did )

R

' al hypothesized that the subjects would repair more of the utterances m a

make dil‘ferent asSumptions as to the cause of the communication 2

breakdown depending on whether they were speaking to a NS or a IQNS =

Nearly 65% of the repairs to NNSs were elaborations while on.ly 50% of -

the repairs addressed to NSs fell into the elaboration category and 50% j.»"}:-\,f‘:‘ o

P
T

assumption on the part of the subjects tha‘t the NNS was more likely to L

- \

&

haye misunderstood and that therefore a simple repetition would be_‘ "

: Lot o . ’f~‘ '. oo RET '-'w B .
' Y, N R PR : . v fLe W o T
} ,‘Qai'l .

.';‘:'f , were simple repetitions The authors took this ﬁnding ’tq indicate an

e LT



inadequate The repairs to NNSs were distinct in two other ways they

“ xwere signiﬂcantly slower and louder than repairs addressed to NSs. :

Another measure length of pause prior to repair demonstrated that"“
' subjects tended not to pause before responding to either a NS or a NNS.

.‘ 'The authors suggest that their findings are indicative of the automatic ‘,
nature of FT claiming that the lack of a pause signiﬂes an unconscious
response to a request for repair rather than a considered assessment of . |

| the t:ype of repair required The ﬂnding that NSs increase the volume oi". '
" the repair more often for NNSs is seex}?as additional evidence for the*b
3 , a,utomaticity of FT It is somewhat curious given the authors argument,‘

1

that the subjects assume a. hearing or inattention problem more often’ in :

"

NSs that volume is increased signiﬁcantly more often for NNSs It mayf

o well be the case that subjects are consciously making adjustments ona o

" )
v '

, number of levels precisely because they do not know the nature of&th%‘;
‘communication failur‘e lt may be easier to change several potentially
rel,evant aspects of an utterance (volume content speech rate etc) than
| to determine the precise source of the problem ’I'he fact that there are-‘ o
_ ,I l more adjust’r‘rient‘s made for the NNS may point to the conscious |
realization on the part of the speaker that an L2 leamer is more likely to L
have comprehension difﬁculties than is: a. NS (It should be noted that‘
Abunal’ﬂeh et al. did not ask the subjects whether they realized that their
. interlocutor was a NNS) The degree of awareness of speech adjustment';»“_“
certainly cannot be estimated solely on the basis of the data in Abunahleh_f':” 3
etal.s investigation ' ' o R |

By far the most extensive investigation of the characteristics of FT_.

"o

discourse is Longs (1980) dissertation Long was interested in

. ‘n.,‘.
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. contrasting NS NS and NS- NNS interactions to determine l) what
structural diil”erences exist between them 2) how such differences in the ;' |
interactions aiTect language addressed to: the NNS 3) whether the type of

interaction affects the nature of the input and 4) whether there is a

1
»~

correlation between relative frequencies of certain morphemes in the

N

o NSs input and the NNSs acquisition of the same forms ln ordcr to

‘l
< )‘-‘

answer these questions Long had 16 NS NS dyads and a corresponding

- . 16 NS NNS dyads perform six tasks First the subjects were introduced

l

: and asked to get to know each other for three minutes Next they were

. asked to tell each other about their favourite movies fI‘hen each individual

s

was asked to play the game Odd Man Out for ﬂve minutes (This game

‘ COnsisted of ten lists of four words or names one o which did not belong

" ‘,,g A‘ eg. ‘Buit Reynolds Woody Alleri. Clint Eastwood and Michael 'Caine and
- . the subjects were. to arrive at a consensus as to which item(s) did not ﬁt‘
through negotiation) A second game was then introduced called‘ Spot
the Difference (This task involved two pictures which although similar X }:'

RO diITered from each other in’ twelve respects and the SUbJC‘CtS were asked

e




t

- temporal ~marklng of Verbs TR ’ R

In answer to Longs flrst research question major differences in the,'

il
I

to follow Gaies (1981) reports sirnilar ﬁndings :

\
! V

of information that' is the information may go in one direction only
Long examined the 1nteraction structure through the use of NS-

measures such as qonversatlonal frames (boundary markers like \avell '

R
i

L now) confirmation checks (the NSs verlfication that s/he understands _

«

' correotly) comprehension checks (to determine whether the NNS in fact

understands) clarification requests (the NS asks for additional‘

R I ' N

information) self—repetitions other repetitions and expansions .'ln

’ N N |

additlon._Long reCOrded grammatical‘ information syntactic complexity as_ .

measmed by length and number of S nodes type/token ratio ('l'fR)

v -

o shape of the interaction of a. NS NS dyad versus a NS NNS pair were'

found When talking with a NNS NSs use sign.illcantly more confirmatipn .

checks clariﬂcation requests comprehension checks repetitldns (both
self and other) and expansions ’I‘here was not however a difference in B
the use: of conversational frames in fact extensiVe use of frames was found& ,

in language addreSsed to NSs and NNSs alike (Thls need not imply that ‘

conversational frames do not facilitate the leamers comprehension They‘

may indeed assiSt the"NNS in identifying new topics and the like but theyh T
are not a unique feature of P'I‘)\ When he examined the spontaneous_, |

conversation§ Long found a tendeney in the NSs to talk to the L2 leamerSj ‘ B

, - sentence type relative frequency of nine grammatical morphemes and

in the present more bften than they did with NS interlocutors He

reasons that events or topics rooted in the present are easier for the NNS ) S
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The answer (o Long"s seeon‘d question, whether the lnteraetlon

ﬁltferenees bave an effect on the lnput to the NNS. was not as clear as the
ﬂrst Although utterances tended to be shorter 'n speech addressed to
NNSs as has been noted in several studles (e.g.. Qales. 1977 Heml
1979), there were . varlous other ' measures, 1vne’ludl.n~J TTR. relatlve
frequeneles of nine grammattcal morphemes arfd lexical frequency for:
“which there was no dlfference. Long (1981) argues that
“ry ' ", }
clearly, input and interaction often are related. but equally
clearly. ‘modification in one is possible without modification
In' the other (p. '.268):' |
, .

\ -
\ “

@ I
The purpose of the lnteraetlon appeared to have an effect on the AR

adjustments made by the NS Long combmed the n}easures for each of .
the Anteractive tasks and eompared them with' the cémblned flgures from
the noninteractive tasks The extent of the dlffere‘nces between speecl{\tf
NSs artd NNSs varies according to whether or not there is a need to
‘exchange lnformatlon The interactive tasks\evldeneed more adjustment =
on the part \of the NS ln terms of both eonversattonal features and
grammatlcal complexity However. no one adjustment ‘was statlstxcally -
' slgnlﬁcantiCross all of tHe mteraieuVe tasks - ”‘
Flnally, ’the data’ indlcate that NSs do not modify thelx?‘.‘?use of
’ _grarnmattcal morphe;nes when talking to NNSs ’I‘he mput frequeney | .
:order. although slgnlﬁcantly correlated with Krashens (Balley luadden & o .
: Krashen 1974) proposed “average order of acqulsttlon also eorrelated' N

e ,
mme .tnp. t-'frequency order for NSs
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In a detailed comparison of the use of questtons gl FT versus NS-NS
" speech, Long (1981b) found additional support for his position that it Is
| the interaction that Is substan{tally modiﬂed in NS-NNé con’versattons
and that as a consequence some of the lingutstic forms may be modtﬂed
H0wever it 1s also possible thal the forms themselves may not differ from
those used In correspondtng NS-NS exchanges. For Instance. one of the
’charactertsttcs which distinguishes NS-NNS tnteractton from NS—NS
Conversattons is the former's almost complete reliahce on questions in
topic-'tnitt’atton. 'NSs‘ changed toptes using questions 96% of the ’ttrne
when addressing NNSs, but only 62% of the time wnen talking with
~ another NS. Of the 96% of topic-initiating questions, 50% take the form
“ot“ WH questtons: 40% are normal inverted ?’es/No questions; 4% are
uninverted Yes/No tntona\tton ouesttons‘ and 2% are tag questtdn}s.
, Although the rank ordering of question frequency fs the same for NSs‘. the
ftgures in ‘the ftrst two categories are Qramattcally lower: 30% WH
questtons. 20% tnve'rted‘Yes/No questions, ‘4% untnverted Yes/No
questtons én‘d 2% ‘taé questlons In a compartson of the relattve‘
proportton of queonns declaratlves and tmperattves tn NSNS versus NS-
NNS discourse overall (not just topic- lntttatmg) Long found that fully 66%l ‘
of the utterances to L2 learners were questlons 33% were declarauves
‘and 1% were imperatives in contrast to the followtng ﬂgures ‘for NSS.N.
16% questions 83% declaratives. and 1% tmperattves This dtﬂ'erence'.
_can ) be attr:tbuted in part to the high rate of\tq\pﬂi’c tnttlation in FT (50/261

.. utferances), as opposed to the NS- NS sltuation in which topic- conttnuing

- utterances were far more prevalent (606 out of a total of 656 utterances)
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. Long, explalns the NS's reltance on questions ln managtng a
' conversatton with a NNS as a means of allevlattng the burden on the L2

,leamer He lnvokes many of the same arguments that have been made’ ln

CS research (Garnlca l977) for the facllttattve eﬂ"ects of questtons the
| questton markers may stgnal the NNSs turn; questlons compel

4

partlclpatlon and questtons provlde at least a partlal model for the

expected response

‘224‘Sumrnary'ot‘";(NIharactens'u'c‘s ‘ “ LT A
On revtewtng the Iiterature on FT lt becomes apparent that there al ct
"numerous dtscrepanctes across studtes Several researchers report )
.tnstances of ungrammattcal FI‘ and suggest that certatn patterns such as’
copula deletion and tt—deletton. constttute rule—govemed behaviour. Other
studies find gramma‘tlcal‘ utterances at \all ,ttme.s_.;alt'hou‘gh simplified
syntax, morphology, and several discourse adjustments are evtdent.': It has
been clatrn'ed tha't altering tHe structure of tHe 1anguage ie.. stmpltfytng )
. the tnput beneﬁts the leamer in two ways l) tt tmproves ‘communtcatton‘ .
and 2) it promotes language development (Hatch, 1983b)t Others have .
afgued that it s not’ tnput adjustments that are cruclal but the‘

adjustmentSrto the . interactlons , How can all of these seemlngly S

confltcting facts and arguments be reconciled? At least part of the. answer o

les wlth the factors that eltclt F'I‘ In the next section the so- called l T
' trtggers which have been. postted for F’l‘ are examined and the -
explanations that have been put forward regardtng the apparently R '_ g

contradictorydata aredtscussed S _ ) e . ‘; -

+ 4
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Brown (1977) in assesstng the CS processes desorlbed by Ferguson

(1977) clalms that CS consists of two components —-a communtcatlve

clarmcatton\ component and an’ affecttve expresstve component

s}

Furthermore\l\ he argues that each component can be employed
lndependentlyt resulttng in two ~other registers notably FT (the
communtcatlve clarlllcatton component alone), addressed to cognitively \
. mature but llng lsttcally 1nfertor persons. and affective talk, addressed to
. -lovers» tpets‘ plagts etc | How does the NS ldenttfy a ltngulsttcally

. tnfertor person? rown does not elaborate but in the last few years many

others have attemptetl to establish just what it is that trlggers the use of

FT. The suggesttons range from' features.. pertaining to the NNS to +

o

famlllarlty of the lnterlocutors -and the conversattonal settlng -to the

nature of the toptc u};der dlscusston Each of these proposed causal
. factors is outlined belowt SRR T - : B

S v \ . . )
\" ’\‘l L} . ) " o ll.‘ W . ‘..‘ i

2 3 1 Features of the Non Nattve Speaker TR . S K
R N;'h . l

NSs reactlons to NNSs \tmlted language ablllties have been meaSured

both in terms of affecttve re ponse (Johansson 1978 Albret:htson el al

The former have implicatlons or the quality of the NS- NNS lnteractton
and undoubtedly have far reach 1 g complex effects As Taylor & Gardner

(1969) found, ethnic stereotypes'are closely tled to accent, and are most
Y

often viewed negatlvely (Kalln &

)

yko. 1978 Sebastlan Ryan & Corso. (

1978; Kalin Rayl«) & Love. 1979) Gumpert & Cathcart (1983) suggest

R
W,

that the media contribute to negatl

by

' tmages or stereoty'pes and in tum

~.:,',
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L stereotypes and in turn foster, an urge to “demean and’ vilify other groups

' of people (p llO) Although this type of NS reaction to, NNSs is not the

v central concern of this thesis clearly< it is not unrelated to speech
adjustment Bodemann & Ostow (1975) have suggested for instance that

ungrammatical FT s motivated not S0 much by a need to simplify but as a

means for expressing contempt for the NNS Valdman (1981) goes even

l

further He argues that one purpose of FT Is, to prevent the acculturation

/

of NNSS' not only keeps them at.arm’s length" but effectively
'prevents them l"rom acquiring total communicative competence“ (p 43)
Long (1980) has a]so noted that ungrammatical FT has sometimes
H appeared incoﬁ‘&e\ts where the NS perceives the NNS to be of xa lower

social standing Npt only does social status, appear to inﬂuence the

[
"

: adjustments made by the NS but Beebe & Giles (1984) also point out that\

linguistic status (“status of the input due to relative nativeness 21)\
also alTects the NS- NNS interaction The very fact that the NS is more’

eXpert in the language puts him/ her in a position of superiority in relatton

to the NN “ ’I‘he authors cite Long S' (1981) ﬁnding that., NSs tend to |

NS conversation as évidence l"or their claim that it is the

1Y
I

NSs linguistic status that allows them to: control NS NNS interactions

| manage the I

Another factor which has been claimed to- have an, ei'fect on FT. is the" o
age of the L2 learner Scarcella & Higa (1981) found that adu,lt NSs made‘_ : ‘
more adjustments for NNS children aged 8 5 9 5 years “in comparison
with adolescents aged 15 5 - 16 5 years. despite the i"act that all NNSs_‘.

tested at approximately the same proficiency level According to the‘

"'-‘-". authors, NSs provide larger Quantities of simple input a more supportive Y

“ atmosphere for children and constantly cheek to see that the input the
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child receives Is both attended to and understood" (p. 429) ’I’hey argue}

that the triggering factor for FT is the age of the child and suggest that L

j since the children spoke much less (contributing 28% of the utterances)

than the adolescents (54%) NSs must have been adjusting their own
speech to the children in . the relative absence of feedback lt is
unfortunate that Scarcella & Higa used adult NS NS dyads in order to
collect baseline data for comparative purposes since age may tndeed be a
factor but its relationship to the input for an L2 learner is not clear The

only way to assess whether the ‘NSs were reacting to age as opposed to }\
verbal facility Is'to compare subjects in the same task with NS children
‘and adolescents ‘Given the authors’ data it could well be argued that

although the' children did not verbalize as often as the adolescents they '

aprovided sufficient feedback in terms . of both speech and non'verbal

responsiveness fOr the NS to make apprOpriate adjustments on the basis . '
of language proﬁciency 'I‘he authors note that the adolescents’ own verbal l'

behaviour was very different from that of the children not only with '

‘ regard to total output but also in terms of their willingness to initiate'

topics to repeatt NS utterances ahd to use conversational llllers Perhapsv :

s

'the written exam and the informal teacher—conducted interview that |

“Scarcella & Higa used as proﬁciency measures do not adequately reﬂect |

" the conversational abilities of the adolescents as compared to those of the R

l

o Mchildren The arguments for age as a trigger of FT then are inconclusive.'\ o :

i .-i"

-

‘:and further research must be undertaken in order to determine its'

'relative effect on NS speech adjustrnents

One aspect of the NNSs Speech that has been shown to. elicit FT in the’.- ‘ .

absence of other triggers is accent ln two separate studies NNSs and NSs D N

Lo
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have used identical scripts in addressing NSs over the telephone The

language in the scripts was grammatical standard English yet the NNSs

‘were recipients of simpliﬁed input (see Arthur et al. 1980 Abunahleh et
| aL 1981- 2) Warren Leubecker & Bohannon (1982) also (ound that NSs'. ‘

‘ made reglster adjustments in response to a foreign accent although they

argue that the NNSs comprehension level has .a more powerful effect

They had 40 NS subjects meet lndividually with a Spanlsh/English _

_bilingual accomplice The researchers “designed four condltions which .

i,

‘. involved the’ manipulation of NS expectat.ton and NNS feedback In the |

- first, the accomplice greeted the NSs in heavily accented ungrammatical ‘

English She asked each of the subjects a series of questlons and while |

the NS was respondlng she signalled comprehension difficulties with _

\

: k vcues such as What?" “Huh?" and puzzled looks In the second condition |

. the accomplices English was still heavily accented ‘but she gave cues of

*

‘understanding te the NS, like "Yes and “Okay ln the third and fourth,

'conditions the accomplice introduced herself and asked questions in o

4

U "‘slightly accented grammatical English She signalled comprehension‘ B

'v_'problems in condition three and indicated that she understood in '

- j condition four ‘The authors wanted iggiscover whether the expectations

\

T ".‘given as feedback They measured the MLU the number of repetitions orf
RN (A , |
.‘A'_'. ' I“.
> ".'Vrestatements, and thp number of questions in the NSs speech and found o

“ G"i

i -?that feedback was the primary determinant oi' the degree of adjustmentf‘-‘-: o

N
. SN, ».
\ . Lo
P
B
N a

made. although expectations established through manipulation of accent

R also affected the NSs FT . T TSR i.-,:,_., L

LT N Ll e ;‘.. L
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Varonis & Gass (1982) argued that the NNSs clomprehension level.
may reinforce a NSs use of FI‘ but that it is the compr\&?nsibility of the |
NNSs speech (especially in terms of promméiation and grammaticality) :

~ that actually elicits a register $hift. They based their argument on. an
. experiment in which NSs were approached on the street by low level ESL |
students, advanced ESL students NSs and NSs who feigned foreign‘

" accents. The NS subjects were asked to supply directions to the tx!ainb-
station They provided directions to other NSs without hesitation '

however in the case of the 'NNSs (and the’ NSs feigning foreign accents)

-« regardless of their level of proficiency the subjects generally fepeated‘

| - part of the original request ' Varonis & Gass interpreted the- repetitions to
. vbe any'or. all of the following 1) stalling for time, 2) a coénfirmation check |

" 'or 3) a means of negotiating the topic that is N the topig of the ’
conversation is’ not immediately obvious (p 118) The authors stressed' :
' that the difference the NSs displayed in responding to NNSs versus otherl"

NSs must be related not to the NNSS comprehension levels but to the

1

comprehensibility of the NNSs' own speech since the NSs had no

opportunity to assess the L2 learners comprehension They argued that" ‘
: .accent and grammar of the L2 learner are two crucial elements in’

determining the degree of F’I‘ adjustment They conducted additional

L ,,experiments to try to’ identify the separate contributions of these two Lo

[ R N '’

L ,‘ variables to. overall comprehenSibility and found that NSs had dimculty in

' isolating the two In a pronunciation rating task for instance. NSs;'

- 'perceive pronunciation in the mid range of ability to be poorer if the

L . sentene;e itself is ungrammatical This effect does not extend to:'

Vpronunciation which has been independently rated as being either very P

.“5
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good or very poor ln those instances grammaticality did not signiflcantly
affect NS judgements of pronunciation ‘NSs were also asked to’ rate a set
of grammatical/ungrammatical sentence pairs for comprehensibility
Grammatical sentences were almost always Jated as . more -
comprehensible and furthermore the: ;omprehensibility ratings
correlated positively wit~h sentences that %d received good
pronunciation ratings " Varonis & Gass concluded that the |
comprehensibility of the NNSs speech to the NS is “the most important -
factor (p. 132) in,triggering Fl‘ ” BT ‘ |

N Long ( 1983a) has taken issue with the Varonis & Gass position in
4 favour of the view ‘that NSs adjustments are made in response to a
. combination of several factors only one of which is comprehensibility He
rejects the notion that the leamers comp‘rehension level is irrelevant on
the contrary Long suggests that leamer comprehension may be the mlrey’
trigger of F’I‘ Because Varonis & Gass examined only the first NS -

\ utterances in their corpus Long is justified in, arguing that the fact that
they found an initial NS adjustment based on comprehensibility does not
indicate that subsequent adjustments are necessarily in response solely to
meamers production proﬁciency Most people have had the
experience of talking with an L2 learner whose utterances are
grammatical whose accent is siight and whose comments are

occasionally inappropriate because of a comprehension failure The NS is

' _t‘ oblivious to comprehension problems such as. these. nor to verbal and

. ,non-verbal comprehension cues. as the Warren-Beubecker & Bohannon o

(1982) experirnent demonstrated
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Gass & Varonis (1985a) conceded that the NNSs comprehension level‘ i

“ is a determining factor of FT upon a reanalysis of a subset of the Abunahleh ‘

‘yet aL (1982) data. By examining thq number of negotiation sequences on‘

two separate questions Gass & Varonis found evidence of NSs reassessing‘

the proficiency level of the NN}S callers They argued that only - -

pronunciation ﬂuency and comprehension levels were iniluencing the '.
"NSs assessment of the callers “since other variables such as grammar
/
l
vocabulary and appearance were controlled for" (p- 53) There was

however considerable backchanneling on the part of the callers that was s

" not in ‘the script some oi‘ which was ungrammatical .as in the data.

. “
. \ s
'

- excerpt which appears on page 41 of their: study .‘; ’ | ‘._‘ - | TR

Iy

The importance of comprehension cues is clear. For lnstance Long

LI

" (1983b) discusses -one CS and two FT studies in which speakers were :
:deprived of feedback from the leamer In each case the adjustments were !
“ minimal although the same NSs speech was substantially altered in the 3 'l
;_‘.presence of feedback This ﬁnding is particularly striking in Long s
(1980 study in which the NSs were exposed to NNSs. used FT with "
:‘them in interactive tasks and then in the course of the same

‘:

‘ 'experiment‘ participated in tasks which did not necessarily involve verbal

t ‘responses from the L2 learners The NSs did not adjust their speech to a

A great/extent when they were not required to:interact with their NNS
. ;,partners ‘What has as yet to be established is t}ie relative contributions of

comprehension cues and lcomprehensibility Ther$ is no reason to

' 'assume that NSs are not using both forms of feedback sirnultaneously of

-ithat they may not be responding to dii’i'erent trigger‘s’ at diﬁ'erent times.
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I\l"major‘di'ffic"lty in' trying to dlsungu‘ls“h'-betwe‘en NNS‘W

- comprehensibility and level of understanding as- triggers of FT is the

‘ variability of situations under which NS- NNS interactions take place

rather there is what Long (1980) has called pha"',

‘Under certain’ conditions very “little information is actually exchanged

~

I ‘{

ﬁ' communication In‘ '

‘these conversations it is conceivable that the. NNS may give misleading

‘ comprehension cues since there is .no urgency or real importance in

understanding the message lt may be easier and less disruptive to ..

"pretend to understand than to. get the NS to elaborate on an unclear

~

L point No doubt features of the NNS (e g age accent comprehensibility) :

.are not the only faétors which have an effect on FT." ) ‘ .

: '2 3 2 Setting Topic and Familiarity

¢

Long (1981a) has made the observation that almost all recorded

| ‘instances of ungrammatical FT have been in situations where it was .

K important that the NNS understand the message The Snow et al ‘(1981)

‘ ‘study is a good example The authors examined the speech of Dutch

N municipal empioyees in the Housing Bureau and the Population Register h

b

\office in interaction with foreign workers ) Although there was ) "
A i-"(_."considerable individual variation among NSs all of them exhibited

;;h’ungrammatical FT furthermore. the "NSs tendency to use F'I‘ cOrrelated .

| j ﬂ"signtﬁcantly with the foreigners tendency to make certain mistakes (p

: :“‘_9 ) Clyne (1977) HPD (1978) and others\ who hale made naturalistic

observations of NS~NNS interaction in the workplace have all found
iif}-;:evidence of ungrammatical FT These studies and that of Hatch et aL
| '(1978) which recorded a: NS’s use of 7ungrammatical FT with a NNé



i"riend are suggestive of a relationship between the importance of the

,4‘

message and the degree of simpliilcation or modiﬂcation in the NSsx

- speech lt is certainly plausible that ungrammatical FT 18, not
fundamentally different from grammatical F’I‘ but merely that 1t is‘:.
perceived by the NS as: being easier for the NNS to understand Some oi'
the non standard constructions that have been noted in FT correspond to

', L2 learner errors thus the NS may\ be consciously or unconsciously
incorporating aspects of the NNSs speech into his own. When the

N message’itself is not particularly crucial for example in virtually all the =

. studies in: laboratory settings and in ESL. classrooms (where emphasis is

generally placed On form rather than content) grammatical FT -

A

predominates In addition Long (1983b) has noted that almost all
ins‘tances of ungrammatical FT have taken place during spontaneous
conversations perhaps the unnatural contrived quality of the lab lv : *.

’. conversations an—d the special pedagogical requirements of the classroom
alsoputcbnstraintSontheNS U SR - " :
o Not only may the relative importance of the message be ‘a iactor in ‘v .

, determining the shape of FT but as Snow (1981) Suggests gh‘g‘,‘
| complexity of the tOPiC may 3150 affect the NSS adjustments She claims S
that topics of even moderate complexity cannot easily be discussed using a "

4.

limited vocabulary and simple syntactic structures consequently NSs_
. res.ort to‘ "distortions incorrect deletions.‘ ‘and ungrammatical "
‘;v'"-"' simpliﬁcations (p 208) When Snow contrasted adult NS NNS .

exchanges with those between NS adults and L2 children. she found-‘.‘ v 3

virtually no instances oi‘ ungrammatical input to the xpungsters 'I‘here is ai". 7:.;,. |

confounding of complexity with setting and age here.,however since the :

CTr g



v findings in his replication of Longs work to the NS's familia;-lty with'both
the NNS and with the topics of discussion Another facto;: that no donbt

‘.‘..'.‘",.Contributed to the difference n Gaies and Longs results has t° .do With\ f"‘,'

'\that NS NNS interlocutors who are acquainted”tend to use topic-‘ :

- conversational partners uSe fewer questions in topic initiation than those

'\ ‘. -‘.\\
N .

“"Ifwho are matched with strangers Gaies attributes t-hese uneXpected Do

_,the higher language proﬁciency level of Gaies subjects e ;4'7 ‘;_;
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- ungrammatical input was directed at adults _who were conducting business

.| ! \‘.

'.\in government offices whereas the grammatical l“’l‘ to children waso

f Y

“ 'i: collected in a kindergarten The possibility that topic comple;dt'yi affects
‘FT is" not ruled out but it simply cannot be demonstrated by Snows
! companson A more reliable—measure would be a cornparison of the same |
-‘adult NS NNS dyads discussing two topics which differ in complexity

lt has been suggested that yet another factor has a significant inﬂuence

on FT namely speaker familiarity Gaies (1982) replicated Longs

(1981b) investigation of NSs use of queStions in FT. Gaies however

Y

" paired NS NNS classmates who shared an academic interest Many of
) ;;Gaies results are similar to Long's but some interesting differences di@

arise.. ln Longs study the NSs initiated all of the topics discussed

Vo

4

whereas Gaies data show that the NNSS nominate topics 34%. of the time
‘Long found that in NS NNS intef‘actions there were substantially fewer

“topic continuingmoves than in NS NS exchanges Gaies study indicates

N »

af

‘ . . " -:

'y\.“‘ . 1‘ “

, Gass & Varonis (1984) also examined the effects of familiarity on\F‘I“ in

\--'.
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continuing moves to a greater extent moreover NSs who kndw their, "

> )
A

\
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grammaticality") which contribute to the overall comprehensibility of the

NNSs speech The researchers were interested m all aspects of the
phenomenon ie familiarityx with ‘a topic experience with NNSs in '-
general familiarity with a particular L2 accent and with a speciﬂc NNS Rt
Their tasks involved the manipulation of each of the above variables using i

" tLalpe recorded sentences and longer pagsages The NS - subjects task was -

. to transcribe what ,t‘h‘ey hea‘r S0 that the researche‘rs could obtain a e b

P

comprehensibility rating for eac of the test conditions Their findings " L I

! showed that familiarity deﬂnitely improved comprehensibility for each of

the four variables Gass & Varonis assume that the results of these

}

experiments provide further evidence for their contention that NSs adjust.

their speech ln response to NNSs compreherisibility lt is not surprising

I

that familiarity ‘should have a positive effect ony; comprehensibility EECEIE
. howe\ter it should not necessarily be viewed as a prinqipal contributing

factor to NNS inteliiglbility Farniliarity with a specific NNS or with1 NNSs

'

m general no doubt enhances recognitior? of subtle comprehension' cues Q 'f ‘ ;;" Ry

and heightens an awareness of topics thati might cause problemsrfor the A

’ RN
V. A

learner Obviously, farniliarity plays a role in FT at least where experience \

With a particular NNS or a given topic is concemed as Gales work
indicates the degree to which th‘cm; types of familiarity outlined by
Gass & Varonis affect FT has not been determirred ‘7 LT -'"' : :l : :...-i n
- Another element i th/ NS NNS interaction that may have a signiﬁcant ’Iv N
eﬁ'ect on FT has to do with the NSs intrinSic language skills There is

consi‘derable variability in performanc& frorp one NS to another apart

from diiTerences attributable to factors already mentioned althOugh very

littie attention ha : been focused> on tb,is aspect to date The next section




reviews ‘the. evidence in the literature for ‘dll'(erences w,hlch_la‘re .

,attrlb"utable to group rnemhershtp (e.g.. ESL teachers versus nalve NSs_)"

and lingutstic differences (e.g.. grammatical or ungrammatical FT), =

\

‘\,‘ N ' \ : : » : L
2.4 lNDIVIDUAL VARIATION ' L
) Allhough there has’ been a. grc;at deal of lnterest in FT in the last few
years, the ltngulstlc forms themselves and more recently the structure of

the lnteractlon have been the. prmclpal foct: of research ‘Most of the F‘I‘

: lnformatlon avallable ts group data, :a composlte of several’ NSs speech '

measured under comparable condtttons It is only from reports of case

—— ~

stud@\{hat we are able to 1dent1fy noteworthy dllTerences ln tndtvtdual :

language/behavlour - and even‘here we are somewhat constralned by the
. ,_/ £g
conslderatton that other factors are very often uncontrolled Nonetheless

differences from one: NS to another can be readlly dlscerned Hatch et al.
(1978) were the ﬂrst to tdenttfy dtSSlmllarlttes between NSs when they
' compared ungramrnatlcal patterns (such as it- deletlon) ln the speech of a

- NS to her NNS frlend and that of an ESL tnstructor m ‘conversation with

members of hts class. Although both Subjects evldenced uhgrammatical

FT, slmpltﬂed tnput shorter MLU. etc there were notable dlfferences tn .

_the.types of adjustménts made.. The teacher for instance practlcally

S

never.used the plural\T\orpheme whtle the frlend never omitted it.
Hatch et~al | "considered ie posslbtllty that the varlatlon in the subjects’

;vspeech mtght ke attrlbuted to a matching ol' NS dlscourse“to NNS errors,

They rejected a strong verslon of the matching l'\ypothesls. though

38 .

because the errgrs and simpltncatlons in the NSs speech were not - -

: merely reﬂectlons ot' the NNS output Data they collegted ‘fro_rn ser_vice :

o
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: :personnel over the telephone served to strengthen thetr c'onvtctton that' ‘.
' NS’s adjustments tnvolve much more than a straightforward tmttatton of
the NNS. as an even broader scope of tndtvtdual variation in FT was" ‘
indicated. None of the telephone subjects exhtbtted ungrammattcal ‘
adjustments, but rather repeated therriselves spoke slowly and kept thetr
utterances short. The authors pondered the notton that perhaps NSs who .
make more adjustments (in their study. those who use ungmmmattcal FT) “
are better language learners themselves, leadtng to the more generalc.'
suggestton hat some tndlviduals are predtsposed to make more and 5
perhaps better communicattve adjustments than others:. .
~ Several studles (Long ~&& Sato, 1983: Long. 1981b: Gales. 19,81) have
been conducted. whtch compare the language’ of ESL t,eachers In the
cla.ssroom to that of NSs.in casual conversattons wtth NNSS and these
werks have. ctted a number of dtfferences tn the tnteracttons Fbr"‘
1nstance Long & Sato (1983) found that ESL teachers use constderably‘
more display questtons (questions to which the teachers themselves
jalready know the answers) than tnformatton questtons ‘However, no '-
' claims can be made for individual or group vartatlon on the basts of these
studies because of the confoundmg of context and group membershtp It
Lis posslble to get a sense of the dlf‘erences _rom one ieacher to another
: though upon examlntng the partial transcripts of two mstructors tn‘" '
,Hyltenstams (1983) study of teacher talk in classrooms of Swedtsh as a."
: second language The teachers whole approach to communicatmg 1s. |
strikingly. difTerent as.in the following examples taken from pp 175 176. o

. of that study

Ll: In cabbage ts por?



T1:  Pork,

ro

Do you mea&stuﬂ'ed cabbage rolls?

- Lh ‘Yes stuffed cabbage rolls more or less

R

12: We have spices. ‘V(pronunciation'. error at the word. for splces. .

' kryddor) A oo “ ~

~.

| T2! Chalk? (holds up a plece ol“ chally the leame}‘s\gronunciation '

of kryddor was more like. the\,S/wedish word’ ‘or chalk kritor)

L2:. l\lc_‘ spices. (pronunciation,en‘or at the word for sptces again)
/

h

| very long / i/ — {Swedish has a length’ dlstinction in stressed‘ -

vowels] — writes al:o the word‘ kxyddor a number of learners

are asked to repea‘t Lhe two words)
"

\

Aside from such lncldental evidence however there is. very little o

information about othe: dilTerences between individuals 1n their ablllty to -

AW

communicate with NNSs,, Gass & Varonis (1984) found that ESL Leachers

were better able to transcribe NNS speech from tapes, and concluded that N

*their familiarlty with L2 leamers factlitated their comprehension but they

_did not conduct any research to find out whether improved."

WL

,‘ . | comprehenslon has an irnpact on the NSsl own F'l‘ adjustments L

| The issue of individual variation will be discussed further in Chapter,.v‘-i;.'f
:‘ -.Three ln the following section the issue of the efllcacy of FT is,'}:
considered from the standpoint of communication enhancement and “

: {language acguisition.,-, T IR

T2: Chalk. (writes kritor on the blackboard says the word with a. ‘



f speech‘ therefore no conclusions regardtng the emcacy of FT could be

e LI N h . . ,
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B 2 5:1 L2 Productton Studtes o T o
! PR ' N B A
- Ever since the ﬂrst studtes of FT tn the 19705 there-x has been
speculatton and th‘eortzmg as to its’ relevance .to L2 acqutsttton Some"
oL

'mdtvthals (e g Ellis 1981) readtly ace pted the posttton that the vdry o

ot a 2 . )
adults whose LADs so to speak are not what th y used to be.

When Ll acqutsttion researchers ﬂrst entert\atned the notton that S

there might be a, connection between tnput and language leamtng they

[}

. compared measures of stmple frequency wtth the order of acqutsttton of

‘r

grammatical morphemes (Brown 1973). . Although they failed to Pnd a*
L direct relattonshtp at first the earl‘y L1 morpheme studtes prompted 5

B ";'51mtlar research tn L2 acqutsttfon where 1t was argued that tnput would

IR

. lqltkely have greater 1mpact (Dulay & Burt 1978 ‘Batley et aL\ 1974 La/rsen— )
Freeman ‘ 1978) Long (1980) found that tndeed ‘the frequency ot'~ SRR

o grarnmattcal morphemes tn the tnpht addressed to L2 leamers correlated RS

"postttvely wtth the average order of mastery of the same morphemes

.However he dtscovered that the TreQuency of the mOrphemes tn FT was

’.'n S

'.‘F-"fnot signmcantty dtﬂ‘erent t‘rom the frequency of the morphemes m NS NS ‘

K4

drawn on” thts potnt Evtdently tn the case ot‘ ruhe grammattcal

morphemes. at Ieast the NS»does not make adjustments that aﬂ'ect their .‘

acquisttjon by an L2 leamer . PN ‘ N
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. The fact that there ls llttle or no dtf{erence tn the frequency ol" A
grammatlcal morphemes regardless of llstener suggests that obltgatory.
morpheme categortes are not the approprlate place to look for adjustmentv

tn naturallsttc speech i Ungrammatlcal FT sometlmes evtdences

E A

morpheme adjustment (e g.. Wagner Gough ‘& Hatch 1975) however it

\

would be vtrtually tmposslble to determine how mueh exposure to -

. —

* RO

ungrammatlcal F'I‘ leamers recetve The only bther common sttuatlon

' wheqe a dtstortlon of natural frequency could take place is in the ESL "+
" @ oo .

classroom There where grammattcal morphemes are overtly taught

hl N — ‘(

frequencles may devtate from thd order ﬁound tn NS conversatlons (cf.
i . \'

Larsen Freefrnan 1975 Long & Sato 1983 Lightbown 1983)

N
y

“a‘ . Plca (1983 1985) compared three g'oups of ESL students (wtth a
,' " I. shared Ll background) who were learning etther through lnstructton only g

.’v.. : through plcklng up the language tn the course of thelr daily routme ‘or’ u

. . ‘through a combtnatton ‘of the two Ptca found that the tnstructlon only -
»Igroup was more target ),lke in the productlon of the plural and thlrd
."';person stngular than the other: groups. she attrlbutes this ftndtng to'the
stralghtforward )t'orm function relattonshlp‘ (p 219 1985) of - these

. :- morphemes On the other hand the untutored group showed more -

‘ native*llke usage of the progresslve marker and the progressive auxiliary o

"than dtd the groups who had mstructtonr Plca argues that tnstruction ot'

. _ the progresstve (lingutstlcally complex tn that tt serves severai ﬁmctlons)

y ".' eonfused students who tended to Supply the -tng morpheme in tnappro-‘

priate contexts On the basls of these ﬁndlngs Ptca suggests that altering k~

lnput l‘ret;uency 1n the ESL classroom has dlﬂ‘erential effects whlch are

connected to the transparency ol’ the t‘orm-funcﬁon relationshlp

Y IEERER T I . ) -'_
oty : . . o % . [ L
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A study that examines the immediate elTeets of modiﬂed input on.

o NNSs': production s’ Brocks (1986) lnves‘tigation of ESL teachers ‘use ol‘ v

display and referentlal questions Long & Satos (1983) ﬁndlng that ESL ¢ '

lnstructors use far more display questions than referential questions‘
\ . k
prompted Brock to train two teachers to use more questions of the latter -

oo type; She then compared these two teachers lessons with ‘those ‘of two

- other teachers who had not received the training _As expected the

‘n

trained teachers used signil‘icantly more referential questions but more

t interesting was the elTect that the increase in these questions had on L2
leamers output The students in the experimental classes produced
longer more syntactically complex responses than did the NNS's fn. the
control classes Brock suggests that this finding, may have far- reaching- |

. signtﬂcance for the ESL classroom in light of Swatns (1985) argument :
| that comprehensible input alone is not sumcient for mastery ol' a second;
language An tntensive study of immersion students who had had seven

& i

\ye@nIs of comprehensible input indicated that the students deﬂcten'cies

’\

.!'

{‘ . were’ in precisely those areas in which they had little opportuntty to '
‘\pfod\e language Swain argues that speaking a second language provides

- a NNS wtth a unique opportunity to test hypotheses tn that it forces the

6#

- ‘_1;"‘:* ‘

learner to mnVe lrom semantic to syntactic processing she elalms that"

N immersion students “have just ‘never gotten to a syntactic analysis of the ST

language because there has been no demand on them to: produce the N

K3 i

t,".language (p 249) ’I‘he implication of this argument for Brocks findingsf

is clear, if teachers can be trained to ehctt syntactically complex‘:f

) utterances from learners rather than simply ensuring that they are able to »' “ s “

b 'Qunderstand them acquisition of the L2 will be enhanced

— ; i . . . P YR
B " a . S i o ;.--" . %
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, Crookes & Rulon (1985) looked at the effect of cornmunicative task on:

K

L2 output They reasoned that tasks which encourage corrective feedback

s,

on the part of the NS would result in moré incorporation of that repair in’

‘. ‘the NNSs speech than tasks which didnt encourage this. - They_‘

b

i t ‘e free conversation task the Spot

" corrective feedback (this was limit

'i‘\

followed a NNS error) The investig

3
‘4

feedback was then incorporated into-the NNSs speech

ln a comparison of the three task types, Crookes & Rulon found that

. bot.h the 0odd Man Out and Spot the Difference elicited. signiﬁcantly more

,corrective feedback than did free conversation however only Odd Man

‘ Opt evidenced significantly more incorporation of feedback on the part of
. ‘the NNS It is not clear whether the authors looked only at utterances in

the next tum for incorporation or- whether they scanned through the--', ,

,'.entire transcripts for evidence of incorporation At any rate as Brock

; ,Crookes. Day & Long (1986) point out lack of* immediate incorporation

;.does not mean that the L2 leamers linguistic system has not been ,

k .-affected by feedback As Varonis & Gass (1985) have also argued that _' a

', »1,

,incorporatfon may emerge long after feedback has been provided

Crookes & Rulon also measured the ratio of topic continuing"{i"lv -
:.‘utterances to topic initiating utterances on the assumption that the
. longer a dyad stayed on one topic. the more recycling of useful input there“ S
would be. and presurnably the more likelihood of NNS incorporation The . | |
results indicated that Spot the Difference which did not result in o e

"\signiticant incorporation oi‘ repair in NNSs speech had more top,ic- )

Uy a4

Out' task for instances of NS',. -
to repairs which immediately”

fOts also recorded whether the_‘




continuing lut‘teran‘ces xthan did either of the other tasks As a :
'. 3 consequence Crookes & Rulon conclude that topic continuation is not an . o
adequate measure of the recycling of useful input They suggest thati ‘
structural ditTerences in the tasks may partially account for the failure to
find a relationship between incorporation of feedback and ‘amount of ,
'topic-continuance They also point out that Spot the Difference is not 3 iy ‘ |
| necessarily mutually negotiated v:rhereas Odd Man Out requires a_\‘
mutually acceptable solution (p 12) Rather than attempting to find a
“‘, connection betv&?en a very broadly deflned topic, and a chaqge in NNS ‘
output it may be more profitable to investigate recycling by calculating_ |
the ratio of given to new information Crookes & Rulons study is
it important in that it identiﬁes some differential effects of task on. the L2
production of the NNS there Is clearly a need for an intensive programme. - -

following this 1ine of research

2 5 2 lnput and Interaction ,’ - .: » o o |
Krashen (1981 1982 1985) is perhaps the strongest proponent of
the no\tion that modiﬂed input promotes not only communicatiori but _; y
language acquisition as well His theory of language acquisition is based on» | .' .
five hypotheses ﬁrst that Ianguage acquisition anddanguage learning are';j' Ty
two distinct processes second that there is a natural drder of acquisition'f";l-{v ¢jv-}-‘_
(this claim is based primarily on the morpheme studies) third that each‘v.' | :
individual has a “Monitor (learning that functions as an editor) and that _b " ,

Monitor use varies i‘rom person to person. fourth that in order to'

xS progress in acquiring a language a learner must be able to understand




a6
competence and ﬂfth that all leamers have an"“'affective mter that s,
ones ability to make progress is L2 is determined In’ part by ai'fective
variables such as motivation fear etc Krashen (1985) has add:s another -
| component to the preceding namely the output ﬁlter This fﬁter was |
’ | proposed to account for tndividuals who have good comprehension skills |
yet are unable to use an L2 productively L
lt is tl'ie fourth hypothesis the input hypothesis that is of concem
/ heré Krashen maintains that in order for individuals to acquire a
| language they must have access to comprehensible input that is.
language that they can understand but which 1is expressed in a form
% slightly beyond their own competence levels F’I‘ is ideal ‘he claims
J because it is. not a ﬂnely tuned code ‘but one th%t is roughiy tuned to thel

L2 learners comprehension level In this respect FT is an excellent

representation of the L2 for the student who is exposed to new

structures one step beyond his/her current level (i + 1) ‘as ‘ell -as

provided with built in review of already mastered elements In i'act the
. \ existence of CS for Ll acquirers and FT for their L2 counterparts is g Y
ewed by Krashen as evldence for the input hypothesis as is the silent o
period" often noted in children acquiring an L2 Krashen suggests that
given the luxury of the sllent period the L2 child can build up
competence through listening and cor}iprehending, with the result that

g

._..*\.«5 when the child eventually does begin to talk/ (using more than rnere

memorized chunks) his/her errors are very like those of ﬂie Ll acquinng
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R e | SR 4
E .before they have received sufficient comprehensible input to havev :‘ .
acquired the, L2 forms must rely on Ll rules that lead to interference,“ |
errors. . Finally Krashen claims that when pedagogical methods are
vcompared those that focus on communication (eg Total Physical'
.Response) rather than correctness of form (e g traditional methods)‘»:
e tend to produce better results - |
| . Long, (19§3b) in a discussion which ultimately casts doubt on the“ |
’ strong form of the input hypothesis observed that the. success of o -
immersion programs in\ comparison with second language programs in
i public schools is in accord with Krashen’s contention Long also points ‘ '
‘lt“out that an argument very often made for the importance of CS to L1
“‘,acquisition holds equally for FT and L2 without exposure ,‘ to_.jw;.
"comprehensible input no acquisition can . take place ‘While Long |
acknowledges the evidence supportive of the input hypothesis he'v
. suggests that it is not so much modiﬁcations of the linguistic forms in the g
__tnmiLthat are crucial to . language vauisition (e g.. shorter MLU lower
y ’I'I‘R higher lexical frequency of nouns and verbs) as it is the structure of o
‘,.,‘.the interaction between NS and NNS Confirmation checks ‘
comprehension checks clariilcation requests self-'and other repetitions '-f.’ ”
R ';‘.etc. are all more prevalent in NS NNS interactions than in NS NS o |
: ""‘discourse While there is variability in the use of input modiﬁcations co
' themselves (not all studies ﬁnd evidence of the same adjustments. and the':;' S

“ .modiﬂcations that are signiiicant in~ one report may not be in another) all R

inVCStigations which have recorded interactional adjustments have found .
; .at least some of them to be signiilcant The utility of the conversational f‘ ARE
adjustments lies in the fact that asp‘ects of the L2 that are unfamiliar to .




. ol
Y

unfantilia‘r to the'leamer can be introduced in such a way as to make ‘them

‘ comprehensible

Long thus concludes that although modiﬁed input 1is of some beneilt to e

‘.vthe NNS it 1is modiﬂcations to’ the interaction that make input‘

“ 5 comprehensible to the leamer Conversational adjustments by their very -
: "nature are tailored to the requirements of the individual negotiation is -
\ "therefore more likeiy to provide the student with precisely the |

information he needs in order tq understand the message If as’ both -

‘Krashen and Long have argued; comprehensible input promotes-

‘ acquisition (whether through modiﬂed input or through conversational

adjustments) "then the effect Qf interactional adjustments on second

. language acquisition can be tested indirectly (Long 1985) Studies which_‘

~show. that adjustments promote comprehension in. the NNS indicate that . |

]

" acquisition ‘may have been facilitated as well In ‘the following section a ,

number of studies which have measured comprehension in relation to

x modiﬁcations in the input or interaction are reviewed

g .
oo

o '

, _.2 5. 3 L2 Comprehension Studies

\ Chaudron (1983) took an. interesting apprOach in studying the eil'ect of o
input simpliﬁcation on L2 leamers He designed recognition and recalll'v,

v:":eXperiments in which the subjects listened to short lectures on tape c

48

' jﬁi-‘,lncluded in each lecture was one of the following conversational devices [‘».,f_

Tfrepeated nouns versus simple nouns. rhetorical questions if-clauses. andj I

.,_I"synonyms One group oi' L2 subjects was asked to do a rf(cognition task : "‘ ;

':';fﬁwhile a secc.nd group was required to recall items as well as? recognizeu""‘-”" L
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‘ signiﬂcantly better recognized than the simple noun, and was better
recalled than the conditional or ‘the synonym (p 437) |
Cervantes (1983 cited in Kelch 1985 & Chaudron 1985) further
investigated the“ efl"ect of redundancy in a dictation task One group of ‘ |

intermedlate ESL students heard a passage divided into 26 parts

Students were asked to- write what they had heard following each '

segment A second group of students listened to the 'same passage but in

this instance each of the 26 segments was said twice Students in both
groups had 30 seconds to write Results were calculated both tn terms of

L exact transcrlption of morphemes and equivalence of meaning The

subjects in the repetition group scored signiﬂcantly better on. both"

measures than did the subjects who heard the segments only once
Wesehe & Ready (1985) conducted ra study in which they examined

‘ the speech of two instructors (one English and one French) teaching

introductory psychology courses to. NSs and NNSs They concluded that -

the adjustments made by the"'instructors to NNSs resulted in,

comprehensible 1nput as evidenced by the fact that the students

l‘,..’.“.
mastered the content material and were able to interact with the :

i

instruotors In addition students reported that they found the lectures -

interesting and finally other NNSs who viewed videotapes ol' lectures ‘_‘. B

en'f,tg NSs and NNSs found the latter easier to, follow The authors . vy

f'i"_y“"‘suggest that since the L2 language proflciency scores given to the S

',‘ ‘students before and after the course indicated an overall improvement T

"ll;"‘there is indiréct support for the possibility ot‘ a causal relationship (pT S

3}_109) between adjustments and acqulsltion 'I'he adjustment measuresi;\’”,-a-i P

Y

were made on speech rate. type/token ratio (the number of tokens in:,'



- .}_".the psychology course
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o , each word class) verb tense T -units *number of words devo,ted to a given

A )

‘ theme and certatn conversational adjustments such as comprehenston '

{ v. i ,.-"
.

o checks and self—repetitions xWesche & Ready found that the French .

instructor made practically 'no signiﬁcant adjustments for NNSs other
t

Ithan ustng fewer words fI‘he English instructor made some signtficant

’ “adjustments for NNSs such as a. considerably slower Speech rate and the o

‘use . of more, tensed verbs. however there were few slgnificant
“adjustments in the categories studied Wesche & Ready noted substa’ntial
‘dtfferences in the tnstructors . speech patterns ‘when addressing NSs
: '_ "They consequently argue that it is how an individual addresses a NS which

" determines the type and extent of adjustment made when" the

[
o

‘.interlocutor is a NNS.,. rather than "a given set of foreigner talk) '

‘charactenstlcs Ap. 107).

It is not partlcularly surprising that Wesche & Ready found very few

L

- significant adjustments in the instructors speech however as the‘

traditional lecture format does not lend itself to extensive lnteraction —_

" and for some of thetr measures they deliberately chose unlnterrupted

~

L ‘ “'.".speech as their sample There are several other dimculties with this

"wstudy. as well one of which ts the claim for irrdtrect"eVidence that the

R adjustments aided overall language proﬂciency First there was no

‘ control over the amount of exposure students had to L2 outside of class

’.\>

B -'.j",the students improvement) so it ts quite poSsibleathat their language

SN '.:;‘.“‘fproﬁclency may have improved as a result of increased extemal L2

o 5 i-\fcontact including the supplementary language‘lessons that accompanied

. ‘_‘{tlie authors note. ,ln fact that the readings in L2 may have cont:ributed to |
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A second majox‘ problem with the study is that the comprehension s

'

measure — a’ written final exam e was administered in both Ll and L2

Moreover, there was no ,attempt to judge comprehension in light of

t
(

specillc adjustments at any given time ;
]

A third shortcoming of the experiment was the sample size, l"t is
impossible to §ener‘lize on’ the basts of two subjects from ditTerent

language\ backgrounds lndividual dlll“erences clearly exist but these

1

become interesting from a theoretical point of view only if. groups of X

‘ people can be shown to behave m similar\(s\ . ' n "‘ :
o Long (1985) in two much more tightly - cdntrolled experiments also’’

\ k]

investigated the effect of input modifications on comprehension of a

lecture The finst text a lecturette on Mexico designed for NSs. was read

4

LA i Vo Lo
f ) v “ .o ' [ S -

s
t

- .jonto audiotape A second lecturette was then written with the same

(‘

propositional information but a larger number of words less complex ’;-’

syntax and many repetitions and paraphrases the modmed version was

N -

also recbrded at a slower speech rate., Multiple choice questions Were

o .
” v

devised based on the shared content ii‘i both lecturettes as well as ‘a

question which asked the subjects to estimate what. percentage of the

lecture they had understood ‘ ‘, S "ﬁ A

L) ’

-
"

o ";‘,;hheard the modiﬁed lecturette Eaéh group was given an opportuntty to

o v'read the questlons beforehand and equal tirne to respond Not only were

....

‘_. ’were higher :

o :
~.i.x. o'\

RSN N
ST e

‘ In the ﬂrst version of the experiment NNS subjects were placed in t

\

, one of two groups those who heard the NS lecturette and those who

-

1S
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size lnolcated agaln that modifled input was better understood than the

n {

original verston and that percetved comprehenslon of the modified tape
was slgnlﬂcantly higher than in the case of the NS tape.

In the ‘second experlment étudents from two proﬂclency levels were'
placed in each of the condltlons in order to determine whe‘lher Jower |
proﬂclency students would beneftt more from the adjustments than
hlgher level subjects l/bng argues that ‘the’ fact that a. significant

interdction was Dot found is most likely because .the difference ln

proﬂclency levels was' not great\

" Plca, Doughty & Young (1986) compared the effects of modified Input

and.. modlﬂed mteractlon on NNSs' comprehensl'on of instructions, NNSs

A

‘ . “

were seated in front of a magnetic board that depicted an intersection of

e

} three roads. a vehicle, a llttle girl and»'-a ﬂagpole.‘ An array of magnetic
0
: objects was laid out on a tray beside the subjects “Their task was to place

the objects on the board accordlng to the lnstmctlons given by a NS
'Success was measured ln terms of both correct selectton of objects and
: accurate placement ‘on the board Subjects‘were assigned to one of two
groups - those who recelved modlfled lréﬁt and those who had modiﬁed

. lnteractton | ' N ' : -
| \The tnvestlgators ﬁrst obtained baseline NS NS dlrectlons and then
modllled them by reduclng llngutstlc complexity doubling the number of
words per dlrectte‘n and mcreastng redundapcy 13 times by lncluding
| repetitlons of, the dlrectlons The modified mput instructions were then
read to NNS subjects. no lnteractlon was - allowed between NS-NNS
partners in thls case 'In the modiﬁed lnteractlon condttton NSs read the

baseltne dlrectlons to’ thelr NNS partners. but subjects were encouraged

.'l . sJ

w T LR = " - . ‘.
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. Ed RO .



53
to seek ' assistance 1if they had comprehenslon problems : ’l‘he
{nteractionally modmed lnput that resulted was very sllght}y more’
complex llngulsttcally than the NS baseline data. NSs provided thetr
partnersvf‘wgh‘ four times as'many, words per direction. butl the redundancy
measure showed the largest ‘adjustment."as the input in the interaction

) condltlon‘ was 65 times more redundant than the baseline data. t.e.. there
were 65 ttrnes as many 'repetltlons'per direction. \TPlca et al pre'dlcted (a) -
‘that there would be more modtflcatlon of input in the tnteractlonv‘
.condttlon but that the adjustments would be of the same types and (b)
- that NNSs would understand the 1nteracttonally modtfled input
significantly better than preadjusted mput ! Both of thelr hypotheses were
+ supported: there were quantltatlve put - ‘no quamatlve differences in
modtllca'tlon. and ,subjects selected the appropriate objecthsléntﬂcantly
rnore often in the lnteractlon.condttion. Although the mean pl‘a‘cernent
score was higher in.the lnteractton condttion it was not stgnlﬂ(:antly
dtfferent frorn the 'mean ‘score obtatned under the modified tnput‘

‘ condition - The lnvestlgators attrlbute the fallure to find a dtfference to

the responses of one subject but unfortunately there were only llve NNSs

~in the modiﬁed tnput condltton and four in the tnteracttonally modlﬂed' o

"condltton' a repli‘catlon with a larger subject sample would no ‘doubt yteld |
Desptte the ﬂndlng that interactlonally modiﬁed tnput appeared to be -

| m()re beneﬂctal overall Ptca et al. report a negatlve eﬂ'ect of interaction on’

T four of the R") dtrections

€haudron (1982) too. has noted that FT may sometimes have B
deleterious eﬂ'ects onC the L2 leamer He reviewed the types of vocabulary

elaboratlon used by teachers who taught subject matter to L2 learners and

9
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found that in some instances the increased redundancy may actually
w confuse rather than assist the NNS Although there Is some evidence that ‘
| “NSs use simpler vocabulary and syntax when talking with NNSs there is “
also a need, particularly in classroom situations to define or elaborate
, “upon certain 'vocabulary items. - Chaudron classiﬂed ‘several forrns. of

elaboration .t.hat had been used 1n 'addressing L'2‘speal(er's and found that ‘
‘some were misleading tn that they were structurally identical to forms '
ihat had Adifferent meanings He cites lists versus appositives as an
example argulng that the latter generally. involve the use of synonyms
whereas the former provide additional inforrnation However for the L2
leamer itiis very difﬁcult to distinguish ‘one from the otner if s/he is
unfamiliar with any of the vocabulary involved and the value of the two
constructions is then .ost . \"' " o ”
Chaudron'’s p.erspective. that i's.' ;to address a very' specific aspect of FT

-

with reference to its effect-on the language learner., is one-that holds a

N -

greaf deal of promise.
The studies discussed‘ here have shown that for the mbst partr FT"

. promotes communication with_a-l\lNS and, indirectly. second language
acquisition Chaudrons work and that of Pica (1983) and Pica et al.
(1985) indicates though that not all adjustments are necessarily helpful

\ to all" NNSs Pica suggested that the relative transparency of form-
functional relationships interacts with the frequency of forms 1n the 1nput
these factors together then play a role in the acquisition process
Chaudrons ﬁndings glve additional support to Pica’s contention but
clearly the complex nature of the relationship between FT and seoond

language acquisition begs for further research

PR
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2. 6 SUMMARY v
Just as in the. expansion of the data base in theoretical hngutstics and

An LI acquisttion there, has been a trend in L2 acquisition research to go | ’

. from describing linguistlc form to examining fupction and ﬁnally to

_taking a more global approach hy viewing communicatt\'e interactions as‘ . | . ‘-'.

\

‘ structural wholes_ By the same token FI‘ is now seen as an integral part S
' \ l , '
‘of a two way interaction whereas twenty yearsf,gp_tt was viewed as little .

more than a handful of - autonomous simpliﬂcation rules ~We now know -

that NSs make phonological lexical syntactic and discourse adjustments

af least some of the time. and that seVeral factors are able to. trtgger these
‘ modifications NSs also modify conversations with a NNS by taktng
‘ control they initiate most of the topics and through their judtcious use oi”
"-questions they even determine to a great extent what it is that the NNS .

]

wtll say It is the responsibility of the NS’ to monitor the interaction and

.f‘to use appropriate conversational devtces in order to maintain the

communication link with the NNS and o tnsure the’ comﬁrehension of SN

Lo 'the L2 Iearner I ( O ‘ T % ;,' o

comprehension the opportunity for acqutsitton is made available PREE

'. How effective ts }-‘l‘? There is a dtfferent answer for each NS NNS

K interaction l‘n simplest terms. an interaction is effective if NNSs

\ : oo "

' understand a message that they otherwise WOuld not have understood- - ot

Does FT play -a °part in L2 acquisltion? lnsofar as FT promotes

.H

’ However up to this point there is very little direct evidence indicative or . Ce

" 'a linK between FT and acquisitibn._ although Sato (1986).tin -an DR

'investigation of the development of English past time reference in thE' :

.
. . il
* . N s . ‘ oot i ."" ' ,"" BN
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interlanguage of two Vietnamese children has shown that some aspects of :
NS NNS interaction may“‘facilitate theoacquisition of same linguistic
coding devices but not others (p '44), It seems obvious that NS speech “ .
made comprehensible through both negotiation with the leamer and
modillcation of form contributes to language acquisltion Nonetheless ‘
current evidence suggests that FT adjustments may have negative as well
.as. beneflcial eﬂ'ects on comprehension (and indlrectly on acquisition) -
depending on' the . circumstances There 1s a deﬁnite ‘need for
experimentation which tests the FT/acquisltion relationship directly as
~well as for more long term controlled observatlonal studles such as‘

Sato S. Although researqh on the eﬂlcacy of FT. has just begun it already‘ .

promises to be a highly frultful area of investiaation leading eventuall to a
1 / .

o better understanding not . only of the complex interrelationships of

o comprehensionand ;language acquisltiqn, _but of"la‘nguage procésstng itself;

Vool e e . L . h‘. Vo
. W . C
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CHAPTER THREE . |
| ’IHEORE’I‘iCAL BACKGROUND SKETCH |

~

‘ . . ) “".‘ ,"“‘4\,,-.‘\-,-“
As noted in Chapter One, this study was - originally conceived in] o

' response to. some informal observations 3 NS NNS interactions !lt’i

appeared that t}fere was a considerable degree of variation from one NS to

. the next in terms of ability to communicate with a non native individual g

When the literature revealed parallel kinds of variation iri the use of other L )

simplified registers this gave support to the idea that a common
Ny junderlying skill was being accessed in aIl of these'observations | |
Individual differences in maternal speech abound (Lieven 1978,
"-?Corsaro 1979 McDonald & Pein 1982) Quite beyond the ‘evidence’
- :’provided by Ll researchers there is another indication of a range of ability . .
. ln using simpliﬂed registers the speech pathologists recognition of avi
i need to intervene in parent child interactions (Schacter 1979) The fact \
that professionals must provide some mothers of normal children with

,training in communication skills suggests that the differences are

srelatively profound

There is variability too among persons who regularly communicate e

..with the language impaired (Swisher. 1984 Cramblit & Siegel 1977) S

“:Moreover even normal elderly people are addressed very differently‘-' )

- depending on who is speaklng to them and on how they are perceived o

\(Ashburn & Gordbn. 1981) .‘- ‘ 'f. f. o \ -

What is the theoretical iinport of these ﬁndings for variation in the use,‘“ f"

. of simplified registers‘? lt becomes increasi!ngly evident that the o

T :'convenient fiction of an ideal speaker is not a very useful one In fact R

<
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' even 1n formal descriptive linguistics the advantages ‘of dlstinguishing,

]

vbet‘ween competence and performance are less clear than was once’

o o T o [ Lo P oo ' NN .
' ) ¢ “ . , , N v . .~ . . P

a

' widely believed Moreover one of the features that must now be included :

©in a deilnition of a competent NS is the ability to shift frbm a standard-

register to a simpliiied form’ when confronted with a person of limited. :

"linguistic capab’ilittes (Ferguson 1981) It is, probably true that all

' .competent NSs\do make adjustments in either form or interaction or both

when comm\fnicating with a less: proiicient speaker (as the literature

suggests) but these modiﬁcations should be viewed as tendencies rather.

than absolutes If we are to have an accurate picture of real language use it A

. o ——
‘is important to determme the full range of . commuriicative behaviour
e

)

" rather than constr/ cting an idealized amalgam In order to determine'
what is common to ali it is necessary to describe all it has happened'.,

: more than once beiore\ that linguistic behaviours dismissed as aberrant or

4 -

- norr-systematic have later come to be recognized as valuable data that had '

+

- gone unidentiﬁed because of data collection biases which precluded their'

i, ,

'-discovexy (witness for example the large body of research on speech,,“‘.‘.

e errors (Frornkln 1971) and on the matter of language learning strategies : S

[

The central concem of this thesis. then. is to ascertain the nature andj-,_.. L

range of some specific diﬁ”erences in the use of .FT both among"{. S

theqretically interesting groups of speakrrs (naive NSs, native ESL

s teachers. and NNSs) and among individual pers(mahty types Within the~”,"_ D

o NS groups Ferguson (1981) hf.ts claimed that the S +



C use of reglstral variation must be acqulred by chﬂdren tn the ’
, YRR
y sar[?e sense that they must acquire the formal grammati(:al

l

: “-structure of the language(s) in use. (p ll)

" 'y . N
. . W
|‘\ ", o

—

[

| and Shatz and Gelman (1973) have found evidence of regtster adjustment
in very young children But what of the adult leamer? Does skill at
. Ireglster adjustment transfer from one language to. another? If one hasnt

‘ ""fully mastered a second language' can one accurately assess the ‘

[ RS

comprehension level of another indivtdual and modify ones speech -

-

accordingly? Do NNSs rely more heavily than NSs on interactton devices
3
rather than simplified input? Do NNSs rely on accent (at least in part) to
|. judge an interlocutors proficiency and e so do they make more ;f

. ‘adjustments for someone of a dlfferent Ll background than they would for -'u.‘-' R

P N .
v P

a NNS who shared the same language background? 'xf . ':.
: Some of these questions have been addressed tn a study conductecjl by N
Porter (1983) in which NSs advanced NNSs and intermediate NNSs were |

'paired in problm solving tasks Wlth partners fr\om each of the three
| "'.‘.Agroups Porter found that‘ interactio@ devlces such as clariflcation o

| [,Vl‘k'vrequests. confirmation checks comprehension checks and prompts R

kN ‘(utterance completions) were used as frequently by NNSs as NSs._

T _‘ _‘jvﬁnding which suggests that this aspect of communieative competence ls .

S TI‘R T~units. verb tense. etc) was not measured there ts no way of

R as compared with NSs Moreover. all of Porters NNSs had the same Ll a,

"not restricted to Ll Since the relative simplicity of dnput (e g MLU

woen
. "‘"g‘l.gdetermimng the extent to which NNSs are able to mocﬁ'y thelr owri input

a,

B factor that limits the generalizability of her ﬁndings. It ts difficult to know

‘.l
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whether it is a moditication oi' Ertglish that benefits the low proﬁciency ‘

| : ‘NNS’s comprehension or a reliance on Ll cues (related leadcal items Ll .

r t
O

" syntax literal translaticmsof idioms and the like) In the present work

.NNSs will be paired with NSs and low proﬂciency NNSs of a diiTerent Ll 2

L e o Lo

“ 0 inan attempt to eliminate the inﬂuence of a\ common language
| . background on the interaction Comparisons of the subjects speech to
R 'fNSs and NNSs Wili be rnade to ﬁnd out whether NNSs doi indeed alter

o . their input for Iow level speakers and whether their perceptions of what

L L is simpler are comparable to NS perce‘ptions L , ;':-“ i
’I\vo groups of NSs will also be exarnined here naive NSs and native T

Rt

ESL teachers Several researchers (e g Henzl 1973 Gaies 1977) have ‘
‘argued that F’I‘ and ESL teacher talk are separate registers but the value' ‘

i Of maintaining the distinction between tlie two on the basis of speaker )

i ""'z'\identity is not clear Granted there: are very Iew recorded instances oi' an h
ESL teacher using ungrammatical F'I‘ (e g.. Hatch et aL 1978) whereas "
i many researchers have found ‘ungrammatical F'I‘ in NS NNS conversation‘sl ;

:",outside the classroo{m lt is “more likely though as Long (1981a) has

. ot .suggested that the crucial elements in determining grammaticality are :
! , 1 e

unot‘so much related to the occupation of the speaker as’ to such factors as

Y

the setting the*importance ot' the message. and the degree oi spontaneity

in the conversation Previous investigations have not used controlled

- i
i ey

,a:\:‘."'». eompariSons of teachers and other NSs in which the setting and task are




et aL 1986 & Hawkins 1985 are notable exceptions) Long (1981b) has

L.a misunderstanding on the part of the NNS if this is indeed the case, NSs . |

i . . . . . o ) "~
A o . . " \ . E e oy ta v e . W

'n

‘ may willingly relinquish their messages | As a. consequence the

R dialogue is based on successful rather than abortive cases another key jk‘.

. ,feature of this study will be to measure the outcome of the interaction B

P
. -1*
-

, transmission In order to ensure that our understanding of NS*NNS'

> o) SN
along with the input and interaction adjustments a<;trtially made ‘

This thesis will also explore the notion that individual differences in'

s

necessary to elicit FT then the corollary must also hold that NSs are“ e '.

‘linteraction is recorded (Kelch 1985 Chaudron 1982 Long. 1985 Pica

"stated that NSs readtly accept an abrupt change in topic brought about by ‘

| linteraction must be viewed as: a failure from the perspective of message'

.'.FT are related in part to personaltty characteristics lf feedback is o

sensitive to the cues they recelve from their NNS interlocutors "

Presumably there 1s a fairly broad range of sensitivity to NNSs jUSt as

v) .

,&

there is for dialect and stylistic variation arnong NSs ln a prelirninary'f"" |

“,'

investigation three people who have considerable experience teaching .
ESL were asked to rate six ESL teachers with whom they were acquainted«: A '

according to the personallty traits on the Jackson Personality Inventory

(see Chapter 4 for details) Four of the teachers rated were kno" :




each of the raters "was unaware of the cholces made by the‘ others the‘1 ' A
conclusions were unanlmous that the successful low level teachers scored‘
high on all of the following tralts lnnovation tnterpersonal alTect soc/lal": “
partlclpation and tolerance By the same token the raters judged the v‘
advanced teachers to llt the descrtpttons accompanying the traits anxlety M
organtzatlon and value orthodoxy Only on the tralts of breadth of tnterest
and energy level was there any discrepancy among the three raters (one |
| person gave hlgh ratlngs to the low—level teachers on these scales) None o
B of the other tralts was seen as .being unique to one: of the two' sets of L
‘ tnstructors o "‘t ‘, \;' ‘5- o ‘ KA “ |
.\ problem lnherent in this pilot stud‘v ls the fact that the raters all,
shared a slmllar background and perspecttve nevertheless the ratlngs
' were so remarkably allke that further investlgatlon seemed warranted
Thls 1s particularly true given the fact that while personality variables‘;d ‘.
among language learners have recelved rather extensive study (eg W
| i Clement Gardner & Smythe 1977 Gardner 1983) there 1s\apparently .
' ‘. not a stngle lnvestigatlon of the role that such factors mlght play in the-

relatlve effecttveness of ESL teachers, though frequent allustons are made"

to thelr likely relevancu_’: :(Hatch et aL 1978 Long 1980 Snow et al

i e
e

]




" Tless proﬁcient N Ss? (3) What effe

of young chﬂdren acquirtng an L2 In thls study measures of FT. success
' of mteraction and personallty traits wtll all be compared with measures of
nalve NSs and ESL teachers self—assessment of their second langxrage
,‘leaming abtlity (see Appendtx C for questionnatre) _ ‘ ‘

In summary the maln theoretical tssues to be dealt wlth tn thls thesls
are as follows (l) Are there sigmﬂcant mdtvtdual dtfferences fn FT and i
.. 80, can they be‘Ktributed to personahty tratts and/or experience wtth |

: N‘NSs? (2) Do NNS difTer from NSs in the way they communtcate wtth

do F”I‘ adjustments have on‘
communicative s ccess? and ﬂnally (4) Are good P'l‘ speakers also ggod ‘

B

language learners? T :

M‘easurements of adjustments for NNSs will be made on the relauve" o |

1

‘frequency of the conversational devtces studted by Long (1980) on lexical ‘
frequency on rate of speech and on the relattve proportion of three
Ytnformatlon types taskn related major and minor 1nformation (deﬂned in .
"‘v,"C.hapvter 4). “f ! | | .- o ' .

' v A
I ' . . -



THE EXPERIMENTS

4lSUBJECTS e

A total of 72 individuals participated in these experiments 40 of v

‘fnative speakers of English 16 served as subjects 24 as iistener controls |

1

o N - 'Eight high intermediate nonnative speakers (NNSS) served as SUbJCCtS

i«‘

o S NNSs were students‘ in ihe Continuing Education ESL Programme at thef :

.

",Alberta Vocational Centre Edmbnton The NNS partt i n‘_

R ‘ "according to'a number of criteria primarily intended toler{‘

—

had to have been placed in their respective levels at least tWice (class“

placement entails an internally devised written examination and a

\. |

personal interview) (2) their time of arrival in Enghsh speaking Canada

had to be within five years of the study (3) subjects had to be,between 25 ]

oA

years of fonnal education SRR o .

: The NNSs carne from a variety oi' language backgrounds At the low
proi‘iciency level there were 16 Vietnamese 3 Chinese. .2 Chilean 2
Polish and l Roumanian. (total-24) The high" intermediate subjects
were comprised of 4 Vietnamese. 3 Chileans and l Polish (total-8)

was taken to ensure that in c0mmunication exchanges a high intermediate

. while 24 low proﬂciency ESL students served as, the NNS listeners. All“' .

CHAPTER FOUR B L

_whom were native speakers 0{ English and 32 nonnative speakers Of the o

were chosen ‘

high degree of homogeneity of linguistic skills within the g‘roups (1) they' '

and 45 years of age.‘(4) all subjects had to have had a minimum of nine

".' o

| student wa"j always paired with a lo'w level student of a diﬁ’erent language . f'
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The NS subjects fell into two categories 8 ESL teachers and 8 naive.
"NSsi The ESL teachers 'all had a minimam of thireé years teaching
experience and all had recently taught ESL at Alberta Vocational Centre

_ or we‘re currently doing so The naive NSs were individuals Who had not

:,had any extensive contact with NNSs: moremrer giis group was restricted

"o, people who had no teaching experience of any kind and whose

b "_occupations and interests had little to do with language or language arts

q“) , [XE

’The persons in theSe categories were recruited through personal

!
[

'c()ntacts The 24 NS listener controls were all persOnal acquaintances of

the author Thdse who* were paired with the NNSS had no ESL

—— ¢

-experience however. some of the controls paired with other NSs had

i)

been ESL teachers or had a linguistics background All NS subjects spoke ‘

standard Oanadian English and all were between 25 and 45 years oi’ age.

o

| The exper,iments involved three distinct subject group categories the

\\,

ESL teachers (Group l) naive NSs (Group 2) and high intermediate NNSs "

: (Group 3) Each group consisted of 4 rnales and 4 females They were

matched with sar& sex NS controls and with low level NN§S inr

; covunterbalanced~ order that is. half of each subject group was paired° with

' the NNS first while the other half was paired with the NS ﬂrst The

ot

‘ “ subject pairings of the 48 dyads are summarized in Table 4. 1 g

e \
o .

i

'

v I,‘
AL
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.« . .. Teble 4.1,

n L. ) . * . ' L o @ . AN \
B . "~ 'Summary of Subject Pairings '
O Su‘b]ects. [ 11 Listeners _NNS Listeners
H“ X (Speakers) " R b e , ..
. . , \

4> : )
% :u'\lrr '. G[oup L ‘ . /’ i .\l v
" , ESL Teachers o N .
3 3 : . . ' h ) .
R 4Males v " 4 Males ' ; 4 Males . /
. / . * (4 Vietnamese)
. 4 Females | . A Females ' .‘ 4 Females *
‘ 3 Lo le p (3 Vietnamese,
¥ S . ' 1 Chinese)

-

o . “ - *—-\ )
. . )

- . "o

\
|_,‘ o ) . e . °
. Group 2 / SIS -

Nalve NSs ~ { ‘ T IR

S 4Males- .- © 4 Males

‘ T.4Males L -
. ! A (3 Vietnamese,

) : R 1 Roumanian) ..

e g Females . . . 4Females - . 4 Females ** K
e ‘ v A (2 Vietnamese, - " .

o { o ZChmese}

.o Group3 Lo N

. lmermedlata NNSs I }
4Males L aMaws VL. 4Mates -

. (2 Chiléal, Lot LT < (2 Vietnamese, . -
: 2\(ietnamese) . R S , ~1 Chilean, 1Pole)
“4Females - . . ° 4Females. . . 4Fem£|es S0
(1 Chilean:1Pole; -~ . .~ "™ . oL ow T (2 Vietnamese, \
2Voetnamese) T R T Chilean 1 Pole)

[y
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.4.2 TASKS AND MATERIALS .
There were two tasks involved, a Film Description’ task and a Find
. the Diﬂerence task In the first, a six- minute animated film, The Spring

and Fall of Nina Polanskil was used This fllm was chosen because in a

- federally-commissfoned study of films sulitable for ESL, students (Smith,

1982). it had been well. received by several beginner ESL classes, as well

as by intermediate and advanced students, and' almost all students . } '

P

understood the main thrust of the story. A second reason ‘for choosing
this ﬂlm is its unexpected, somewhat startling sequences, such as the
sudden appearance of children (one pops out of the dishwater) and the

change in Nina s physical appearance (her body tums into a number of

PP

houseHold" appliances) All of these scenes can be described witli

vocabulary and structures that are‘withi,n the low level studentsr

vcornprehension abtlities, but the odd quality of the scenes placeg demands

[

on the person tel‘ling the story. simply because s/he cannot rely upon the -

l

student’s life knowledge or upon context to ensure comprehension

There is no speaking in the film, and written language is limited to the

hY

English title credits in English and French, and the words ‘icebox and

schoolbus appear on the objects they represent This film consists of 35

' NORE

_ episodes as determlned by changes in the scene or action The subjects

-~

\

<

interview was also conducted with the listeners to assess the
e

communication success achieved by .the subjects (see Procedure fqr

\,h L , o .
‘ -

LU . . . i e o g
. e ER P ‘ ) , \ .
L " . v

4 Rl
“task was to describe the maln content of the ﬂlm A post experimental o

l‘I'he film was written by Joan Hutton and Louise Roy and ?roduced i‘or the
o

Challe fe for Change by the National Film Board and agcncies the Govcrnment

‘~ ‘1’

li : '.){"_. ‘.._‘A ‘ S . . ',
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details) T ‘" ‘ N
’l‘he second task involved a pair of pictures which althodgh similar to .

one another, dilTered in ten details One set depicted a house garden and K

b

' tree; the .varying elements included whether the door was open or shut

N
the number of people in the window the absence or presence of ﬂowers

"

along the path, curtains versus blinds. etc. Tl}e second set showed a’

-woman talking on the telephone in a living rot{m DilTerences included =

"the number of people in the room, dill'er/ént paintings on the wall a

pencil versus a book on the table. very ditlerent lamps and SO on. The

participants task was to identify these difféﬁces withonut looking at each

.‘others picture ’I\avo sets of pictures were uSed. one with NSs and one

/ o
* with NNSs these were randomly asstgned £’the. same set of pictures/ haa\\

, ‘_JPl was administered to all of the NS s.bjecns‘l i. e . to both the ESL \

e been used twice the subject would pe aware of most of the di erences e

\

the second time around) SR o o S
- Other materials used /in the stud\vere (1) a written quyltionnaire ,

) designed to obtain background informatio 1 on the NSs 7Appendix C) -

and (2) the Jackson Personality lnvento, (JPI) (Jacks 1976) 2 The -

teachers and the’ naive NSs The inventory. Which consists of 320 | ’»

e tm'e/false questions. prOvides for eacl'i subject a standai“dized personality

. {proﬁle encompassing the following ‘traits:: anxiety breadth ol' interest

organization. responsibility risk-taking self esteem social adroitness R

T eape. Cynth)a Fekken of ?ueens University ﬁrst btought this measure to my
o attention as‘one particular . ‘ , “

'complexity -conformity energy level innovation.. interpersonal ai‘fect

‘. "-L . oA - AR R 5 - oo s

A

social participation. tolerance and value orthodoxy. .This personality

~ i A .
N ’\ o, . PO Lo . . L.

TP i " N

- .

y- well suited to this study

Ly ‘..'



) L ;.‘ U . .69

P
§

meaSure was selected because tt ts standardized for use’ on populatlons ol‘

,-

average or above average abtltty (Jackson 1976 p 9) and becauSe of its - v )
e‘rnphasts on tnterpersonal and soctal factors. Regardtng the reltabtltty of

the test Jackson ‘s;ate‘s;_ ‘ o . - L S
o SR o ‘ " e ~|

S . o ’ oo Lt . '
Internal consistency reltabtltty esttmates were obtatned for

two samples of college students for the Jackson Personaltty
‘ Inventory ustng Bentlers coeﬂ'lctent theta In’ the Caltfornta , DR

. sample {n= 82) values ranged from .84 to. 95 wtth a, medtan -

1

- of :93. The Pennsylvanta sarnple (n 307) ytelded a range of S B

.75 to .93 with a median of *.90. (Jackson 1977 p. 613)

A . . .
’ : ' . .
. P "

» ' : e . ' ' ' . Y

The NNS subjects were not admlntstered the JPI because thetr dtverse

cultural backgrounds may have made their responses untnterpretable : G

R, : o ’ ;o ) o
\ v . « M - r , . " o .. s
- . . ! oA ) - . .

4 3 PROCEDURE g

1 \

Each subject (etthex\an ESL teacher naive NS or a htgh tntermedtate - " -

NNS) was, ﬁrst brought to a viewtng room and gtven a, cal‘d wtth the

»

instructlons (Appendix A) The expertmenter: read- the instmottons aloud

" - : (and answered any procedpraL questions t’he subject had The subject was

arlso shown the comprehenston questiohs (Appendtx'B) ’and told that ttf

was hts of her résponSiBtltty to ensure that the USteners would be able to‘ A
.1 . », r.\ ’ P ."l‘:

answer the quesﬂons The ﬁlm wa.s then shown on a 16 milltmete.rl *“

o projector At t.he end of the viewing the subject was §houm the questlons ;_‘ »1

again. then he or she w.as taken to another room where hls or her ﬁrst

partner (either a NNS or a NS control) was watttnga The experlmenter i
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SURRERTS introduced the participants and asked them to: converse with each other .
v o 4 .
,,'?for a few minutes in order to get to know Qne another ’I‘he participants

', " P ,were aware that their conversation was being recorded but they were
o ‘ " asked to make themselves comfortable and to ignore the machine The e

experimenter then left the 'room for at least ﬂve minutes Thev.

“ !

participants were given this time together S0 that the’ subjeCts would have

an opportunity to assess the iinguistic capabiiities of the listeners in order

to be abie to make necessary adjustments IR

D When the experimenter returned she. explained the, Find the
ot ‘f /"

Difference (FTD) task The participants were each given a picture and

b DA | were then told that there were more than six differe,pces between their

! v

respective pictures They were. instructed to identify as many differeqces

EETERN

SSC R as they could verbally that s, without looking at one anothers pictures itt‘

a

“ T »was explained that the pictures couid diifer in. two ways there could be . "

' i
¢ ‘.,‘

an item in: one picture with no corresponding object in the other or two

o,

"‘v"- '\ ‘ A sornewhat different objeéts in the same location The experimenter again

il

e l&[t the room. and returned approximateiy fiVe minutes iater All verbal

exchanges were recorded Some pairs "‘equired additional time to ‘




’

them. Both 'participanté were asked 0 notify the ei'rperirnenter when they |

had finished the tas‘k Upon completion -the’ listeners were interviewed

kS

in order to determine how much of the film explanation they had
understood. They were asked the- comprehension questions the
“appropriate answers to which wou\d provide a summary of the film.
l‘ Students were given ample opportunity to answer, and were encouraged

. to expand where necessary ‘The questions and acceptable answers appear

4 »

in Appendix B. The score on the comprehension questions is referred to-; 4 Py
A RLE

.as the ﬁlm success score In the meantime the subjects were: tal{en to-

T . "~

another room where they met their second ﬁstening partners and the ‘

. whole procedure was therr repeated (the only difference being the use, of
‘,,_the other set oi‘ FTD pictures) Finally once the subjects had met with
"both. a NNS and a NS listener control the/ were asked to an outt the

i background information questionnaire ’I‘hey were then given the option "

3

” of completing the JPI at that time or on their own time within the next

it

fewdays | ; v‘_'..“

]

The last step in the data collECtion procedure was. the transcription

"..\

.Each tape was transcribed in standard orthography. supplemented by
1'broad phonetic transcription in the case of non standard utterances 'rhe e '!

o e
o ,_transcripts were later typed into the Oxford Concordande Program

(Hockey & Marriot 1984)

. s . . R SN o Lo s EE o Sy
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"4.4DATAANALYSES .~ ' ¢
44 1 Personality o I ) [T .
441 lPoll o - S i PP e _' ).

Three linguists with ESL teaching experience were asked to identify

features from the JPI that they thought were typical of specifib ESL

. téachers with whom they were acquainted ‘The evaluators had access to

- 'the trait definitions and descriptions of high ‘and. low scores (see “

;'Appendix D) and they were told that 'only ,traits which tmly characterized
‘:_.the individuals under discussion ‘were of interest The subjects of the :

" evaluations were four teachers known to be very successful with low level
classes and two. who. although considered to be excellent teachers by o

&

' ,their employers. were uncomfortable teachipg low proﬁciency students, R

_‘TThe latter instructorﬁadmittede freely ‘that, they doubted their emcacy in g ‘

o beginner or near beginner *classrbénﬂ&eas -the former instructors

.‘,.4

f'._ﬂ‘:""'.much preferred low level to advanced because they felt rnore effective D
with beginne’r&s These teachers liked to ;see improvement in a relatively E ‘;
'_short period of time and reported that they had a sense of futility with L ‘

r!
mof‘e ,.’acl‘vanced students whoSe progress was not always readily

‘:perCeptible g 4 -
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: speclﬂed one or two other’ tralts for each tndlvldual none of whlch was

common to all
.V, , : oy

4 4 1. 2 Jackson Personallty Inventory

Co

The responses to the 320 true/false questtons of the JPI were scored
L for Groups 1 & 2, and the results were transferred to a pro}lle wlﬂch‘ ‘

o automatically standardized the scores (proﬂles dllTered for males and
o : "

' females) There was considerable range on each of . the traltS‘ however, .

the means all hovered around the- ﬁftleth percenule a fact which suggests

vt

'-that the subpopulation under constderatlon here ls relatlvely normal
S Group 3 subjects were not administered the JPI because thelr dll’ferent

‘”cultural backgrounds might have affected the proﬁles
R o IR

’\'. G ' .’_'“' L L ‘\’. . \. ‘a",. R
. ’ . . .

R 4413Ana1yses S ey

o

R

Each) subjects standardlzed scores on the seven personaltty factors "

idenuﬁed 1n. the poll were entered tnto a cluster analysls program called"“ .

n

Cl\JStan Clustan separates cases “lnto grou "s such that the degree of

. members of dlfferent groups (Wishart 1978 l) The analystsdlvided

' thepsubjects into three grou@s When the/r;xean ﬂfm success score for X '

G . B
¥ <

1 -‘each group was compared agalnst the mean score on each personallty,j."; :
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ratlﬁgs satlsﬂell both crlterla ln that‘ the groups were almost equal (n—-9 &

v\ T

n—7) and the difference between mean success scores was substantial

(24 9%) These were the> grouplngs used as the basts for personality

KR ]' compal‘lsons for the- FI‘Dand ﬁlm tasks (see Figure 4. 1) L o wv?

It was -concelvable that a: personallty trait other"than the ones P

ldentiﬁed m the poll mlght be related to successful‘ communlca’don for

N l!“‘.‘

thls reason PearSOn correlatlons were calt:ulated for all of the tralts and

b

ﬂlm success *Of the posltive features ldentlﬂed ln the poll only SPI‘ was

n si mflcantly correl ted» with suecess (r(l4) 5707 p— 02 two talled)
& T

BRI

v, JINN (r(14)_ 4872 p=056) m (r(14)- 4704 p=066) and ORG
.o r(l4)-‘- 4635 p= 07) dld not reach slgn,lﬁcance NOne ef the remalning

varlables correlated signlﬁcantly wlth success L LN

.
: o T
u i :m e LR “" YRR u,

s
Al

i \ " When. Pearson correlatlons between all the lndlvldual traits were

Cy calculated for the subjects it was found that SPT IAF and ORG are hlghly 5'L .

", X

Tk
Ly correlated SPT and ORG (r(l4)t 6841 04)._ lAF' and ORG

‘.':_ ,( A'
R
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4 4.2 Dependent Varlables o '. ;‘ : : “ ‘

: In the following sections the measures for conversational adjustments
lexical frequency rate. and propoSition information type will be deﬁned :
and the results reported The basic experimental design for each task Is a
repeated measures ANOVA with subject group (teacher naive NS NNS) as‘ \' |
the between factor listenerI(NS NNS) as the within factor and a variety a

of dependent measures Ther design used when measurements on both'

vty
A 1

tasks areQxamined together is a repeated measures ANOVA with listener:'
o and task as the within factors and subject group as the between factor 4
Unless otherwise specified all ts. and r's are‘ two- tailed Subjects will,
sometimes be referred to as. speakers\' and (although this is somewhat of .
a misnorr}er) their partne;‘s will be referred to as Iisteners " !
| The general pattem fonowed in the reporting‘ of the results is 1) a
d'escription of, the rneasures 2) a description of the analyses with regard to .
i) listener and group differences ii) the relation 'of the measures to

communicative success and ili) personality grouping differences ’ A

summary of the major ﬁndings a‘ppears at the end of the chapter
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o © 82.No ﬂower?, R R O N O
. L o : e . .o —— .
5, 2t m r h n 10 hecks: comprehenslon checks are used to check

Lot the comprehension of the §tg‘ er. These are expressed etther 'as a | ,;
e+ . i O . '
' , d’u*}uestlon or\*through the use gf rlstng tntonatlon towards ‘the

S .:. : end, of the: speakers utterance . ST Lo '
R A Eg. 51( I think this 15 1ni the sprmg - o | L
T | Doyou knowwhen thespringis? '. e SRt
«_‘ . 3. Q le_' rgggg;;ign full or partial repetltion of the interlocutors' ,
E ,*s.e utterance (up to three tum taking sequences back3)
A _‘ Eg‘ Sl Ihaveabird . ' ‘ ‘
| s2. Abtrd oka - A
§;lf- gp_gtmon full or partial repetttion of the subjects own. utterance :
o : (up to three turn- taking sequences back) | R .
N '-; Eg : -1 Thisway R o
e s Yeah thisway " S

i
X ot !: A "\

understanding on the part of the listener. N

5 m I

Ldn, 5‘ an.:;"others mcluded epetmons of up to ﬂve turn-t: a%
but this ‘was deemed "unnecessary here, ‘as there were practically §
repetitions more than three:se uences away
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: In addltton the. transcripts were coded for tnstances of TR .'{

'9.‘ ng ap asg this category tncludes physical ax{d/or funetlonal

descrtpttons and‘ synonyms FYTRIEIN . Lo e
P Eg AR ‘ Lo \\‘I .1'(:" S , "v"; . PARR ‘F‘, B~
* n ' ! /‘
Sl And then there sa chtmm:y Sl And a chtx'hney’ Sl It s«fa]l or autumn K
' ' . X . S . “‘ = ,.».\;’” ; ,“ ’ ‘
Y 82 Chtmney ‘ o v SZ Chtmney WL . CUNEATE i
"" /" L S0 o "
\ ' A N e : . .

o / \ 'S1, Made of brick .- Ll Sl~ For the ﬁreplaee o
o o lO \»EH_L.&QQ%,_Q.QI_H.DLQLQE& subjects "ﬁll m ttk blank then the

.i, . ' (] A ‘
Cont tnterlocutor Is struggling to sh an utterance. '{\ S k
o ‘ Sl How many people do you get m your house? a ’ " ‘
s N S KR R LI
U 1Y L Cee e ‘I"lf" A L Coma p
RTINS ;‘ SZ Uh ‘one, uh T Ao Tl
o e g : R SR R ¢
i , . . '\ \‘“ : ' o
- ! o Sl One people one people ‘A""._ L e C
ot ' o “" ‘ 3 : ‘ ' .' JA ' ’ N f » ,' o
12 y mmg_d_ﬂgcangg utterances in which new mformatlon appears at. the
) oA A oy
v . R v“.',!'vf' : ' . -
beginning of a sentence, et P /;.3 ,; ' 'ﬁ‘ ' ‘
N o A o Co
K E.g.. . Sl Arefriglgrator she would look ‘like TR D -." ’
! - e . [ ',’ ‘[' ,:" b o o ‘5

n .' utterances were coded as restructured when there was
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the total gg ber Ql Qrgs and the ,mﬂgm_mt_g ('I'l‘Ri fer each subje t
R L TR N\
. were recorded ’ITR is simply the number of unique lexical items divide [

by the total number of words F lnally the transcripts were given a mm

sGore On the ETD task this score was based on the number of dtlTerences "
@‘ually idenuﬂed by each dyad One full point was given whén the - i

participants recogmzed that an item in one picture had no’ counterpart in "‘,'f..

'_ R the other When sllghtly dill'erent items appeared ln the same location e 9

(e g curtalns Versus blinds) one half point was given for the identillcation AR

of each that ls both items had to be noted in ordér to obtain a fulil point

for the diﬁerence The hlghest score“gchieved by a dyad 8. 5 was taken & '

. ‘ R ’
as the celling and a percenta& score was then calcqlated for each pair on’ « -’-*,‘.,. o

Ve ’ 3 f .o -, ' '- LR .

. this basis ’I‘he score ,for the ﬁlm was based on, the appropriateness of the ? T

listeners responses to the comprehenslon guesttons The success scores

) v,

Tk

.on both tasks were determined by two raterSawltah ldO% interrater

ohy

.p e

: reliability in each’ insténce Lo B L

' . , . . *

’ " . . L} . N . :
. /“l ' i e Dy LA \ P .\‘__,
LR . . 4 . , .,

) 4'4'212An'aiyse‘s t R T N

'

'4.4.2.1.2.1FTDTASK R STRTRRI G
. v (R . A" B '. 1.4 . '*

i Summafy s-tatistlcs l"or the F’ED 'task appear in» Table 42 ‘\,Ealch s

! 5 ‘ i
g measure \will be discussed 1n¢ the seétlons that follow o ,,
N N ' ) ! (it - ' "n’ Rt ' e ."‘,‘ Vo
.. . { L [y Coth ! vy o
A ‘t. y";\‘.: ; ltg" ,' ' » ) ‘ . X :




_»Table 4.2

Summary of Statistlos’f8r FTD Task

Group 1 (n=8)l ‘. . 'NS Listeners’ . NNS Listeners

ESL teachers o ; ' <

Mean success S ' 6.7 ' 59
Mean TTR * 479 345
Mean number of words . . 16786 290 4
Mean number of adjustments 9,125 3525 .

Mean number of adjustments per 100 %ords 5,87 ‘ 124

Group 2 (n=8) .

Nalve NSs . L
Mean success - 71 49
Mean TTR . '.515 384
Mean pumber of words . 2000 293.4 '
Mean pnumber ot adjustments | 7.128 34125

Mean number ot adjustments per 100 words® 3,59 12 45

Group 3 (n=8) :
Ihtermediate NNSs .

Mean success : - " 64 o 5.2

Mean TTR ' 418 295
'Mean nummber of words 2050 3180 '

Meah number ot adjustments : 18,75 490

Mehn number of adjustments per 100 words 10,19 , 16.81

S
K

4.4.2,1.2.1.1 Listener and Group Differences o ‘
s

In a partial replleation of Long (1980) the Wllcoxon matched- palrs
‘ slgned ranks test for related samples (Wlner 1971) was applled to the raw
eoun&adatalfor conve_rsational adjustments. That is. the conversational

y oY

’adjustments for the three S‘ubject groups w'ere comblned: then a
comparison was made of the adjustrnerits made for ‘NS panners Vs, NNS'
partners .As determmed by the Wilcoxon test there were signmcantly

'mOre of thé followmg adlustments in language addressed to the NNS )

llsteners (followmg Long a signmcance level of p<. 005 was used] : yes/no: .

~ ) N
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questions, conﬂrrnatton checks. other-repetttton "WH qu'esttons‘,
paraphrase self- repetltlon and. clartﬂcatlon requests (see Table 4.3).

The Wilcoxon test was then‘gapplled separately to each of the subject'

‘groups (’Pable 4.3). Because ol‘-the-smaller number of subjects/tgsted in

these Wilcoxons (n=8). the stgnmcanc’e level was set at" .05, Group 1

‘(teachers) used stgntﬂcantly mo‘re conflrmatton checks, comprehenstori

checks other- repetttlon WH questtons paraphrase and “clartfication
requests when ad_dresstng NNSs. Group 2 (natve NSs) used slgnlﬂcantly
more yes/no quest‘tons."contlrmatton checks. self-_repetttton. nonverbal
cues and restructuring, Whlle Group 3 (NNSs) had more yes/no questto'ns..

conllrmatlon checks. otherArepetttton\ WH questions, paraph_rase and

‘clarification requests in their speech to NNSs,

i

Increases in these conversatlonal adjustments could reﬂect the overall
tncrease in the number of words used when subjects addressed low level
NNSs For thts reason, a relative measure of adjustments was calculated |

!
the number of adjustments in each case was expressed as a percentage of

. the total number of words used by the subject. Wilcoxon tests based on-

the relattve scores for each subject group and for the three groups
combined were then calculated ‘the results appear tn Table 4.4, When
overall scores are compared for the raw and relative adjustments self-'
repetttlon Is the only measure whose Slgntﬂcance is. changed Group I
scores are not radlcally affected ~ the same adjpstments are signiflcant

wtth the exceptlon of other repetitton All stgntﬁcant raw adjustments ‘

’ made by Group 2 are also stgmflcant .using the relattve measure: however

a conslderably dlfferent pattern emerges for Group 3. Only clari.ﬁcahon'

. requests and utteran‘ce .complettons are _stgnlftcantly more prevalént in.

*

Y
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" speech to NI’\I-S‘ pj’lrlners ‘when ‘.total, nhmbgr of 'v'vofds is taken lr;to
acéomit.‘ L 4 | t - . I
| . le 0 Table 43 - o
Wilcoxon -'{:ores ‘on“ConlvergatlTon Adjilsftﬂents; Raw (:‘o‘;}n(s“' ::‘ N

Adjustment'  Overall (N=24) . Group 1  Group 2  Group @ ' " ~
- B © . . ESL teachers' Nalve NSs ' Int, N'NS‘s ,

R : ' ' l ' . '1“,‘,A v ‘ ‘
. yestho -+ | 35225 . 15724 . ' 2:2014°., . 2.3705'

éonflrmét'loh‘"checjk 419737 . 252087, . 252087 .. 213664
‘ o . R ‘}‘ ) . L , ! ! : \
. comprehenslon ¢

v ! i
’

heck1.5513 20226' 7 ags21 7338

other-repetition |  '3.3927° 1.9604° ¢ 0 17821 ¢ - 21704

or-cholce - [ | 25992 ' 13416 14832 | 13416

CwWH L 34005 22014 17821 20284

|«
. utterance completion 25508° . . 18257 0000 . 13628

paraphrase = = . 3.4320°° . 23664 - 1.6036 . 21974"

self-repetition ~ - 31006 -+ 12780 |  22014" = 19439
imperative. - . 19548 - ' .0000 .. . 13416 1.6036

' A
tr

nopverbal . < 22509 ‘13416  20226° 6000
topic-dlislocation 1.0954 1.3416 \ * 11,0000, 71,0000 -

Cclarification '. . 37893* . 23664” . 1.7821 . = 25205

. X ) ," S .o Ce o I !
restructuring ~ ,2.4483" .8018a .,  2.0226 1.0483
I\ " ’ . H' K ) , o g ’ )
- ***'pL.065, **ps.01, *ps.05 P e
‘ o . o ‘\ . :\ \ » at



O Table ~4.4

Ll
"

,,Wllcoxon Scores on FTD Conversatlon Ad]uﬂems Relatlve

Frequency

"
Adjustment - Overal/ Group 1
ESL teachers

/4 o Z

AN o g
yes/no ' .remnante 8402
confirmation. check  4.1060°*" 2.5205"" .

'

é@mp(ehenslon' check1,4438 , .,  2.0226°
o ‘.r.ul‘ f ! N . ) s

"+ other-repetition 30719"'{ 15403

1

.\

1l

orchoice 22934' 1 13418

o WH . -3 1329“‘ 21974

Vo

, ‘utterance compleﬁon 1 9775' R NPT A

Y|

v"‘paraph‘ra_se L 33752'"\,;}”"',*2‘.366‘4‘5

seli-repetjtion ' . 2 2536 ' o n. 12136

Imperative. | . 12448 L era2

, [T U . . e,

Loy
“

" 6036 fo 18204

Group’2 | kérdup:i

Naive NSs Int, NNSs -

o
Yy !

iz 4

2.1004* . 7001

v L]
' N ‘

25205' 8y 8593

' w

,"nonverbal- PR R 8671 “.";i1f‘34‘1"'6 S

. i L
[ .
- | i

"'.""tOplc—dl\locaHon 10954 o 1.3816 70

jlc!aﬂﬂcatlon |  ;'3'.'7712""‘.,_ "‘_;j”'.'z.sé_‘;s‘i‘“ o

o

Loy v .

‘restructurling: ' 1.7891° :. . -,5345..

LT e pe0s, tps01,7ps05 Lo L LT Ll

1 7821 | . 8452
1 8593 _+1.8204

16903 11,8204
~ R Coe
5394 i 2.0226°

2_2014' Can 9802

§
N

el 3416“‘ ..1;4'606,.' :

\
'2,'0226‘ o S 7303

10000 oo 10000
15213 ;. 2.3664°

"2.‘0226', s 73zee

.'.94”39-';_; 01,6036

ey
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o were tne dependent measures in two separate repeated measures

.

ANOVAs wtth group as the betwet:n factor - and§ listener as the wlthln a
.factor All' three subject groups used slgntﬁcantly more words wlth NNS : “
| partners (FU 21)= 7 85 P=, Oll) There was no group elTect and no egroup |

- . by llstener lnteractlon Slgnlﬂcantly lower ’ITRs were ‘directed, to the :

o
NNS ltsteners (F(l 21)= 44 45* p< OOl) There was a stgnlllcant group

" effect (F(2 21) 4 04 p=. 033)‘ A one way ANOVA (wtth TTR collapsed

across ltsteners) followed by h‘Newman Keuls test tndtcated that Group 3

\ I !

had a stgnmcantly lower TTR than elther Group l or Group 2
(nzzt) =5.0629. p=.016). ’_" S R S

LR

‘4.4.2.1.2.1.2 Total Adjustments o S

l,.,

A repeated measures ANOVA wtth ltsteners as the wlthtﬁ factor was

[

' performed on the total number of relative adjustments (collapsed across',

_ adjustment type) ’I‘here ‘was a slgnlﬂcant llstener‘ dtfference-l‘;:‘w

-~

"(F‘(l 21)= 37 35* p<- OOO) Overall subjec‘ts made more adjustments for ™
A"iw NNSs X<13. 9) than for NSs' (Xaﬁ 55)r ’l'.h’é’re was however, a stgnlﬂcant-‘

dtft'erence among subject groups m terms Qf the extent of adjustments

made (F(2 21) = 7 4 p= 004) When, ,relattve adjustments were collapsed

"across llsteners a Newman—Keuls range t% tndtcated that Group,s

[

(NNSs) used sigmﬁcantly more adjustrnents X=13. 5) than etther Group 1

. ! S
.’-v,(_. , A

Al

*‘“or oroup 2 (X=9.14, x_s 04) e T . d

V . T ; L
B N Co 1
1 L B L , )

The total number of words and type/ token ratio (TI‘R) (see ’l‘able 4 2)

'.;— )
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A repeated measures ANOVA with E@‘D score as the dependent

) measure indicated that the only statistically signiﬂcant difference in

Kl V‘v,

success depended on the ltstener all three subject groups were more ‘

successful when paireé with a NS (F(l 21) 11. 764 p= 003) means t:‘.’“

m | . L\ tor
appear in 'l‘able 4 2 Each of ttﬁ relative adjustments was correlated N

(Pearson) with the success measure for-all subject NNS dyads None of

the l4 conversational adjustments correlated at grfater than r=. 55 and

, none were signlﬁcant for Groups 1, and 2. Moreoveré neither the total

Al

correlated signiﬂcantly ~with success In the GrOup—‘S data claritlcation L

numbel- ws nor the TTR addressed to NNSs were slgniﬂcantly

correlated with -success. There were howe?er three adjustments that

requests (rr- 867: p= 006), other: repetition (r- 867: p=.006) and utterance
completion (r=. 762 p=028) Although there were no , signiﬁcant

correlations of ‘*’lhe comfé‘rsational adjustménts w}th success on the F’I‘D‘
h @

: task overall it was thought that a comparison of each relative adjustment.

- thade to NN§s by the most successful (top 4) and the least successful

(bottom 4) subjects might indicate signiﬁcant contrasts  Howeyer, Mann-
Whitney U tests for independent samples revealed that there were no

diﬂ‘erenc%s in the use of any of the adjustrnents by the two groups

4

’u ' -

4.4.2.1.2.1.4.Personality Diii'erences . doo T

§

in order to asseSs whether there, were any difl'erences in performance o

S
when NS subjects were grouped according to personality characteristics

(see section 44 l for a discussion of the personality groupings) a

repeated measures ANOVA with total relative adjustments as - the.

\n.ﬂ-l-



f} 3 o ' . . .
\ L , ‘ , .

. o 86 *
dependent varlable was carried out The two groups compared 4vere -
comprised of individuals who rated high on both the Interpersonal Aﬂ”ect
and Social Participation scales (high IAF/SPT) and those whose. ratings i
were relatively lower on. the . two, ‘scales (low IAF/SP’I‘) There ere no
group differences and no interactions there was, however a significant

o listener efl'ect (F(l 14)=35. 74 p<.000).. e.: NNSs elicined moré
- conversational adjustments than did their NS counterparts - ‘
| Another repeated measures ANOVA compared high and lqw IAF/SPT
groups on F“I‘D ‘success. - There was ' a significant lis%tener effect
(P(l 14) l6 58 P=. 001) and a signiﬂcant group by ltstene interactton
(Hl 14) 6 437, p= 024) Because of unequal n's ( high. IAF//SPT n-9 low' !

i IAF/SPI“ n= 7) a Scheﬂ'e test was’ applied to the success means " The

E signiﬂcance level ‘was set a( 10 as suggested by Scheffe (1959) to offset

) the conservatism of the test. ' Thelow IAF/ SrP'I‘ group had sign}tlcantly less

Success With the NNS listeners than \with NS listeZ’xers no other.'

s RS

diﬁerences were found (see Table 4, 5) | L ]

]

+ ,“ . )
/4.4.2.1.2.2FILMTASK : / S

The summary stattstics for the ﬁlm task appear in T ole 4.6.

. 4.4.2.1.2.2.1 Listener and’Group Differences o L [T

e'nt‘ rneasures r'nade

the I-'TD task these"

A Wilcoxon test was used to compare the adjus,
for NNS and NS listeners (see Table_4 7) As i
', adjustments Were relative. that is. the number 17f adjustments per 100“!

werds Overall there Were signiilcantly more c0‘f'prehensi°n Che°k5 (z=ﬁ. "
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\ 3 8857 p<. 0(}5) addressed to NNS partners Group 1 (teachers) had

: sigmﬂcantly more of the three measures just cited fiy their speech to

- RS 87

. 'NNSs they a]so had signlﬂcantly more tnstances of tOpic dtslocatton when ‘

' talking to NNSs GrOup 2. used comprehension checks and paraphrase N

siguﬂcantly miore frequently, with NNSs and Group 3 s use of paraphrdse

"'wtth NNSs was signtﬂcant o R '. . "F

- A

! A repeated measures ANOVA mdtcated "that NNS ltsteners é]tctted

stgnlﬂcantly lower ’I'I'Rs (Hl 21)=59. 2(96 p<,001) there were no group

>

q

, dtfferences or group by listener mteractions Another repeated measuxes 'j‘ :

ANOVA showed that a stgniﬂcantly greater number of wOrds was dtrected
to NNSs (F’(l 21)-12 222 p= 002) and again there were no stgmﬁcant

group or group by ltstener difrerences - " .
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. , "‘“ . yl. ,;'I’, ‘\"v ,“ ;‘-l . ! t '-"k '4 v‘ “ y-l I"- ;_b N o R ‘
';'Group 1:(n=8) NS Listeners ' NNS ;.l,lsteq'e“r's D

ESL teachers* " A N

> R R , o \. ' :I.“‘ , '\' I‘ !
Mean success E T AT - - 1< T 64 375‘ '

'\'.

s

(S

MeanTTR Lo REE
. Mean numberofwords < ' ..

UL ‘746 125 "

k 'I‘:‘, s ‘286 ‘.‘ L

' Mean number of adjustments L 6.|875‘ 4925t
Mean numberof ad]ustments per 100 words 155 597 v
Group 2 (n-a) - ,‘ SERON ST o :
Nalve NSs o i AT oY MR ,
Meansuecess L l83 1‘25' 53.375 ;
CMean TTR = 379 |, 305
Mean numberot words' vy ‘ 592 4 7005 ¢
' Mean number of adjustments. - Coheaes L 2aT75
Mean numberof ad;ustmems per100 words 570 R o BTN
Gfou "8 (neb) e EERANEENI RS

. , N ) - t ‘ ,ﬁ‘ n

lntermedlate NNSs SO e

Meah success j‘»,‘ o v, 67,375 -
Mean’TTR R A . (o
. -Mean number ot words” ‘ 415,875
'Mean number ofadjustments .
Mean number 01 ad]ustmems per 100 words

n

2.241'

ot . “
. [ . . ' . ~

1025*,"

Ty
)

e ;, 610.375
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: 4.4.Q.1.2.2.2 Corrgatlons Wlth Success ' B e e

v + .
\ N *

None ‘of the relatlve adjustments to NNSs made by the three groups
' overall ,oorx‘elated at hlgher than = 396 (Pearson) and none correlated 'l

slgnmcantly wlth comprehenslon scores nelther did, number‘ of words or-

.
., w.l Y

v TR o -

’I‘TR\ L L e S
‘4. 4\2 1 22 3Total Adjustments

A repeated measures ANOVA on the total relative adjustment scores

‘ .I rey‘ealed no group effect a slgnillcant llstener effect (F(l 21) 48 93 '
. p— OOO) and a slgnlﬂcant group by listener mteraction (F(2 21) 5 15, _'
p— 015) A Newman Keuls test lndtcated (see Table 4 8) that although ;o

“‘ there was no overall group efl’ect Group 1 (teachers) used slgnlllcantly

\

L more relative adjustments with NNSs than Groups 2 and 3. Groups 2 and, ‘

¢

» '~3 to NNSS had slgnmcantly hlgher relatlve adjustment scores when .
' ' :compared With Groups 1 and 2 to NSs 'I‘here was no slgniﬁcant llstener .

" dmerence tn re‘a“"e adlusmxents for Gr;mp 3.
. ‘4 4 2 l 2 2 4 SuccesS ”I\., :, .‘. ' ;t}.: :-ﬁ"~ . ;, | 5

Al

A repeated measures ANOVA wlth ltsteners as the withln factor

[ ¢

. subject group as the ~between factor and success as the dependent varlable-




Group 3

. Int NNSs
t\

Group 1
ESL teachers
. 1O NS.

X 2820 . 284

n

= S, Graupd)

. Int, NNSs
¢ ‘NS .

Group 1
to NS

Group 3
to NS

Group2

Group 3 B " «','

to NNS .
Group 2 ‘

Vv telNNs.

ps01°ps05

4 4 2 1 2 2 S Personality Differcnces

oNS -

. to NS L e

587

i

| Group2
Nalve NSs
- o NS -

" 3,537

Nalve NSs
10NS

1787

L

Table 4. 8

an Task

oAt

| Group 2
" . Nalve NSs

Group 3
Int, NNSs .
1o NNS

- 3615 3,691

[y

o v
[ . b LA

Group3 -
lm NNSs
to NNS

Greuﬁ2 .
" Nalve NSs
1926 ¢ . 206
1236 1374

K
'

138

IR

U

l Y

10 NNS

. toNNS

- Group2 '~

1.509

Newman-Keuls Comparlson ot Mean Relétlve Ad]ustments

208 .

o ‘ o ~ 1‘.1‘35‘:.“‘

Group1
1o NNS
: ‘6.039‘
© Group 1

ESL teachers
1o NNS -

.. 6.223"

" 5.672°

Cares

A repeated meaSures ANOVA with 1nterpersonal affect/sdcial

o particlpatio

"
\ .

‘ESL teachers | .

‘4436

‘4208

. within fa;etor‘and totaL relative adjustments as the dependent variable

-

o



4.42.0.23 CMWN OF FTD AND FILM TASKS

| e

93

|
{
/
b
| &

a repeated mcasures ANOVA was carried out. There was a significant

ltstener effect (Itk(l 14)= 29.757. p<. 001). a significant’ group difference

+ (F{1.14)=6.321. F: .025) and a stgntﬂcant group by listener interaction

| (F1.14)5.404, p=.036). A Schefle test on the IAF/SPT means for film

success revealed that almough both high and low groups were slgnmeantly

more successful’ Italkmg to NSs than the low IAF/SPT. group talking to
| NNSS there was ho difference between the high [AF/SP'I‘ group talking 1o .

: NNSs and both, groupg patred wtth NSS‘ (see Table 4.9),

1
1 “

\ _ :
4.4.2. 1.2.3. 1 Relatﬂve Adjustments .

’I‘ne mdtvtdual relative adjustments to NNSs were compared across the

-

FTD and film task{s using a thcoxon test 'The FTD task eltetted more

Conversattonal adjustments overall, wlth the number of e'onﬂrm‘atton

¢ .

checks (z~ 4 2) restmcturmgs (r 3.92), elariﬂeation requests (z= 3.98),

l.yes/no questt()ns (z= 4.29) and WH questtons (z~ 4.01) oceurrtng
: stgntﬂeantly morwﬂen (p- 005) than in the mm task. Comprehenslon

checks were the only adjustment that appeared stgmﬁcantly more

frequently ln the mm task (z= 3.54. p< 005)

The ’ITRs for NNSs for the two tasks were compared usmg a t-test for

related s’ampﬁes the TI‘Rs in the ﬁlm were stgntﬂcantly lower than in the |

S F’I‘D‘task (r—2 77; p= 01 1)
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Schefté Comparlson of Means on Fllm Success for ngh and Low

High 1AF/SPT

to NS

X 8633 .

High |AF/SPT
to NS

High 1AF/SET
toNS

High IAF/SPT
to NS

Low IAF/SPT
1o NS

Low IAF/SPT
to NS

High IAF/SPT
to NNS

Vs,

VS,

VS,

VS,

VS,

VS,

 F'=26.22, a=.05, F'=15.66, a=.10

4.4.2.1.2.3.2 Total Adjus

for éach task (by summing écross ‘adjustments).’
adjustment scores were the dependent measure in a 3 way repeated
) measures ANOVA (Group x Task'x Ltstener)._
.more adjx.ié’tmchts on the FTD fasl{ than the film task (vF‘(l‘.le)=‘l77l4.

| p<.00(’)‘)h ‘and signlfiéantly more adjuSUnénts'mﬁdé.to;.NNSs "thari I\\lSs :

' (1.21)=63.25. p<.000).

s

t}mnt Scores

~ “The total ;:clative adjustment scores- were'caléulaied‘ for‘each Subjecl

f
v

]

Table 4 9
IAF/SPT
tow IAF/SPT 'Migh IAF/SPT
to NS to NNS
86,0 69.78
Low IAF/SPT :
to NS E=.0019
Migh IAF/SPT
to NNS E=4.897
" Low IAF/SPT: | ‘
to NNS F=3@.375"
‘Migh JAF/SPT , ,
to NNS F=4.705,
Low IAF/SPT : -
to NNS F=30.25""
Low IAF/SPT o
to NNS F=31.102

Low IAF/SPT .
to NNS

4486

These total relatlve

There were slgniﬂcantly

There was no signiﬁcant group eQ‘éct. The task |

\
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. by listener mteraction Was slgmflcant (F(l 21) 13.3. p< 002) ‘."I’he.

Newman-Keuls test fOr the 1nieracuon (collapsed across groups) mdlcalid‘ '

that more relative adjustments were made for NNSs on the FID task than

\

on the ﬂlm task and more were made for NNSs than NSs on both tasks

(see i‘able 4.10). The grou by task mteracuon was also' signmcant .

(F12.21)=10.1, ‘p< 001) ’I‘here ‘were’ hlgher relative adj\ustment scores forg ,

' Group 3 for the FTD task than any other case. All groups used more

i . adjuslments ln the FI‘D task than any of the. three groups on the mm task

' ‘(see Table 4. 1\1) The other mteractlons WCre not sigmﬂcant

Table' 4.10"

Newman-Keuls ‘Comparison of Proportional Adju$tment Means for
'the FTD and Film Tasks, Collapsed Across' Groups

NS Film. .~ NNS FUm | NS FID - NNS FTD

X, 297 ' 4.45 .. 888 139
NNS Fim. © © ' NS FTD. - . NNS FTD -
'NSFIm .. 137 - . 3z . 10125
~ NNS Fiim | o S 1946 876"
NS FTD- X Y
oo%'01' ‘ ”l. " _‘- » A"“} ' . .lv\ ‘ --
» ! ‘\
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‘ Table 411 B .
Newmaaneuls Comparlson of Means on Proportlonal Ad]ustmems
\ Both Tasks, - Collapsed Across Llsteners ‘ -
: Group3 s Groub‘2 © Group 1 - Grogb2 . " Gropp 1 ‘ Gtodpé
Int NNSs  Natve'NSs . ESL teachers .. Nalve NSs ESL teachers ' Int. NNSs
. an . Flim " Fm ' FD ,  :EID FTD
. BN » o L A \ e ‘ ) !
"X 3227 3614 - | 4284’ . 8044 9137 ' 135
e R U '
< Group 2 -+ Group 1 o Group‘é .Group 1 - Group 3
Film Fllm = FTD FID ~ . FTD
. Grbups 3 ) C Co T Co " '
Film . 423 1155 .  5264° 6.459°" 11,227°°
Group 2° .. oL . -
Film , 732 . 4842° 6036 10.804°"
Group 1 o , . ' | v :
. .Film ‘ - 409" 53047 | v 10.072°°
Group 2 - : . ' : .
. FTD .. S | 1,195 5.963'
Group 1 ' ‘ , : . A
~FTD . C o ) ‘ ' 4.768""

**ps.01, 'QS:;OS
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: indicated that there wa

4.4.2.1.2.3.4 Personality DilTerences i ‘ o .

442 l.éZBBSuccess Y .

. A 3-way repeated measures ANOVA on: success scOres for the two tasks ’

signiilcant listener effect (FU1, 21) .25, 659. p<

OOl) and a signiﬂcant group el'fect (F12. 21) 6.650. p=m06) There were :

no other signiilcant eiTects A Newman -Keuls test (collapsed across task)

-

, showed that the gro’ups suecess ’did not, “differ signiiicantly when’

) L

addressing.-a NS There was no signillcant difference in success for " .
Group 1 w&icther they addressed a NS or a NNS: .?neither was}“ there a
difference for Group 3 whether they addressed a NS or’ a NNS ‘but both |
Groups l' and 2 were signiﬂcant#y mz)re successful when addressing a NS

/’ .

than Gr‘owps 2 and 3 when addressing a NNS There were nrd“signiilcant.
pairwise comparisoris among groups when addresslng NNSs (see Table |
‘a. 12), - D

A 3 way repeated measures ANOVA (Group X Task x Listener) on the

total relative adjustments used in the two tasks by high and low IAF/SPT

) groups showed a signiﬁcant llstener effect (Hl 14) 65.04, p< .000) and a

signiﬁcant task effect (hl 14) 54 69 p< .000); there was no grohp eiTect

and no signiﬁcant -interactions A 3—way repeated measures ANOVA

(Group X Task x;‘Listener) on Success for both tasks comparing high and
low IAF/SP’I‘ groups showed a listener difference (FII 14)= 41 91 p<. 001)
a signiﬁcant group diiTerence (F(l 14)= 5 036, p= 042) and a signiiicant

group by listener interaction (F(l 14) 10 433 p=.006) Because the .

personality groups have unequal ns a ScheiTe test was used to compare -

{

\means (collapsed across task) signil‘icance level was set at 10 The "

rs



5

"'Scheffe test mdicated that" both groups had signmcantly more success
when paired wlth a NS than dld\ the low IAF/SP’I‘ group when palred with‘
a NNS. There was no differc)nce ln performance success between the

_means for NS llsteners and the hlgh IAF/SPT goup talking to NNSs (see ‘

Table 4. 13)

,’/\L v

-

Table 4. 13

Schetté ComparlSon of Success Means Both Tasks for IAF/SPT
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"to NS

% . 86.645
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o e .
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| 4.4, 22 lMevaSt;xjesﬁ;‘,l\f o B t B
. The snpjects utterances in the mm task twere coded m their enttrety

for an- analysis of lexlcal frequency based on the Thomh Lorge (1944)

LA

wOrd count Words were then classmcd as belongmg to one of ,the

followmg categories
« 1,

RN

,\

e i . N

" . . ' ! .
. the SOO most frequent words A ay
the t’t)p 1. OOO most frequent« words B S G " ‘

words occurrmg 100 or more tlmes per million (thls ﬂgure

. mcludes the t0p 1000 words .and. corresponds to Thorndike—

q 5 e

Gy o T

‘Lorges category AA) , A ~ S T e

.M

."'words\occurririg between 50 - 99 times per mmlqn (Thomdlke

1 , o ;

Lorge s category A)

o A ‘ :
'.'5. words occurrlng between 26 49 ttmes per milllon and
.‘6 words occurrmg 0- 25 tlmes per miliion (See Table 4.14)
Co The Oxford Concordance Program provided a record of the total number
: of words o L e e o ‘
. [ o (,‘ A e "
‘ oo RN R J | o .
r?‘lv , - ' ‘ r N g
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Mean Lexlcal FreqUency for Sub]ect Groups c,
to NS and NNS Listeners — Fiih Task ~ =
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‘ Group 1. ‘Group‘2 ‘ . Group 3.
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Separate repeated measures ANOVAs were done with subject group as - “

frequency«:ategories above as the dependent variables Overall the type of

- llstener had a signmeant effect ' The 500 most frequent /uﬂ)rds

(F(l 21)=l4 733 p= 00;) the top 1, 000 most frequent/ words '
(F(l 21) 18 648 p< OOI) words in the 100+/million range “
(F(l 21)42"6 935 p< 001) é&pfds m the  50- 99/million rang@

\
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‘ to NNSs (see Figures 4 2 & 4 3) K .' S

. by a. Newman l{euls test which showed that Group 3 used signiﬁcantly

: i

t

AR

(m 21) 7 053 p= 015) and lelast* frequent werds m ‘the 0- 25/million
range (ﬂl 21)=24. 95 p< OOl) all differed signiflcantly ‘or NS versus NNS

listenerst As might be expected subjects used mo e words in the first K

three categories and fewer WOrds in the latter categories when speaking

v
o ""

5

e ' -~

Several group differences and two group by listener interactions
' emerged from the analyses There was a significant group difference for
the top 500 words (nz 21) 14.545. p< 001) A one—way ANOVA of the U

‘

percentage of words in this category (collapsed for listener} Was followed A

| more of the ‘500 most frequent words (X 72 75) than did either Group 1

(X 66 187) or Group 2 (X= 63 56) The latter groups did not differ-

significantly Arom each other - | j o T | .:‘ -' -
| The repeated measures ANOVA for the 1 OOO most frequent words also' |
' indicated a group diiference (F(2 21) 17.627. p< OOl) (this is not R
v surprising since the top 500 are included ’in this category) Again scoresﬁ“ ' "
were collapsed for: listeners and a Newman Keuls test was done ,It
indicated tha-t Group 3 used signiﬂcantly more words in this category
011-82 25) than either of the other groups (X 77 19 X-74 5) Both a e
signiﬁcant group diiference (F(2 2 1) 18. 976 p< 001) and a significant,"‘,"v‘.?,«\'if
group by listener interaction (F(Z 21) 5 968 p= 009) appeared in the-’v""" ,

ANOVA for words that oCcur 100+/million A Newman Keuls test showed .

iy

that Group 3 made no adjustment for NNSs. in fact they used signiflcantly i

\

more frequent vocabulary with NSs than‘Group 2 did with NNSs Groups/"‘;
1 & 2 did not differ from each other when talking\to a NS or a NNS b

- _ R N
~‘.4«' ST S R
Vo
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groups used signlﬂcantly more words m the 100+/ milllon category wnh

»

NNSs (see 'I‘able 4 15 and Flgure 4. 2)
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Newman Keuls Comparlson of Means L
for Words ln the 100+/MIllloh Category Rt
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toNS /. ~ toNS ° . toNNS., - "tNNS:  ° _toNS .. . to‘NNs,

Wt
~

3

y

to NS . .10 NNS ' to NNS to NS .. 1o NNS.

: N
N~ e .o
»o

Group 2

to NS - 1608 © 5702 ' 8333 106737 10965
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. ! . ‘
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There was a slgnlflcant group difference ln the 50 99/mllllon category "
(ﬂ:’l 21) 8, 467 p= 002) -A Newman Keuls (collapsed aéross listeners) -
lndlcated that Group 3 used slgnmcantly fewer words ln thls range than' |
did the other groups Slmllarly a group dlfferehce emerged ln the 26~‘ o o
49/mllllon category (H2 21) 4, 04 p= 025) Agaln a Newman Keuls test . | e

S was performed ln thls lnstance Group 2'and Group 3 were slgnlflcantly |
dlfferent Group 2 havlng more’ words ln ‘this category, Group l and“.r
Group 3 were not- slgnlflcantly dlfl“erent nelther were Group 1 and Group
2 A group dlfference (F12 21) 6 559 p= 006) and a group by llstener
lnt@ctlon (H2 2l)q5 135 p——- 015) were . found when the least frequent .

: 1.. words Category was examlned A Newman Keuls test (Table 4. 16)

lndlcated that Group 3 dld not adjust the. relattve frequency of words in
thls range for NNSs moreover there was. 'no slgnlflcant dlfference
berween Group 3 to NSs and Groups 1 and 2 to NNSs Bo’th Group l and ’ o

Group 2 used signifcantly fewer low frequency words when addresslng ‘.
NNSs e : RS . |

Ly
. «"n._ ,

4.4.2.2.2.2 Success T

Pearson correlatlon coefflclents were calculated to examlne the‘: )

relatlonshlp between measures of lexical frequency for all subject groups }

! .

and the comprehension success scores of the NNS lls‘lehers None of lhe : o ,‘“:';

overall lexlcal frequency measures was slgniflcantly correlated Withf:, - i
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not correlate stgnlﬂcantly with success, the only exception being the

numl)er of words in the lOO+/mllllon category for Groups 1 and 2

\

combtned (r(l4)= 5623, p=. 026).
o Table 4.16

e Ng'v‘mia_n‘-KeuIs Comparlson of Means for Least Frequent Words

Group 2

Grpups 1 and 3 Group 3 Group 2 ‘G'mup 1
ESL teachers ‘ . : ,
'8 Int. NNSs . Int. NNSs - ‘Nalve NSs ESL teachers Nalve NSs
. to NNSs o to NSs . to NNSs . to NSs to NSs
X g0 . - 6375 7.625 1025 . * 105
' ' Group 3. Group -2 Group 1 Group - 2
to NS to NNS 1o NS . to NS |
Groups 1 and, 3 . - LT
to NNS - 812 2651 - +6.933°° 7.3417
Group 3 O LR ' | | ‘ T
. to NS - 2.039 . | 6.321° 6.729°" .
: , ' Z o
Group 2 ' L ”? ' - . S
to NNS L - 4.282° 469"~
, Py ek :
Group 1 - ; .
to NS ' o o . .408

LN i
k]
Voo

- T'ps.01, 'QS.OS

It was thought that perhaps the extent of le:dcal ad;ustment mlght play L

: ,a greater role in successful c0mmunicatlon than actual lexical frequency )
'y levels For thls reason, the difference between lexical’ frequency to NSs
o and NNSs was correlated with success scores for those frequency ‘

categories that had béen shown to be slgniﬁcantly dlfferent for NNS.

S llsteners ’I‘herfe were no slgnlflcant correlaﬁons for all groups combined
.nor for Group 3 alone or Groups 1 and 2 comblned“' ‘

- N
. v # .
0 L v PR

2
E -

“

PR



'4.4.2.2.2.3 Personality thTerences |

To sce If lexical frequency is related to personaltty the proportton\s of
Words in the 1,000 most frequent class. the 100+/mtllton category and tn
' the least frequent (O 25/million) category were compared for tndtvtduals
A

who rated high on the IAF/SPT scale and those with low IAF/SPT rattngs

One-way ANOVAs with personalltygroup as the main factor and lextcal

‘frequency percentages as the dependent measures indicated no '

- differences between the two groups. T-tests of the adjustments in.

frequency for NNSs versus NSs were also calculated on each of the

measures for both personality groups The high lAF/SPT group used
stgntftcantly more of the top 500 words with NNSs (t(8)=2. 34 p=. 047)
and stgntflcantly fewer of the 1east frequent words (t(8) =2.71, p=. 027)
There were no slgntficant adjustments in the low IAF/SP’T group
4.4.2, 3' RATE
4.4.2, 3 l Measures

Speaktng rate for the film task was calculated for NS subjects (Groups

1 and 2) only, as the rates of NNSs (Group 3) could have been affected by

several uncontrolled factors that have little or nothing to do with the

[
adjustments made for the benefit of NNSs (for example Group 3

members may have had lexical access dtfftculttes that -would have altered

rate). Overali rate was determined by ttmtng the audiotapes with a

‘stopwatch. Because there was considerable variation in the amount of '~

feedback provided by the listeners on the ﬁlm task, all ltstener utterances

were deleted from the’ recorded tlmes except in the few: instances when R

partictpants spoke simultaneously. The times were then dtvided by the

108
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num'ber of words uttered by each sgbjecl 4o obtain a words per second’

measure (see Table 4. 17) ' ' . _‘ 3 Y

N

'

Three 50- syllable samples of sﬁ’eech were also chosen from the

begmnlng mlddle and end of each harrallve These were'measured

!

twice once with pauses (although listener feedback was removed) and a |

second tlme with all pauses removed. These measuremems made it.

posslble to determlne whether slower rates were assoclated wlth a change‘
| m speaklng rate or with a change 1n the amount of pause tlme .

o : . Y
S , . K ‘,

Table 4. 17

Rete of Speech to NSs and NNSs in Words/Second — Fllm Task
(ngher Rates are Underllned)

"

A

’

Subjects ' o R Listeners
Group 1 ' — NS - NNS
'ESL. Teachers ' '- ‘ v .
‘ b4
;o1 ;o , o 272 231
2 . 260 237
3 b .. 225 24 :
‘4 S 2.43 2.64, - co
5 1240 221 o
‘ 6 ‘257 2.06 ‘
R A ' ' 317 2.89
- 8. ‘ . 3.06 '2.07 .
. *Group 2 - S T ,
. . Nalve NSs > - . SN v
9 A R 74 1.34 .
10 . - W 7 153" '
"o R S 214 -
12 -0 o 268 h 274 )
13 o .. 288. - 152 .
T1an .. 236 . 245 .
* 15 o ; oo . o332 . 287 L
16 X . ‘270" 28 . .7
v
\ .

109 .
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: ‘l.‘4 4. 2 3 2 1 Listener and Group DtITerences

11

A repeated measures ANOVA with group (teachers and natve, NSs) as

the hetween factor and listeners as the within term showed no group

2

‘”dtfferences ln overall rate and no group by listener lnteraction although

there was a stgntﬂcant ltstener etTect (F(l 14)=7.305, p= 017) Across :

tSUbJCClS there was a decrease in rate to NNSs desptte the fact that six of

d

the stxteen subjects did - not slow down at all, Subjects were then divided

tnto a suecessfut group (more than 50% on the ltsteners comprehenston ‘

‘-scores) and an unSuccessful group (50% ‘or’ less on the ltsteners

[y

!

.successful and unsuccessful groups 1ndtcated that there was a stgnmcant

'ltstener; dttTerence (Hl 14)= 12 74. p= 003) and a stgntﬂcant group by
ltstener tnteractton (F(l 14) 10 536. p=006) A Newman Keuls test
: showed that the unsuccessful group used a stgntﬂcantly slower rate with
‘ NNSS‘ There was no rate change in" the successful group as thetr rates to

| NSs and NNSs were both signtﬂcantly ffaster than the unsuccess‘ful group’s,

' rate to NNSs (see Table 4 18) Lo i L b

ot

iy \

[

‘comprehenston scores) A repeated measures ANOVA comparlng .
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[

-«

) correlated atﬁl4)- 48 p=062 K ‘-"‘ o L ‘
4.4.2.3.2.3 Personallty B - , A '{'w‘ I .-

—  Table a1 .

'Neyvnlman-‘Keuls Comparlson ‘of Means for Rate In Words/Second
Co Succe sful & Unsuccessful : :

ol' rate adjustment that Is, the degree of change for each subject was

A repeated measures ANOVA for rate with hlgh and 1ow ratecL IAF/SPT

tndtviduals as the betvl'een subjects factor and listener as the withln

‘ subjects factor indicated that there was a signlllcant listener dil‘ference '

1.

(ﬂl 14) ll 62 p= 004) and 2 stgnlﬁcant group by l}stener tnteractton '

(F(l 14) 5 ll p= 04) Because the ns for the personality groups are

. i ’ R
.Unsuecosstul, . Su"ccebshll v Suc’tesslul‘ o Unsuccesstul ‘
.'to NNS S { NNS -, to NS -0 't to NS
E e, [} . . N : v\ . . v : 1
R 2001 : 2525 2553 - . 2579 .
- . Successtul ) R Successtul N Unsuccesstul' -
. Uto NNS U M0 NS .. ' to NNS
. u'hsucc‘essfuu' eg62 ' . 6485t 6794
to NNS R R L o
Successlul S .. 324 - A, 635
Successtul . . ., T X -
CtoNs )
....9501 Lo : o R
vy : . C . "y . X o ‘ v :
4.4.2.3.2.2 Success o N 5 o ‘, - :‘ s SRR R
NNS llsteners success scores and the subjects 'rate of speech were.
correlated at r(14) 37 P: 158 A corrélatlon of success wtth the extent ”

v

Y
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uneven the SchelTe test was used to compare meah rates Bch high and“ o

low IAF/SPT groups had signmcantly faster rates when talking to NSs."

(X 2 611 and 2 507, respectlvely) thap t_he low IAF/SPT groups rate

-

when addressmg NNSs X= 1 959) ’I‘he rate. used by the high IAF/SPT K

group to the NNSs (X 2 5) did not dlfTer slgmﬂcantly from the other rates

(see ’I‘able419) e e ‘ f L 3 ‘ ;
R PR Table 419 : o

Scheffé Test on Rales of Personallty Groups to NS and NNS

P

. Hign 'AF’éP-f -*"'-5'“' AF/SPT . High iAF,/$P.T Low IAFISPT
1o NS . NS ... ‘to NNS o ‘o,‘NNSy‘—w L
i .o , T . ) -v(‘_' . . » ‘ \@

X211 vt 2807 L . - 25 .. 0 “Ta9sg

High IAF/SPT < vs.  Low IAF/SPT R
oNS ., foNS E=56797 . v

, » } L } U RO

High IAF/SPT " vs! .\"'H'gh IAE/SET -

NS+ = . . b NNS ;;[ . EeB469 T o7
r ! ’ ..‘ l * " ; .;: v e L " SRR '

High IAF/SPT " vs. . - LowlAF/SPT r N R
NS .0 . L JONNS L ER223227 0 70 o

b

Low IAF/SPT  vs. . ngh IAF/SPT T S T
TONS T RNS T Ee0026T Lt
LowIAF/SPT Lovss ...LowlAF/SPT R L LA L

to NS BT to NNS R E=1576° ', <7 0 v

) \
6 ‘ w

ngh IAF/SPT vl @ > Low |AF/SPT

to NNS T o NNS "¢ 'E=15.369 . . ¢ o & o
ST ! e [ Ve ) g S ' t R )
) o E wteo N . s - . i - .
" . e T e L ' - ! . IART ¢
F=1566,0=10<, 0 Lo
[ L S e A R
» : : . ¢ . 4 R :
i i ¢ . M P
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4.4.2.3.2.4 Characteristics of Rate Change : B ‘.‘

r

In order to determine whether it was speed of talking that is affected

l

_by having a NNS listener or the amount of pause time. a companson was o

made‘ of the three sample rates addressed to both sets of listeners with

' pauses removed There was no signit‘tcant diﬁ'erence based& on paired t-

tests comparisons between the rates to NSs and NNSs by diis meaSure

"“sample 1, t(15) 15 sample 2 t(151-1 99 sample 3 t(15)— 164 i

" rather made greater use of pause time when talking to NNSs f .’

' other wordsi Subjects did not articulate signiﬁcantly more slowly Qut

"y

[

’I'he relative consistency of rate was tested by compa the measures

A

takcn at the begirming middle and end of each narrative 'I‘wo repeated

»measures ANOVAs on rate addressed to. NNSs both with and without

n

pausest indicated that subjects were COnsistent over time there were no

signiﬁcant difTerences found R
4424 lnformation ’Iype ) I’ :i - I - PR -
4424 1. Measures R :_ L SR LT
'1‘wo individuals coded each. ﬁlm transcript i‘or the NS subjects (Qroup
l and 2) ,for proposition type v’l‘he deﬁnition of proposition was adopted

fmm Tornlin a semantic unit consisting of a predicate plus its arguments

counted as reaiizing a pmposition if and only if it is realized by a full clause L :

or by a partial clause for which missing arguments are. readily recoverable

(1984 p 122) Each proposition was subsequently coded for one of three

3 ‘informa,tion types a) task-related that is an. utterance that contained

’i~,

information that was crucial i'or ansWering the comprehension questions “

S :
i PR K . A . R i,i- ~‘.

¢

I

o _about which a truth value can be obtained t.\[A]n utterance in the text 3 was
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i and any repetitions or directly supporting propositions b) major events

vl'l

that is information that is not directly questioned in the cdmprehension

test. but which outlines an event fn the film and which serves to carry the )

~ KK

story along and c) minor inforrnation this category included background

detail not\directly related Eo a speciflc event in, the film and also irrelevant 7

t

propositions related either to performanee of the task €. g “lm going to

’ w " . 1
' A "y

tell you about a movie l saw . or to some other topic e. g “Do you like

i -

Washing dishes?

S
lnterrater agreement on the assignment of

propositions ‘to all of the appropriate categories was 96%

PR " 1 . - N
. . ' i T L, e ' L "' .‘ .
o ; - . N »
. . e . W .
ol e e ! ’ o v - Figann a? i
a : o i c A '

4 4-2 4 2 Analysea TR G e

. e

4 4 2. 4. 2, I Group and Listener Differences »

I

related major and minor —_ was calculated for each of the NS subjects

talking to both NS and NNS listeners (see Table 4, 20) Separate repeated *

ot . -

measures ANOVAs with each of the three information types as dependent

B variables revealed that Group 1 (teache ) uSed signiflcantly more "task-

ess, of listener (F(l 14)- 5 074

related information than Group 2. re‘ .

p- 041) Both major and minor information types were significantly

M

The percentage of propositions in each of the three categories - task-"; ;

different depending on listener (m 14)- 5. 63, p= 032 and (m 14) .4.75, o

p- 047 respectively). however there were no group dlffererices NNSs :

\

listeners (It should be ,pointed out that there is a trade oil' effect - sinceb-_f' x

x

elicited less. major information and more minor inforrnation than did NSV K

there are only three information types a. percentage change in one ®

necessarily affects one Or both of the others) P

7] L . D .
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C Table L

v o Means for Task Related Ma]or and Mlnor lnlormatlon

o : V.

Task-Related " Major S Mlnor :

NS NNS Ns\,ﬂ‘NNs”‘ NS NNS.
. ESL 'teachers , 28.37 .\ 2657 ,:35.45° ' 29:64 3634~ 43.76
Nalve NSs - 217 ' 2319 3467 2575 - 4a¥a1 5109
Successful . 2586 . 2619 3126 . 3155 " 4p.35. = 4225
'Unsuccesstul 2421 . 2357 . 38.36 .- 23.84  3Y2 = 526
. High AF/SPT . 2598 2654 329 2826 = 409 - 4517
Low IAF/SPT' 2383 . 2274 378 , 2696 3832% 503

3

'

N
"

4.4.2.4.2.2 Success, AR

/ v ’
When the comprehension scores were correlated (Pearson) with ‘the

,proportions of inl‘(kﬂation type only task related information was, .
signiﬂcant (r(14)* 4971, p= 05) though minor information just missed.
A reaéhing signiﬂcance (1114)- -.487 1, p= 056) When minor information ‘

was* subdivided into background detail and irrelevant information (see

| »section~ 4 4 2. 4 1) it was found that background detail correlated'

negatively with success (r(14)-- 5315 p=. 034) There were no. signiﬂcant .

."l‘
N

s "'Acorrelations ol' NS comprehension scores with inforrnation types S ‘

The Subjects were again regrouped into successful and unsuccessful S

"categories Repeated measures ANOVAs with successful and unsuccessful'.w.‘

.groups as the between l‘actor listener as the within factor and information'l.:‘ |
rtype as the dependent variables were then carried out There were no‘l .
n v.‘.f}'significant eﬂ'ects connected to task-related information however both‘ -

'“i*._'major and minor information showed listener effects (F(l 14) 8 821 B




b

e R

‘\.

’ p— Ol and (F(l 14) 7 297 p= 017 respectively) and group by listener

lnteracttons (F(l 14) 8 319 p=012 and (F(l 14) 7. 489, p= 016

respecttvely) A Newman Keuls test on the major mforrnatlon means

[

Showed that successful subjects dtd not dtffer in ‘the amount of major

‘.

1nformation they used when talldng to etther a NS or an NNS (X 31.76.

versus X 31 55). howeVer unsuccessful subjeets used stgntﬂcantly less

. major lnformatlon with NNSS (X =38. 36 versus X=23. 84) (see Table. 4. 21)

! ," T, ' ' , ' ]

' Co T'ab1e421 ) , o

.

Newman Keuls Comparison of Ma]or InformatIOn Means
for ngh and Low Success Groups

' N ' N , f . X f N . L .
' Low Success _ High Success - High Succéss . . Low Success :
to NNS . t0: NNS to NS . ‘ . to NS,
. ' s B rk “ " . . . .
R 23837 o355 . 31762 . 38.362
“ High Success -  High Success . Low Success
. to NNS .to N§ = g to NS
Low Succe‘ss‘ IR
L toNNS 311 . -3.194 . 55
| High Success" | o oo :
to NNS.. .0 .. o8s . . 275
“High Suecess - - o
to NS ' Coe T T e 268

A

_ A Newman Keuls test on the amount of minor informatlon revcaied
that the unsuccessful group used stgniﬁcantly more with NNSs (52 6%)

than with NSs (37 2%) (see Table 4 22) In other words the low suecéss

“ TR . \ ¢ . .
Lo . A ' IS 1



grOUp makes an adjustment that has a negative effect on the

comprehension of the NNS Lo - L ' . A - S .
. . < ‘ } . a . ' . 1' |: Lo ’ - : .
T Table 422 e
."\ B . ‘l“ ' ' }\’ I ) ’ ’ ) . “.
EURELN Newman Keuls Comparlson of Mlnor lnformatlon Means R

AR L or 3uccessful and, Unsuccessful Groups

“a . B . . .
'o o !

N
[ ' ‘

LQw"Succ‘essf" : ngh St)ccess ngh Success . Low Succe'ss“” Co

to’'NS ' 7 ito NNS o, o NS 10.NNS

T GH- 7 S 4225 L 4235 o 526 o

4,77 U0 High Success .. High -Snccéss 3 Low. Success e

o " to.NNS . . "to NS . . to NS~

. Yo e Sy v AT * ot vt } Vo

'Low Success -~ . . Y e coowe
" "”‘ l“'fO NS_‘ 178 s - - 1.82 A Cot o ,5."4‘4'2‘..”_ ,

CUHIgh Success ot T e T e

o NNS . bt e m035 e T *3.657

i T e, B o Lo e, ' ) . . o
High Success _~ " " . . . R R

.
' ' : N N f « . . . .
N D R yor \ N i . N N
10 NS ' TN . T < 1-7- RO R
Lot . : . . - -, i VI . O . )
Lot . A [T Lt . A T . \ . oo . ,
L . ' ; SR . Lo o - N . LI ' ' A ' E 1 [ v,
N B ! P A V X . ‘ [ ) . N S
. T A f B [ e 4 R e L . B ' ‘

-*e N ‘ ' ‘ ‘N-l ! ‘ +
- ps.01. { ‘ " , —
o e——T Tk K . PR T N I I C '
N b - Wt - ' ! 4 ; ) G0N e,
To,investlgate whether the two types df minor tnformaiion wene used
L P ' o \ ~ s ' . . . |

dlfferently by successful and unsuqcessful <subjects 'separate repeated

\ .\ “ R \

\measnres ANQVAs were\ done orr backgrm.(nd detall and trrelevant

"infOrmation T‘\There wei‘c no differences between suécessful and

NNy

lunstzccessful gr'm,tps in*the amcmnt of u'i'eleyant inforn)ation addre3sed to

Iisteners When haquround detaﬂ was examined for the two success _
. ’; A ‘ ?'

e /“" i

' ,‘ p= 034) When alI four means were compared in a Newman-Keuis test no,

L hae ,“ .. ¥
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low and highr success groups talking to NNSs were compared in an :
. A .

‘ independent ttest there was a, signillcant difference (t(l4) 2 94

p= dl 1) sut:cessful subjects used signiilcantly less background detail when

’

o addressing NNSs than did unsuccessful subjects

' " ‘I" .l’ >“"- ‘v‘\“ , ’t ," ’ "\ S ’ “"‘ “"_“)"
4434Personality DiiTerences '. R ) Y

J ' ' i

When subjects were divided into high and low IAF/SPT groups

W

regeated measures ANOVAs on the three information types indicated

IR

| signiﬁcant listener diiTerences for both major and minor information that
is NNSs elicited less major information (F(l 14) 6 47 p= 023) ‘and

' eliCited more minor detail tF{l 14) 5. 78 p- 031) I ;ﬁ e

f ' " .
sl . ‘”.: ‘1' | Voot ! : ¢ ‘ o , . N
oo . P Loy . ' S ' .
rod ' N \ o ‘ Lo . o " ' [ w
: ’ N ' ' L l‘ i : .
}

4 4 2. 5 Sell" Perception and Previous Language Leaa':‘ng Experience -

4.4.2.5.1,Measures > Y '\" S e RNATN
' i ‘ s o S

L oy )
A questionnaire (Appendix C) completed ay all teachers and haive NSs

provided information ‘on the subjects. own experiences with second

) language acquisi‘tion as well as their perceptions ol‘ their language
' Ao

learning skill The subjects were asked to recall the adjustments they had “'

‘ ‘/‘r—'

made (or thought they had made) .'when talking with their NNS partners

speciﬁd problems they had encountered while doing the tasks and what
“‘T':'.?y', they perceived to he most diﬂicult when speaking to low proﬂciency ﬂ
‘ o The subjects rated themselves as poori fair averalge good or very good

in terms of their oWn L2 ﬂuencyg comprehension grammar and

vocabulary They used the same rating scale to denote their overall
. o e ST s 25y e on ,.'.,‘,‘ ‘.J);’-j,“' ) 4,\ R
anguage learning skill A R v;‘ B R (RN

Al Voo RSN FER ‘i R S
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' The sixteen subjects who ranged ,in age from 26 to 45 (X-

"

Portuguese "Eight individuals reported that they had learned their second S

langhage through instructitm only two said that they had picked up their .

g 1“;‘ second language without benefit of instruction and six people leamed .

\

Lt through both~ means Five subjects claimed to have actively SOught}

woh .¢|
SR

. '_ activities in,. their L2 (movies plays etc) eight reported that they

pursued additional exposure to L2, only once m a xwhﬂe and three said{:"’

4!‘

: '7' they never searched out L2 ‘tivities Eight subjects indicated that theyn""",‘e;‘:‘
Vo o began acquiring their second ianguage between the ages ot' 1,2 a:nd 18 six "
; started between 7 and 11\ years~ of age one* began as, an adult and one,y‘,

SRR ) )

i began between 1 ahd 6 years of age o The mean age at which the subjects .

u,

1o . il A

EETIRNEEA reported having reached their curremt proﬁcien(xy levels was 20 7 yearsv‘ [
) (range = 14 to 33 years) When subjects were grouped‘ igto categories SADIEEY
o "3 © based on a) how they leamed their L2 b) whether they pursued L2

) acttvities and c) age of acquisition no discemible pattems for teachers ‘?_’ﬂ

' "‘ o . ' i ‘ T b
‘ . no,nteachers IAF/SPT grOups or success groups emerged R 11 Coo e
PR j‘_\“‘ Allﬂsubjects reported that they had made adjustments in their speech-; K

: ' and 12 individual& speciﬁcally mentioned that the “f‘.had used lsimpler 5,
’ vocabulary with the NNSs. J Eight people reported "that'? they had
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one person reported that she was less redundant wlth the NNS than Wiﬂl o

the NS ”l\wo persons recall;d uslng gestures wlth the NNSsA and one g

person sald lhat hls language to the NNS was more factual less

conceptual , o

Generally speaklng the subjects had an accurate perceptlon of the ' =~

degree of dlfflculty they encountered when talklng wlth thelr NNS

s

partners None of the slx pcrsons who sald that communlcatlng wlth a.

NNS was dlmcult achieved higher than 50% success on the ﬂlm task Of

4"

L the’ 1en people who reponcd no dlmculty on the ﬂlm task only two. had ‘ RO
\ scoreslof 50% dr less :. R 3 ',' B g L

tq B
RN

. i Nlne‘subjects Were unablo to ldentlfy any specmc problems they had m S :

i

communicating wlth NNSs however ‘those. ho responded sald that

' ConVCan Symbollo abstract lnfommtl n was extremely a@”ll' SRR “"‘”';" O
4“42 53S€1f-Rat1ngs | l. RS ..
Subjects x‘atings o( thelr proftclency in. L2 were COn;rerled 1o a\flvc» T
\ X polnt scale ln whlch l:poor and 5-—very good Self—ratlngs on each of the K g
" four $k1115 i.c grammar vocabulary comprehension and .luenCy were
: hlghly lntereorre.lated (see ’l‘al‘)leh 4. 23) The subjects ratmgs or their ':

overall language learnlng ablllty dld not correlate as strongly ln fact only

o

;f gramrnar correlated slgniflcantly\ wlth general ablllty (see Table 4 23) o

1

A comparlson of ﬁlm task succ\/ss and the subjects self-ratlngs was e

0

. made on the assumption that good ycornrnunlcatl(.'m skllls rrught underlle f"

both measures None of the correlatlons was slgnlﬂcant

W 't o
. : f
‘ . | - ' L
" * .
T, . . N
I " i .
N ’ L] A .
: P R4 LR N { -
V . . LS
R . A A
A . y - -
r N ‘w R .;' ¢
o Wy \ . - ~
+ .
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CoL , ~ Table 4.23

Correlations of Second Language Skllis for NS Subjects ~

Y . . 'Fluency v Vocabulary Comprehenslon  Overall
TH ‘ s T Abliity
" Grammar | [=7534 - =7299 .' ¢ [=.7308 [-5067
: ' o . R<.001 R=.002- .. = R=.002 R=.046 . . ;‘ Al
Fluency - L. =726, 0 =769  [=4804
_— f p=.002 ' . . 'p<001 " .° 'p=06
[ | . e [ s N . ;
: . ot L R v
. Vocabulary. ; R [=8422 o [=.3504
' ovpe001 . p=184
¢ Cqm‘p‘rehensltoh - ' ; - B q‘ . “[-—,n.4160 .

'p=.108 '
: ¢ e o . ' T e I L
v Co ¢ RO
Teacher -and- naive NS sell rauings of ﬂuency «comprehenslbn

[

grammar vocabulary and overall language learnlng abillty were compared
with t-tests for lndependent means . Theére were no slgnmcanl A

dlfferences’betweemthe two groups, T-test cé}nt&sons were also. made - ~ o
- of the hlgh and low IAF/SP’I‘/groups self—ratlngs Herc agaln there were
‘no slgnlﬂcant dllTerezrées _between groups B

To deter(rnlne whether there was a relatlonshlp< between ov‘erall

language ablllty ratlngs and the JPI personallty traifs, Pearson correlations
\&'ere calculated ‘none of which were stgmﬁcant no'r exceeded 42
- lnterestlngly enough an aggregate scorg determlned for each subject (1. e
| the mean for each of the tndividual sklll ratings) dld not correlate hig;hly
with the subjects self-rattngs of their c?verall skdil (r(14)- 4936 p= 052)
Nor did the aggregate score correlate wlth the JPI perSonaltty factors Or ".'

,Iv

success on the ﬁlm task
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4.5 SUMMARY A S | S |

"In'surnmary' the prtnctpal questions which this work sought to
‘address were a) are. there stgnlﬂcant individual differences in FT
adjustments and tf SO.. can they be attributed to personality tratts and/or

fexpertence with NNSs b) do NNSs differ from NSs in commumcattng
with less proﬂctent persons c) what effect do vartous FT adjustments
have ori success in communtcatton and d) are successful FT speakers also
good language leamers . | ’

In answer to ‘the ‘ft'rst 'questton.' it appears that in lerms of
communtcattve success ESL teachers were' not significantly better than
natve NSs. There were, however differences between the two groups in
the t‘yf)e of“conversattonat adjustments they-favoured\(on both tasks). the
number of conversational adjustments made on the fiim task, ’and tn the
percentage of propostttons that were task-related in the film narrattve ‘
When subjects were grouped accordtng 1o personality type ‘rather than
experience with NNSs . there were, significant differences in

‘communicative success on both tasks. Fulrth'ermore. there were

. differences in lexical frequency and rate between the two personality

'

types.
In answer to the second question NNSs (at' least at the htgh |
" intermediate level) did not Tollow the FT pattern. for NSs. Altﬁough they
used significantly mcre conversational adjustments on ‘.the FTD task with .
the NNSs (as dtd the ‘other groups), they ntade extensive ‘use of
conversattonal adjustments with their NS partners as well. NNS subjegts -
did not diﬂ'er from naive NSs tn the number of conversatlonal adjustments'

used in the film task: however they had more dtmculty communtcatlng

.
9
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;
'

their message than did elther NS group It appears that NNSS made no

’ adJustments in lextcal frequency unltke NS subjects

i

. The thlrd questlon eoncernlng the effect of FI‘ ad}ustmen\ts on

success has only partlally been'answered. Counted globally.

‘ conversatlonal adjustments did not correlate wlth success on elther task:

‘nonetheless. these adjustments may have a crltleal lmpact on»'

'communtcatlve success ln speclfle exchanges. A ﬂner grained analysls

g

: may thus provtde more mstght lnto thelr eommunleathe value Only one .

‘words’ in the 100+/mllllon category NS- NNS dyads) Agaln further,'

' .consequences R R

v

-

good language- learners.

‘ analyses may shed ltght ori the contrlbutlon of lexlcal frequency to

comprehenslblllty lt was shown that slowed speech rate did not beneﬂt\

K

artlculatlon pause length and an upper boundary for speech rate ls called .

-

f When the relatlon of informatton type to communleattve success was"

) explored it was found that an increase’ in bac}(ground def'all and a

‘

' 1 1

'
’

Ftnally no relatjor\shlp was found between sueeessful FT speakers and.

con

T,
communlcatlve success, ln thls study however further reSeareh on slowed

‘concomltant decrease in major lnformatlon to NNSs had negattve‘

( .

123

. measure of lexlcal frequenqy correlated wlth suecess (the pereentage of:‘ -

/
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CHAPTER FIVE-
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION%

N 51 INTRODUCTION

'effect of a subset of FI‘ adjustments on the comprehenston of low level
NNSs and b) the relative tmportance of tndtvtdual dlﬂ“erences among NSs.

to successful communicatton with L2 leamers Unttl very recently mos(

' of the researoh on FI‘ has been of a purely descrtpttve nature that ts

there has been a concentratton on the deltneatton of FT charactertsttcs

[N al

T wtthout regard to thetr relattve efrect on the NNS It has generally been

\

' \NSS comprehenstbtltty (see® Hatch 1983a for an extensive lts”t\ oE_‘

adjustments and their presumed benéflts) No rnatter how tntutttvely .

\ —

} 'fplaustble the clatms for the eﬂ'icacy of F’I‘ may seem, it ts necessary to )

- explore the potenttal beneﬂts through expertmentatton because as

'

‘.,.(: o Chatidron (19821 has shown some ad_]ustments may have adverse efTects

T TUss

i

. anoth r\and whether systematlcally dtfferent FT* promes for groups of

f'immediate success Are there deﬁnable speech traits htch cotncide

The- two issues that are. the prtmary focus of thts thests are (a) the

\

assumed that speech adjustments are beneficial In the promotton of the .

lso importaht to determlne how FT varies from one speaker to

. indjvid als can be tdentlﬂed‘ ‘A, with every form of comrnuntcatton somc R

.
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ln the following sections these issues will be addressed in relation to °

the ﬂndings presented in Chapter 4 - “ !
I ey, . . S : L

oo, B2 CONVERSAT]ONAL ADJUSTMENTS |
S 5.2.1 Comparisons with Long(1980) B
Direct comparisons of some ot‘ the conversational adjustments

\

‘ examined here can be made between Longs (1980) ﬁndings and those for" *“‘
b i‘ the FTD task n- this study Longs data revealed that NSs made:’."
| : ;' stgnificantly more use of conﬁrmation checks self repetition and"
g \ clariﬂcation requests when addressing NNSs than when addressing other .
‘ NSs .The raw count data from the present study confirmed that for all“»

e subjects all three of the adjustment types nOted were more prevalent in :

tr

Ce NS NNS than in NS -NS conversations HOWever when relative score data
. Lo are considered self~repe‘tition is no longer Significant at the 005 level
L o Furthermore other repetition is significantly more frequent in the NS—

NNS interaction under study here whereas Long found no statistically
Lo . RE
. signiﬂcant evidence of this adjustment Paraphrase a measure not

' exarnined by Long was also found signit'icantly rnore often in NS NNS
«".," g . L P ‘ .o '. AN ..
SRR conversatiorxs in: thisstu;iy e J : A

‘;'\, r

‘ e ”.,'f" Longs proporttqnal measures of questiOns differed. from the relative

v e N ' W I -
S T 3 '

score measures .made here in that he examined questions (yes/no
. ;";. L &

intonation' tag and WH) in relation to statements and imperatives and
T i found signiﬂcantly more questions overall on the FTD task t‘or NS—NNS

than fox’ NS NS dyads but when the individual ﬁquestion types were' .

~No

)

analyzed there Were no signiﬁcant differences in terms of relative :

s distribution on the task (When Long combtned the results for all ot” his

PRARR
¥



six tasks he found that WH questions \;vere rtlatively more I‘requent inv

NS NNS dyads than in NS- NS pairs but that the distribution of the other'
. Al [ | '
| question types was more or less constant regardless of listener) In the'

present study, both relative score-measures of yes/no questions (auxiliary ’

mver‘ted‘ and intonation combined) and WH questions were signiﬂcantly

more frequent in NS-NNS exchanges S R |

’I'he differences between Longs data and the present ﬂndings may be L
partially accounted for by the’ diiTerence in subjeft selection First in -

, Longs exvperiment the individuals who addressed the NNSs were not the ‘ :

same people who met with the NS controls whereas random individual

variation ‘was eliminated to an extent in the present study by using each ‘

i
t

b subject as his/ her own control. ' o | g

-

A second possible explanation for the disparities in the two studies has :
) to do with the subjects past experience in talking with NNSs Long notes‘ ‘
that his NS subjects were matched according to the number of years of :
prior FT experience (p 69) though we are fot told what proportions of "

Lo the NS sample had extensivea limited or almost no previous experience in '

dealing with NNSs A comparison of the ESL teachers and naive NSs in, o o

this experiment reveals several differences in their choice of["

tw

conversational adjustments (although there was no dit'ference between :'.5.'. '

groups in the total number of adjustments made) If Long’s subjects did

nof fall into comparable categories the distribution of adjustments would"_ : “

A

[

L be expected to diifer as: well

Finaily it might be assumed that the inclusion of the NNS subject - g ,

group in this task had an efi'ect on the overalI Tesults. When the raw‘.'-‘ .

counts dre examined Group 3 appears to contribute to three categaries

Y . . 3



(yes/ no; other repetition and WH) that are significant in this study but not
in Long s ’I'he inﬂuence of thi§ NNS group diminishes however when .
relative measures are made yet th;se same categories are still signiticant

-at the 005 level This fact an the extensive ‘use of . conversatlonal

adjustments made by Group 3 to NSs. leads to the conclusion that the

incorporation of the NNS data into the overall- analysis could not have |
o resulted in a spurious increase in overall adjustments -
What is clear from both studies despite the differences dlscussed

above is the appreciable increase in negotiation when a NNS is the-

’

"~ " addressee.

522Task DilTerences R . "\'

Long (1980) has argued that interactive tasks encourage ‘the

: negotiation of the cdmprehensible input essential to second language‘

)
Lo

acquisition and that so- called one- way tasks in which information is not

ot

exchanged but rather delivered are not characterized by negotiation ‘In

'

his vicarious narrative task (in which each member of the dyad was to tell-
the other about his/her i'&vourite movie) Long found no statistically;".
@, .

'significant evidence of F’I‘ The iilm task in this study was somewhat‘?",ﬂ-‘

‘ different in that although only the speakers had control of the ’

v 0 ‘,X ‘, R information. it was incumbent upon the listeners to understand the story*r
in order to answer the comprehension questions Presumably this added

component oi' the essentially one-Way task accounts i’or the signiﬂcantj o

\

NS—NNS encounters. particularly in the workplace Although informationf o

8,
b

increase in comprehe‘nsion ehecks self repetitions and paraphrase when o

the listener was a NNS In sorne respects this task is similar to many real".'_nl‘
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flows in one direction in job related instructions for example both
ﬂparticipants recognize the' importance ‘of comprehension on the NNSs
part It seems: to be the case, then as Gass & Varonis (1985b) have\
observed that - some one way tasks are less one way than others that is.
-“the amount ‘of information exchange required by a’ given task is a
continuous rather than'a dichotomous‘ variable” (p. 159). The degree to

n

which a task is interactive Is not necessarily reﬂected accurately by an
¢ .
' examination of the conversational adjustments made by the NS In a pilot

‘version of the lllm task for example, it was noted that one teacher did ot
ruse.a single comprehension ‘check.” But there was no need as the NNS

responded to everything that the teacher said with coxé'ﬂrmation checks

. When the numb\er of listener feedback turns on the film task was

.‘vexami,ned‘ (comparing NN{S, listeners to NS controls). ‘it was found that the -
average»increase was over 980% iwi'th a'ran‘ge from -'93% to 3259%!l '
Clearly the NSs were in part responsible fqr this increase,. but the tasks

" comprel?i\ension question component obviously prompted many of the ,

i NNSs to initiate the negotiation of comprehensible input on their own. ‘It

. .,should be noted however tl:at the foregoing is not intended as a claim } | .l.
.' ‘that’ the ﬁlm task is interactive as it serves to limit interaction by its very“ ‘

nature. on the other hand it has been suggested that intrinsically non--.""""v

interactive tasks can be manipulated to encourage communicative”‘

[N

'..exchange . )

The ﬁnding that for all three subject groups combined there were nol’_" o L

S 'significgnt correlations of success on either ta.sk with the total globalj

' .amount of conversational adjustment is not altogether surprising given'j -

,i,‘

. A
o, Voo : O ST o L RN PR S
" ' s L oo, . N . . L e b .o .
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e PR . ' : 5 et . .
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»

functions He points out that the'y‘ are sqmetimes ‘used to avoid

- communication problems (strategies) to malqe repairs when’ there haS'

',".been a communicatlon failure (tactics) or some combination pf the two

Simply determining the relative frequency of adjustments does not reveal |
whether a given adjustment is appropriate or that it has actually served its..
intended purpose Hawkins (1985) has illustrated how the NS's |
"perception of the NNS's comprehension is often Inaccurate To assess
_'the relative value of individual conversational adjustments a ﬂne grained‘ .v
evaluative analysis is required perhaps using Hawkins post interview','
Vtechnique in which both participants listen to a. tape recording (or
'altematively view a videotape) of. theh‘ exchange and comment on what/‘*‘ﬁ

they understood or perceived at each stage of the intel:action

s
pYR

Conversational adjustments may well be a necessary but not sufficient

» aspect of NS NNS speech the adjustments improve cornmunication if. an
A

only if the speaker can' 1) identify at which points they are needed, 2)

o make the appropriate adjustment called for and 3) ensure that the NNS

. ;'has understood To illustrate. one subject made several comprehension

. -checks in the ﬁlm task but didnt wait for the NNS s response to any of

! Y .
: them - and three other subjects never checked comprehension at all on Lo

".'-'the conceptually most dimcult parts of the ﬁlm It appears that in some '

'instances. at least conversational adjustments are a t and miss matter

If: ";depending on the accuracy oi' the speakers perceptions of the NNSs

: ":',[_‘.l' .

needs. o
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A

’I‘he ‘most striking diiTerence between the subject groups in this study

“ was the large,x[iumber of adjustments made by NNSS to. NSs in the FTD‘
| task This ﬂnding suggests that at least in a two way task NNSs are
' I:inﬂuenced not only by the relative linguistic sophistication of the listener :

_but by their perce;Ition of their own language proilciency ‘In contrast o

,Porter (1983) collapsed . three adjustments (c0nfirmation checks

24

clariilcation reques(its and comprehension checks) with three appeal 1o

authority (Tarone. 1980) communication strategies to obtain a measure '

» ‘of repair. She compared the interactiOns of NSs advanced NNSs and

. make about one- third more repairs than learners in discussion with‘

.

Group 3 appeared to use. more paraphrase with NNSs\ there was no} .

intermediate NNSs in problem~s$ving tasks ﬂ)y pairing each subject with

t

- a person from each proﬁciency 1evel) and " found no differences among’

speakers in their use. of repair although native speakers were observed to

learners Al but approkimately 15% of the repairs were in: theg- :

conversational adjustment categories) In the film task here. although }'

RIN

signiﬁcant‘ difference in the total adjustments made for NS and NNS’ “

listeners. in fact Group 3 did not differ in this respect from naive NSs

These seemingly conﬂicting ﬁndings fpr NNS adjustnien@are mostﬁ Lo
likely a. reﬂection of task differences Oi' the three task types (problem-
' " T, '

' solving P’I‘D ﬂlm) FI‘D requires the most precision in self-expression. it

E is also the most rest.ricted in terms oi“ lexical choice Furthermore. as a:‘ y

“13,-‘which requires two people to arrive at a consensus.‘ entails some*',"

W

‘o .:true two-way task it is the most interactive of the three Problem-solving SRR,

negotiation (although it 1s pOSSibie ror 0>'l€ person to dorninate) but thefef"f s
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Is no rtght answer and therefore troublesome 1anguage areas can be
avoided The ﬂlrn task also offers relattve freedom ltngutstically and Js the

least tnteracttve of the tasks These two. factors then = degree of

-

L ltngutsttc constralnt and dggree of mteractton - rnay account for the

:Avarfable behavtor in NNSs use of conversational adjustments

. In all three groups there was an tncrease in total ad,lustments made for

‘ NNS ltsteners on the F’I‘D task however on the’ ﬁlm task the teachers

’When the conversational adjustments of ESL teachers. naive N‘Ss and ‘

fNNSs were examtned separately for the F’I‘D task it became apparent that

the groups were not relying on the same adjustments Although both

Groups 1 and 2 made relatively heavier use of 5 of the 14 measures only

Lone of . these conﬁrmation checks, . was common to both groups ’I’he
teaghers favoured comprehenston checks, WH questtons clariﬁcation
| requests and paraphrase whtle natve NSs showed a preference for yes/no

»questions self—repetition non-verbal cues and restructuring Group 3

KR
<

; 1t

Although ncme of the adjustments made by Groups 1 and 2 was dtrectly

. :correlated with success. it is conceivable that the dlﬂ‘erential use of these ,

s k«,»,

. .'"features ha"s an 1rnpact on’ second language acqutsition It mayQ be as

- (‘

impOrtant to produce L2 in a comprehenslble manner as it is to

[

. 1985) Notice that four of the ﬁve adjustments used extensively by the ESL N
vff,f',.teachers namely conftrmatton checks comprehension checks WH

questions and clariﬁcatton requests. - requirc feedback from the NNS

/,. .‘: B . [N ROV

-

o

'~made stgntftcantly more adfustrnents for NNSs than did the other groups L

| ""understand tt if a leamer is to achieve relatively high proﬁctency (Swain | S



Lo s
while only two confirmation checks and yes/no questtons‘ encourage |
respo\nses in the Group 2 dyads Moreover WH questtons tend to elicit’
longer more complicated answers than do yes/no questions Although :

I‘"the teacher NNS patrs did not perform slgnificantly better overall on’ the o
FTD task it does seem to be the ca&\t/hit Group 1 was attempttng to;v C
'draw the NNSs into the interaCtion to a. greater degree than Group 2 was o

This was deﬁnitely the case on the ftlm task, where the teachers eltcited

S ) more than 2 1/2 times the amount, of NNS feedback that Group 2 did ‘

J N

The role of comprehensible input as a prtncipal factor in L2 acquisition is,

.\\

'clear ‘but eviden‘ce of comprehension success need not be the only .
lndicator of useful éorﬁmunicative experiences Here .again., what is called
for'is a detailed analysis of conversational adjustments with ret‘erence to

r

" the amount and form of resultant NNS output

53LEXICALFREQUENCY . R

It has long been taken for granted that a basic characteristic of FI‘ is

i

- the increased Us. of high- frequency vocabuiary ttems but it was nqt untii L

‘ ‘"Longs study (1980) that thls notion was tested in a systematic way Long' . |

: "compared the mean lexical frequency of nouns and verbs sampled from ‘ -

g.the spontaneous conversation vicarious narrative and final discussion‘_ '

‘v-l'tasks wit_h the Dahl (1979) COYPUS Of Spoken English which ts based on‘ R

K ,15 sessions between 15 patients and 14 psychoanalysts Long found nog‘ ‘

2 - :signiﬁcant adjustments in the frequency of nouns and verbs used in NS-‘_‘;

,/-\

.'“iNNS interactions He also examined type/token ratios ('I'I'R) for the'_ T

: _;i_.lspontaneous conversations and vicarious narrative tasks and althoughv., RS A

’I'I‘Rs to NNSs werel lower the differences were not significant He"'f@' S
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. . Ithem (spontaneously) reportted that‘ }hey were aware of uslng sﬁﬁpler T

[j ,_ words wlth thelr NNS partners

‘ count 1s old' and ts based on a variet«y ol‘ written texts rather than on:

spoken« language - lt was chosen because ol' lts sheer stze and its’

: Engllsh (Wepman & Lozar 1973) and the Thomdlke & Lorge count tt i

- was found that over 89% of the Spoken Engllsh @orpus was classmed by

o hlgh degree of conscious control over thls aspect of P’I as. fully 75% of »

e 1The We pran L & Lozar coi‘pus was not used n thls study because,
i ',.f.ewer than 4dO words } ] ‘

133

'attrlbutes the failure to ﬂnd adjustments m ‘both T'I?R and lexlcal“u,'f,.

.,frequency ln part to. the llmlted samplmg of the tranScrlpts In the

<present study every lexlcal ltem m the ﬂlm transcrlpts Was coded

[l

accor(llng to the Thorndike & Lorge (1944) word count thouch the

RS ‘~
‘

A,

/ |

o categortzatton of words tnto several frequency classes ln a comparlson ‘of .

/.

‘. another count of the most l'requently occurrlng words in adult spoken ‘

R 4.“'7vv

| Thorndike & Lorge aS OCCumng at least. 100 or more times per mllllon

words of text (thelr category AA) 1 Thts ﬂndlng suggests that desplte S

.~certaln.obvlous ﬂaws (e. gs lack of ‘morphologlcal lnformatlon)

A‘-l.

’I‘homdike & Lorge cOunt adequately repreSents word frequency and m :

m ; i ,

fany case any rrﬂscategorlzatlons are held constant for all sulpjects '

’I'he prlnclpal ﬁnding overall ls that NNSs eltclt stgnlﬁcamg{ more

’frequent lexlcal ltems than do NSs lt appears that the NS subjects had a . k

n .‘,-.

‘.
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Even more worthy of note though ts the lack of :«{djustment on the ﬁart of

the Group 3 subjects The use of high frequency vocabulary by Groups‘ 1

A.(
A

and: 2 to NSS is also notable as ts the fact that the adjustments made for R
NNSs are relattvely small albett extremely conststent Group 3 on the pm
other hand made no adjustment but employed htgh frequency lextcal

ttems wtth all llsteners regardless of language status Thts suggests that

KN

etther thetrv qwn lmgutsuc resources were ltmtted and/or that ‘they’ strnply co
preferred to rely on the more common wOrds tn tasks~ such as these
perhaps as'a an overt cémmuntcauon strategy L h,\‘q";‘ B |

) D
. AN i ,
NP fogy N .

Notwtthstandtng the intutttve beneﬂt of reltanCe on the most common :

o words /as a ,means of enhanclng NS NNS communtcatton the use Qf only ’ ;‘

one of the lexlcal frequency categortes examtned (IOO*/multon) was

~~~~

- correlated with comprehenston' success One explanatton for the lack of

-~
i : oy )
i

strong relattonshtps between lexical frequency ancL success ts the
“& remarkable unlformlty of tl;te NSs performanqe leavtng llttle room for

A '.», .
| K \

Y effecttve vartatlon' The efgect of relattve lexlcal frequency oq learner :

M

*t\

N comprehenslon would ddubtless pe better determtned through

Slgnlﬁcantly mwer""'rrRs Were -,éirected to NNSs‘ on. both tasks a ﬂndtng |

LN

St

'e:;: whiéh su%gests corzstderable redundancy at t:he lexicalaevel sGroup‘3 had
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lnterpreted "as additional evidence of thelr reltance_ on a limited .

vocabulary e v ‘
A task dtfference emerged wheretn the ’l'l’Rs for the film transcrtpts
'were lower than those for the FTD. ’l‘hts result may be accounted for by

the dlsttncttve demands of the tasks The very. nature of F’I'D dtctates the

'use of a vanety of spectﬂc lexical items, and ‘once a partlcular dtﬂ“erence

o

between the plctures has been tdenttfted there ts no need to return to it

-again. Furthermore in several tnstances subjects did not use full

i

sentencg:s ln response to a-NNS utterance €. g No mouse An my picture.,

,although there were fewer cases of elllptlcal utterances addressed to

K

NNSs than NSs. The film task, on the other hand not only places fewer

" restrictions on lextcal choice, but is necessartly 4onger and-requtres more

v

'complete information, in the absence of visual su'pport Several subjects

" essenttally repeated the entire story two or three, Umes to the NNSs and '

o thts further reduced the TTR. R Lo R

v

Nearly all subjects used more words on both tasks when talking with

K NNSs There were no group dlfferences on this measure a ﬁndlng which
dllTers from Porter (1983) who found that NNSs eltctted more lnput from

NSs than l'rom other NNSs It ls possible that task differences are the

.cause of thls dlsparlty Porters problem solving tasks requlred the

L e L
| subjects to arrlve at soluttons by‘ depending largely oni their own

resourcds Whereas the FTD and ﬁlm tasks provlded the content ‘af the

resultant output thus parually controlling for topié, avotdancer ~

L A
’ - A v’ €
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5.4 R/;TE

A common perceptton of FT is that it is characterlzed by a slow rate of
~ speech. In fact, all of the NS subjects ln this study reported that they'
spoke more slowly when talking to NNSS. and six mentloned “careful
pronunciation” as a concomitant aspect of FT. One person stated that"ﬁshe'v
employed longer pauses, while another recalled using fewer contracttons
thh the NNS partner o |

Many benefits have beéen attrlbuted to a slower rate. including
increased processlng tlme.‘, clearer boundary markers. clearer
pronunciation (sometimes to the point of ustng citation forms for Mormally -
reduced articles and other functors) and so on. Anyone who has been ‘cast |
into a foreign language environment after a short period in the classroom
is ’llkely to complain that 'NSs} “tallg too" fast™; in fact. one of the first -
survival English phrases.oﬂen taught to, L2 leamer's s the. request, "Please
speak more slo'wly," o | | ‘l

leen}thls widely-held -perception that slow‘rate’enhances NNS

comprehenslon lt is not surprtslng that several studies ('H‘enzl 1975;

Steyaert 1978 and Dahl 1981) found evldenee that both language

teachers and nalve NSs speak more slowly to NNSs than to NSs. Heml

-

examined the speech rate (words/mlnute) of teachers of Czech Engllsh ‘.‘

- and German each of whom told two storiés to NSs advanced learners and o

beglnnlng leamers ’I'he general trend was to slow down for all NNSs. but'_-- -

: the speech addressed to beglnners was even slower than that to advanced '.
SI.UantS . A ' | | . | : s

: Steyaerts study Was simllar in that she had slx ESL teachers relate two.' B
lstorles to NNSs (lnterrnedlate level) and to NSs She found a slgnlﬁcantly 2

N SN
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iower rate to NNSs in one of the stories but the dttTerenees were not as\

pronounced in the other (in fact, two of the subjects actually spoke faster

'
o

~ totheNNSs) e - .

, Dahls study compared ESL teachers and naive NSs giving instructions
to NNSs and NSs Subjects hearq thetr intended addressees reading a
ot {

' passage on tape but had no actual contact with them. Despite the lack of

f

L interaction all of her subjects spoke more slowly when their instructions

were directed to beginner NNSs When Dahl played ‘the tapes to. NNSS' ‘
Ay -
and asked them to assess the instructions for comprehensibility she K

f0und no correlation of speech rate and ease of understanding

\
Bl

Nonetheless when the NNS listeners reported that a given message was

diiTicult to understand they usualiy complained that it was delivered at
too fast a rate. Actually those messages ‘were no faster than the ones that o
\ Tes . [ NI

/

.. were judged as'being easy to, understand Lo oo S , ,

interestingly enough Arthur et al\ (1980) found no- significant

/

adjustment in rate (words/mtnute) when they contrasted the speech of ¥
3 120 airline ticket agents t’o NSs and NNSsr We are not told the XA

prot‘iciency levei of” the NNSs (who USed a scrtpt identical to that of the
‘ I e
‘ NSS) but their speech was independently rated as being more accented s

less grarnmaticaily correct and Iess ﬂuent than that of the NSs Arthur ett ) R

! al offer no eﬁplanation for their ﬁnding but rnerely report that their

result is Surprising since it runs counter to the common wisdom

’

A

v:irtually all the native speak.ers we questioned thOught that theyr spoker

A..‘

. -more slowly when addressing ngnnative speakers (p 1 19) . boooen

o When Wesche & Ready\ (1985) compared the lectures of tWO\.,.'

1.
psychology professors (one a«native English Speaker the other a native o

A N0 Ol ,'. - o " . B KN ' A R -
¢ g . I . ) + . N N . N N 0y -
. . PR AL . . . . N ’ . ;
o . . X RTINS . . N F‘, .o . ( cy e e L
. . - e o o " N Tl . .

4 -
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- French speal('er) to NSs 'and L2 learners" they fouhd that ‘the E"‘nglish-u ‘
‘I

speaking lecturer used a’ signil‘icantly slower rate (words/minute) with
| ‘NNSs although At was not constant over time The. authors also note that

the lecturer tended to introduce topics at a reduced rate but that his rate

Vincreased as he went along " The French speaker did not use a.

r nA » ‘ ' v ) EL A

. ?signillcantly slower rate with NNSs. A

o

The first study designed to assess the specil'lc effect of rate on NNS

3y ,

"comprehension through’ experimental manipulation is . that of Kelch
.(1985) It a follow up of Longs (1985) investigation ol the combined

. effects ‘of slow rate simpliﬂed syntax and rephrasing and repetitions

; Kelch isolated rate and typical Fl‘ manipulations such as . synonymy

‘."versions of a passage on volcan.ic eruptions were recorded on tape. the
,ﬁrst of which was not modilled in any way ln,.the second condition the
‘ same paSSage was read at a. rate one 'third sloWer than the NS version

',\.The third passage was not altered i'or rate but It was modiile,d in t(;rms of

- the F’i‘ characteristics Cited above The last passage {was similar to- the

=

N . » . "u" By

'thlrd in every respect except rate 1t was read at a rate one third slower .

'-,,'than the third passage Each of Ahe four passages was then used in‘a

s

et “;dictation task to which ESL students were assigned" Pause points in the'

' Lpassages (to allow students to write wl:iat the}r had”’ heard) occurred at

propositional boundarles (propositlons were between 7 and 13 words in

.\ 1oa

\ yi' length) Students heard the passages onte ’I'heir responses were scored

Y twiee; once for exact accuracy and a second time on a 4-point scale of

propositional equivalence An ANOVA of the exact word scores indicated ‘

\f that only slow rate significantly improved comprehension however. an

AN_r : R _\\

[

'hyperonomy paraphrase and parallel syntactic struciures" (p. 83) Four ’

\.‘

iy

7
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ANOVA of the equivalent meantng scores showed not only a slgntftcant

fn

o eﬂect for rate but also an lnteractton of rnodtﬂed tnput and rate Kelch

argues that the posttlve eﬂ'ects of rate provlded emptrlcal support for the

' ~commonly held belief that slower ls better when tt ¢omes to talking

' 'posltive (r- 37 p- 158) *whlle the dtrectlon of the lattEr was negathe

wlth NNSS He lnterprets the slgnlﬂcant lnteractjon of modtﬁcatlons and :
. ra& as an lndlcation that the modtﬁcatlons mal;e tnput cognltively rather

Lo than llngutstlcally slmpler (p. 88) and suggests that in llght of the fallure

/

e to flnd a slgmﬂcant matn effect for modtﬁcattons the beneﬁts of thls
‘ cognltlve slmpltﬁcatlon are "dependent upOn the pOStttve contrlbutlons of

',a reduced rate of deltvery (p 88) ;\ D . . ;

.In the present study there was. a slgnlﬁcant overall decrease ln rate

a
~

' for their L2 partners Furthermore when successful versus unsuccessful
subjects were compared lt was only the latter who slowed thelr rates

slgruﬂcantly for ‘NNSs ~'lt should' be potnted out that there was not a

\”

- correlatlon between the degree of rate adjustment and success howevex;

i lt ls tnteresting to- note that the dlrectton of the former correlatlon was

(r- 48 p== 062) just the opposlte of what oné would expect accordlng to

S conventlonal wtsdom «The analysls of the 50 syllable samplesv(both Wﬁh

o ;\and wtthout pauses) from the begmnlng middle‘ and end Of the .
! tr nscrlpts mdlcated that rate was conslstent over Bme artd moreover
e mat the slowing that did occur dld not lnvolve a signlﬂCant change =ln the
- "'-_'..f'ffrate ol' art.lculation., but Was rather due tqumﬁcant mcrease in pause

o o : /
(words/second) to NNSs however not all subjects sloweMelr speech

-

N
L

')
;

e

‘ stgntﬂcant correlatton ol rate wlth success nor was there a signlﬁcant
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cited previously raises a, number of queStions that ultimately provoke the

'
\

examination of rate in the light of several intervening variablesi

The first and foremost of these questions is thef following how do the B
demands of .the task aiTect the speakers behaviour especially rate?

Direct comparisons of lgelohs results and those of this study at ﬂrst

f

' appear to be in conflict,, but if the nature of the dictation task and the ﬂlm '

.

task are looked at. more closely a number of factors emerge which may

account for the disparate findings Dictation requires the immediate

recall of individual propositions and in order to achieve a high degree of
success a fairly -exact reproduction of these propositions is. necessary h
S Kelchs data indicate that NNSs perform better when a dictation s given

' ‘ cL

slowly . b ) i
‘ _ The demands of the ﬁlm task are very - differe( ‘

more akin ‘to those involved in ordinary language c

" : -

tlta}student must assimilate what s/he has heard nder conversational

/

T eonditions and the elements of the texi must be under@iﬁ)as they relate

“to eaeh other, Although Kelch attempted to control rshortrterm

n N .‘\ ' ~ o N

e s i gt

B ] memory eiTecfs by ,t{nsuﬂng that all propositions were at least seven words R
. long‘ it is a plausible assumption that short term memory played a much:”
large‘r role in the dictation task than in the film task Moreover Kelch s
, '; argument that his meaning equivalence scores measure comprehension is.x_" v
| limited to the individual propositions he employed and the conditions"f""'
Whi‘:h contribute tO better Corriprehension oi' short isolated statements._'..b "

may not be the same as those which arel‘necessary i'or the development of | :_" K
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. fpauses used by some of the (unsucc : "sful) subjects
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I

’l‘he second question s’ this what is actually changing when speech

v

] 'rate is being slowed down? More specifically in a controlled study such

as Kelch's, is it the articulation rate or length of pause time that is being o

| altered? Kelch reports: merely that the passage was slowed by one

a.

L third but given that it was read onto tape and given his conclusion that

: ‘, the improved comprehension resulted from clearer articulation fewer‘

At

_vowel reductions and more easily identifiable ‘word boundaries (p. 88).

we can reasonably infer that actual speaking rate was at least. one of the

‘ ‘,factors that was manipulated ln the film task on the other hand -

——

articulation rate remained constant regardless of listener and only the .
- time devoted to pauses was significantly affected Pauses may indeed help" '
ito delineate word boundaries but if they exr:eed an unidentified critical

| length or frequency, they may‘Be disruptive to the coherence of the story .
‘and- hence to comprehension This point is purely speculative but is

, ) : “.‘based on suspicions that were raised during the transcription of the tapes

for the film task Even as a native speaker I found that I had difﬁculty o

l' following the thread of the narration in some instances despite the fact"‘ |

R .;_that 1 was also very fa‘ iliar with the details of the film and it was my‘

E I'impression that these diffic : ties stemmed from the inordinately long

Ly

A third question that arises from the reSults of the rate studies is‘ ) '

.‘lwhether or not the benefits of slower speech are tempered by other o
"_“Variables For example does rate interact with a factor such as: lexical‘j"'.v
l, i’_fl’ ¢Qu€ncy? That is. does the use of high frequency vocabulary (and its Ly
. concomitant reduction in processing time requirements for }' -

E ‘.""‘-,'comprehension) obviate the need for a slower rate? Th,e inputv.‘

. " S P N
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'modifications in Kelchs dictation task appeared to, facilitate

comprehension but only in the presence of a reduced rate Presumably

I4

the relative frﬁquency of the vocabulary used in the modified version of

the passage was higher than that in the original but only a detailed‘

4

examination of the lexical items would indicate 1) whether there was a - .

significant adjustment of this variable lnd 2& whether the overall lexical r '
frequency of the modified passage was comparable to. the very high_ ‘
frequencies four@ In the fllm task . | . ,
lt should be recalled at this poirit that Arthur et al N 1980) found no‘
word/minute rate adjustment in the. speech of airline ticket agents to

NNSs However although they did not look at lexical frequency per se, the =

L investigators did report that the speakers made use of more limited :

-~ word choices for conveying identical information (p 119) when

7

f,lexical frequency that warrants further investigation.

',;NNS's proﬁciency level Henzls (1975) st‘:' ‘dy suggests that NSs slow

addressing NNSs

"

They cite as 'an example the almost exclustve use of the word plane ‘

with NNSs whereas aircraft was often used with NSs Furthermore.‘

Arthur et al. found little evidence of complex information in t a

- responses to NNS questions as compared to those given to NSs This
e avoidance strategy in combination with the anecdotal evidence cited " L

L above suggests that the lexical frequency of the agents speech to NNSs L ,

was VCTY high The results of Arthur et, al s study and those oi'= the
successful NSs in the film task where iexical frequency was consistently‘ . SR

high may thus be indicative of a trade oif phenomenon between rate and‘ .

e “.“ . . _,', PR

Another variable which ail”ects rate must'be the NS‘s perception of the :
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their speech rate to a greater degree when addressing beginners than

', when talking to advanced L2 leamers A‘lrthough all the L2 leamers n the: ’
present study were low-level six of the sixteen Subjects did not alter their"

rates when addressing them Perhaps this was because the. combination

of all the other adjustments made precluded the need for a slower rate.

The combined efiect of the adjustments rnay also be the reason for these \

NSs perception that theynhad spoken more slowly to the NNSs even '

‘ when they. hadnt | E o N

It is clear that rate adjustrnent is far more complicated than it appears L

14

to be at first blush Many factors may contribute both to the degree of rate - .

i

alteration apd to the b(e)neﬂts suggested for it There is a need for

substantially more research in this area ‘involving a variety of tasks and' '

the experimental manipulation of interacting variables It will bF possible

to fully explicate the role of rate adjustment in F'I‘ only if convergmg

, f evidence froma number of sources is taken into consideration

U

/5.5 INFORMATION TYPE SRRt

" ;_ “n
. Ay

' 'l‘o describe information types in the film a, short account of the story;f
is in order .’l‘he ﬁlm is the story of Nina. who is ﬁrst seen as'a young Lo
attractive woman in a spring garden Aﬁer her marrtage Nina becomes a?'f ‘ : 3

Nl

housewife she fs seen doing various chores and then, .while she i/sg

N .l’\'

'. \’:\'_; ! l

washing the dishes a baby pops into her arms As Nina continues to de o AR

housework so bu‘rdensome that her torso takes on the appe?ranee of.“‘;‘-

-~

housework tvyo more children appear Eventtially she ﬁnds the routine of
1 -

. 7'7’ household appliances. notably a fridge and a stove When Ninas children". . :



A

.go to school ‘her’ body resumes i(s normal shape and she retums to the

, garden~ however it is now fall and Nina has aged perceptibly
\ !
The NS subjects in this experiment can be likened to the Americans o

. who viewed The Pear Stories a film devised as part of a large S

' "crosslinguistic crosscultural study (see Chafe 1980) Tannen (1982)‘
"jreports that the Americans used cinematic terminology maintained
temporal order and concentrated on a, straightforward detailed account

‘of the events There was little interpretation or embellishment of the

films content This description is applicable to’ the NSs productions in . e

. the presenS study as well
Tomlin (1984 1985) analyzes a film in terms of events defined as
“the total action occurrihg between ... loct of abrupt visual change with

'ithe goal of distinguishing crucial from non- crucial events on intemal ;

grounds (p 120 1984) In the present study however ‘we have an

external criterion that seems more suitable for purposes of analysis as all

P L

subjects knew in advance what questions the listeners were going to have -

. N

'”jto answer.. Each transcript of the events of the film was therefore 'o,ken

. 1 P

Lk d0wn into a sequence of propositions (see Chapter Four for details) w ich
’ were in turn coded as task related rnajor information. or’

’"]information depending on its relatlonship t° the content‘ »'

S \_.

E ..‘comprehension questions

. e
o

Task-related propositions outlined events or aspects of the film which

“'were considered crucial to the answering of the comprehension :

',questions and since the answers to these questions provi ed a summary

'-““‘_Of the ﬁlm task-related utterances (including repetitions) provided‘ the

% f"backbone of the story Eig “’I‘heres a' woman inff‘the ﬁlrn A Nina is in the
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| garden " "And then more babies came etc Major information consisted
of propositions that pertained to non- cruclal events ln the l'ilm that is '
‘ propositions (including repetitions) based on events which were not}‘
\ directly questioned in the comprehension task, but which served to carry -
o the story along E g "Then the young girl gets marned" “She makes‘ :
their lunches “’I'hey [the children] go away from home etc |
The category of minor information was comprised of 1 types

N
‘background detail and irrelevant information The i‘ormer class included |

“ ‘propositions which were related to the film but which were not ‘ ,

L}

connected to any speciﬁc event (e g “So she was in love "And she

o

. didnt sing " “She's got a housedress on. and an apron,” "And the trees

were nice) Irrelevant information was either focussed on cinematic ‘
‘ AEa)

. aspects of the movie (e g.. “The ﬁlm had pictures " "It was like a child
A

would draw all bright colours") or on task performance (e g-. “"Okay l

' saw a movie r “Okay. we re finished”) ‘or comprised information‘ which
’had no directirelation to the task at all (e. g “ln Canada the winter is too ’
| .-flong" "What kind ofhousework do you do?")" | ,i A l‘;j};
‘ The question of interest here ‘was whether subjects would change the o
: proportions of information types when addressing NNSs It might be |

\

hypothesized for instance. that subjects would increase the relative .

‘amount oi‘ task-related inforr;iation at the expense of background detail. \
‘ in order to help the NNS along The actual results. however. were Iquite,'j ) 3
: different and unexpected subjects did not alter the relative amounts of ,
task-reiated information for NNSs (although there was a group diﬁ'erence ‘.

in that_vteachers used ] ore task-relatecl information than non-teachers -;.7

with‘ bbth NSs and NNSs): instead overall subjects decreased the amount
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: .of major information and lncreased minor lnformatlon when telllng the‘_

i

story to L2 learners ‘“M,j \

o ,
Rl . ' )

When the subjects were grouped accordlng to success At was found ¥

\"that thc less . successful people produced slgntﬂcantly less major_ .

1 ‘\

lnformatlon and stgnlﬂcantly more mlnor lnformatlon to NNSs than to

"VNSs whtle the successful subjects made no st@mlflcant adjustment in the"

ot

. proportjons of any oT the lnfonnatlon types When mlnor mformatlon was . .

a subdivided lnto baclcground detall and irrelevant lnformatlon tt was found". o R

. that the former category was the main contrtbutlng factor to the overall "

v ' ;Y

lncrease ln mlnor lnformatlon K S

The obvldus questton that arlses from these\ flndlngs ls whether thls . |

<

change m the ratlo of major to mlnor lnformatlon has an lmpact on theﬂ

g "comprehension success of the NNSs When Pearson Correlatlons for
“lnformatlon types and success were calculated ‘only task related P

N

informatlon and background detail Wwere slgr&lflcant These flndlngs

‘suggest that unsuccessful subjects. in, a mlsgul eq attempt to provlde a§ tg -

much lnformation as posslble to. tue NNSs severely taxed the. L2 learners e

g R ) ) , \

v

o ‘,ablllty to follow the thread of the story o o ‘l{., ol

} ‘ \This interpretatlon of the re’sults ls supported by my own lnltlal

: «impressions ln maklng the/ transcripts. as l" was struck by the fact that
S 1 . ;
,‘ :several of the unsuccessful film narratives seem cluttered wlth

v,y-;tt- " "N’\‘

} ‘uhnecessary detall Moreover in a study of the recall of wrttten "":{:f‘.'.;v

| "jnarratlves Omanson (1982) found that content not central to the story or

b

_.‘lsupport‘lve of the central characters or events (that ls. nelther task-“.n—:-r}i»?

,' fv’,:

!:lated nor major tnformatlon ln the terminolo&’ Used here) dlsrupted

e A
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likely that NSS would have similar difficulties with a lengthy‘ over demﬂed

i "

‘oral narrative as well. lf this s indeed the case (as Ochs (1979) has
E suggested in her discussion of the principle of nextness that is
coherence .by proximity of mention in u‘nplanned discourse cf Lesgold

Roth & Curtis 1979) then some FI‘ speakers are making adjustments for ;

s

- L2 learners that. would have negative effects regardless -af language ;

.
¥

‘proflciency I -
Dahl (1981) hypothesized that information organization may atTect

P

,comprehensibility of FT. She asked NNSs to judge taped messages for

relative degree of difficuity She also asked them to comment as to,

- whether there was too much of tGo iittle information given Although &y,

:fcorrelation of perceived difilculty with the responses that there ‘was too o
| ‘much information did not quite. reach significance Dahl suggests that "too DY
'much information is more confusing than too little or: at least it gives
'.peopie a stronger feeling of being confused” (p 87) B _‘ A

At first glanee it might appear that Dahls regeilts and those of the

° : I

N : present study are contrary to the ﬁndings of other investigators who have

'u_.whet.her it will be benei‘iciai to comprehension or detrimental to it

B V“Simple redundancy (repetition) of the kind found to be Beneficiai in’ ’~

,argued that redundancy s beneficial to the comprehension of L2 i"or the
Iﬂﬁ:f'NNS In fact hqwever.. these ﬁndings supplement previous work for

'they suggest that the nature of the redundancy is crucial in determining . «

e
al ' .~

: 'Q,'.'f"'Cervantes (1983) and Chaudron (1983) appears ,»to facilitate

“"‘i-understanding while redundancy oi’ another type. such as increased use of
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@

\very few tnstances tn whtch background detall was sollctted by the

. .
(2N .
v .

! | “":

. e

[N
)

An lssue whtch ls deservtng of further tnvestlgatlon therefore ts thé S

.eft"ects of extenstve backgmund detall on - language acqulsttlon

»»»»»

t,ranscrlpts occurs m the absence of negotlatlon wlth the NNS ’l‘here are

BTN \ ,

learner and even when a degree of negotjatlon dtd occur the questton

lnv()lved often followed from an earller specmcatlon of superﬂuous detatls

"% n the foll(?uhng example R S S . ‘j

'
rl’ '

. ‘L The. subject lnvolved told th’e NNS that Ntnas llrst baby was a cute“,‘

~
l Y

ltttle glrl As she continued wtth the story she told the leamer that Ntna

had another baby, The followtng exchange then occurred @

\ i
LY

S OK? So thls time she has a boy and a glrl A e

:I‘ S ,’l’he llr the llrst tlme ls a glrl? Co L

_"S:j ‘ ‘Actually lm wrong The ﬁ.rst tlme ls a boy Sorry And the

R ‘. second baby 1s a girl. Then s‘he works some more Okay?

B - - And she wor“ks and works and works And then (snaps ﬂngers)‘
‘ S she has a thlrd baby “Okay? Ahcther little boy, or a little gtrl 1

SR "";.‘*:dont erow Okay and then the chlldren

Ve B . FOR . - : .
h L2 Mmhm S e

I . I S " o

e N o : L

Yo

- ’S get bigger’and blgger "“ ‘

children evldently reSuIt ln confuston on the part~‘0f the leamer who o

= subsequently faﬂed to report the fact that Nlna had any children at alll . R

Aa N 4

Tm& examplemlllustrates the ‘worst case outcome of over-spectﬂcatlon ol’

Y‘\a

fag detaﬂ where th&....§uble‘3ts attempt at alartﬁcatlon succeeded only m

C N . e o ' . . (N - . .o
e e v ‘148 ¢
. L F o . [ ,, L \

.‘) o

Not only was the gen‘des of the ch,tldrgn completely—trrelevant to, the'
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' muddling the NNS further — and all this on a ‘tople that needn’t have

come up at all, had the NS not mentioned that the first baby was “a cute

little girl.” ] !

As mentjoned before, much of the background detall 'Gvas not“the result
of an overt expresslon of lack of understandlng on the part of the listener,

buf rather appeared to function much ltke a screen ‘that pre\ented the

* NNS from artlclpatlngln t_he task. Impresslonistlcally it sometimes

e

seemed as D

r‘

not' to be lnterrupted as lf in fear of hav‘lng to engage in a dialogue with

the NNS.' Constder the following three examples from this point of view: .

3 . -

Example #1:

'S:  Everything was vr4y colourful. And. she had a. a daisy. Um, do
2 «;-.
: ‘you know wh.«t a dalsy 1s? It s a type of ﬂower
o l N . . ' . : . L

S Yeah lots of dllTerent petals on it. You know. the. the little
parts of the top of the ﬂower you know the’ part that blooms

.And she was. pulling each of those little petals off. And

ugh Ss were provldlng as much detatl as posslble in order -,

b

-t

vthrowlng themi. . away And.. uh she was walklng through the®

L]

.' garden and she was. doing this and" eventua}ly they were all

‘gone and the ﬂower was, . there was‘ nothing left of it. The

" next plcgure - | o
Example #2 o |
S And then there were three chﬂdren a,nd all of a sudden there

- ”was orie and another and then & Md One was very small and..

the other two were older There/ was a boy and a glrl and then

| a younger child and I eouldn t tell\ it‘ it twas a boy or a glrl

’
i

I

-

|
li;:

4

\‘o‘, o
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Example #3: | T

i

’

S:  She had blond hair and a nice dress and she was walking

-

‘through the forest, through "the woods, There were lots of
trees and. and ﬂ'owers and it was really pretty, All klnds of
-nlc\e colours. - So syas walking through the woods. And she
had a ﬂower. And she was. picking the petals off the flower.
’And she was really just vyalldng through and lt was really ', -
pretty and the trees were nlce "Everything was ‘nice.’

~ This is not to say. however. that recounting unnecessary details has

only negattve value. Recall that.’ ‘on average 42% of the retelltngs of the

successful subjécts consisted of minor lnformatlon ln tnstances where

? . !

’ continues.

negotlatlon of background detail does’ take place the opportuntty for

language acquisition ts open; however, negottatlon {s far more- likely to

" ]
occur at crucial (task-related) points in the dlscou_rse.

Varonis & Gass (l985) in fact'; dellne 'negotlatlon. between NNSs as_
conversational stde sequences 1nvolving informatlon “cructal ‘lo the
success of the dtscourse (p. 73) "They call the 4-stage sequences in thelr

model pushLdowns because the llnear progresston of the conversatlon is
’lnterrupted untll the commtmication breakdown is successfully“
.negottated at which -point there ts a pop up and. the conversatlon

‘Varonis & Gass‘ note »that there can"be mu’lttole' push—downs tn»

converSatlon and cite ‘an example wmch involved several levels of

(‘ negotlatioq before the orlglnal ‘topic could be resumed Although the 4-

stage model they devised to, descrtbe conversational push downs Js,-}l

perhaps not entlrely suitable for a narratlve there ls evtdence of m?ltiplev-" o

. \P‘



~ levels of negotiation at crucial points tn the filin task. as well, as can be
' . '’ ,"\/“\‘ a

o s'e'en from the following example: o >

A subject explained that Ninas body took on the shape of various ,

\

‘household appliances and then asked the NNS {f she had understood

\ i

7 s Do you understand?

A little bit. (laugh).

’ !

L2;
S: "Alittl‘ebit? S ¥ .
L2: Noialot Gaugh) | o \",’ - |
S: " _A little bit, okay You know for example when you're driving a.
* car. ‘ \ \
12 Yeah 5 " '. ‘ | ;-3(1 .‘\\‘
S:  You're not part of the car. areyou? 3 .:' A o 3 ‘)
12: Yeah. B ' ’ | . \-' S .
- S:  You're, are you part loe car? No. You're separate. You get

in the car you get out of the car. its two, here's you, here's

the car. ‘But when(she. she worked’so hard in the bouse tﬂhat; "

o ", she became part of the house "

Cwmoven .
, S ' ,So that ‘she turned lnto a refrigerator Spe was she was, uh

. how can.l explain 1t to you? So that you can understand

-

"'We re looking at her ‘in the ﬁlm -

1 ‘-. . s.'

S: ;You re looking at her You see a lady. and all of a sudden when o

e A et e e

ce o youTe looking at her you see a lady and on top of her body

'/7 <
insteacl of her body belng a: lady it s. its a fridge

'f“\\_,/ .‘\.‘.v



o ' .; v e / '\ ' '“’ "", . ' j152 /I .

. B | ".‘ ' . ' ; .." 1(

E And the little boy comes and he opens up the frldge and he
\ o

s .
N \ nos

reaches 1n and takes out an apple and closes closes 'the door ;

S . Do,you understand altttle btt better‘? : ,‘! | ‘ " \ oo
2 'Yeah 1 think so. '-.\ L R o )
;S ' Do you thmk so? (both laugh) Okay Well tell, me what I've. .

.l‘ . _]US(Said A . N Ea ' ' . , |’ , \“ AN

¢

o\ \

The NNS responded ln a round about way but she saﬂsﬂed the Subject

that she understood When she Was questloned dtrectly m the post test

'
Y o

' lnfervlew the NNS lndicated correctly that Nlna s body had changed that‘ L

4

it had taken on the form of a frtdgeand a stove She also understood what

thls extraordtnary part of the ﬂlm symbouzed\ ln thls lnstance the NNS
l ‘ ’ ‘
was provlded wtth eomprehenslble lnput as a resﬂlt O‘f the form of

¥

( t
. negotiatton in wnlch the L2 leamer played a sornewhat passtve role (rnost o B

/

likely beCause of the nature of the task and because the tnterlocutor was
. an unfarntltar NS) S ;f« S N PP A

| _.e"": Although ﬁner gratne& analyses ol' the tt‘anscnpts are needed tn order K
to specify the relatlonshlp of cruclal lnformatton and negottatlon 'l -

: suspect that the positl\(e dorrelationr of’ comprehenston success with the
proportlon Qf task-related lnl‘orrnatlon is not a ‘result ol' lncreased quanttty \r
per $e so rnuch as an increase lri negottatldn: whteh as noted earlter
occurs rnost often at L(:ructal potnts tn the rtarratlve C |

KRS \
. . s . .
LRy . I

~ . .
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5. 6 1 Personality and ESL Learners ‘ e

As noted in Chapter l my desire to exp”iore the relationship betWeen

personal experierice lt was clear to me that there were dramatic

.

. individual diiTerences among my acquaintances in their ability to talk with

. '
o

,i. education studies endeavored to find a iink between teachers '

N
\
2
A

3

Y

| show little or no relationship (1972 p 537) i “';' T

personality traits and sixccessful communication‘ with a NNS grew out of

low proficiency ESL leamers ‘but, there was no way to tell from such

. N informal observation whether these differences correlated with

«

discernible linguistic patterns or - whether there ‘was a connection B

i (

petWeen these pattems and’ any speciﬁc personality traits \ " "

'. xt has been assumed for a long time thame teachers PCTSOnaiity and W

pedagogical behaviours inﬂuence students progress in any discipline

second language leaming included and several approaches have been

Y

taken in an attempt io specify the relationship In the 1960 sa- number of o

[ ‘

A

: characteristics and their teaching behaviours (e. g Ryans. 1960 Wilk &'

Edson 1963 Campbell 1971) yet as Jansen Jensen & Mylor potnt out '

these studies have ndt produced uniform results. but on the whole they -

. . e
~ ;

Y

Numerous coding systems for documenting classroorn interaction were
developed bilt they pr ed to -be inadeduate in that they described o
teachers behaviours in terms of pedagogical function alone. with 1ittle ﬁr T

'i

‘no regard to other often more important functions. or to students‘ roles L

i

(see Long., 1980b for a comprehensive critique of interaction analysis) . E

One oi' the few studies that speciﬁcally addressed the connection between

language teacher charaeteristics (albeit a. very iimfted set) and studentfffli,'f'_

Coas e i T
A Nl .o 3 - . . o 3 ~r - - L ”

S .5.

I8
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achievement was that of Politzer & Weiss (1969) They found very few
“ e direct relationships and deduced that ﬂexibility was the key to successful Ct
‘ teaching On the basis of that study Politzer (1970) concluded that the ‘ |
) _ emcacy of teacher behaviours is dependent upon the teachers ability to
“accurately _]udge the appropriateness of their actions or. reactions and :
» that this ability is not quanttllable But is rather likened to'an art
In one of the few L2 studies that addresses the i,ssue of teacher‘
'personality Stevick (1974a 1974b) discussed the relevance of teacher o
and student personality characteristics to L2 leaming in terms of
transactional analysis ‘a theory that reduces human behaviour to three
| ego -states: the Parent the Adult and the Child Although Stevicks points

)

‘are couched in the terminology of the pop psychology of the early

il

19705 his basic argument is that the interaction of the teacher and

b [

'student is of paramount importance to- the development ol‘ a suocessful
|

language leaming programme Stevicks claim ts that the teacher must be

.'sensitive to- the learners intemal states and\ moreover must be able to“ R

N 5

s use that awareness in order to bring about an ideal learning situation N '
. In the last decade stud’ies linking aiiective variables and L2 acquisition: P
o have been restricted for the rnost part to the L2 learner An extensivel .' ’
N and controversial literature has developed in which it has been argued' —
that there is a relationship between L2 proﬁciency and learner attitudes: ., -' . . 5
: and moti\'ation (e g Clement et aL. 1977 Gardner. 1977 & 1972) e

Oller. & Perkins (1978) have challenged this claimr both by ctting_ S ',f" i

Y

| evidence that. doe‘s not support the hypothesis and by suggesting P
explanations for what they argue are spurious relationships (e g..Oller .1_“,.:".,

" 1977 Oller Hudson & L, 1977; Oller, Baca & Vigil 1977) (see aiso:'i,*'""-«"“’ g
: : - S v o

NP N
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Strong 1984) The few studies which directly address ‘the personality‘ -

characteristics of L2 learners (e, g ’I‘aylor et aL 1971 Guiora et al 1972) ‘

| investigations are pubject to the same criticisms that Oller, & Perkins?

levelled at the attitude and motivation studies namely that the students

!

: ability Rto accurately complete questionnaires is in part determined by

their L2 proﬂciency‘ and that responses ‘can be ‘strongly inﬂuenced by ‘

)

such extraneous factors as self—ﬂattery an approval motive and response “
N a . ) L . r'qq

\Sel 0 L - . .". ““ . . ' . . L
i . o >, [ o ' . -
: E S

Sy e

5 6 2 Personality and ESL“Teachers

.
L

’l‘here have apparently been no . large scale investigations which

i

attempt to relate ESL teachers personality traits to successful NS NNS

A

- communication In the present study. all NSs’ were asked to complete the

\

320 item Jackson Personali Inventory Obviously the problems inherent

LN

'in administering an English language test to L2 speakers did not apply in

~ ~

‘7 concentrate primarily on one or two traits such as empathy These ‘

this case. but it might be argued that the subjects responses could have e

been all'ected by the approval motive. self-ﬂattery and the likex These : |

problems were anticipated in the construction of the test items. wtth the g ‘_,

result that general “desirability” responding" is suppressed (Jackson
1976) For the subjects who participated in the present study there was 8

also little if any motivation to answer in a misleading i‘ashion they were ;

assured ol' complete conﬁdentiality there were no evaluative decisions

hinging on the test scores and iinally. the personality characteristics

themselves are not nearly so evaluative as are the scales found in man(y

.~\ e
YR

personality questionnaires G.Iackson. 1976 p. 17)

_‘i‘ b
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‘ Just as a matter of interest subjects were also given the opportunity to
. see the results of their own tests Approximately 3/4 of the individuals

~ chose to look at their proﬂles and in every instance they eommented on ; o

. the high degree of accuracy that they felt had been achieved This was not

- 'unexpected since both sets of . judgeménts involve self—perception

"o

N .however the individual test items are not- obviously related to the derived~ j L

| personality factors that emerge from the results. so that 1t is difﬁcult for a - 5\

,\ .

subject to guess the traits to which a given question may be related

L The ﬂnding related o personality of most interest here is the fact that

)8

’ the linguistic beha(iour of the tWO pei‘sonality groups identlfied in - RS

' Chapter 4 differs in h’rumber of respects whereas teachers and naive NSs

¥

' :differed only in terms of conversational adjustments On both tasks the NS -

"~

[N

’ analysis of the success scores indicates that low interpersonal affect/social
| participation {IAr /SPT) indivlduals had significantly more trouble o

| communicating with‘\a NNS than either gréup did in talking to a NS while - »

"high IAF/SP’I‘ subjects did not The results are not\entirely conclusive i .

‘-statistically athe conservative Scheffe test did not show the high | R

“"IAF/SP’I‘-NNS pairings to differ significantly from low IAF/SPT NNS !

| ‘dyads. ‘but the data showed a st_rong trend in that direction There was. of

course. a similar though weaker. trend for the teacher vs. naive NS

) grouping as well but six of the eight teachers were included in the high

RS IAF’/SPT personality group The two factors of experience and desirable

< 'personality type were thus to some extent [confounde&’ in this study and

s further research is required in order to confirm the finding only

‘ "_Aimportant than experience in interacting aﬁid communicating with NNSs, L ,; e

| "jtentatively established hei'e that personality variables may be more j.:f'

.

S LAl
JEE .
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TR There s, also evidence that hlgh IAF/SPT subjects made signiﬁcantly L
| . ‘«.lmore adjustments in two categories of lexlcal frequency (more words in

R the top 500 class fewer words in the least frequent class) than did their

A, . . e \ . o [ » PP /

v " T

- ‘v‘-“'low IAF/SPT cbunterparts. Nwhereas there were 'nov such differences—

L between teachers and naive NSs ‘ /’l‘hat the adjustments in the two

A

""'.‘",, categoriés Were not correlated with succ)ess on’ the ﬂlm task was ~

S presumably because the relative frequency of the lexical items addressed

' .
I » "

o i to NSs was also extremely high on this task In any event to determine
: ,,whether thefhigh IAF/SPT subjects tendency to adjust more for NNSs is "

C . . ‘ really beneficial a controlled experiment along the lines of that of Pica

v .
Ao, L

e CS Doughty & Young (1985) is also called for Speciﬁcally. rnembers oi' each

e

persopality group would be given a script containing fairly complicated

™ o low i‘requency vocabulary and w0uld then be required to use the script

with NNSs making adjustments as they« saw fit Under such ccmtrolled

v conditions the overalL lexical frequency and communicative success could f e

,i *

"' then be compared for the two communication groups _ -'""‘a‘ ‘
Another distinction between high and low IAF/SPT groups is the rate

oi' delivery in the film task High IAF/SPT subjeets did not generally slow ) ‘.‘

down for. their NNS partners. while low IAF)SPT subjec‘ts didv As noted

above when the successful and unsuccessful subjects"were’ compared it e

‘l N - : A
5 .

' was the unsuccessful group that used ’slower rate. while the successful

e Such speakers rrray simply be more

‘ ;:‘ﬂ’

o the linguistic needs of their interlbcutors

- \-U

and so tend to slow

down only when .‘they‘ have to. ,Much more controlled research needs to
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be carried out in order to discover what aspects of an interaction might
cause high IAF/SPT speakers to a'ter their speech rate ' _

Finally the common percep'ion among both educators (e g1

Moskowitz 1978) and ESL students that the “best ESL teachers are the

friendly sympathetic and good-natured ones may have some basis tn fact ’-,‘ "

Al

The reasons for this may not be related to the pervasive touchy feely

(B e., ill deﬁned and untested) view that it is the k,nowledge that these

people care that promotes learning in an L2 student lt is also unltkely

that teachers react according to their determination of the internal

states‘ of their students. as Stevick claims (1974a) . Perhaps high
", A i

IAF/SPI‘ speakers simply pay more attention to what their interlocutors

do and do not say and that ihis leads them to engage in tn‘ﬁe interactions

’-"* )

) ey negotiating where necessary rather than engaging in thinly disguised

t/‘\ ‘ : o

monologues An‘°awareness of the NNSs linguistic capabilities for

F

R
YA A

adjustments that pre approprlate tQ the situation at hand as Welt as lead ;o

to the rejection of adjustments that are not actually required ’i‘his may

Y (I

explain in ~p“art whynconversational adjustments are not generally

lt_' is often assumed that e,xperienee in teaching ESL serves 'to develop
e .

NNSs linguistic‘_ deficiencies Dahl (1981) and Pic & Long (1986)

instance the recognition of a lack oi“ understanding will result in o

S

' and enhance the communicative skills required t? accurately\"judge the o



o A ]

transcripts of. her two subject groups addressing NNSs and found only

rone signm\cant difference the explicitness oi" requests was greater in

A

'_ ~': naive NS speech Dahl postulated that the inexperienced group was _
relying on Caregiver Speech strategies‘ Unfortunateiy Dahl did not look
at her NS NS dyads on this measure which w0uld have prOvided a

o :v " baseline against which it could be determined whether the difference in
, e

o explicitness was a result of an adjustment for NNSs or merely an

‘,

idiosyncratic feature of the speech of some ‘of the’ subjects D .‘_
RE
In a follow-up experiment Dahl found that NNSs rated the teachers

instructions as eaﬁier‘ to understand than those of the naive NSs however
\ ‘ 4

quant’ifying the cruciai differences in experienced and inexpenienced,

‘ subjects speech was not.a stxaightforward task Dahl hypothesized that
(. " B l (
‘ an exaggerated intonation contour and \organization of information may '».'(

/

have contributed to the teachers .ti\gher ratings but shL made no

measurements in either area tin sum, though teachers were rated as' B

\, a-.

@r
more comprehensible than non teachers. none of fDahls meaSures‘ .

.“
.

provided unequivocal evidence of diiTerences in..FT that were attributable‘:.f . < ;'k :.

Tn a compariso:? of eXperienCed and inexperienced teachers Pica &
. : \ e ' l.él ‘.'
Long (1986) also*i‘ound very few quantiﬁable diﬁ’erences Experienced R

. /

teachers used relatively more WH questions than did inexperienced ones

- (a similar finding emerged in the current study which contrasted




Vv
1

outwelgh the effects of teaching experience (p 96)

I}

o

The. results in the present study, which was conducted outside the
l
classroom environment suggest that the role experience plays in the

\shaping of F’I‘ is ‘not particularly strong in terms of immediate

[

communicative success regardless of context As previously mentioned

!

however the teachers in this study did elicit more feedback from their

NNS partners partly through the use of conversational adjustments

(comprehension checks WH questions clariflcation requests and

} was con'cerned the influence of classroOm context is strong enough to \

[

paraphrase) which were not employed to the same extent by naive NSs '

This suggests that, taken out of the formal restrictions of the classroom

input but the catch lies in the appropriateness of the adjustments used

.

able to gauge the linguistic requirements of NNSs and to select the

particular adjustments they employ accordingly " In short while ‘

RN '

experience tends to foster more feedback eliciting conversational

adjustrnents it is the two critical personality factors noted that tend to

l', «

[
B

produce the behaviours that work best. and the behaviours will often vary ,

1 . .
PR

B _‘ 4 depending on %e circumstances " SR ;

RO WO
L RTINS

The questionnaire regarding subjects own L2 learning experiences

and proﬁciency was administered to test the hypothesis that persons who

i experienced teachers provide NNSs with more opportunity to negotiate -

) . 'I'hose subjects who fit the high IAF/SPT profiles - ie speakers who ‘

' identify closely with and are concemed about others. who value positive oo .

‘ interpersonal relationships and’ are actively social - appear to be better -

564 12 Expenence andF'I‘ S L
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su(:ceed in NS NNS communica!‘bn A positive ﬂnding would have led to L

“'degree of familiarity with a set of interlocutors) No signii‘icarit
" "reiationships were founck in thts study betWeen L2 self—ratings and NSa ‘
W.‘NNS communicative success however the questionnaire was

’tnappropriatety designed for an accurate appraisal oT/the su jectsL L2 .

R {should also be obtained from an unbiased pool in which ~both enthusiastic

: ",and resigned“{earners can be found and where both previous L2
L 'rnind as optimal Jocations for research of this ldnd |

: 1,57 CONCLUSIONS .'. S R P S A f N f_;__ j‘

"gthat have ()bservable consequences for NNSs comprehension (and + ‘

o indirectly for 1anguage 8cquism°n) In add’essmg mdeual dmerences I

\ h K . Vol o
. e, w~ o [
T R el v l".'l ‘-' s

'

were relatively successful as L2 leamers would also be the most likely to B

*

the suggestion Of an’ under lying communicative Sklll that ls ot spectﬂc to S

Gy,

. "'a given set o,t' ctrcurnstances (such as the nature of the interlocutor or the ‘

~ B T W
b i
Ly

N Lt
’,,‘

i

. abilities Self—reporting without speciﬁc anchor points can lead to .

tremendous disparities among subjects and the reliabﬁity of this Ce

Lot ' ' l‘)!*

. questionnaire 1s.all the more suspect since there was only a very Weak L

K
’ In

. correlation between the two components of the aggregate skill scores and

g <
. ) - o

‘the language learning ratings o [. SRR R |

P \ oo R
e

‘Both- seem to be at fault the ratings of L2 proﬂciency needed to be

more descnptive and detailed and the good vs..poor L2 language learners

,_should have be‘en identlfied indepbndently Subjects for such a sgudy

‘A'\

L :" experience and contact with NNSs can be held relatiVely constant This.i& el

O a.tall order to be sure. but clvil service language tratning centres come to Lo

e ,- . o s Ve ;
Wl L ! R oL L

™

This study has identiﬂed some systematic individual difi'erences in FT : A
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have deltbrerately tried to tsolate separate grOup patterns whtle 1gnor1ng

o e tdtosyncrﬁtlc hehavtours

l ..‘»“ [ " LT
‘ . “I'I"‘ o P . - o IR S
B, 7 1 NOnnauve Speakers S v “ SRR C TR L

Long & Porter (1985) in a revtew of the literature on NNS NNS

..... r

‘lnteractton have reported ctatms that there 1s moré negottatton (and
o ‘resultant language acqutsttton) tn NNS NNS dyads than in correspondtng

I

. NS NNS pairtngs parttcularly when two way tasks are used. The ﬂndtngs .
of the current study provide addtttonal support tn thts regard Htgh

1ntermedjate NNSs made man of the conversatto 1 adjustrnents for low
y g

1
)

'proﬁctency learners that NSs did; however the adjustments were in '

response not only to the lang/agg level of the tnterlocutors but to the
. . v )

Itngutstic proﬂctency of the A%eakers as well ’I'he tmportance, :‘gt\ro/\t,y) SRR

tasks‘ tn classroom group work is partieularly evtdent when' the o

" performance of ‘the NNS subjects or. the FTD and ﬂlm tasks l£ compared

. . f
@* 'both tn terms of adjustments made and eommuntcattve success. ”‘\\. :
: ™ ) - ,A'v"l:‘“ ; o ’\‘y'_»,
5 72 Experience o e :'-"A‘;._- AN S

Experience talldng to NNSs - appears to result m a predtlectton for‘

conversational adjustments that elicit feedback from students S

: ,Unfortunately. ‘"it seems that thts behavtour 1s context bound other

‘ reSearchers havef,found the classroom to be lacktng in opportunittes for e -

®

“ “‘_‘negotiation As Brock (1986) has 'ShOWH it 15 POSSible to train teachers o
the use of classroom materhls that encourage complex responses from;“
- ‘astudents and clearly matertals deve10pm€ﬂt of this type ts called for f-..f‘ S

‘ Q."negotiation ts as crucial to L2 acqutsttion as lt appears to be. then it ts‘“ | SN

»
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. personallty and communicative Success suggests that the former does

! ’ ny T . ' . () N
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lncumbent u{pon ESL programmes to make dramatlc changes m the

1

‘ structu[e of the classroom Many programmes which now purport to AN

follow a co.mxnunlcatlve approach tQ language tcachlng actually adhere to
N °

tradltlonal. teacher—l’ronted. teacher-domlnant forms of instruction in '
whlch very little true communlcajt‘ton \hlces place (Spada, 1986 lglesias
1985) Adminlstrators atxd mstruct'ors would do well to attend to Vah
Llers (1984) admonttlon that teachtrs take a long hard look at what is ‘
going on ln/ theg‘ own classes - not by uslng‘ a codlng system that misses- ;,
more than lt\ecords — but by vldeolng lessons and then watchlng them as .. W

objectlvely aSlposslble to see how much real lnteractlon occurs Self- -

| —\examlnatlon and subsequent recognltlon of problem areas \are the ﬁrst

-

. steps toward an improvement in, the ~learnlng envtronmertt of the L2

wou

studenx .rc‘ .. o .‘ . o, ! - ‘., Ta " P - N o 7

e

. 573Per50nallt) oo . - DR \x =
~ S

The prellmlnary lnvestlgatlon of the relatlonshlp that holds betw n

":lndeed have an eﬂ‘ect on the latter As indicated ln Sectlon 5. 6 more

A

o “,resbarch ls necessary“ to- 'determlne to what extent personality factors

aﬂ'cct communlcatlve skﬂls 'l‘hls study identiﬁed a combinatton of two
tralts whlch appear to contrlbute to successful tnteractlon wlth a NNS the

5
1

next step wlll bﬁ’ to conduict experlmentatlon with subjects (elther all ESL '
teachers or'a'll’nalvé‘ l*lSsl who have been preselected on the basls or thetr o
personallty ratings A ﬁndlng that consistent behaviours beneﬁcial to L2
acqulsltion are assoc’ated wlth a glven personality 1Z7me would not by | any

su'etch of the lrnag,lnatlon trnply the need for a sdre ng ot‘ prospectlve i’ :: ‘

.
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'ESL instructors; rather. it would suggest the need for a change in teacher
training procedures Current TESL education programmes concentrate
heavily on a comparison of competing methodologies with a smattering of

watered- déwn L2 acquisition theory thrown in for good measure they do

" not address the issue of how to talk to a low proﬂciency NNS — that”

' problem {s left up to\ the novice's intuitions on the first day of class.
| "Those individuals who are naturally sensttive to the communicative needs

of their interlocutors will cope. ‘while those who aren't could,benefit from
. some guidance.

.

5.7.4 Success Groups

- 4

, When individuals were grouped aCcordlng to success on the film task,

~ some systematic differences emerged in the performance of the two .

groups. The most surprising of these had to-do with rate. The fact that

the successful group did not significantly slow speaking rate or,p_ause rate

when talking to NNSs’gives "the‘ l’t‘e to the general asSumptlon _that" it is

-

always necessary to siéw down for low level L2 interlocutors.

1t becomes 'increasingly clear that once an FT factor has been

-

identiﬂed it must be. studied under a variety of conditions from several

different approaches Furthermore as Sharwood Smith (1985) suggests '

. we cannot cqntinue to consider each FT adjustment in isolationi - a

A

concerted effort must be made to discover hovgreach part fits into the s

‘.n/

integrated whole or, in terms of Sharwood‘ Smiths analogy we must .

identify the co- conspirators and their relation to. One another Rate and

Camiie e Co e

’ v"k"y‘ K LRt !

v lexical frecniency are ideal candidates i‘q& tial research of this sort, .

. Vo
‘ ";»-_y'.\ .r« ‘- ‘.
N B

: 1 :
%&e both are- easily manipulated both play a role in FT, and both are,.-- }
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thought to afTect the comprehenslon of a NNS (although a dtrect a
relationship is not always evident) Controlled comprehension studies .

along the lines of Kelch (1985) involving several conditions of ratc and

[}

vocabulary frequency levels in which everything else 1s held constant
V.

could reveal the extent to whioh rate and le:dcal frequency interact—\, ‘

These studtes should encompass a vax'iety of tasks and comprehension :

'

' measures since the relative effects 'of the two variables may differ

t

[ v

depending on situation and processing demands made on the subjects

One completely new ﬁnding that emerged from this study was that an -

adjustment in the proportions of information type was shown to have’ a

‘ signiﬂcant nepative impact on NNSs comprehension While successful

communicators did increase their total output to NNSs as compared to

» * h\

| NS interlocutors they did not alter the rel’ative proportions qf the three

’ -main irrformation categories " Less successful subjects on the other hand~'

tended to drown their partners in a'sea of inconsequential detail It
J . 2’

might be argued that the success measure. based as it was on the crux of |

the story biased ﬁie results perhaps the NNSs were exposed to sorne

- useful linguistic input when they were given background detail and that

althOugh the. students may ot have understobd the general nutline of the :

story7.;_igy may have beneﬁted from micro-leVel nuggets of language

" This/fis, in some. ways, an” intuitively pleasing View many people ‘are

19

familiar with the experience of participating in a conversation with a NS :

' ofan L2 which they believe they are following until thg NS asks a direct ) |

question The common complaint of L2 learners is that they understand

‘. - bits and pieces. but simply cannot assimilate them Does the fact that.

they are unable to synthesize the whole negate the value of the parts?



.
.,

[y

<>

ALt

: "’I‘his is a questlon that deserves some attentlon but my lnclmatlon ts to.

’ ‘;;\dlscount the unseen beneﬂts of lncreased background lnformatlon The :

l v
success meas‘ure ln~ the current, study deﬂned what was or was not tasle

,

; irelated mformatlon - and there was no dtfl’erence m the proportions of

»

sﬂbjects A Second problem wlth the vlew that background detall provtdes

l

the- L2 student Wlth comprehenslble tnput ls the lack of NNS feedback lh

X response to such Informatlon -As Long has demonstrated lnput is made

comprehenslble princtpally through negottatlon rlt only stands to reason
/ : ' " -
"'that negotlatlon will occur when the message matters, L

-

't ls evident that there is a needci‘or ]udlclous selectlvlty on the part of

{

the NS ln debldlng what proportton\

\qf talk should be devoted to

, background detall It ls lmportant to réallze that too much tangentlal

i v

‘ /-
: lnformatton (l e.. proportlonally more/than would be addressed to’ a. NS) .

i

\
wtll overburderi the low proﬁciency leamer who is already faced wlth the
\ »n ‘“

: hlﬂlcult task of understanding the glsf of the narratlve or: conver,satlon

LN 5
A -

The prellmtnary ﬂndings regardlng lnformatlon types polnt to the

» et

need for further research in thls area Follow up experiments are

indtcated ln »xhich the prqportlbns of tnformatlon t}*pesv are .

predetermlned m addltlon. Subjects should be selected from several

proﬂciency levels A :‘ .-\»,- N
| < s AR ) y N
(‘

There Aare several shortcommgsf to this $tudy the fmost obvlous ol'

which s the rellance on; L2 learner comprehension scores as. a success '

measure Although subject and task selectlon were controlled there were

bound to be differences among learners whlch aﬂ'ected thelr respectlve

.\\

performances. - Furtherm ';re. the number of comprehension questlbns was

. » . ) - " !
o, . v . S o . N R N N
B S T L 166
W v W . R ' . : o
| Y N - ‘- ' oy + K

¢

A ';task related mfo::matlon dlrected tp NNSs by successful and unsuccessl'ul o

)

[IRA

-

v



! ) : , ‘ 1 ) . .
o oy C o ,
‘ small and although1here was a normal dlstrlbutjon of success scores for ‘
ST NNSs the ﬂnd‘ings would ne doubt have been clearer with a larger set of- K

R questtons Fmally as. in most’ Studitgs of this ‘YPC the' samp‘e sze was'.

o rather small..and therefore the results reported here must be tnterpreted

- P with cautlon. Nonetheless thts study has demonstrated that there are
Co o

'1mportant indtvidual differences tn FT that are worthy of conttnued.
attentlon.‘ Perhaps even more tmportant ls the ﬁnding that some

\ l

adjustments made for NNSs have a negattve eﬂ”ect

b

lt is,one -thing to
deﬂne the fea}ures ot‘ a register such as FT. b\:t it 1s qutte anothe? matter

entirely to assess thelr emcacy The time has come to go beyond mere ”

Y

.
r
{ [t

deScripttOn of I-'I‘ chara‘cteristics 2 it is essential ‘that; we now also take '

‘u\;« vy " Y

Jnto conslderatlon the eITects.t both posttjve and negativet of each feature

b3

and that we identlfy how the various characteristics mteract j o

: + 2'l'hough thls 1s not to say that there is not more WOrk to be done in this area as_
well; on the contraelg- we have only scratehed the surface as far as mformation,
éontent is concem e S . .

e t
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APPENDIX A
INSTRUCTIONS TO THE SUBJECTS

[T
DS

In this- expertment you wﬂl be asked to view. a. short ﬂlm (6 minutes) :
- ] .

~and you will see a t'ew questtons regardlng the’ ﬂlm You will then be‘

‘ltntrodueed to another person and you will be asked to have z} eonversatton

‘about anything except the. mm for approximately 5 minutes “ The

experimenter wtll then ask you to tell your partnex; the story of the film.

Please try to ensure that the other person understands enough to answer, o

. I N ‘
the questtons that you were shown You wﬂl then be asked to meet

-another person and go through the same procedure Thank you very

much for your parttetpatton in this experiment If you have any questtons -

. about these tnstructtons please ask the expertmenter
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COMPREHENS!ON QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS®* y

’

I"PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING QUES’I’IONS IF YOU HAVE ANY

TROUBLE UNDERSTANDING ’I’HESE QUESTIONS PLEASE ASK FOR

l

HEIAP. “‘ O ' . ' ‘._ ' : T . . ' ,-..

[

Who ls the story about? ‘ '
Where does. the story begln? o
,‘.‘What happens after the woman gets marrted? '

'W)hat ts the woman doing when she has her ﬁrst baby?
'What happens to the woman after several years of worklng in the house

and havmg chﬂdren? -~ What happens to her body‘? _"v AT

6. ‘What does the woman’ do after the chﬂdren go to school? SR

o ’ 0 I , % Lo
1. Nina/awoman/agiﬂ— Ipoint o | ' SRR
2. In agarden / forest / park -~ l point . ) Lt .
‘s '3+ Shk does housework -1 potnt she has children'—- 1 point PR
- '4..‘lShes washlng dishesn- lpotnt "~ "“,;-‘n‘\ e e
. 5. Her body turns tnto a frtdge / stove / etc 1 point | - . ; o
8. ‘ She goes back out @he forest - l<point she sits among the falling Lo

"’"'n ‘ - : L ‘I - . ”.‘ [ " “ “.
1} “leaves / it's fall / autumn point . ' - RESTRES
- *-‘Subjects were shown the que ons only | Y S ! %

,w ‘. L ) o ", . o . o " ~ Ao . '(“ e \ '

, | 5 . ‘~ . ' ' . .\', .
’ l/ ’ ‘ N : A ,
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APPENDIX

QUESTIONNAIRE

v

)
“ YOU NEED ONLY CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE ANSWER BUT FEEL F REE

-PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS IN MANY INSTANCES

TO ADDANYRELEVAN’I‘COMM ms R R TR
1. Name : A s R S T N
2 OccupationHﬁH_%_A_/,ZZ/L_‘_____-A__,___;___‘ _____________ SE
* s Ageu,_u_;u_‘__;;'/ " | Dol e ,
| 4,l %1rst language /"——"".‘""""""‘""""_—'T“"“"“"‘"""i"*”‘———_ﬂ—_’_
5 ‘Second 1&nguages_:%g'_l_L;_;-,_;_-‘_;}_y‘ui__u__"_..‘_‘;;i_‘_'_,‘-.\..;_v__,_‘r )
| ) (this~ could mc/lude languages you have stu,died but have not fully
mastered} / " Sl ' " '. | ]
6. ,"When did you start leaming your second lahguage? - :
\a) age 1%7years B .‘ B
Lo ;b) age/ - 12 years | k\ . N
c) ag/e 12'- 18years T Ce
- d) adult PERR | i :rl‘ :
7 H en dld you reach your present level m your second‘tanguage’? ‘ N !
- ‘ ﬂ—{ow ‘old’ were you when you started to talk the way you do now’?) B
3/ | How did you leam your second language? w v

, I

d) instructlon AT

b))’ bY living 1n an envlronment wherc t,he language was SPOken i
o) acombinationofa&b' I ‘:'~~h‘ L IR

5

: ' .' (Did you actlvely pursue the learning of your secbnd language? (did |
you talk to friends read books watch TV go to the movies. listen to "

. Lo - . “ \ N [N
v e " ; P N
. \ K s
: . . ' i i 4 e
. . . . . ) ;
- N . PR :
‘, e i [T 187 . R ‘
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a) yes falrly often - ‘, .‘ : f S e T IR
b) onlyoncelnawhlle IR S . '
A o o c) no practlcally never e e e » K " S

e VIlO ~Would );ou descrlbe your proﬂclency ln your second language at a

: o conversatllonal ”level as poor, falr good very good or excellent [or | 3’
L oo , A
T ', each ofthefollowmg e " ‘
. i o o, o SIS
a) ﬂuency Sl e e TR L, '
‘ . ‘.b) comprehenslbn Lo L e (e SRR
S ‘ c) grammar SRR e S
P d) VOcabulary h»' o R - "“‘
. : “1 1. How would you rate yourself as a language leamer‘?\(poor falr good
. C , e ) ) ' IR
vexy good excellent) " T S
. . } ! . K . ' . | . vt . [ . Py
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I ! R [ . . .
N

Tt 14 When talking to ydur forelgh partner dld you notjce any changes or

‘e,“».

. A RSN ‘ > ) RN IR

SR . modiﬂcations myour own speech? ] - ,';; L e

! . : I\'\‘-'- A " . RN - B A ot ta : -‘ ' \ ‘..‘)‘v‘A ".~ "‘ p N '. * ¢ s S .
: AR Ja) " no Sl '4j ‘ A AR N S
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D) yes ;.What glves you, the most trouble?
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1 N " } -, N ) , ' . I\

Voa A ' - - ' * A



190

PO RsIy
FPUl TOUIMMUMUN Wuper pd

HEIY-pRY WWmnep “amisuodeasuy

UMNOS AMpU=A
~hUn LA wscsd 1aqov e

. oad Iesaqap ﬁn-ﬁu.ﬁ_:p

hot 4

WO KA EMasg eRINSI ARy -

tuzase

-01p  FuQIpenUss ‘pIuTeAsIIuULL

Purmuofuoduou Fup(ahun JumgEr
JP¥ pARUp-fae aewnpupy

9% -jo-13q
-lew IqeipIsd ‘praauonghens
‘daq1diyagun paresrdwoesuny

pefusaawun mneu”

‘ACITU  UEALFOQOUN ‘PR

Qeduninduy poed
PAIUIIUGI  Cpaxw(as pnbues

Hone wwy waged Fued-Geg

HIIHO0OS
MOT 40 SFALLOAMAV
LIVYL ONINI4AQ

U pUnase 290U] @ dstwuodsar
-an euogouws \ doad o1 Funier
37 Qo sey sumqoesd s adoad
£Q0 Joy uowesedwas QI Kedsip
edigeuone(ss Euossad - o) [wuos
-raduy suapsid jjoo(e Leuonowy

T waAAMae dWinas ssefasd Uanunyg

Ugeasseucy Qirewdiuc eI wop
(99 UONRAQOUL AR INI( SeY

puodsas @

A0% 1AL jo [eIp [wAF ® sannbas

FIUEE R IRRNIIE snonulne

*ploar Kusea pue Kpind easL
Y ammn g

uone pue 1@no@

a wIpuadapur suotado guano t

EEEEE.{EEE
Q@ Qe Fuo(r of o) -Uaéu.a

MBIl mau sof
Fuqesd ur pasasuiun qyinoq
sanedwaiuor spioas suonmasd
- PROSQY 01 NAIUSD &IaAd

M»g WU
BIQQOY a3 T SINURIT mIu A
pawodxs waym pnImUUNn ewww
< MBUAU [0 UL ACLIBU R

PIII0 puE
pasodwios (ensn wuogenyis oy
1P W e o Fukuca N
ol L@ e sHul@ sax:n muon
SSTUE [ryesans U e eWRwRy

YIHOIS
2401 ..mO NOLIIR{DS3a

Pleuoesvdwol Iivgreduk
PIUBIY-WIRA CMAENSUOWIP "Nk
-UoTIPE PUY PPUSL TBUGHOWF

sageudeuq Lagiapoxd
laneaouul leudiio  vaouadug

“Laffes neesnul
AWEUAp weS@La wnownsnpul P -

-daaseaad aAgIe ‘snasodha ‘Kaan

&..BJEE *E:u:cu ‘aage
=% ¢ Fundepe
JEuﬂ_Pvu- dﬁg- usydwo)

1
TeInipr
yigEneq 13&5:5 Puiwsasep

13430 snedi@®nuor xadwod

Fuiod

%9 BUINIIS  dAimInbG]  paa(oa %n

@ Puuinbuy passs Wnoun)

L d

" npesp paen

S pessagmp Kipas snoue ‘paxd
-a30&d SNOARU ‘UM ‘pIAIOM

 HAYOOS
HOIH 40 SAALLOANAY
LIVYL ONINLi3Q

d XIANdddVv

w30 1noqe.huwiaducs a1

Q0 e %30 [PUORQUD 2803 ean
-eA wwaqoasd say ,u ue aidoad 13
o Qia Ko 4ndapt o spuag

awmaduy § SN[ ‘wwapy

. mou eaqjea ‘swaqdd oy -vuon

-6[o8 ‘[a40u do12a3p 01 -pAIBAfIOW

ag@noy jo Liwuduo jo aqedes -

mopuip .!n:ks puT- Mmpma v
" sum jo wpo

-uad Buoy lof Ao (suopwadal -
. 10 yom Wiyl jo qeded Ases

am 10U $30p Wuags Jo sadiasad
aoanvnc& ‘pajuids vnl aanow o

.Eﬂcuﬂﬁnib—

B ] Euﬁo Aq 199 eprepumis qia
‘ 1UIISHUOD 3Q 0} JONYIq Kjipows -
- o1 ‘wplia1 wainssa:d dnos pum

gy —-Uo. [ u_eﬁrv!.i L

DBEE -b.ph‘
,ﬁaoﬁ Penvqe eofus Groyp

1@ jo wea(predau idap 1o endo

Bunsind @ pasuam o uonwsy -

-duiisiaso @i juaneduy o sy

qaid o0y B»on.zo. aeinw -xvom ,
Eﬁ_obﬁﬁv:axﬁm

fuures] Ul pNBUNW WINRIE

10 Kouza spa ¢ w wdidgred o
PATAROW PAA(CALG PRI AMQUIE o

gy 2 noqe,

© saswaysidde uossad sfenaw aqy
gny 13eda Apses uow ‘maewm wn | -

gggbuplsahk

HAROIS HOIH

40 zoEEowmQ

L3244V TYNOSUAHAINI

NOILYAONNI

TAATT ADHANG

& &KO.H.ZM\/ZH ALITVNOSYAd ZOwMO<w dHL JOd WZOEEOw&Q .E<~E.

4



191

FuRwo WoIUTL Pa AP
fesd papum-aamrey ‘paieuonsado
aeudop  ‘Iia8N303 qURIIOIUL

UARD@A MOTAL
-awmrosun  Fuifiad  Cdqeoosun

| Jsdof, Ao uwdogsesduon

aApu Yunq godun
‘wanedmine  Pundhmpun: paysijod

‘Un PPUED eRI RUEL VAT

. B S
éo%:XJ_DEA,.EnJﬂvgwE

T~ —wnestun prun Funewadsp-fag

- IAGRAIICUO) PIPURL
-quroae Creuonaesad stcimuEa
-pLn (rypIsy 3aoep uwapcud
‘Kiga e juRUSIY snogned)

seases pasa

SUFIfI3F IlELIpIEUeIwr  YuaEi(
Hau sRQUEne n123@au venu
A CTEJUR TUADFIPW HQEAUD

(ryTsdia) PIPUTUL 1LIeqE
US040 NUOYRPW panuefiosg

Sje

-oq ST Bareys WO Jim ase
- FIJAUIPC EPUNOIHADEG [EI0%
U0 T VOOHEAS WU WAL
-p wad; sdoad €129(3s ‘suouido
ICAIINP [ 9ol Lq pIusieasy
(23] M0 1noqe nuswdpn(
snma (x0b eINBUI Um0 G (e
Lesu0d suorndo (uo swWeLLIuy

- IANE 106 epioAR
quA\ haaﬂﬁgaog&ﬁ

nbﬁo uo Jomeyaq
OTY JO K33 T [0 IALSUISUT LT

W preacofigieny 13asp e oy -

exvade Jasperrus pur areu Lretos
BLQO Qe haesp wIage wagoel

- PIVERLIRGULY A(INRI
FIUIPYUCI-[[IV  $AIE( TIQuiIws
dnod ¥ e juswiy jo uorundo

T AO[ WY WMUILS (@108 B pIING

-ouuUn CEWIS 07 ssad U((erdow
wes e (1 ssiBuens Aewod

-® “adoad w:aﬁa ?i;w-l 8234

. Teaugis i
Lmnavow (epov ‘eHsAYd e s

I RQIGe o IepIedis RauTD |

I(TT LUuS20p Wpiemds el (G

ol was WU {euossad jo suog

-ele ePIoaE 13q o1 AINIfUn muog

-eris Hgnapadun [noge snogne)
c

SUORIT 1 10] (AmIUT
o1 PRY ¥q o1 wenjar suonedqo
RW 07 U0 PI[ar aq Lued wia
-aid AUneuwos ur 163121 EIeRe{e
e Ivtwosd e eyraig Auanbay
e Fudpy inoqe nsedy

Fung fuiop aojaq ncﬂw Qases

Kea “3QR1dpasdun  “yrreuraivde
UGB UT SUORETULS SI{puRy KeLw
-0p ol {puanbay Moy (euossad
TR $2907 UTO “HIQOP 30 FIUIUL
-uflvewe uT puigaq e((e] ‘pItIenEp
Qewa 95®univecoud Quuanbasg

Qe
‘sqepuadsp ‘snondasne a@udrg
_-40IUT (eI Je2uoy “aiqliuodsay

T - susfnpw

_5_5, “aeuowwedsip Censedw

_saopal 2andasas “pespaleid
-un pIpuiwr-uado _pIputwpralyg

psruey pood “EIpU0d TRIUAd
-4oI “Wanolxd PQAo[-Ury “(qwuO(
-uedwio s (RIAUOS awol, huie¥
“no "ol puiy “yqEOS

(pom 14a061p “ug

Ctnsnd unqre ‘rawapu Kyeso .
e

‘paiedasiydos  ‘pass Awr

usyjne -

-fles ‘pesiod vutns..roA (98 ‘(2

-asnofa pavodwos ‘piineew-(IG |

YT PULED WoSLInitdA

enoqnesw; Fusudiaius cCpdan
-Ur snocusdwy  ploq '9EI(NIPY

7 premsojiyreas
“IQEIIL  INO(IUI(INUCT

«

O mewanEds voo(roisus eH
‘80asd  (EPOIIW UL E{OUGI

Kot yueid pauidisip” K4ep40

WINp
CIwossm  Caiprisid  woy 334f
WEIPL MU 01 uado umo s woy
Ly AeW SWOISNI pUW  SJAIQ
{10 YWoon cas adoad wmdasoy

s Qaanse wdnye
-uonelas [euowsadiay aaniwod san
{24 K100 (M UOQTIIOUEE (RULIO)
_-ut pue rewlo) (10q M ‘ednod
epos o Qauea e wof Luafes (im

Twfiga L[eos

Daewordip Quruipo sf Inq ‘wapo
jo apendEulse Ue 3q Atwi e
-UOIFEID0 BURIW I3LPW Lq edwig

-swos ‘eod se(nonied ¥ aadde

o waqie Futpenasad v (M 0

Quuotde 5&8
-sod n:éngzn _u.kluxrbuu_ up
ursd smoge w10 Lq PIIUI
-ayul Jo pasvelequwd L(Fed lou

WL Qe FuleIp @ JUIPYUeD

“Lafuep (A pawisoucaun
‘eURYd eae (Had jo juIwIR
ue Funey saanjuaspe efofzs ‘saiuod
-0 dIRIDUN  ([Ale SUOHIENI(e

ct j[as e3asodxa KFuim dumyd

¢ Yumer pue Bujiqued sdofuz

IMIHAHUGD HQAIPUl pue Buane
€ sey “adoad Jx(10 0] 4np ja U
e sauauadas qyfudn pue (s
-Uoy Iq o1 uouEHGo Muone & e(334

“parensip Lves
oU §1 2(APII% UD Yioa €313(d
WO U JO ISN AR sINEY

.2

INVEFIOL ¢

NOLLVAIDLLAVY VIDOS

' SSANLIOHAY TVID0S

ONDAVL NS

ALNIGISNOIS TS

NOLLYZINY3HO

,\r ».F.



192

o “uosYdRP “N sefdnoq 4Q 9.6 1 1y8uAdoo * cowwmﬁtva 5_&, payunday -

. . i ) oo -
. L - Suonewap IPQ 10 uosry
- i - : -0y srueiduiod-usu amwed ‘ol
{ ) ESEQE uoon Ig_v.-nu o,
[ : - . weka w wopums Apua | - ;
- -tedde 10 ygienmdan W puodsay AoNandaida- . -
R - st
PIORLEL) - : e Suey> S pasoddo oy -
“q progs Fwn X 1w sN(ag E mvn jo spuspums Lresodmanuod
LUTEL. [PUOQUMUCIUN UR W 6o - 7 AL AMATALINUOD LIRS
. MUPad pur wae( suonisand . P snoayBu ] pauoiywe-pro_ ¢u _sungio
assiuuad Guodwaiuos Yop HJoueyaq hagpadas slpcanie (o Tesuwnpuad yRpasd 1noaap- ugad bP U229 Iq Lrw wWNEA WY Ky
| oqoun TRLQN TENPRI WP é&kiﬁ:g.?bz?unrc,

-, ,
,
WP RUOQUILUCD MieEiOW - -3Q puUE’ SWOITLD i.-onnlb Laad L7 \>x80=._ko,§>



