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Abstract
This study investigated the possibility of'designing an

.error-detection and correction task (in the written mode)
- ] \ »

~which would serve as an evaluatlon metrlc to dlstlngulsh
advanced second language learners of French from those who
are less advanced. The error-detection ‘and ;ofrectlon task
incorporated a total of 30 errors, 13 ofgwhlch.were~ N
categorized_as 'syntacticallyfconditioned' and ‘17 as

>

,lsemantically-conditioned ' The purpose for establ1sh1ng the
error categories in this minner was to try to tap. the
subjects formal linguistic knowledge as well as hls/her
intuitive knowledge regarding the target language, namely,
hﬁs/her native- llfe "feel' (sprachgefuhl)
| The experiment was carrled out on 60 native English
speaking subjects at basically three different levels of
proficiency in French:bBeginners, Interﬁediate, and ‘
Advanced. Subjects were asked to-read a letter written in
French‘by a native English speaker. This letter&provided a
context .for the 30 errors mentioned above, Secondly,
subjects‘were asked to proof—read'this letter, making any
corrections or changes they believed to be necessary. They
were then requested to give either a formal gramhatical rule
or some form of éxplanation for each change or correction
.made.l . ‘
The results of the analysis én the scores obtained by

¢

the three prbf1c1ency groups revealed that the 30 test items

h 14

did 51gn1f1cantly dlscr1m1nate the performancé&of ‘these

iv
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groups. Six errors of auhigﬁ level.of difficulty were
especially selected to differentiate the group of advanced
learners. Theﬁperformance,of the Adranced group demonstrated.
that, at’least for this particular set of errors, this
hypothesis is upheld. L2 » |
‘With regérd to the group erformanc 'S 1n\prov1d1ng

"rules and/or explanatlons for orrectlo s made\)lt was

/. discovered that the Advanced group used a s1gn1f1cantly

greater numbetr of formal linguistic’ rules than»dld the
Intermediates or Beginners. Tteée findings suggest thdt
Advenced learners heye more explicit knowledge at their
disposal, complemented with their heiéhtenea sensitivity to
errors which required a native-like understanaing of certain
idiosyncracies in the language. Beginners exh1b1ted a strong
propefisity to hyper- correct and also gave much less detailed
explanations than the Advanced and Intermediate subjects.
Severai learner—reiated factors were consiéered for the
analysis and interpretation of results£ sex, age, number of
years of education, formal léﬁguage training, immersion
experience, and the learner s perceptlon of hls/her language

learning ability. Igmer51on experience emerged not

“surprisingly, as a\pdsitive factor in the subgects'

performance on the taiilﬁ__\\\\ y
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"It feels different to talk one language than to talk
another. You talk about different things and you
talk about things from different points of view. The

problem is how to capture this difference. :
: (Haugen, 1970)
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CHAPTER \\/\ .

INTRODUCTION
In the study reported in this the51s an error detection
and correctlon task was adhpted as the paradlgm to
investigate the p0551br11ty of designing a methodological
technique which would distinguish advanced adult second
language learners of French from other adult second language
learners of French. More precisely, it was devised to
dEStinguish those who have attained a native-like competence
in the setond ianguage (as a result of a highly developed
sensitiVity fer the lanquage, henceforth known as
'sprachgefuhl’') from those who have not acquired a
nat1ve like competence in the langua;e. Such a task
incorporates both formal and intuitional 1nformat10n and
also provides a means for testlng the role of implicit or
1ntu1t10na1 knowledge as well as explicit formal rule
knowledge. By'distinguishing one learner type from andther
it is assumed that different learner characteristics and
different strategies would be represented by the two groups.
Since the initial step in any form of empirical

investigation is to provide adequate methodological tools
for measuring the phehomenoh under investigation, the
research reported here simply addressed the ..ue as to
whether or not the sprachgefuhi“ﬁphenomencn is e
quantifiable entity. The issues of the learre-s'

characteristics and strategles are not the focus of this

partlcular investigation but they are addressed in terms of



how they could be treated in future research.

Background to the Pfobleh-

In the second lénéuage (L,) acquisition research
‘Alite;ature, it has been recognized for some time that, not
unlike first language learhers, second languagé,learners
eventually acquire a native-like feeling for the target
language and some moreso than others. It seems that advanced .
L, learnefs»who cqﬁ”hake intuitive judgements about the
grammaticality op/appfopriateness of an utterance have a
general feeling for the‘utterance ag a whole even though
they cannot always articulate precisely, nor. even fecognizé
where .or what tﬁe-trouble spot is. Like the native speakér,
the L, learner can develop and use both syntactic and
semantic intuitiqns regarding the target.language structures
and phénology. Such intuitions entail making judgements
cbncerning the well-formedness or ill-formedness, the
acceptability or unacceptability'of an utterance. |

The ability'of L, learneré to develop such an
appreciation for the nature or spirjt of the second lqnéuagé
in general has been termed by some as 'sprachgefﬁh},' the
German translation meéning-"feeling féffthe language.” This
term has been adopted into English and defined more |

s

explicitly in Webster's as: a sensibility to conformance

with or divergence from the established usage-of’a_language,

a feeling for what is linguistically effective or o
/ - .
appropriate. Sprachgefiihl judgements can be made in the

-
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el

descrlptlve and prescriptive sense, including 1ntu1t10ns
about the lexical or social appropriateness of a word or a

given sequence of words. : ' ' .

Current Views on Spraehgefﬁhl Development‘ ' ‘

It is generally .agreed upen by L, teaéhers end
researchers that part of.what isiinvolved'in becoming more
proficient in a- second language is the progre551on from a
prlmary gestalt like 'gefuhl' analy51s,to a more analytical
or exp11c1;’analy51s Initially, learners appear to have a
general feellng of “what is right or wrong w1thout being able
to zero in on the prec1se nature of the error when there is
one. In this l1ght, Lt‘has been postulated that L, learners
are able to hake"e geetalt:type analysiS'of sentence
structure: before .they are able to make detailed analytlcal
judgements (Gass,_1983). Hence, a learner's analytlcal
ability has been hypothe5125d to develop as a function of
prof1c1ency <

L, researchers have interpreted thisrro'meéh that there
is, in turn, not| as great'an.iqsreese‘in the range of one's
feel for the language (enefsk'spraéegefﬁhl'j asﬂe fﬁncrion_
of pro?iciency, as there is an increase in ‘the abiiity to
°pinpoint the trouble spot ahd tQ specifically recognize what
is wrong. There is.furtherrspeculetion that the analyzed
aspect isia necessary precondition for fluency in a second

“language moreso than for the first.language. Such a

hypothesis is not at all unreasonable given that, in the
) : : o



initial stages of acquiring the target language, learners -
can exhibit a generalized feeling fér what is right or b
wrong. However, it may be suggééted thatnthis sprachgefuhl
then continues to be refined so that more explicit and

- accurate assessments can be made.

| | Such a gradual change has been percelved by some o
researchers .as an 1nd}cat10n that a transition from an —
implicitly based knowledge to an explicitly based knowledge
is taking place. The explicit knowledge is characterized as
the‘ieérnér's analytic metalinguistic ability, i.e., the
learner's ability to viéw the language as an objective

eﬁtity (but this ability does not necessarily entail
exblicitly stating a rule). As Bialystok (1981) has pointed
'out, sometimes sentences may sound right or wrohg for e
're&sons that may be.completely obscure and in these cases
‘justifications for one}judgehent over another can rarely be
‘found. ‘

This obser?ation serveé to underline the fact that
Ayhilg we can speculate that L; learners start with a
‘gestalt-like approach and eventually become more explicit
'rgéarding their judgements, we cannot . deny that there will
be some areas of language which defy a purely explicit or /’
analytic analysis. In such cases L, learners must rely /
completely on their.intuitive‘knowledge or their
spr;chéefﬁhl. The degree to which a given individual's
'spraéhgefﬂhl';ig_developed may simply reflect, to:a great -

extent, the L; learner's concern for sounding 'native-like,"

'
. a
.



for demonstrating a strong empathy for the culture depending
on whether or not he is integratﬁvely or insttumentally
motivated. A more detalled dlscu551on of the learner's
characterlstlcs and how they are 1ntegral to underst{édlng
sprachgefuhl development will follow in a "later chapter

ent1tled The Learner. For'the moment, we need to consider

both the systematic, and the ambxguous nature of language
1tse&f and how this may in some way affect the L, learner's -
choice of strategles durlng the. acgu151tlon process.

"There are, in every language,‘Certaln\1mmutable
syntactfc regulations whioh‘cannot be violated, such as
word-order, reflexivization, adjectlve noun agreement etc., -
4 “ich lingustic rules (in both the prescr1pt1ve and |
c .ptive sense) are determined and must. be applied.
However, not all aspects of language use are rule-bound in
‘thlS sense., They are not rule-bound to the extent that they-
cannot be subjected to a formal llngu1st1c analy51s in terms
of major syntactlc or phonolog1cal categor1es. Instead,
there are certain verb .tenses 'or lexical 1tems whlch belong
to the soc1011ngu1st1c realm in which correct usage ‘*‘\}
(native-like usage) is dependent on semantic ot\pragmatic
‘restrictions within the lexical item itself or within a
particular context. Such\gonteXtually-linked.linguistic
phenomena are probably identifiable, to one extent or
another, in all the languages of the world (Lakoff, 1972).

Syb fotms and personal

In French, for example, certain v

- . ‘e . '.\ I3 - 13 .
pronouns are  prescribed for specific.contexts in which
. - 3 \ . N '<



register is crucial. The speaker must acquire an awareness
of such nuances and learn to employ the appropr1ate language
forms in order to avoid social blunders. Correct usage of
honorifice in Asian langquages, especially Japanese, demand
an- extremely seneitive awareness to the subtleties of the
"Japanese social hierarchy. As Lakoff (1972) points out, many
Tanguages require that there be overt expression of the
identitf of--speaker and/or addressee, ‘their respective
sooial pos;péeqs, ages, and sex. English speakers must. also
reoognize,these overtly in certain sitdations, but Japanese
speakers need to pay much greater attention, more
.frequently. .

Also, in 1anguage, there are numeroqs other
idiosyncratic features and non-rule-bound items which the.
learner, nati&e and L, alige, must commit to memory as part

of\his or her learned repertoire. This is particularly true

[N

of formulaic exprees'ons, idioms and other set collocations
(as noted by Bolinger, 1976), and alSo.in the area of the
Yexicon in general, particularly in the case of derivational
morphology. It is/difficult, for example, to explain to a
non-native speaker,of'English>why we do not put "butter and
bread"” on tne table, feel "sound and eafe"; do something
"later or sooner or explain that Marie cannot be "hav1ng a
colda" but she can be'"hav1ng a baby" or "having fun." In the
latter case, we would be forced to dlscuss the semanticg
properties of the verb "to have“ whlch restrlct it from

being used in the progre551ve to descrlbe a state in this
, ‘ , . “



-

particular situation. Such explanations (while they can

sometimes be formulated as descriptive rules to some degree)

. : . | -
go beyond the realm of a more direct or unconditional

grammatical explanation in order to justify why the

learner's utterance was not acceptable \or appropriate, or

- simply not native-like. Nonetheless, veky little expljcit

teaching is done with respect to vocabulary and register and
using it 'appropriately.' Seidom‘are explicit statements ’
made which would guide students to achiev%ng stylistic =
approp:jateness.‘Sﬁudents usually receive little advice

regarding which words, expressions, or structures are

appropriate to a given register or level of usage or knowing

Y that casual English speakers prefer dangling to fronted

—

prgpositions in questions or relative clauses, 6r that
contracted fbrms are avoided in formal writing but preferred
elsewherzﬁ “

~  The fact that such explanations are almost entirely
gvoided in language-teaching texts is understandable. éorl
until qgﬁte recently, contemporary lingﬁists, no matter what

their particular theoretical bias, have preferred to avoid

LY

‘the 'messy' areas of semantics ard pragmatics. In movin
. g g

"\' . 13 13 . » .
away from simple distributional statements to explicit

>

reference to meaning, intention, presupposition, or

appropriateness conditions, the 'pedacogic' grammar has no
g g

‘option but to rely on informal intuit. and

.

contextually-governed "rules" which are ‘et largely

unformulated, some of which always wi.l .
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These aforementioned aspects of ianguage use which
appeér not to bé rule-bound, and thereby defy an explicit
rule-type analysis in the formal linguistic sense, cannot be
pin-pointed by‘either the.native epeaker, or the L, learner
on a purely analytical lemel or formal rule-governed level.
In fact, such langquage phenomena: which elicit an "It
doesn't sound right;" or "We ‘don't say it that way" from the
native speaker are being reacted to on'a "by feel™ or
sprachgefihl basis, most likelyubeceuse there are no "by
rule” explandtions end the speaker is forcedvto employ a
more gestalt-type anaiysis.'Others may argue that such
errors are‘being reacted to on a "by feel" basis not
necessarily-becéuse~they are unanalyzable or not
rule-governed, but simﬁly hecause native speakere ana
-non natives who are extremely prof1c1ent may not be aware of
such rules at the conscious level. While such an
interpretation is perfectly plausible, the existence of
certain aspects of ianguage which are not rule-bound in the
prescriptive or descriptive sense cannot be denied.

The sprachgefuthl or correction function employed by
both native speﬁkers and language learners may invoke all
‘sorts of language related knowledge, either linguistic,
‘pragmatic, orlcommunicative, as well as their knowledge of
the world. Operating on this intuitive knowledge base not.
only entails having intuitions ebout grammatigality but also
having opinions or attitudes aboﬁt'style or conrtent of

utterances, register, level of usage, perceptions of the



segmentation of words into sounds, and categorical or
abstract knowledge concerning language -- its structure and
its uses. The language leafner relies on his/her
communicative experience in the language, how often a
certain word or expression'has been heard or employed in an

4

array of different contexts or éociel situations. When
functioning in a second language,mgudgements and ideas
regarding different usages are continuously being
re-examined and re-evaluated. Such a process is an intedral
part of attaining native-like fluency. Nuances in a
language, subject to changes in context, are primarily
acquired by trial and error and frequency of occurrence ‘in
different communicativie,situations. Once a learner has
acquired a highly developed sprachgefihl he/she is able to
. make gene;alizations about the target language which
incorporate many language levels simultaneously:
phonological level (pronunciation), form,, meaning, and
function. Gauging a second language learner's ability to
make suchAkinds of judgementsjabout a target language has
recently become a major.concern of second language
acquisitionwresearchers who hdve come to realize chat when é,
. second language learner's competence in the target language
begins to approximate a native speaker's norm,'his
intuitions about the target language are indeed indicative
of'his development'toward a native-like competency.

As pointed out earlier, there exist many aspects of a

language which defy an explicit linguistic "rule"
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. explanation or which elude the realm of the traditional
grammer. If we consider this issue in a more practical and
applied light, currlculum developers and language teachlng
textbOok writers remind us of the dlfflcultles encountered
wben.trylng to write explicit formal rules for the realm of
whar some textbook writers call the 'fuzzy grammar. '

In his text, Modern English, concerning English as a

second language, Rutherford (1975) comments on a notorlously
difficult to learn rule of English, namely the use of
articles. He clailms that the best way to learn the correct
use of articles is more through practice than close study of
the rules and their many exceptions. While such a claim‘is
not surprising, it instantiates the idea that there is a
certain subset of items in any language which cannot
possibly be taught in a totaily forma; manner. The language
learner, either-with or wichout the aid of a good teacher,
must.seek out the so-called "fuzzf areas" of the target
language granmar and conquer them if he expecté to develop a
native-like command of the grammatically unpredicgeble
aspects of the target language.

We may ‘acknowledge then, the existence of the "fuzzy
area" of the grammar which reputedly consists‘of complex
/,constructions, false-cognates, formulaic expressions,
‘idioms, lexical nuances in terms of social register, set
collocations, etc.; all of which force sem:. ic explanations
out of the pedagogue concerning usage, sociolinguistic

issues, pragmatics, etc., rather than stf£T§htforward
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grammatical or syntactic explanations. While many linguists
and language teachérs have tried to detefmine the differené
between those aspects éf language which are clearly
anaijzable ih terms of_their syntactic and phonological
properties from Ehe more fu;zy aspects which demand a more
sociolinguistic interpretation, no one has managed to draw a

clear distinction between the two. It is not expected that

N

the line between syntax and semantics is an easy one to
draw, or that it is possible or should be possible in every
case. There is, however, an undeniable differeﬁce between
violating basic word-order such as: "I him saw", as compared
with saging "tu" (informal second person progbun in French)
to your.superior instead of the polite form "vous." Both
mistakes are unaccéptable, the first clearly vioiating the
word-order used by most native English speakers, whéreas_:he
second mistake is acceptable‘grammaEically; but not in this
___—particular sociolinguistic situation. ) o
To date, linguists, applied iinguists and
sociolinguists have managed to nibble at the periphery of
- the idea of two different sets of "rules" for these two
different areas of language. Krashen (1§77) attempted to
present those differences in tefms of whaﬁ he views as
"hard" and "easy" rules. Accordihg to Krashen, "hard"'rules
are those rules wﬁich fesist-definition in the formal
iinguistic sense and are more exemplary of generalizations
in a language. He proposes that such generalizations must be

. TN .
learned perhaps tediously over a long period of time as one
L N
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eventually acquires a feeling'fbr the nature or spirit of
‘the language, therebyt®incrementing what is later‘discdssed
as 'impliert' knowledge.."Easy" rules, on the other hand,
can be consc1ously learned .and commltted to memory. Krashen
cla1ms that these rules belong in the domain of a 11ngu1st1c
grammar and”" are 11m1ted in thelr explanatlons to a
~ descriptive et;tement. The terms "hard" and "easy," /f<“/
unfortunately do not help to clarify the,idea that there are
two different areas of language which require tne\different
"rule" approaches in language learning and teaching. We do
not know whether Rrashen'S‘rules are "hard" or "easy" from
the pSychelinguistie perspective (learnabil%ty),or from the
analytical linguistic perspective (formal analysre). |
makes noﬂconjectures regarding the complexity of‘learning
'which his "hard-easy" dichotomy‘seems to imply. If we
consider his distinction in terms of complex1ty from the
‘learner’ s standgg}nt we may wonder,why 1ntu1t1ng a "rule"”
through experlengewin the targetﬂlanguage is any more
difficult than conseiously and formally leacning a specific
syntactic rule. and remember1ng to apply it. Krashen's
‘approach to the two different "rule” ¢ategories in language
is ultimately more confounding{than,enlightening.’

| Aronson-Berman (1979) considers both these types of
'rules’ in view of their funetion in what ehe calls a
pedagogic (foreign or second.language) grammar. She suggests
that in a pedagogic target language grammar there are really

two major sets of rules that the language learner must

\
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contend with: Rules of Grammar and .Rules of Thumb.
Rules of Grammar can be characterlzed as explicit

generallzatlons in the form of verbal formulatlons about

-

some asSpect or feature of the,target language dealing with

"either the use,of a word or set of words, a given syntactic

-~ ' ~

construction, a certain type of preposition, etc. Rules of

Thumb however would take care of the 'fuzzy' realm the

semantic explanations prov1ded by the teacher to clar1fy the

| ”
deeper 1ntu1t1ve sense which is true to the worklngs of the SN

language itself.

She .claims that language textbook‘rules are ma1nly

concerned with how items (morphemes, words, phrases) are
dlstr1buted i.e., what they can or cannot‘co -occur w1th It
is only when the L, learner becomes sens1t1ve to the flner §‘
»subtlet1es and nuances in the lexlcon, and the d1fferent
social reg1sters whlch fall into the "unteachable" category.
of the target language, that he can begin to use the
language in a}native-like"way and thereby avoid sounding
"off- key/{/;s\za;off (1972) notes, in order to predict tha
/’_agpk/cablllty of many rules one must be able to refer to
assumptlons about the social c/gtext of an utterance, as

well as other 1mp11c1t assumptions made by the part1c1pants

in a discourse. ) /

e /

If one could teach second—language use s ccessfully so

that a non—natlve speaker could use the target language in a

t

way rem1n1scent of a native speaker rather than a robot

then the situations which dlctate a certain level of usage

!
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\\\\ or style in a given language would have to be 1dent1f1ed
\\Bwener+_1t_l___ﬂylo\§ly useless to try to 115t or to
pinpoint the superf1c1al syntactic conf1gurat10ns where the;'
“are’ courrectly used The list would be almost infinite." i

Ee]
In sp1te of the -odds, people do 1earn how to make these

)

subtle distinctions, how to 1nterpret and exp101t the ;
nuances of certaln lexical items and express1ons. Regarding
Lz-learners, however, there is an'obvious‘distinctionp |
between those L, learners who appear to reach a point in

" their L, development where they intuitively recognize these
shifts in register and the constraints on stylistically
appropriate . usages. There are, of course, those who never
do, regardless of th :mount of formal 1nstructlon or ff
‘1mmers1on experlence in the target language.

Such an achlevement on the part of the L, learners who
apparently develdp a nat1ve like sprachgefihl means they
attained thlS sens1t1v1ty tu a large degree w1thout the a1d
of any explicit feaching. Thls, ‘in turn, implies that the '
sprachgefuh@ learner may differ in spec1f1c ways from the
average L, learner Namely, he may be a dlfferent learnerv

_type due to certa1n personality traits and therefore he mayvx
employ certain strategies which are more conduc1ve to “
acquiring a native-like competence in the target language;

For L, researchers, applled llngu1sts, L teachers ?“d.
psycholog1sts who all share the common de51re to better

understand the L, acqu1s1t10n process, there 1s a general

consensus that in sp1te of the teaching method employed the



-

!

- motivating purpose or situational circumstances provide two

reliable observatidns regarding L. acqpisition which are
consistently evident: (1) there are L, learners who are more
successful than others in achieving a native-like competence
in the target langpage regardless of similarity in their
target language hackground* (2) ;ffhin individual learners
there are often great dlscrepanc1es in their mastery of the
dlfferent aspects of language learnlng, whether it be aural
comprehension, readlng ablllty, or productive competence.
Also, there are some learners, either by formal or‘informaf\‘\Q

instructional methods or both, who are extremely successful

S

while others are not. It is obvious then, that we are

dealing with a learner variable which requires more thorough
and systematic investigation.
Such a viewpoint has 1nsp1red second langgfge -

/
acqu151t10n researchers to address the issue empirically,

borrowing a methodological technlque from L, research;

namely having L: learners make either judgements about

deviant or inappropriate utterances in the target language
¥ 7

or to detect, locate, and correct errors in the target

language on error detection tasks.‘These judgements may
concern‘grammaticality, acceptability, ambiguity, synonymy,
ﬁeaningfulnéss . .'comprehensibilty,ﬂetc. All such tasks
undeniably volve ranklng out the L, learner s "language
feel.” If it i_. . rue that the f1nd1ngs from such judgement

tasks do provide consistent information and adequate

descriptions of a learner's particular stage of L,
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development, then an examination of the L, learner's
production errors, and his intuitions regarding the nature
of these errors, shonld lead us one step closer to
discovering what strategies the learner may be using in his
attempts to acquire a native-like proficiency in the target
language. Tasks requiring judgements of grammaticality or

)

appropriateness of an utterance or the ability to detect and

correct in the target language are known as metali guistic

!

tasks and constitute the area known as metalingui§tic

)
studies. *

~

The Development of Studies in Metalinguistic Awareness

Before presenting a discussion of the development of
metalingnistic studies, it is necessary to understand ‘
exactly what is meant by the term 'metalinguistic awareness'
and the ability to perform metalinguistically. Authors have
varled somewhat in the definition of metalln;u1st1C“
awareness and their use of thlS term but there appears to be
some general agreement as to 1ts meaning. Being '
'metalinguistically aware' 1mp11es the ability to go beyond
llngu1st1c performance at a higher level in one's self and
others. It implies the ability to look at and to manipulate
language as an object. More precisely, metalinguistic
judéements could include not only statements about
intuitions of grammaticality but opinions or attitudes’abent

the style or context of utterances, perceptions of the

segmentation of words into sounds, categorical or abstract

’
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'knowledge about language, its structure and its uses. These

statements are metalinguistic in the sense that they treat
lgnguagé as an object.

To date, the metalinguistic studiés have developed
methodologically very similarly to the L, acquisitiqn
studies invoiving judgements, or location and correct&on of
errors, L, researchers, however, have been forced to become
very innovative giYen that there. are no g;andardized méthods
or techniques‘for eliciting judgéments. They'a;e undeniably
faced with much greater i%tersubject variability given the
L, learners' original orientations, their ages, cognitive
skills, whether or not they ére field Hependent or field

independent, or integratively or instrumentally motivated.

In the most recent reéearcﬁ literatﬁre,'judgements of
grammaticality and acceptability have feceived the greatest
attention from L, researchers, If the role of the native_
speakérfs intu&tive judgements has gained accéptanéé in

i

theoretical linguistics, then it seems logical to many L,

‘researchers that the intuitive judgements of L, learners

)

should also receive some attention. Corder (1973) feels it

< is 'normal' that L, learners would be very good informants

regarding their developing language system (their

'intérlaﬁguage'). He also asserted that fhe judgements of
gfammatidality would ciosely angy;eliably approximate those -
of the native speaker. Before pursuing these claims, a brief

recapitulation of the metalinguistic research to date and

the purpose of such judgements and their implications for L,

-y
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research will be discussed.

Just over a decade ago, when the term 'meta%inguistic
awareness' was first being coined, researchers interested in
testing the metalinguistic ability of native speakers first
looked at children in the process of acquiring their“first
language. Most:of these studies were concerned with
determining wﬁén children wefe gble to make various kinds of
judgements regarding their deveioping language system and
were mainly discussed in terms of grammaticality judgements.
‘Gleitman, Gleitman,'and Shipley (1972) found that‘quite
young children (2.5+ years) can detect and alter
grammaticality, although not 100% of the time. They also
discovered that for older childgen (5 to 8 Xéarsj seqantic
anomaly“was the most important‘criterion used for judging
acceptability;

Hakes (1980) also took a developmental. approach to his
experiment in which he used'severél measures and a variety‘
of items, trying to correlate the children's progress with
their cognitive.development. He found that the youngest
“children (4—5fyears) were not able to explain their
acceptability ratings and preferred to give content
explanations for syntactic judgements. The 8 year-olds, on
the other hand, passed a 90% level-for'judgements.of
bresumed deviant sentences. Hakes concluded that there was
significant 'metalinguistic',improvemént with-age and that'

the children's skills appeared to correlate wiﬁp”their~ehtry



19

development.

The findings of these studies appear to be
represenéative of the majority of the research fin@ings in
this area. But when a large sample of studies is censidered,
they are foF the most part, difficult to compare as such a
’vafiety of observational, interactive, elicitational, and
statistical techniques have. been employed. Consequentl%, the
findings in the L, metal1ngu1st1c research literature suffer
from ‘the same 1nherent problems. In reaction to this, dz
methodologies have tried to be more innovative despite the
lack.of standard ‘methods and greater intersubject
variability.eIn most error-analysis based studiee, thé
learner's proficiency is refiected in the language they
produce; the reseercher{s astdteness in the judgemenfs they
make. But learners can also make judgements,. evaluating the
acceptability of a target languaée corpus and correcting
what they perceive as errors in the corpus. Not unlike the_
L, studies, the main focus of L, studies has been on
so-called judgements of grammaticality, but they have also
focused on the location of errors in test items. The
standards of correctness have tended to be the
experimenter's own judgements, but the degree of abnormality
in the sentences has usually been limited to plausible or
slightly difficult L, grammar points. A representative
Sample of such stﬁdies should be considered.

Cohen and Robbins (1976) required learners to evaluate

their own written errors and to locate and correct them if
R . s \



possible} The performance by the students revealed av
diversity of grammatical awareness even among three
subjects.

White (1977) presented adult,gz learners with a written
version of their own oral errors and analyzed their
judgements.according to a'relatively superficial
error-analysis (EA)’classification. No diffefénces in
success of judgement for error typg (interference or
development) were found, nor any differences in success
acéording to the level of the,leafner. Of the total numbér'
of errors, only 47% were corrected; another 10% were located
but not corrected. White concluded that time allotted for-
the task Qas a crpcial variable, i.e., the additionalvtime
available when learners are allowed to inspect their oral
production promotes better access to explicit or implic?®t

o

rules.

Lightbown and Barkman (}978) had younger French
learners of English judge "correctnéss" of Qarioué "fé"

- grammar points (pluralé, possessives, 3rd person singular)
known to be problems for French students learning English,
They were }nterested in whegher or not subjects would
improve in judgement (and ability to correct errors)
following a period of instructibn on these points. Learners
with, the instrucfioﬁ showed a percentage improvement four
times greater than for control groups with no instruction.

" " Gass (1983), like White (1977), presented subjects with

their own and with others' written errors, requiring



grammatfcality judgements, location, and correction of
errors. The errors were recognized with 70% accuracy. Again,
time seems to be crucial. Gass claims that, with more time,
students paid greater attention to form. There was a
developmental trend as well; the more advaﬁcedliparﬁérs were
better able to jud%e and rectify other learners' errors than
were the intermediate level leafners.

Two studies by Schaghter, Tyson,%and Diffley (1976) and
Tucker and Sarofim (1979),. used judgements of acceptability
to compare the reactions of non-native speakers from
different first language groups to thé‘same set of target
languagé errors, and to compare those résponses with the
responses éf native speakers. Neither of these studies,
however, considers developmenfal changes in L, learners'
judgements of target language errors.

d'Anglejan-Chatillon (1975) noted one sort of |
developmental change in learners' judgements. In contrasting
students at two proficiency levels, she notes that only the
mors advanced students produced nonrandom  judgements of the
deviance of test sentences. Her conclusion-was that less
~advanced students were not able to discriminate between
normal and deviant senfences, thus revealiné that a
comparison of judgements made by iearners at d%fferent
stages in their mastery of a second language cah‘reveal
changes in devéloping competence. S |

Moreover, such a compariéon provides a view:of some

]

areas of transitional competence that, in a typical error
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| analysis, are obscured by avoidance strategies. Kleinman
(1978) preseﬁ%ed results usipg:Arabic, Spanish, Portuguese,
and American students whichrsupport Schachter”s J(1974) view
that students who have a lot of trouble with certain
structures will simply avoid using them. Kleinman suggests
that it is not so much the question that L, influence
pertaihs to the avoidance of certain structures by-Lz
learners but that personality factors, such as anxiety,
confidence, and willingness to take risks, provide
information on which students are likely to avoid various
structures. \ '

Madden, Bailey, Eisenstein, and Andersbn (1973), in a
detailed investigation of four auxiliaries in 46 adult ESL
stﬁdents, distihguish ";voiders" from "guessers." Avoiders
would not respdnd to items 'they did not know well and were.
willing to imitate a sentence only when they felt the
likelihood of making errors was small. Guessers were willing
£6 try even yheh there was little likelihood of being
correct. . | ' \

Bialystok and Frolich (1978) administered an Aural
Grammar test to French students. Deviant and correct French
sentences werte judged both for grammatieality and for error
category by given types. They tested t@ds measure against
subjects' scores on standard tests and\foﬁnd correlations.
It was found that subjects'’ confidence in their judgementg
correlated positively with the correctness of judgement.

They interpreted such results as indications that these
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learners shared a more conscious mastery of rules. This doés
not imply, howéver, that the subjects' knowledge was mofe
explicitly based as they had earlier postulated. In fact, in
a follow-up study by Bialystok (19;9), the résults appear to
indicate that subjects' correct judgements are based on
implicit (ﬁnanalysed) knowledge unless there is a "focus on
form” and enough time allowed to access explicit
information.

In order to test Corder's (1973) hypothesis (fhat
advanced L, learner's gfammaticality judgements would
eventually approximate those of a nativé:speaker), Arthur
(1980) had 149 ESL learners locate and cg%téct "typical' L,
type errors in a written passage. His was the first study to
provide such a complete context for judgement. In partial
agreement with one of Gass' (1553) findings, he found that
‘the less advanced learners were more likely to make
erroneous corrections of correct forms and more.advanced
learners were better able to locate errors, although the
latter weré no better at correcting them. These findings did
not exactly confirm his original predictions or Corder's
hypothesis. Arthur also assumed that learner judgments of
acqggtability are in part a reflection of that learner's
coéﬁgtence in the target language; i.e.( if a sequence is
judgedqto be acceptable it is because such a sequence is in
accord with their internalized knowledge of the target

language structure.
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Their assumptions are in fact fundahental to the
rationale behind any type of metalinguistic study, be it
concerned with grammaticality or approbriapeness judgements, .
or error detection and correction. Up to this point, |

metalinguistic studies have, for the most part, produced

inconclusive results. The majdrity of the studies have

involved L, learners at different levels of proficiency

-~

engaging in 'high-monitoring' type tasks. These tasks

'require the L, learner to concentrate on the form of the

laﬁguage versus the communicative intent of the message
being conveyed. As reported, the students are usually asked
to evaluate or edit their own oral and/or written errors or
texts written in a kind of finteflanguage' (addressed on
pége 28) and to make judgements or to lqcate and correct
errors if possible.

Researchers who have primarily concentrated on looking
at adult L, learners have discovered, as one would expect,

that learners-at different levels of proficienéy do exhibit

-a very revealing diversity of metalinguistic awareness or

ability to make these klnds of judgements. Desplte the
results of some problematic studies, in general, ;t seems
that,advanced L, learners are better both at locating and "
correcting errors than are intermediate and beginning' |
learners, therefore implying that their ébility to
successfully operate on thesevdeviaﬁt items is closer to a
natiQe—speaker:norm.'Also of major concern to many L;

acquisition researchers is whether or not an enhanced
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metalinguistic awareness (an apparently'explicit knowledge
about language as an objective entity) reflects the
learner's knowledge of explicit rules, i.e., actually being
able to articulate a formal linguistic rule for a given
problem '
| A recent error detectlon study by Gass (1983), dealing
with this particular question, revealed that while an
advanced L, learner may be able to pihpoint a specific
problem it cannot be assumed that heyshe can artlculate a
rule. ThlS is in keeping with the behav1our of native
sﬁz;kers in their respective languages. As nat1ve speakers
we most likely cannot give explicit rules for why we say one
thing and not ahother unlese we have been formally trained
as linguists’or language teachers. | |

In a study by Krashen and Fathman (1976) which looked
at formal versus informel.learners (formal learners being
people who have a large repert01re of exp11c1t rule
knowledge at their dlsposal as opposed to 1nformal learners
who tend to operate more on intuition or heuristics), it was
discovered that there was very little performance ‘difference
on a particular test so that mere conscious knowledge of-
rulesﬁdoes not ensure that they will be applied when L,
.learners are requested to either produce utterances or to-
correct them.

These f1nd1ngs were not surprising. Learners have been
observed to make many self-described 'careless' errors which

they were able to correct themselves, increasing their
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overall accuracy by 6% in some studies and up to 47% in
oéheré (Dulay et al., 1982). The corrections were typically
made for»iowér-level morphological rules.

Researchers have also found that learners are.commonly
vable to produce fairly high-level constructions without' \
being able to staée any kind of relevant rule at all. In
light of this research it has Eeen stroﬁgiy suggested that
'the ability to produce many of the complex sentenceé and
constructioms of the language appears to be the result Qf
what have been called subconscidus (unanalyzed) processes

rather than conscious (analyzed) ones. This issue is

readdressed in the chapter entitled The Learner. Before

turning our attention to the L, learner in greater detail, a

more in-depth look at éhexrationale ana the employment of
different types of metalinguistic awareness tasks is |
necessary. From ﬁhé research studies breviously reported, it
is-obvious that tésks involving erfor\detgction and
- correction are undoubpediy pophlar testiné'devicés.
The pgst décadé of secoﬁd language acquisition research
"has givgn birth to many new ekp;rimental teéhniqueé‘ﬁnq‘
methodologies, ail designed to discover those fundaméntai\x\
factors of the language learning process,'to trylto isolage

linguistic primes of human cognitive activity. Initially,

%
second language acquisition researchers rere more interested

in developing new and improved methods o teaching than in
conducting empirical investigatfbns on second language

learning as such. As a result, the actual methodologies in

-

\‘_\
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second language.experimentation have evolved somewhat slowly
and, at times haphazardly. Research on language use and
first and second language acquisition has 1ncrea51ng1y
tended to utlllze methodologles from psychology and the
social sciences to substantiate theoret;cal.pos1tlons and
anecdotal accounts with objectively_reliable and valid
information. While a comprehensiveland critical discussion
of the second language research methodology is beyond the
scope of this thesis, an attempt is made to provide some
idea of ‘the problems involved in metallngu1st1c studles,
'espec1ally those involving error detectlon and correctlon;
S1nce the focus of second language research has sh1fted
~_towards the: learner, an entire array of psychological and
sociolinguistic factors have emerged for closer scrutiny.
The psychologlcal make up of the learner himself, as well as
the utterances, he produces const1tute a major portion of
the variables considered in the research methodology and
analysis.'The'inclusion of these variables has provoked more
interest in the. language aptitude of the learner, his age,
" his personality type, and language background This has
forced teachers and researchers allke to look more|closely
at the klnd of language a second language learner produces
in spontaneous, natural speech, namely the errors which he

produces.
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N ’ ' ' C .
Efrors and Interlanguage ' .

a

A little over a decade ago, Seligkgf introddced the
ﬁerm Tinterlanguage’ to the second languagé research
literature. For Selinker, 'interlanguage' is the language -
ilearner;s langdége,-a sort of hybriaAlanguééé bétween his
first languaée and his target language, i.e., a mixed or
intermeaiate langbage. His justification for this notion was
that a large'numner‘of errors could be ascribea to the
process of transfer. However, subsequént research on
léﬁguage data produced by both adults and children\has
‘revealed that the ﬁloportion of transfer errors is actuélly
fairly'insighificant. In actuality, many errors seemed to be Y
similar in most‘leérners at the same stage of development
and were lafgély independent of the nature 6f the mother
"tongue (Dulay,ét al., 1982);-Co;der's (1981) concept of
interlanguage is not cémpatible with Selinker's notion of a
"hybrid” ianguage but -has a developmentgl history of its
own. The 'interlénguage system' is a dynamic one. The
‘learner passeé'through a theoreticaliy infinite number of .

' states of grammar aloné_a continuum starting with the native
language, ultimately approaching the target language. Corder
views the language learnerfs progress along such a continuum
to be a repfeséntatiﬁeﬁgauggﬁgﬁ his tfansitionallcompetence.
"In chéosing this term, Corder bérgows the notion of = . -
'éompetence"from Chomsky and emphasizes that the learﬁer

possesses a certaihnbody‘of knowledge which is presumably

constantly developing, which underli®és the utterances he

e
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makes. How one can empirically investigate such a dynamir
t¥ansitional system is a jproblem which remains to be solved. -
Until we have overcome the theoretical and methodological
problems of descfibing the approximative syétems, or
idiosyncratic grammars of individual learners, we are in no
pOsition to make firm generalizations about the phenomenon *
of interlanguage and its relative import. Since

inferianguage is such a broad or diffuse notion it eludes

any status as a quantifiable entity in empiricai

investigation. : .

Some Pros and Cons of Error Analysis

Previously; errors in second language production,
especially those which were evidently transfer errors from
the first language (errors that reflected the structure of
L,), were considered as unwanted utterances to be eradicated
as soon as possible because they were blatant indicators of
the language .learner's incompétency with the target
laﬁguage.iﬂowever; if we make the distinction between errors

|
Ewhich are the offspring of chance circumétances (such as the.

'slips'of the tongue' which even native speakers sometimes

make) and those errors which reveal the learner's current

1")7 "p

suggest, then the status of errors has” been elevated from

underlying knowlgﬁge of the targé%llanghage, as Corder would

the category. of unwanted forms to- the "indicators of the
hypétheses" that a learner may be testing about yhe'target
language. In this sense then, errors provide evidence of the

i
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knowledge of the system of the lanquage that a second }
language learner is learning and using at a particular -
period in his development. It has been proposed thét a [j>
closer look at the errors in a learner;s interlahguage may
provide the teacher or the linguist with clues as to how far
toward the éoal the learner has progressed and what rehaihs
to be learned. The.second language acquisiti< researcher
may gain insight into how the language is learned and what
strategies or procedures the learner is employi;g in his
discovery of the language. H

One should not regard errors of interference then, as
the persistanceof old habits, but as'signs that the learner
is copiﬁg with the system of the new lénguage; It has
generally beeﬁ assumed that the effect of interference
errors has been inhibitory rather than facilitative. In this

light it has been suggested that if errors are.

systematically studied, the& will tell us something about

-

* . TT——

the learner's built-in syllabus. 3 - e

Originally, the onlysapproach to error analysis was an
offspring of the beﬁgziourist viewpoint known as Contrastive
Analysis (CA). Proponents of this.approach believed tﬁat
since Iearning is basically a process of forming automatic

" habits, errors should therefore result from first\language '
habits interfering with the learner's attempts to leérn new
linguistic behaviours. This idea held sway over the field of
applied linguistics and secbnd language teaching for over

© two decades. The basic notion behind CA was that if
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linguists could analyze carefully and ‘completely the systems
of botﬁ the first and second~langﬁages, the errors in second
language leafning would occur at those points at which the
two languages were dissimilar. The solution was a systematic
analys#s of both 1ahguages followed by the prescription of
pattern'drills Fé qyercome;first iahguage habits. More
precisely, Contrastivists élaimed:that\on the basis of a
comparison of the descriptions of the phonologies, grammars,
and lexicons of the languages. in guestion, Cohtrasp}ve 4
lihguistics offers hypotheses concerning identifications a
learner "will make between elements of his native language
system and the target language system, thus providing
predictions and explanations concerning his learning
f.behaviour.

. Subseguent investigation, however, on the part of
appliéd”linguists and te;chers has reyealed that a student's
first language could hot consistently be inferred from the
errors made in various types of tests. CA has also received
1itt1e empirical confirmation in the area of grammar,

mmxiqqluding second languagexsyntax and morphology. Résearch
inaiéafgé that the incidence of errors traceable to the
first‘lahéuage is low, onix‘4% to 12% for children and 8% to
23% in adults (Dulay, et al., 1982, p. 102).

'

Another type of study which attempted to explore the
role of the first language in second language acguisition
focuses on judgements of grammatical correctness. The basic

underlying question is "Will' judgements of grammatical
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correctness be a@&écted by the differences between one's
first language and one's second language?" If so, one could
detect similar patterns of responses for students from the
same language backgrounds. Investigators discovered that a
student's first lénguége codld not.be inferred from the
errors made in grammaticality judgements. Where judgements
of grammaticality are concerned, factors other than the
structures and rules of the first language seem to be
operéting.

At'the level of performance then, Contrastive Analysis
emerges as a poor predictor of learner performance.
Theoretically, Coptrastive Analysis Has also emerged as a
weak contender in contributing to a%y significant
illuminafion in the field bf second language acquisition

|

research. Nonetheless, i; is difficult to deny that, i? the
initial stages of second language‘acquisition, a high degree
of first language interfereﬁ;;\éeems'to be quite obvious.
Perhaps it is mést noticeable in the phonological domain.
The usually accented speech of adult second language
learners appears to give an overall impression; of
interference. This does not imply in any way, however, thét
interference is self-evident in all language areas. Further
‘research on this issue has revealed that the development of
%he L, phonological system may be independent of the.
development of the le#icon and grammar (Dulay et al., 1982). .

Since Contrastive Analysis was not satisfying the

research needs of applied linguists or second language
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teachers, the desire to account for the source of learners'
erfors lost some of its momentum until S. Pit Corder's

arguments for the significance of learners' errors appeared

in the Internaticnal Review of Applied Linquistics in 1967.
Corder's concept 6f L, errors as being representative of
-;earners' systematic attempts to'deal with language data
uETa/instant and widespread appeal for those seeking an
alternat%ye to the somewhat restrictive behaviourist based
CA approach. Since subsequent research revealed that most
errors produced by L, learners were actually developmental
and not interlingual, the 'new look' at errors, simply known
as Error Analysis (EA), helped to further the
developmental-creative aspects of lan%uage acquisition ,
research, more closely following the psycholinguistic séarch
for an-alternative to the behaviourist's habit formation
theory of language acquisition. |

Error Analysis proponents claimed that they must‘
attempt to account for learners' errors uhat could not be
explained or predicted by CA or behaviourist theory. They‘
believed also that a careful study of a large corpus of
errors committed by L, learners while épeaking the target
language provides factual empirical data rather than
theofetical speculation for developing a syllabus or a modgl
of L, acquisition..Viewing errors in this light promulgated N
the notion that such errors provide evidence for a much more
complex view of thellearnihg,process -- one in which the

learner is seen as an active participant in the formation
\
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1982) .,

Also, for the most part, L, errors have been analyzed
in isolation from a context. The errors are extracted from
the corpus and tﬁe corpus is abandoned. This is an
unfortunate move since errors have their external and
internal sources in the communicative environment and within
the learner himself. By removing the error from a context,
information with respect to the condition that produced the
error is lost, rendering it impossible to ascribe a possible
motivation for the error. Also, bybabandoning the corpus,
the learner's non-errors are lost so we lose impoftant_data
regarding what the learnér réally knows as opposed to only
what he does not know. It is often the case that a
. postulated "explanation" for a given error can be
contradicted by evidence of correct performance on reléted
or similar items. |

Given the limitations of analy21ng errors in such an
isolated fashion in optional contexts, it appears more
. logical to analyze errors'in obligatory contexts in which.
theinumber of wofds or sentences are considered, allowing
.the researcher to arrive at a percentage of accuracy In
this way, the researcher is supplled w1th the ‘total number
of required occurrances of any element or structure in:a
given'corpuéc This total is then used as a basislfor
comparison with the numbers of instances whefe the element
of structdre actually occurs. Obligatory contexts also

ensure to some extent that learners cannot employ avoidance
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and revision of hypotheses.

Upon closer examination of the research literature,‘
however, it is obvious tbat Error Analysis has fallen short
of all these claims, especially the odg ofs explaining the
nature of the second language acquisiﬁion ﬁrocess. By simply
proQiding a rather superficial taxonomy of different types
of errors, namely intralingual and dévelbpmental, the EA
researchers have confused a description of errors Qith error
explénation, théreby confusing the language produét with the
language process. The level of the description of errors has
. not only been insufficiently deep, but also unsystematic.
Errors are classified as errors of omission or addition, at
thé grabhological, grammatical, and lexico—seﬁantic levels.
The lack of distinction between the different 'levels' or
;ategories of’er:ors has caused a tremeﬁdous amount of
confusion in the research iiterature._ |

From the EA\literature one derives a sense of
stagnation in terms of theory formulafion. It fails to
account for the appearance of a variety of error types in L,
learner speech and writing. Not“only has it failed to make
‘the product versus process distinction, but the éaxonomy
developed thus far to déf?neate sources of error is lacking
in precision and specificity on defining error categories.
Categories such as 'intralingual' and "developmental' have
turned out to be often indistinguishable subsets of -each
other; A learner's developing language reveals that most

developing errors are in fact intralingual (Dulay et al.,
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and revision of hypotheses.

Upon closer examination of the research literature,
however, it is obvious that Error Analysis has fallen short
of all these claims, especially the one of explaining the
nature of the second language aéquisition process. By simply
providing a rather superficial taxonomy of different types
of errors, namely intralingual and developmental, the EA
researchers have confused a description of errors with error
explanation, thereby confusing the languagé product with the

» N
language process. The level of the description of errors has
‘not only been insufficiéntly déep, but also unsystematic.
Errors are classified as errors of omission or addition, at
the graphological,'grammatical, and lexico-semantic levels.
The lack of distinction between the different 'levels' or
categories of errors has caused a tremendous amount of
confusion in the research literature.

From the EA literature one derives a sense of
stagnation in terms of theory formulation. It fails to
account for the appearance‘of a varieqy of error types in'Lz
learner speech and writing.%Not only Has it failed to makg
the product versus process distinction, Hﬁt“theztaxonomy
developed thus far to delineate sources of error is laéking
in precision and specificity.on defining error categories.
Categofiéﬁfsdch as 'intralingual' and 'developmental' have
turned out to be often indistinguishable subsets of each

other{*A learner's developing language reveals that most

developing errors are in fact intralingual (Dulay et al.,
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Also, for the most part, L; errors have been analyzed
in isolation from a context. The errors are extracted frém
the corpus and the corpus is abandoned. This is an
unforfﬁnate move since errors have their external and
internal sources in the communicative environment and within
the learner himself. By removing the error from a contegp,
informgtion with respect to the condition that produced‘the
error is lost, rendering it impossible to ascribe a possible
motivation for the error. Also, by abandoning the corpus,
the learner's non-errors are lost so we lose important data
regarding what the learner really knows as opposed to only
what he does not'know. It 1is 6ftenithe case that a
postulated "explanation" for a given error can be
contradicted by evidence of correct performance on related
or similar items.

Given the limitations of. analyzing errors in such an
isolated fashion in optional contexts, it appears more
logical to analyze errors in obligatory contexts in which
the number 8% words or sentences are considered, allowing
the researcher'to arrive at a percentage of accurécy. In
this way, the researgher is supplied with the total numbér
of required occurrances 6f any element or structurg‘in a .
given corpus. fhis total is then used as a basis fd;
comparison w&th'the-numberé of instances where the element

of structure actually occurs. Obligatory contexts also

ensure to some extent that learners cannot employ avoidance

\
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strategies;’ﬂearners avoid producing constructions which
they find difficult both in terms of the actual formation of
such structures and the conditions for their use. Also,
efrors that hinder communication exhibit certain,
characteristics that are distinguished from those whose
effeets on communication are négligible; they affect those
parts of grammar that refer to overall sentence
organization, such as word order and connectors.-

While it is clear that thé descriptive cla551f1cation
of errors is often the flrst Step a researcher takes in
developing a hypothe51s or 1nference about second language
learnlng processes, enormous problems have been caused
because the idiosyncratic definition of errors and error
types has prevented meaningful cross- study comparisons or
-validation of results; With respect t%‘detarminlng wh;ther
or not an error has been made, it has been pointed out (cf.
Streyens, 1969; Ross, 1979) that it is poasible for two
native speakers to differ, in a surprisingly large
proportion of caaes, as to whether items are acceptable or
éﬁacceptable, ar hence as to whether they should be counted
as errors. Consequently, the degree of prescriptivenessiof
the indiyidgal analyst gréatly affects the number of“errora
to be categorized.

Despite the ch-:ous conceptual weaknesses of EA and 1ts
pragmatic limitationa studying the errors made by second

language learﬁers needs little justification. It is simply

the manner im which we choose to study and to analyze them
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which is'crucialf What is needed then, is to develop better
techniques for the identification and description of errors.

While the. satisfactory explanation of errors is dependent to-

a great degrée upon an adequate description of errors, this

will be p0551ble only if a systematic and thorough taxonomy
of errors can be accompllshed flrst Only at that point
would we be one step closer to 1dent1fying the
psychollngu1st1c processes of language learnlng and mov1ng
closer to draw1ng certaln conclu51ons about\the strategles‘
adopted by the L, learner in the process Qf\}garning. To the
extent that language‘leaﬁning is 'an interaction between
internal and external factors, éxplanations of srrors will

o
have to be multidimensional and include factors beyond the

observable characteristics bf'the errors, namely the:“—
characteristics of the learner himself and his communicative
environment. ' | -

We have seen theq,.that both CA and EA have bsen
:instrumsqtal in trying to pinpoint 'difficulties' in second
language learﬂing. The results of these analyses have  °
attracted the attention of linguists, psychologists,
teachers; and curriculum developers. Errors have gained some
- credibility as indicators of learnidg and guides to
teaching. stever; the explanation of errors, the ultimatel
goal of L, rese rchers, is not a simple matter of assigning
a single source to each error that occurs. Whethsr we use CA

"y
~or EA we are still discovering very little'abqut the

learning mechanisms employed by the learner. The processes

o
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which actually take plaéelinside the learner's mihd are
still‘a hystery. |
In reaction to the rélative 'failings' of CA and EA,

recent views on learning processes and learners' errors
stress more and more that it is imperative to take the
‘learner into consideration if we aréxto find more
satisféctory soluiigns go the préblem, namely, what takes
- place inside the learner himéelf. We need to find more
satisfactory solutions to the problem of predicting and
explaining the L, learner's behaviour. .

| In general, it appears that 'inferlanguage' background
informati?p_and error eéblahatiéns could provide-usgful
insights concerning what stfategigs L, learners might employ
and, subsequently, why. Whereas‘the géthering of | ‘
sociolinguistic data concerning a learner's background may
not be a new undertaking, probing the strategies fhe second
language learner uses is, in fact, relatively recent (Rubin,
1975). .Such information could be most helpful in the
interpretation of learners’' patterns. ..is suggestion is':
- based on the assumptidn that the learner himself has-sbme
insight into his own learning problems and that he is
capabie of judging the ;elative.degreé of difficulty of the
second language materials with a certain degree of .

proficiency. ' _ ‘ ’ @



The Role of L, and L, Intuitions

.A review of the relevant;literature reveals that, quite
disappointingly, there is only a very small number of
studies which investigate the psycholinguistic variables
underlying“difficulties in learning a second language, and
no‘complete étudy as ;ret reported that is devoteg to
grammaticalydifficultiee.'Lz researchers are, of course ~
1nterested in characterlzlng learner knowledge, not sf/:;y
productlon but both the actual performance of the learners‘
and the1r 1ntu1tlons concernlng the target language must be
con51dered if ;e expect to procure a more complete picture.
Corder (1972) argues cbgeptlthhat.if researchers are to |
provide descriptively adequate accounts of the learher's

1nterlanguage, these accounts must be in accordance with the

learner s grammatical intuitions about his 1nterlanguage. No

characterization of the learner' s 1nterlanguage based solely
on collecting and organizing the utterances produced by the
learner will be’ descrlptlvely adequate

Defining the learner's 1ntu1t10ns as grammatical,
however, tends to limit the framework in which'intuitions
can be.empleyed. When native speakers and non-native
speakers alike make use of their 'grammatical inﬁuitionsj to
determine whether some linguistic expreSsion is grammatical
or acceptable, they are beihg asked to consider many things
which extend beyeqd the specifically grammatical domain. Tde
often, linguists confdse the descriptive notion of

well-formedness with the prescfiptive notion of correctness



when asking subjects for graﬁmariéalityAer acceptability
judgements. A native speaker or‘non—native speaker cannot

~always give clear g;ammatical judgements since the
foundations for such:judgements do not alwayedfall into
neatly separated categories such as syntactie or semantic.
We may make an intuitive judgement that some linguistic

. expression is odd or deviant bﬁt we caﬁnot, in, general, know
whether this deviance is a matter of syntax, semantics,.
pragmatics, belief,\memory limitations, style, etc., or even
whether there are appropriate categories for the
‘interpretation of the judgement in question{

In both L, aad L, aéquisition researehvfindéngs, in
which speakers have been requested to USe their ihtuitiohs,
the nature of the task ‘has often been so vaguely deflned
that the speaker may not understand whether or not he is
making rntu1t1ve judgements regarding. the prescriptive
acbeptability‘of a sentence (a graﬁmatibaliry'judgement) or
simply a judgement regarding the semantic acceptability (an’
acceptability judgement)..This crucial distinction seems to
have been lost in much of the literarhreuanduconSequently
speakers may have'been u51ng ‘different klnds of’1ntu1tloas
for the same task w1th1n a particular study.

‘During’ the past two decades, linguists in the fradition
of generative- grammar have ‘made systematlc use of thelr own

#'intuitions' as sources of data for understandlng language

worganization..ln the past, however, using intuitions as a

.basis for providing us with information about language has
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received a great deal of often well-deserved bad press.

" Aside from the confusion regarding the grémmaticality versus
acceptability judgements, cri£ics have argued fhat
intuifions are too‘subjectiveiand are therefore too variable

(Spencer, 1973). They argue too that the mental basis of

scure regarding their

linguistic intuitions is,
relationshiputo other asﬁﬁ; 5 of lgnguage behavibgr, such as
speaking and l%steniné, and to an hypothesized7st;ﬁq§ure
such as 'grammar' (Carroll et al., 1981). |
Nonetheless, iinguists and psycholinguists have \
persisted in using native speaker intuitions to collect some
of the most‘directiy available facts abou£ seﬁtences. For
this reason, theories of language are‘usually first tested
oﬁ intuitiqns'about sentences collected froﬁ native
speaker/heérefs of a'iéqguage. Most language acquisition
Eésearchers agree thatnihe.elicitation of inﬁuitional data
’is‘fevealing and must Séfpursued. The 'intuitive' judgements
elicited fromunatiye speakers are~"usually restricted to'a
féw topics: grammaticality, ambigquity, felatedness of
sentences in form and méaning, or intuitions concerning the
lexical.or soc%al appropriatenes%.of an uttergnce.

’,There have been many inveStig;tioﬁs into the ability of
*humané to.give'judgéments aboutﬁlanguage. These findings
have been compared/against ihdividuals' abilities to use
language in conversational exchahgé. Differences in people's

abilities to perform these two kinds of feats have been

noted and classified as differcures related to the ages and

{



7

42

capacities of the subjects and differences concerning the
stfucture of the tasks they are required to perform. It
always turns out that giving language judgements, retreiving
and making use of one's intuitions, is relatively hard
compared to talking and understandlng To give a language
judgement then, one must take a prior cognitive process
(linguistic performance) as the object of a yet higher order
cognitive process (reflection‘about'lenguage peformance or
what can be called a 'metalinguiseic performance').

While argdments against using native speakers'
metalinguistic judgements or intuitions are clear,
especially in light of the prior research in the error
analysis field, none of these techniques has had a more

varied and potentially significant application than that of

tHe elicitation of metalinguistic judgementsvabout language

_5st}ucture and use. As just discussed, the practlce of u51ng

1ntu1t1ve ]udgements has nonetheless led many llngu1sts and
psycholinguists to protest the 11m1ta¢10ns 1nherent in the
use of possibly idiosyncratic intuitions. Adreview of the
literature in which the pros. and cons of metalinguistic
judgements is hotly debated reveels that, currently, the

controversy has subsided and simply a more conservative -

approach is being advocated.

The general point which emerges is that such linguistic
judgements must be employed cautiously as they are complex
behavioural phenomena, subject to variations of their own

from as yet unknown sources; and as a ?esultfthey may r.ot be
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as good indicators of linguistic structure as the (also ,
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variable) everyday communicative performance of native
speakers (Chaudron, 1983). In spite of all the misgivings
about metalinguistic judgements, researchers have not
hesitated to employA“metalinggistic" judgements as
confirmatory data for their vérious theories of language®
performance and acquisition. The undeflying and most basic
assumption that must‘be accepted then, is that native
language speakers can'make accurate judgements of relative
difficulty?»complexity/simplicity, correctness, and

appropriateness of utterances.

Methodological Problems

i Again, the wide variety of méthodologies in use must be
considergd. In many cases the_reporting of results or data
was insufficient, and within the design of the experiment
there appeared to be a lack of adequate control‘over many
variables such as training in the task, age, lénguage
background, etc. Often the kinds of stimulus méterials useé
were not clearly'explaiﬁed or they were poorly elaborated.

The types of statistical analyses conducted were either

never- discussed or non-existent.

Secondly, all different types of judgement tasks have
been employed: grammaticality, acceptability,
meaningfulness, appropriateness, correctness, etc., and very

limited consideration has been given to the distinctive °

" fianatureagf each of these tasks,. and the different domains of
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critéria involved. Generaliy, results revealed high
between-subject variation and subjects' justifications for
"judgements were sometimes based on seemingly irrelevant but
understandable reasoning (Chaudron, 1983).

| in spite of all this, there is reasonablx clear
evidence that as learners develop toward a native-like
 proficiency, their ability to match the experimenter's l
"objective" norms improve. Bialystok (1979), Afthur(1980),
and Gass(1983) all note this growth in comparisons among L,
"learners. While metg inguistic judgement tasks and
Ierror-detgction tests often reveal individual idiosyncratic
and sometimes conflicti/g-findings, thereby limiting the
previous claim to some ektent, none of them raises any

4 I

counter-examples of poorer performance on the part of more
~

advanced learners. Perhaps one of the most striking ,
constraints of these studies is that researchers have
usually been concerned with the subject's awareness of

limited and somewhat superficial syntactic errors and |

structures; while'virtually assuming that subjects are ﬁot
capable of judging more s@mantically-weighted nuances in\the

. . \
native-speaker normative sense.: ‘\

Also, it should not be overlooked that the binary \\

\

\

presentation (implicit/explicit) of the linguistic knowledge |
base has beén consistently pursued throughout the L,
literature, and this, in turn, has perpetuated an overly
simplisticvnotioh of the language learning process. First of

all, :there is no reason to assume that these two knowledge
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basesuare independent of one another. Natural language
input, in all its complexity, does not naturally trigger a
foc's on form. Empirical evidence indicates that native
speakers and non-native speakers rarely concentrate on
syntax unless instfuctgd to do so. This does not imply that
speakers disregard syntax entirely. Language usérs must
~attend to all aspects_?f the input simultaneously, shifting
their focus of attention as determined by the communicative
T'sithafion. It seems eminently reasonable that linguistic
Processing involves both the active accessing of the two
linguistic knowledge bases, implicit and explicit, in
‘greater or lesser proportions.

Taking such a perspective, however, would necessifate
viewing the language along a continuum,’versus the
predominant view of two independently functiohing systems.
Sinclair, Jarvella, and Levelt (1978) have also suggested,
for 1nstance, that there is a scale of explicitness"”
ranging from self-correction of errors (implicit) through
explicit reflections on performance, to actual formulation
of relevant rules.

To date, the L, research investigating the L, lea%ner's‘
linguistic knowledge has been to some ‘extent based on faﬁlty :
assumptions, The‘restricted approach in designing linguistic
‘manipulation tasks is possibly, in part, a'consequence of
the influence of the Monitor Theory (discussed in Chapter

I11). Investigators have been overly concerned with tasks

which require a 'focus on form' at the. 'explicit
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rule-governed' level. As pointed out, Lz learners have
usually been requested to perform 'metalinguistically' on
ESeries of unrelated sentences and to make judgements
regarding the more superficial aspects of target language
utterances. Very few of the metalinguistic tasks have
appeaied to the L, learne;'s'more intuitive knowledge, i.e.,
the kind of knowledge underlying native-like competency.
More recently, however, ‘the focus of metalinguisﬁic tasks
has shifted from an almost exclusive preoccupation 'with the
mlanguage product to a greater concebtration on the learner
and ‘his/her particular personality gnd cognitivé étyle. It
is hoped that through a éareful analysis of learner
characferistics, some insight will be gained into fhe

possible strategies employed by an L, learner when

performing metalinquistically.



CHAPTER 11

THE LEARNER
A person who appears hopeless at languages is not
necessarily lacking in the appropriate intellectual
ability; it may be a personality trait that inhibits

him: he may be resisting what seems to him an
encroachment on his personality.

(Lambert, 1963)

When psychologists‘talk>ébput tﬂe relationship.between
personality énd cognition, they claim that personality
affects cognition ana vice versa. Personality affects
cognition in the sense that there are certain personality
traits (general, distinct, and enduring individual
differences) which affect people's ideas about themselves
and the Q&rld around them. Just as any behaviour may be
potentially subsumed under some personaiity trait, so may.
cognition (Scott, Osgood, & Peterson, 1979, p. 30). If we
agree that personality is inseparably related to
intelligence and cognitive style, it is to be expected that
- personality will exert én important influence on a person's
éptitude,‘interests, and goals regardiing L, learning. The
potential effeéts of personality characteristics such as
empathy, attitude, aptitude, soéiability, anxiety, and
self-éoncept have been examingd and re-examined since I
researchers have turned their attention to the learner and
the learning processes as opposed to the former
preoccupétion with the language itself.

Given our scanty knowledge regarding the

extra-linguistic phenomena which influence first and second

47
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language leafning,-it is not evident what precise effects a
learner's individual characteristics will have oﬁ his
approach to language learning ané his subseqguent success or
failure. Tﬁe lack of empirical evidence in this.aree
'reflects the problems inherent in dealing with affective or
social variables as well as the poorly defined "state of the
art" w1th1n psychology with respect to the determlnatlon of
the critical dimension of peregnallty itself.

Although the effects of affectlve social variables are
easily apprehended at the intuitive level, L, researchers
have ept been terribly successful in designing sound R -
methodological technidues for accurately assessing these
kinds of phenomena. This problem is guite separate from
trying to measure their effects on language‘acquisitidn. The
imethodological problems involved in measuring
affective-social variableS-contributes to the scepticism
which abeunds among empirical investigators in the L,
research field. Even if such variables could be adequately
meaSured, the problem of determining how these variables,
separately and collectively, affect the language learning
process still remains to be investigated. In spite of the
fears of dealingﬁwith such an apparently intractable .area, .
many researchers have persisted in developing tests which
purport'to measure the personality characteristics mentioned
~above, resulting in what they believe to be some successful

attempts at correlating these characteristics with L,

performance on a variety of linguistic manipulation tasks.’
’ (r- -
) >

v 7
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As discussed in the preceding section,AmanykLz learners
will differ in their attempts to achieve a complete
gombetence in the target language regardless of similarity
in their former in(tructign and experience with the
language. There are? of course, L, learners who do not
strive for a native-like fluency in the target language and
consequently do not attain it. This fact has inspited L,
researchers to try fo determine the '"ingredients' of the
'good language learner,' giving rise to closer scrutiny of
personality and cogniti&éfstyies.

First of all, it is important to establfsﬁ‘precisely
whgﬁrié meant‘by native-like proficiency. Naiman, Frolich,
Stern, and Todesco™ (1978) have described it in terms of four
characteristics: |
(1) the intuitive mastery of the fofms of a language;\"

(2) the intuitive mastery of the linguistic, cognitive,
affective, and sociocultural meanings eipressed by the
language'forms;

(3) the‘capacity to use the language with the maximﬁm
attention to meaning and minimum attention to form;

(4) creativity of .language use.

While these four characteristics appear to capture the basic

tenets of native—like proficiency, it is clear from the L,

research literature (discussed in the preceding chapter)

that the present testing methodologies are inadequate to
test language proficiency on all these levels. The greater

portion of linguistic manipulation tasks deal exclusively
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with tapping the learner's 'learned' or rule-governed
knowledge regarding the target language. In error detection

u

tasks in which students are requested to locate and correct
errors, the errors are usually superf1c1al syntactic

problems which require the learner to focus on the form of
the language and not the message, thereby tapping his

ekplicit rule-governed, grammatical knowledge as opposed to

.ﬁhoyledge.

a more implicit automated or 1ntu1t1vel
Mo examine

the native-like learner we must pres

AchieV1ng a ndtive- like profac1ency is continﬁent upon
developing an 1ntu1t1ve grasp of the affective and
sociocultural meanings of language fqrms. When Acton (1979)
attempted to explain why certain learnere were able to.
perceive these'kinda of connotations in a target language,
he attributed this ability to the characteristic of empathy.
He. claimed that an empathic language learner, i. e., a person
who has the capac1ty for participation in "another's feellngs

“or 1deas will have an advantage in at least two _ways:

(1) an empathic person will be better at picking up the
‘nuances of word use as he/she is able to "put himself
inside another's head";

(2) he/she has more potential for more accurate

-~

pronunciation and, -since connotation for words is best

»

picked up in conversation, in face-to-face interaction,

an empathic person finds it easier to engage in more
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meaningful, more sophisticated conversation, thereby
enhancing learning of.connotative meanings.

While these suppositions are not unreasonable, they remain
suppositions since their- 1mpL4cat10ns are extremely
dlfflcult to quantify. - , .

Hogan (1969) designed an'Empathy Scale to discriminate
between high and low empathic individuals. Aceording to
Hoéan, an empathic individual would have the following
characteristics: v
(1) be socially‘perceptive'of a wide range of infefﬁerSonal

cues; - |
(2° aware of the impfessions he makes on others:
(3 ce tkilled in'social'techniques of imagigative plays
pretending, ana humour;
(4)1have insights into his own_motives and behaviour;
(S) evaluate the motivation of others in interpreting
situations. |
While these characteristics undeniably descrlbe an empathlc
person investigators are very wary of using Hogan 5 scale
for measuring aspects of empathy directly related to
language learn1ng since experlmentatlon in this domain has
not proven to be extremely fru1tful |
These falllngs, however do not preclude speculation
that a sprachgefﬁhl learner could‘presumably embody many of
the charecteristics of the'empathic person as listed above.

Several. researchers have tried specificallyAlinking the

notion of empathy with the ability'to-échieve a native-like
_ p
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ptonunciation in a target language.rGuiora and Acton (1972)
propose that a more empathic person will be favourébly
pr;disposed'to emulating a native—liké pronunciation. In
their studies on 'ianguage ego, ' 'language ego boundarles,
and permeablllty of these boundarles ! Gulora and Acton
chose authentic pronunciation as the realm of behaviour for
testing hypotheses -about 'empathic.capacityh*éThey believe
that both prononciation ability and'empathy are profoundly
influenced by the same processes, namely permeablllty of
ego boundaries. " While Guiora and Acton present some
intuitively plaus;ble_ldeas on thlstlssue, the impact of
their proposals suffers due to poorly defined>tefminologj.»
They describe 'langﬁage ego' (without any ;pecification
of their sense of the term 'ego') as a '"maturational
cohoept,' a 'sélf—represent;tion,with firm boundaries.' One
can only assume that_thié is synonymous with a notion of
ego-preservation, but the clarity of their concept'is
jeopardized by the'nebuloué presentotion of their- terms.
‘From the Guiota study it can be'inferred'(though not
neceosarily cortectly) that they are proposing that children
“have what they call 'flex1ble ego boundarles, i.e., they
are less 1nh1b1ted than adults who are supposedly more
restrlcted' in terms of "ego boundary flexablllty ! Such
speculatlon purports to aozbunt for the seemlngly amazing

ease of young children in a551m11at1ng a natlve llke

pronunciation.

Y Co _
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Adult L, learners do not generally exhibit this
facility in acquiring native-like L, accents. When adults

are forced to function in a second language, the notlonQOf

one's 'self-representation' (1nterpreted as ego- preservatlon
 for purposes of discussion) may become an important issue,

verhaps more for some than for others. Fearing embarassment

L)

due to their blundering in the-sedonddlanguage (on either
phonological or grammatioel levels), adults may become-
extremely self-conscious because of their lack of facility
,ln the second language. Such an awareness-nill either
motivate the adult Lz learner to str;ve for a native-like
wfluency on all language levels (espec1ally in the realm of

perfectlng pronunc1at10n) compel h;m/her to retract
! \/\

completely from verbal self- ekpre551on. Unfortunately, the

: 4 ¥
~mdlleable termlnology employed by-Gu1ora et al. is a’

pervasive characteristic;af the L, research in this area, <

{

often resultlng in tenuous proposals, unnecessary

confounding of concepts, and a great deal of unproductlve

"-
1

'cross—-talk' among Lz researchers.
Results from studles'on native sbeakers"perceptions of‘
forelgn accents have revealed that a native-like |
pronunc1at10n does strongly 1nfluence the.negat1ve or
. positive perceptlon ofian_Lz learner s pﬂoflciency'in the
second languager It has been suggested that many second
language teachers overestlmate their stugent s competencemén:
the target language if the student exhibits a native-like

pronunciation-and,prosodic ability. When QUesEioned about

- .
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(;theﬂimportance of 'sounding native-like,' some L, learners

‘have affirmed that achieving an 1mpeccable pronunc1atlon is

a major goal in their struggle to. conquer the language.

Guiora's speculation that an empathic language learner

~will be more likely to acquire a native-like pronunciation

makes intuitive sense if we accept Acton's and Hogan's ’
descript{on of the empathic person as someone who is cgpable
of "putting h1mself inside another E head."” While such an
ability may help, it is clearly not es%ential, and hardlyl:[
the only factor ;nvolved. Gu1ora talks about 'ego
permeability’ in terms of the ability to sl1p in andwbut of
personalities,,.remlnlscent of Haugen s (1970) comment about
"feel1ng llke a dlfferent person when speak1ngua d1fferent
language." Reports of-interviewed Lz learners in. the,Naiman
-et al. (1978) study conf1rm that 1nh1b1tlon and-

~embarrassment were handlcaps 1n communlcatlve situations:

t

several L, learners commented that they felt r1d1culous
actually expre551ng themselves in the second language, if
not rmdlculous they felt "phony” as if their personalities
had changed into somethlng "artificial." | -
Acoordlngtto Gulora, such a personallty sw1tch'
enta;ls hablng a well deflned sense of self in the flrst
place. Presumably, thlS -can be 1nterpreted to mean that a

person who 1SRSecure will riot be daunted by the emotlonal

vulnerablllty o?%en experlenced in an Ly commun1catrVe

\tx °

'51tuat1on. Whatever 3’ person 'S perception of hlmself/

(f" # 515‘3‘"”
herself may be, he?she C
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himself/herself from potentially_embarrassing and

Al
‘uncomfortable situations. Protecting oneself in such cases

does not, however, imply that one’is resistant to change.
Obviously, sprachgefuhl learners allow themselves to adoot a
'foreign' accent and a 'foreign' personality when they
acquire a native-like competence, or they simply see these
as integral components of mastering L,.

In keeping}yith protecting one's self-concept, Stern

(1975) notes that ‘the second language learner must also be

t

willing to rlsk maklng mystakes and maklng a fool«of hlmself

if he is to sqused ﬁ@‘language\learnlng A person who takes
\‘ w’ . CEREE <
hese chances” 15 1nev1tably someone who is conf1dent

t"f‘

enough to cope*thh the poss1b111ty oﬁ béing rebuf?%d and

[

w111 l1kely not be OVerly Sen51t1u@ to,hav1ng mistakes

corrected Naiman et . al (1978) confl%m that results of ;

’studles condueted on Grades § -~ 10 ﬂ?’learners of French}ﬁcjl'

: reveal that in comnpnlcat1ve L, 51tuat10ns, a high fear of

failure. S

‘ rlsks prov1de pred1ct ve 1nformat10n regardlng students who

v” . «

'rmjectlon low_self esteem, and anxaety were related to

N

Kleinman's (1978) study‘on avoidance strategies in.
adult second language learners confirm. the Nalman et al,
research f1nd1ngs. Klelnman maintains that personallty ©

factors such as anx1ety, confldence, and w1111ngness to take

are llkely to be avo1ders or guessers." "Guessers are

e

.those learners who are w1111ng to try even when they -are

.hlghly llkely to be wrong Lz researchers clazm that

“
o s

4 . —
L . e
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"guessers" are more 1 kely to seek out situations that
require_real.conmunication in the new language.'Apparently,
they Have been observed to use a larger range of forms in
the target language than those with 'wait and see'’
personal&ties nho are at the same level of L, development
U(Dulay et al., 1982).
Whether or not the strategies of "avoiding" and

"gue551ng can be significantly correlated with‘a person's

\]

self—conceﬁt requires more uorough investigation.
importantly, However, studies'need to be conducted to
determine whether adopting one of these strategies
significantly affects an L, learner's development ofsnatiye
competence in the target language. Also, it would be of
value to try to discover whether or not the continued
‘reliance on aVoiding and circumlocuting Will have
detrimental effects in the leng run and whether or not the
"guessers' w1ll continue to benefit more éﬂ%m a
.dtrial—and—error approach.

,Whil;l intuitively, avdidanoe strategies would appear
to be inhibitory and counterproductlve, it-seems that many
successful L, learners employ ©em hab;tually and confess to

dvhav1ng establlshed this pattern early 1n their L, language
acquisition process. It may be the case that because -
'avoiders' are conscientious about soundlng native*like,
they refuse/to emp&oy anything less than the most effective
,1d10m or the best turn of phrase. When coh51dered from thlS
perspectlve, it is gu1te.p0551ble that_a-oonstant guest to

|
" i
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perfect the.'form' leads not only to a more lucid

% .
communicative process but a closer approximation to the
native-speaker norm. Contrasted with a 'guesser,' whose

primary consideration is to convey a message with less

'consideration for form, an 'avoider' ‘may eventually make

more pfogress in terms of acquiring a high degree of
native-like sénsitivity for thé.inhérent iaigsyncracies‘of-
the target language given his preoccupation w?;h detgils,
Such speculations regarding these two.strategy types i?uld
presumably be cqnsidered—for~future investigation.

Common to nearly all the second language acquisition‘
odels rs;the concept that successful acqu151t10n of a k

SeC@EB“féngu&ge is largely dependent upon the. <degree of

forelgn language aptitude of the learner, The term

/

"aptitude' eluded a precise definition in the L, literature
until Carroll (1973) decided to pin it down, at least in
operational terms, so that its relevance in second language

;earning could be more carefully considered. Carroll

- narrowed the breadth of the term by renaming it 'modern

language aptitude.' This, he defined as the amount of time
required by a student to acquire linguistic competence in a
second language in formal or cla¢sroom settlngs. lesleur

&%

(1966) elaborated on what he perceived to be the actual

. components of modern language aptitude, describing ‘it as the

2

“'talent' for learning foreign languages.;.including verbal

‘intelligence (familiarity with words and the ability to

reason analytically about verbal materials).as well as the’
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motivation to learn the language...(Pimsleur, 1966) .
Pimsleur's concept of 'verbal knowledge' is compatible

with -the current term, 'metalinguistic awareness,' i.e:,‘the'

metalinguistic ability or monitor capacity of learners.

Motivation is described as the need or de51re the learner

feels to learn the second language and it has received i

generous amount of attention in the L, research field.
Efficient ‘L, learners are generally ‘perceived to be
motivated intrinsically, others extrinsically. Schwartz

(1972) lists the .sources of intrinsic motivation as anxiety,

need to achieve, self-concept, and aspirations; and the.,
: SR .
extrinsic motivators as sociocultural influences and social

reinforcers.

.

In the L., research llterature, mot1vat1on has been

dlscussed pr1mar1ly in the extr1n51c sense, in terms of

fsoc1ocultural 1nfluences and social relnforcers. Three kinds

of motlvatlon have been cited w1th respect to how they

affect language acquisition, namel%; (1) 1ntegrat1ve

motivation, (2) instrumental motivation, and (3) social

group identification. Gardner and Lambert (1959) identified

(S

integrative motivation as a desire to achieve proficiency in

a new language in order to participate in the life of the

community that speaks the language A learner who is

\ )i

1nt&grat1vely mot1vated reflects a 51ncere and personal

1ﬁ§}rest in the people and the culture represented by the

group" (Gardner«& Lambert, 1972q»p 132) ¢ lnstrumental

4

e (4

motlvatlon is the desire to achleve profgtlehcylln a new
. . v._;» o v (? . P e v
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language for utilitarian‘reaséns,»such”as getting a job or a
promotion, thus reﬁ}gb&iﬁg~the practical value and
advantages of learnihg a new language. A number of studieé
have probed the value of integrative and instrumental
motivation, showing how each of these types of motivation
appears to relate to second-language‘proficiency. It seems
clear that both types of motivation can possibly influence
the raﬁg and quality of second language acquisition, each |
being more effective under certain conaitions.

The third type of motivation, social group

identification, is characterized by the desire to acquire

proficiency in.a languégg or language dialect spbkenéby a
social group with which the learner identifies. It is

similar to integrative motivation, but inteégatively .
motivated learners differ in that thej wish to participaté

in the social and cultural life of the target language
.speakers while reéaining their identity with their own

native laﬁguage group. It seems logical to expect that .a

learner who has a Strong desire to ingegrate soqially‘will
be more motivated to pay closer Attentionvto the nuances of
social redister, ,the most fre?thtly'Used ekpréssiohs and
idioms, more, readily picking uﬁythese hop-rule—governed
aspects of the target languége. .

In a'direct way, these three types of motivation
reflect the basic attitudé of the‘language learner toward

learning languages and toward the target language culture.

Many L, researchers have tried to measure attitude and

IS
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motivation in L, learners in order to determine its effects,

if any, on sucqesséul language acquisition. Among the

'characterﬂstlcs con51dered were attitudes toward the

specific language learnlng situation, parental
encouragement, and general interest in learn1ng foreicn
languages.

. Many attitude batteri*s~and'personal interviews have
been designed to try to discover how a student perceives his
individual language situation and~hisjgeneral attitude

towards learning the language in a particular situation.

Several studies have confirmed that attitude and motivation.

were often the best overall predictors of success in second

language learning (Gardner &'Smythe, 1975a; Naiman-et al.,

1978). Reséarch now 1nd1cates that attltudlnal and

.....

atta1nment of commun1cat1ve SklllS in a second 1anguage than

'metallngULstlc awareness doeS\(Dulay et al., 1982). As

already'stressed,-much, if not most foreign language
_ s ; | A
teaching focuses on the acquisition of formal, conscious

knowledge of the language (what Krashen (1977) maintains is

-learning via the "monitor'). -However such knowledge is not

necessarily related to and is not essentlal for
communicative fluency P .
207 P

’It would be unfa1r nonetheless, to create the

the success or fallure of the L, learner. A p051t1ve

attltude may be a necessary but certa1nly not a suff1c1ent

2

]
N

&ﬁmpress1on that attltude is the only factor whlch determlneSw

\

N

L
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condition for success. Most of the studies thét'have'related
attitude to success in L, learning ﬁave found“that'
integratively”mqtiv&ted students are more likely to succeed
than instrumeﬁ%éfly motivated students. Again, the person
driven by empathic motives appears to take the lead in
acquiring native-like cohpetence. |

-

Cognitive Styles . &

As several éersonality characteristics kave been
demonstrated to be imbofgﬁht predictors of successful *
language learning, even more attention Qas been focused on
the ¢ognitiye styles, Strategiééﬁ and techniques employed by
L, learngrs; Cognitive st&le may be perceivea as a product
of botﬁ cogﬁitive and affective factors; Denny‘(1974)‘lfsts
three aspects of coéhitive.style,ﬂallvof which involve
affective as well’as cognitive variables: (1) conceptual
style: énalyti;, relational, and infeféntiél; (2) cognitive
tempo: impﬁlsive or_réflective; and (3) attentional Styles:
constriction Vérsuélflexibility, i.é;, mofe.versus'less &
easily distracteé:.In the current Lzyliterature, researchers
have concentrated mainly on conceptu%l and attentional‘
cognitive styles. One's particula;'cdgnigivg.styie will
undeniably affect one'é choice ofistrateé&fbr technique.

In the Naiman et al. (1978) study on good language
~ learners, the concepts 'cogniti&e strategies' and
'techniques' were definéd and addressed‘as reviewed below.

Stern (1975) suggests that beginning Lg learners are

Q
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confronted with tgree major problems:

'(1) the presence of L, and the inevitable disparity between

it and the target language; ‘.T

(2) the "code-communication dilemma," i.e., the L, learner
must cope with both the linguistic forms and the ﬁessage
to be éonveyed;

(3) the "choice between rational and intuitive learning, "
\i.e., determining which is more advantageous.

In coping with these three 'probleﬁs,' Stern claims that

certain strategies (which he views as more or less

deliberate approaches) and more specific tecHnigues

(observable forms of language behaviour) are empléyed by the

L., learner,

Stern's third claim, i.e., that L, learners must make a
'choice’ betwéeﬁ rational and intuitive learning appears to
be an odd perception of the language leérniné‘process. It
seems more plausible that 'rational and intuitive learning;
‘are; to a greaf extenﬁ%@tbnsequences of the lével‘éf'” .
languagg the learner must'interpret and employ. As pointéd'.
out earlier, certain aspects of langUSge do not lénd
themselves to being learned via a pﬁfély rational or a
purely int@i?ivéiapproach. In some cases fe.g., derivational
morphology)fcertain infiectiohs must be conFciously learned,
whereas other aspects such as sensitivity to social register
or lexical nuance, must ke 'intuited' and caﬂnot always: be
analyzed)rationally. On.the other hénd, he points out that

the ideal endpoint of L,. learning is native-like competenée,

*
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which is characterized by the 'intuitive' mastery\of the
lingquistic, cognitive, affective, and sociocultural meanings
expressed by language forms (Stern, 1974). |

The basic‘:®notion that L, learners are consciously

settiﬁ@ out to hypothesxze, to deliberately experiment with

ca. ratlonal' or 'intuitive' strategy is primarily predicated

on a linguistfs approach to'languageJand not an L, learner's
desire and attempt to communlcate. Taking exception to
Stern's idea of the L, learner as a 'strategy chooser' does
not preclude thevfact that L, learners can and do
consciously set out to study the rules of a\language, that
their metalinguistic awareness may be enhanced due Qo
language exposure, subsequently leading them to adopt a more
systematlc or rat1onal approach to L, learning. leen that
the verb 'to 1ntu1t' means the power or faculty of atta1n1ng
to direct knowledge or cognition without ev1dent ratlonal
thought and inference, to have access to a quick and ready
1n51ght (as defined by Webster'’ s), seems to obviate the idea

'

that an Lz learnﬁr can choose an 'intuitive' strate over a
Yy
S

'rational' one. But rather 1mportantly, this may not be an

appropriate chamacterization of what is meant when

researchers discuss an 'intuitive' learner. He may be seen

as one who has somehow developed intuitions about the L,

system which allow h1m to operate in a relat1vely automatic

manner, not having to consciously .plan each detail of hlS

N

production.



The exact basis for Stern's distinction betweeﬁ
sstrategies and techniques is nét clear, partially as a
consequence-of his véghe characterization of these two terms
in the first place. While he willingly lists ten 'strategy
types,' he does not elaborate on the notion_of tecﬁnique.
thin (1975) does not draw this distinction, but deﬁines
strategies as the 'techniques or devices which a learner may
‘use to acquire knowledge.' Ultimately,.discussing
stracegies, technigvzs, and devices in such a perlpheral
manner contributes nothing to our undérstandlng of the:
cognitive processes that psyghollngu1sts presume are
operating when tackling a second language. Such processes
include perce1v1ng, ana1y21ng, c1a551fy1ng, relat1ng,‘
}storlng, retr1ev1ng, and constructlng@language output.

, Recently; the concepts 'field independence' and 'field
;!dependence' have been introduced for an examlnatlon of thelr
potential roles in Lz acqu151t10n. A"f1eld 1ndependent'

person is supposedly typlcal of a highly ratlonal ¢
analytlc personallty, whereas a 'field dependent"person‘
Cis. assoc1ated with the . empathlc and oﬁen personallty (Nalman
et- al 1978) .From the meagre amount of research COndpcted
so far, it seems that a predictable relationsﬁip bétween
field dependence and field 1ndependence and successful
language learnlng is emerglng From experimental psychology
we learn that a 'field dependent' person percelves all parts

of an organlzed v1sual field as a total exper1ence nd is

domlnated by the overall field, whereas a ffield



65

_independent' person can experience parts of the field as

discrete from the organized ground.

How do these’two different analytio persbnality types
tie in ;ith different approaches to language learning? It
has been hypothespzed that thq more successful language
learner is the one who can focls on the language stimuli
relevant to the language learning task at hand and dlsregard

1nappropr1ate ones. This supposedly relates to the ability

y .
to isolate ‘and identify single words. The less 5uccessful

7
P4

language learner will be more easily distracted by

irrelevant cues as he is dependent on the entire stimulus

. field and cannot select the proper cues for attention.

On the,uhole, researchers propose that more analytical,

N

field. independent skills appear to Le related to the_

acquisition of metalinguistic skills through conscious,
often rude-governed learning. Field independent learners

have also been noted to use more novel vocabulary. On the

" other hand,gthe field dependent person seems to be more apt

to acquire communication skills through a less analytic

approach

The notions»of 'field independence' and 'field
dependence' (as 1nterpreted by L; researchers) are somewhat
analogous to-the ' cogn1t1¥e styles_ described by Peters'
(1977) regarding L;idebelooment. Peters, in looking at child
language‘acquisition;udistlngulShea"analytic' style
learners'from_'geStalt'.style learners. An 'analytic' style

is presumably conducive to rule development, to referential;
" . : . .

-~



and labelling functions. A 'gestalt' ‘style is'employed in
attempts to use whole utterances in socially appropriate
situations and is subsequently used in more conversationally ~
deflned contexts. Peters does not however perceive these
as rlgldly fixed styles, but. rather as tendencies wh1ch are‘
subject to individual var1at10n and the particular
communicative'Situation. |

- Regardless of an L, learner' s partlcular cogn1t1ve
style or approach to L, acqu1s1t10n we,have ascerta1ned
that only a certa1n amount of the target language can be-
learned exp11c1tly via rule- learning in formal 51tuat10ns.

There are other aspects wh1ch must be learned 1nc1dentally,

through exten51ve expe

1mmer51on type s1tuat” f.'It has been hypothe51zed that the
- nature. of the language exposure will determlne the extent to
which each of these knowledge sources is affected ‘In a-

» formal classroom there is more concentration on the
language itself, thereby SUpposedly enhancing explicit ~
knowledge or metalinguistic'awareness. An. immersion
experience would be expected to have max1mum effects on

',1ntu1t1ve knowledge 51nce the exposure is not 1ntended to

hlghllght new forms or meanlngs. -

¢t and Explicit Knowledge: The Role of .the. Monitor

-om the results of metalinguistic:judgement studies
(including grammat1ca11ty/acceptab1l1ty judgements and

error- detectlon tasks) tesearchers have recognized that the
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L, learner' s judgemehts will not only be affected by how
much of the target longuage grammar the learners can’
approxlmate correctlyh;but by the nature of their knowledge
base. Th~y claim that the linguistic knowledge baSe can
either be prinéipally achired 1 e., learned 1nc1dentally,.'
or controlled by expl1c1t knowledge of learned rules. <
Defined operatlonally as 1mpl1c1t' and 'explicit'
knowledge, it wag initially suggested that these
representat1ons of knowledge are derlved pr1mar11y via-
acquired or ‘learned routes respectlvely.“The concept of a
dlchotomous llngu1st1c knowledge base wlth.separate
acce551ng routes has. been exten51vely discussedl in the L, -

11terature in the form of several 'guises.’,
o

The termlnology employed to characterlze these concepts

1ncludes the following d1chotom1es. rat1onal' versus

1ntu1t1ve learning (Stern, 1975), 'learnedl versus : ¢
"acquired' (Krashen, 1977), lCOnscious'bversus 'unconscious’
(Nz et al., l§78), "implicit' versus 'expllcitf‘ ”
(Bialystok, 1979), 'analysed'gyersus 'unanalysed'
(Bialystok,‘1982), 'controlledﬁrversus automat1c
(McLaughlin,.1978, 1980), andi,consc1ous versus
'subconscious’ (Dulay-et.al.,~1982) Whlle some of these
labels are belngfused to refer to. actual processes, others
characterize two separate knowledge bases. As a result a
‘certaln degree of amb1gu1ty has arisen, thereby cloudlng the
.presentation ot these concepts and their roles in L,

acquisition. e . .
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*
Y
J‘._ ‘L

Stebn (1975) .as prev1ous1y reported 'makes,a

. y ‘
d15t1ntt10h between what he &ills ratlonal' and 1ntu1t1ve;

!’

learnlng, as if they weré”two strategles wh1ch the L,
learners may consc1ously dﬁgose to employ, i. e., whether he

I

,should treatpthe laqguage learning task 1ntellectually,

'conceptually and - systematlcally as a mental problem or:’

3 12

whether he . should (consc1ously) av01d th1nk1ng about the
lnaguage and absorb the language more - 1ntu1t1ve1y

(Schonsc1ously) " Wh11e it is undenlable that.a learner can
RS < - :
-chOOSe h1s language learn&ng env1ronment a fOrmal

nt

1nstruct1onal 51tuétlon verSus an 1nformal 1mmer51on

N

f¢k51tuat10n (or a comb1nat1on of both) 1t i not llkely that

ta. -

apeople exercgse vcontrol' over the1r subconsc1ous

./

learnlng (whatkyay be better 1nterpreted as xnc1dental
g L

S

1ntu1tuve 1

\ivvv
0’

The concepts of consc1ous and subconsc1ous learnlng
&2

have been reégdressed by Krashen (1977) and prov1de the ®

premase for his learnedﬁyersus acqu1red d15t1nct1on and the

a ~

Monltor Theory, In hlg Monltor Theigy, Krashen hypothe51zes

A bl

J_that adults have two 1ndependent systems for: developxng ,Lwﬂf
u 4 v <. ,"
ab111ty in second languages, subconsc1ous language T

e - ° P

’ 'acqu151t1on and consc1ous language learnlng, Language fﬁﬁ?j..

.

:acqu151tlon is ﬁescrlbed ds being very 51m1lar to thE? i
.

process ch1ldren use in agqu1r1ng the1r flrst languge,

& ' -

requ;rlpg meanlngful 1Rteract10n in the target.

Cos on

’ language...natural commun1catlon, in wh1ch speakers are not

" ~

~cogcerned with the form»of the1r utterances butjwlth the -

-

;" - .om ! ) A ) -..'J) - " .' ' - a
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“'v
)

messages they are conveylng and understand1ng " (Kt ﬁhen

e

e

1977).% Acqu1rers Qeed not have a consc1ous awareness of the
td .

"rules’ thd\‘possessh‘and may self correct only on the ba51s~'

1 _,.‘szr e i

offa"feel' for the g nat1cal1ty Consc1ous la?guage

=

R ]
learn1ng@bn the other n.ad, is thought- to be helped a great

ieal by error correct1on and the presentation of exp11c1t

, \ e
-ules (Krashen & Sek&ger 19755& e : %ﬁ

YA a

The learnlng versus acqu1red dlst1&§t¥§n orijinally

¥ fg_ .
3pls regarding

'ule/lnternallzat1on. They*gpstulated two :fptlnct types of

ogn1t1ve structu#%ﬁ ‘those mechanlsms that gu1de.

‘ "4 L
automatlc language performance, ‘% performance where T

[ B

ipeed and spontane1ty are cruc1al g1ven that the learner has

e
u

ot time to apply rules and those mechan1sms that gu1de .
vl . N

»uzzle or problem solv1ng performance fﬂhe prec1se nature’ of

Pt
. ../J;
= oy

mechan1smsx-1s Stlll a mystery Readdressed by

n as conscious versus subconsc1ous procesSes (learnlngﬂ

'ultlon protgs%es) he explalns his.version of 5
- \a

he lntern -prbcess1ng as be1ng dependent on three 1nterﬁpl“'

0

"
actors. These factors ar% operant as people learn a second‘ﬁﬁli

vl

. . 7 3
anguage and 1nclude bqgh the subconsc1ous processes and ﬁ\ i
P > M’} i \ ' A ":J.j\; WiF

& ,
onsc1ous processes which’ he character1zes 1n the Mon;tor
odel.as. (1) the Filter; (2§§the Organlzer- and (3) the
on1tor. The Fllter and the Organlzer are the¢’subconsc1ous

rocessors' whereas the Monltor is the consc1ous‘. % Y
rocessor:' - - . T : e

’. . .
° - . ‘ »
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n/brief the FlltégyfubCOnsciously ¥screens' language-
£

1nput based on atfectiv® factors such as the learner's

'

motlves needs, attitudes, and emotional®states. The
A

‘ Orgahlzes is the part of the learner s mlnd whlch
subconsc1ously organizes the new language system,.and bu1lds

up the L. rule system The consc1ous processor, the Mon1tor,

w

is the part of the learner S 1nternal system that
consc1ously-processes 1nformatlon, such as memorlzationvof
‘grammar rules. When an L, learner consc1ously applles such

»rules he i sa1d to be relying on the Monltor. In order for

i
W

the use of the Monltor to be *invoked, the s:tuatlon g@ task*{
A ‘s / S
fpresenéed to the L, learner must warrant a *focus on form.
Tasks Wthh foéusyon llngu1st1c‘man1pulatlon (e g L
erro; detectlong a wrltlng taski seem to enovurage
. mbnlgzrlnga;hlle\those whlch focus on commun1ca?qng do not

N £ 2

Krashen c1a1ms,,however wthat nd% all L learnersigilyw

’ ] B , -~
_on tée Monlton to the,same deqre%%iThe scope of the Monitor -

L
N »-.‘v

use depends on a varlety of factors 1nclud1ng*¢he learner s

'personallty, and of course, the“?ocus of tﬁ% K?ngu1st1c

<

_task Personallty types&seem to affectfthe degree to which

the monltor 1s used It 1s p0551ble to have extreme Monltor

4 &

users who are so concerned with ed1t1n

5 . .// b%”"“ h
f\they sacr1f1ce the fluency of performa

s he1r oﬁtput that.

'L whlle there are

those who scarcely monltor the1r output, be1ng most
concerned with the message and not the med1um Whether or -~

- not the Monltor Overusers and Underusers can be correlated

w1th the av01der and guesser 9ersonal1ty types is still i,

x
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‘speculative.
Whlle the Monltor makes consc;ous ed1t1ng possible,.

Krashen acknowledgeg that thlS is not the only source of

Af_self correction. He ma1nta1ns that a subconsc1ously acquired
gramma also plays ayrole This becomes evident when; 5.
;3<dearners report that they correct themseives or otheri "by
feef; and are unadble to state the rule chat has'been

sy

. R B
ﬂi.‘ 3 ?

violated. He acknowledges that thoutl his_phenomenon-Ha

| been observed very l1ttleqls_known oout it. hrashen's' \v//
concept of'the Monitor, 'however' restrlcts 1ts operatlon to
the 'lower level' rules of the language. He describes

lower ‘level rules aszthose rules which are easy to.

2

‘conceptuallze, namely morphologlcal rules. It has been

s i s

- observed that learners are qu1te capable of. produc1ng fa1rly

thgh level constructlons wlthout be1ng able to state any o o
f} | Q¢ K ;’;i
kind' of“relevant rule at all (Dulay et al.,_1982) Krashen ‘

-,therefore condludes

-!*v-

resuf of subconsclo'

”tgthls ab111ty appears to be the - :

processes rather than conscious ones.
Krashen S Monltor Model'has served to gtlmulate more |
ﬁnvestlgatlon in® Ehe area of cognltlve levels of proce551ng
in Lz acquisition, _but it has aISo Served to perpetuate the

“1dea of an extremely mach1ne l1ke ,approach to human
4. - _
cognitlve process1ng G1ven hlsldescrlptlon of the Monltor,'

1t represents only one's consc1@us knowledge of the rules

. :
and forms of the language - what he . v1ews as metallngu1st1c

'awareness. For hlm,aenhanc1ng one s metallngu1st1c awareness

r .

1s dependent on’ formal tra1n1ng, and this in turn could
. o a s o

Jd
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nshifted into the 1mpl1c1t"’categery to become 1ntu1t1ve

72,

N

imply enhanced monitoring capacity. Nonetheless, we are

.aware that L: learners can produce m:j_i
‘constructxons in commun1cat1ve 51tuat1ons for which they
haveé no statable rules.

The presentation of a distinction between 'hard' rules
and.'easy‘ ruleS\based on subconsciéus or conscious learning
processes serves to reinforce the idea that. there are two
dlscrete knowledge bases wh1ch are accessed either
'subconsc1ously or consc1ously The notion of ‘such a
d1chotomy ar1ses from Krashen s .¢laim that the ablllty to
produce complex constructlons wigﬂout formal rule knowledge

as

is the result of some qubcon51ous process rather than ao

.

(consc1ous metal1ngu1s§1c process. ThlS precludes the idea

3

gﬁﬁat in many cases formal rules are consc1ously learned at

the outset, frequenbly,fqgnyulted' and employed, and’ ﬁﬁ

eventually become ' to&ﬁ?%ﬁi' We can view them as‘befng
. i .- ,g’g‘ I .%‘iv'

knowledge. A tran51t1on ‘from’ the expl1ctt or conscious level
v

AN

= to the implicit level is- prec1se1y the tran51t1on an Lz;

learner makes as he develops a native-like- prof1c1ency in
the target language, this was earlier deflned as the QDZ
"intuitive' mastery of the. forms of the language. , .
It is possible that this t(ransitlohcaﬂ'%lso work in
the reverse manner. Ansz learner can learn certaiﬁ,‘

unanalyzed 'chunks} of language in conversational

: e - : \ . L
situations, that 1s,nhe'memorlzes certain 'routlnes.'

&S are part of what 1s known as automat1c speech' and

Ut “ ¥
St \‘ SR LN . . R . . ~ .
e - 7'[“ o T . 51‘!1 »(,{ ﬂ, (2 =T L i "—*" N e, 4‘= )"‘\?

1 S . : : AN

. ;:;Z g

—

e
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by the . monitored' or unmonltored' dlstlnctlon.

.;55%1 .

73

u

have been greatly discussed@%h the neurological literature
often in relation to aphasics who can lose their
rule-governed language behaviour completely, yet manage to
keep unanélzzed chunks of spehch‘such'as, "How are you?" L,
learners can learn many colloquial constructions as

'gestalts'ﬁand use them extremely effectively in the

appropriate communicative 51tuat1ons. They may nq§§ analyze

these gestalts in terms of rules until later, if in fact,

rules do ex1st The p01nt however, is that allowance must

be made . for a contlnuum of process1ng along whlch an L,

learner can make trans1tlons from so- called consc1ous Vd
proce551ng (expl1c1t rule 1earn1ng) to subconsc1ous- u
proce551ng (1mpl1c1t 1ntu1t1ng) and vice Vggsa. B Jyr'
V1ew1ng the Monltor as?helng r str1cted to the 3

consc1ous domaln does not account for sh1fts in focus of

.attentlon asothe L, learmer 1s proce551ng the lfh ?}Stlc and

’ ey

2

A"{ &\a
the 'focus n form Mon1tor presents an all or -none"

.»concept of the Lz learner s attent1on to 1nput - The learner

1s more likely attend1ng to several aspects of the 1nput

51multaneously, including gestures, fac1al_g;pre551ons,'

social cllmate, etc., but concentrating more on some aspects

than on others. The L, lear,er 5 shlfts in attentlon to a
particular type of 11ngu1st1c 1nput,cannot be accounted for

T,

Mcpaughdln (1978; 1980) ellmnnates the need for .

‘jo Y

d15cuss1ng language behav1our in’ terms of underlylng

L e
Ve . = o 'Qg’_\??j

PR
‘ %

’

<2

,{ra angulst1c 1nput Krashen s un1var1ate 1deallzat10n ogﬁwg
. gkt

3

Ty
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,'prode551ng L - P o —ﬁ-"dﬁ"‘“ .“:J

conscious and subconsc1ous processes, ‘presenting the
controlled' versus automatlc d1st1nctlon. ThlS

dlStlnCtlon appears to be more useful in descr1bing the

A\ Bl

1nterplay between 1mp11c1t and exp11c1t knowledge than does

'Krashen s monltored/unmonltored dlstlnctlon which requ1res
@go lndépendent and,d1chotomous under1y1ng systems. The

"coﬁtrolled' ﬂ%pect of language proce551ng requ1res a';j‘s

(
"

gttentlon in the performance of some skill as opposed to the
g ow

¢ "automatic' distinction whlchﬁgpes not. If we con51der theh*

q%ict of dr1v1ng a car as a relatlvel complex act1v1ty, e
y P
. ‘v”ﬂ o
ﬁ% eallze that when ‘we perform several skllls at once we' are:

,41 o

forced to do some of them by means of automatlcyskllls, and

ontrol' the performapce'of ﬁi
. t{."l N
’others. Accordlng to~ n W controlled,prodesSlng

¢ Wi AR S L B
e for exethlon than automatlu

to pay attent¥qm to or

slower and reqU1:

.,

N

=

&avs

‘The notions of controlled and automa21c proce551ng come .

- i
o~

closer to characterlz1ng the spontaneous productlon pf

nat1ve like L, learners as compared to those learners who

! . ..]-WL e Y
are stlll at the cohtrol}ed' level i.e., thbse who have
. R .
nok: yet aﬁtomated thelr consc1ous rul knowledge to<the
&

point where it can be accessed unhes1tantly and 1ntu1t1vely
in the manner. of a nat1ve speaker.
Desplte what often amounts to noth1ng more than

fﬂ

ferences in term1nology, L, researchers have acknowledged

he existence of two dlstlnct learnlng processes and

theoretically, two distinct knowledge bases. The distinction



typék'of knowledge and the control over them
funy getmud by Blalystok (1978, 1979L,\1981 b

1ntrodu%t 0of the learned/acqulred dlstlnctien between Lz

.behav1oufs,’researchers have been trying to characterize. the

properties ®f these behav;ours and their sources. Blalystok
(1978) initia ly\soncurred~wirh Krashen and suggested that
implicit and explicit knowledge bases were accessed,via
'acquired' or 'learned' routes respectlvely

'Blalystok s elaborat1on of the two types of llngu1st1c
knowledge and the1r roﬁes in L, acqu151t1on prov1des aA
framework for a\tuture dlscu551on of the sprachgefuhl'

"phenomenon. She now claims that the prof1c1ent use of a

language, elther natlve or non- natlve, depends on_g: complex
AR

' 1nterplay of 1nformat10n that is either expllc;ﬁl 5:qulted
or 1ntu1t1vely based'(Bialystok 1979). Predlcat*d-mh ‘

v1ew1ng m&e language on these two dlmen51oqs, B1alystok
\.,

developed a theoreé?ggl model of L, learnlng wh1ch she hoped

,would account for discrepancies both in 1nd1v1dual

K \

achlevement .and ach1evement in different aspects of L,

LI &

learnlng The ex911c1t knowledge base is analogous to

T,

Krashen's concept ‘of the 'conscious' grammar, i.e.; bheQ'

F]

Monltor. It represents all the c- nsc1ous knowledge a learner SR
'has/about the language and the“ah111€§ato artlculate those
<facts, 1nclud1ng grammar dnd projunc1at1on rules. The . )
| mgllc1t knowledge is the 1nformat10n upon wh1ch the learner

operates in order to produce‘responsés in the target
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language. It is automatlc and used spontaneously It is in
this sense that an L, 1 aFner may claim a sentence 'sounds'

or"feels right although no direct evidence for the

i

correctness of the sentence can be cited. When reactlng from

+

thls intuitive knowledge base, a learner can ‘be sa®d to. be
operatlng in terms of hlS sprachgefuhl. Blalystok #

d1st1ngu1shes these two knowledge sources. in terms of N f\

f

function rather than content, She associates a larger
1mpl1c1t source w1th an ab111ty for greater fluency and a
larger exp11c1t knowledge source with extensive knowledge of
formal aspects of the language, but this does not - |

' necessarlly 1mply an ab111ty ‘to use th1s 1nformat1on

A
effect1velw“ ‘iﬁﬂ Vz

P

! In the1r e%fbrts to tty to determ1ne the présumed

,..’n 4 \]

dlfferentlal acce551ng of‘these two knowledge bases, L,

iy

researchers have deakloped several 11ngu1st1c man1pulat1on

tasks whlch are undoubtedly 1n£luenced by Krashen's Monltor

Th%ory. Such tasks (grammat1ca11ty/acceptab111ty, error

detectlon) force theQLz learner to focus on form, whickh

N
. §

qsupposedly tags only the 'explicit' knowlédge base,
N .

Nonetheless, other experxments have per51sted to emp1r1cally

establ1sh the exp11c1t/1mp11c1t exlstence of the d1chotomy

The researchfrs who have/contlnued in th1s vein- ma1nt in -
I ‘-

that while 1mp11c1t knowdedge is demonstrable, 1t is~ ‘not 5

B )
amenable to mental analys1éz?Expl1c1t knowledge, however 'isf‘

-

‘trigsferable to other contexts. U51ng "tlme as a warlable .

‘to establlsh which knowledge base 1s being accessed they

e . .
’ ’ . :
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'
R {

have p@;tulated that a greater amount of time is necessary

: Lo ‘;[";u»

for invoking explicit rule-governed knqw@gdge”whereas less P
' g T ’ R

time is needed for the mbwé. implicitly-based intuitive ﬁ&iﬁ

judgements. AR
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DEVELOPING A SPRAC?ﬁéEFm(ﬂ MEASUREMENT TECHN IQUE

V'Pen and pa&pr tasks are? by def1n1t1on,winherently-
limited, testlng at most, the L, learner's-comprehension of
written text. ThlS, howeyer, does not' diminish their .
potential as valuable predictors of an'L, learner's more
general—knowledge. Whilé:ho one would‘sdggest that judéement
' tasks can be used. autonomously, there is no reason . why they
cannot be developed in. such a. way as to allow the L, learner

g
more opportunlty to demonstrate the scope ‘of his 1ntu;t1ve

or native-like knowledge. . Although most metalinguistic tasks
~profess to be tapping thls partlcular domaln they have, in

~ fact, restrlcted“the learner's 1ntu1t1ve attentlons to _

»

"grammat1cal and syntactlc Msues. Clearly,»1n order;
_challenge a learner s sprachgefuhl we need a task Wthh

requ1res judgeménts from both d1men51ons of his" l1ngu1st1c

.el- ' ) R . ~

knowledge. ggo« o T ";3%‘

To date, Lz researchers, in constructlng
"error ~detection tasks, haye not tried 1ncorporat1ng
ey semant1call¥ condltloned' errors..For the purggfes ‘of
asgglscu551on »* those errors for which there are no deflnntlve- ”
:

rammatlcal-explanatlons Or exp11c1tly stated syntactlc or

PR

VG A
phonologlcar constraints will be referred to\as

Yoroor gy

‘
L
&

semantlcally cond1t1oned' errors. .They are’the" agrqrs wh1ch

requ1re semant1c eiplanatlons wh1ch lie beyond the realm of

. ~ .

f's1mple dlstr1but10nal statements. Such errors can be

. x4 '
grammat1cally correct 'but h1ghly 1nappropr1ate within a.’

-«
>

78



. and ‘implicitly based linguistic knowledge. , __

given communicative situation.'Producing such 'off- key

errbrs results in non-native-like commun1cat1on and the rlsk

~

‘of being mlslnterpreted. A semantxcallyjcondltloned error is

.cultural doma1n.,Rresumably, once an L, learner had acquired

an exp11c1t1y stated grammatlcal rule in terms of only

also subject to degrees of inappropriateness aLong a scale

‘which is determlned by native- speakers w1th1n the1r own

A

- a natlve 11£§ spra hgefuhl he is capable of making these

f1nely tuned&1ntu1t1ve Judgements, and detecting the varylng
degreeﬁ ofgxuances in spec1f1c lexical 1tems and thelr use

w1th1n cefﬁﬁln soc1011ngu1st1c contexts. Ideally, then, an .,
]

'error detegklon task whlch 1nvolves both the detection of

SyntacthEally -conditioned’ (errors for wh1ch there exists i

4

hd . gy
s Ny
,

”“.syntactlc and phonolog1cal categorles) and semantlcally-
p“

condltloned errors w1ll stand a better cHance of atta1n1ng a
i?

- more comprehens1ve measure of the Lz learner's expl;chtly_

A
i

I T , R T
The notion of sprachgefuhl has. been originally \

fﬁnterpreted as the 'initiator' which indicates that
‘something is amiss (Gass, 1983). Nevertheless, it need bt

retain 1ts orlginal and somewhat static characterlzatlon.

.leen Gass def1n1t10n of sprachgefuhl we: recall ‘that

within her 1nterpretat1on of achleying natlve 11ke

. proficiency,. sprachgefuhl played a comparatlvely minor role’

Rhe

211

H

'1n relatloL to the exp11c1t or 1mp11c1t aspect of llngu1st1c

l
Anglscqssed earller,;Gass, along with many other-
&F Ty

knowledge

o -L, researchers, clalms that .there 'is no&ras great an-,\h,;



80

increase in the range of 'one's feel' (sprachgefuhll for"the
language as‘there is an increase in the ability tb{pinpoint
a trouble spot spec1f1cally recognlzlng what is wrong Such
a v1ew901nt is in keep1ng with the common belief that the

analvze@’ aspect is a necessary precondltlon for fluency in

Qond éanguage moreso than forothe first language.A
Whllevth1s is 1ntu1t1vely-and demomstrably plauslble,
there.is no reason to- suggest that the- sprach/gefuh‘l"
unanalyzed' aspect us nétfalso enh%%ged as a functlon of

3

exposure to the target language. S1nce we haVe acknowledged

px \"SJ':. 3 o e

that there are many unang?yzable areas offlagguég‘%’these
" areas cannot be dealt w;%h solely by exp11c1t analyzed _ )
/ “ L}

knowledge. Second language 1nstructors of com9051t10n,>

translatlon 'and grammar who.af

hlghly tralned L

metallngulsts haVe reported\that they,must often 'resort
~ N .

¥
- to! the1r sprachgefuhl undemstandlngiﬁﬁ thé~language when‘

requlred to. glve explanatlons for e1ther rule governed or
i3
. non rule governed aspe'ts of the target language. In the.

case of actuall-* g a once formally learned rule, Lz :

1

teachers and’ oﬁ ‘ ‘prof1c1ent speakers?clalm that

43 -

they must go back and reanalyze ‘the problem or consult a.-

- -, . . .a‘ e . .o %

grammar. Thelr sprachgefuhl rs. presumably very b ' ’ ,f;

i
hlghly degeloped since they are operatlng*ln a nat1ve l&ke

s

fashlon.

v

J;. , T - .
It seems Just1f1able to propose then, that gprachgefuhl

should be w%gwed as a’ dynamlc phenoménon as opposed to be1ng

only a precursor to developlng a more analyzed or exp11c1t

/
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abproach to the language. What also seems to have been .5Q
' ovedlooked is the fact that a native—like'feeling foh»m'o‘

8 ~
Y

1anguage canfbe the result of hav1ng automated what was
1n1t1ally a d%nsc1ously controlled or rule ~-governed exp11c1t
',use of ¢ knowledge to the p01nt where the rules have become

relatlvely 1nacce551ble. Th1s 1mp11es that the ab111ty to

,.v

g :
vanalyze exp11c1tly has been lost or set a51de a% one
develogs natlve spontanelty and automat1c1ty in speak1ng the

tar et lan uage. + o L .
g 99’ S Pt C

<

» Perce1v1ng spr%chgefhhl as an aspectgogblanguage oo
prof1 fncy whlch can develbp s1multaned@%ly with- ‘the v

4 acqu1s1tzon of exp11c1t rule knowledge more accurately

l’f‘

‘;y captures the progre551on toward natlve 11ke competency -An
,'a

¥ 4

enhanced sprachgefuhl is unden1ably(3 requ1s1te for ' ‘;f

W

'nat1ve -like. funct19n1ng in the target language. It has been -

"suggested that L, learneps w1th an ummer51on exper1ence in.

P "‘;\ ey v I 'R
the target language culture may be ‘better cand1dates for‘

i

h:developlng a hlghly sen51t1ve sprachgefuhl whereas learners ft:i
who have been subjected exclus;vely to formal leé?nlng

“51tuat1ons mav demonstrate less sprachgefuhl AIthough thls

. h - 5
‘is- 1ntu1t1vely plau51ble, 1t remalns to be verlfled .

‘ ' - % .0 - SR ,
: emp1r1cally as a great deal rests on the rndivrdual s el

»

‘llaptltude and att1tude regardlng language 17£rn1ng h‘-/ o
. o S SO

igeneral - P _V‘” . A , ,\3

v A g ‘12

The’ questlon whlch m1ght now be asked lS whether or not
- ,the development of the 'by feel' (sprachgefuhl sen51tﬂv1ty) .

and;the 'by rule’ (formal rule governed knowledge) can be .
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empirically meesured using a metalinguistic judgement task
approach. If so, an error-detection task which would fulfill
this requirement would havé to incorporate both 'semantic'

and 'syntactic' type errors, presented within a contextual

framework.

v
S

_The MExperiment - i o

J

Method
To dété,-relatidely few metaiinguiStic tasks have
considered. the imbortance ;f context for eliciting
appropriate native—Like'intuitions. For the purposes of this
stUdy, an error-detection task was devélOped, taking context

into account, as well as two domains of errors, previousiy
defined asgsémanticélly—&onditioned and syntactically- .,
cohditioned. No attempt was made to slot these errors into
the-traditibnél error taxonomy, i.e., in\termsyof describingz?
them as ihterfe:ence or developmental erroré, etc. . An
error-detection task which demanded reéognition and/or -
correction of semantically?conditiohed (nuance-type) errors
as well as syntactically-conditioned (formal rule—goverhed)
errors seemed an appropriate method for investigating the.v
spréchgefﬁhl phenomenon. Like other pd-cdigms develoéed to
aséertain an L. iearner's trénéitional compétence,_the '
error-detection task employed in this experihent was élso

expected to serve as an evaluation-metric for determining

the learner's competence in this particular, restricted



domain. -

Besides requifing\that subjects demonstrate both their
intuitlve and formally learned.rule-goéerned Rnowledge, this
task further fequested 'explanations' for the detections and
correctlons. These explanatlons could be in the form of |

real' rules (formal grammatical rules) of 'by feel' ru'es

-t

(1ntu1t1ve reasons regarding context, register, style, et

More precisely.then, 'Real'’ ;ufes are defined as expllc;;1y'
stated rules of grammar which$the-subjects have learned from_;'
la formal language teaching‘situatien or through
’self instruction. The 'By Feel' rules, on the other hand,
are "rules” which the subjects have learned‘or intuited
during the course of their learning experiences with French.
Such "rules* could sinply state that a word, words, or 1§

‘structure "felt wrong" or "sounded funny" for whatever

Cas

reason.

As was previously discussed, the importance of o
eliciting metalinguistic judgements wi&hin a contextual
framework cannot be overemphasized. In an -experiment aeallné
with detecting the learner's ab111ty to make subtle
dlstlnct1ons regardlng tn; nuances of a partlcular lexlcal‘
choice, to make decisions about the particular level of
usage or style, or to predict the applicability of'certainv
rﬁles, a well defined context must be presented. This
enables the, Lz learner to make certain assumptlong about the

social context of an utterance, as well as other implicit

assumptions made by the participants in a discourse.

oy
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Spraehgefﬁhl is ah aepect of linguistic competence- that
cannot be identified unless the learner is allowed
information about the context in which the discourse takes
place, thus making it imperative to take extra-linguistic -
contextual factors inte accoﬁnt: the'reSpective status of
speaker and addressee, the type of social s{tuetion in which
they f1nd themselves,’the real world knowledge or beliefs a
speaker brings to ‘a dlscourse or his lacﬁ of de51re to

commit himself on a p051t10n, ‘etc. All of these factors may

" potentially influence the degree to'wh%chsepecific lexical

{,’b

. . ] .
items, idioms, or certain phrases may ‘be 1ntetpret§9 as

£ 4

errors by native speakers andlhighly-advahced L, learners.

Stimulus Materials

In any experiment concernea with presenting linguiétic
information in a conteﬁtual framework, it is reasonable .to ’
choose only one particular framewbrk’fo; the focus of the
investigation %ndfresere other contexts for subsequeﬁt
investigat;ons. The choice of the framework is ultimatelj_a.
subjective decision. For the purpoees of'Ehis experiment a
fairly restricted context was chosen.

The stimulus material iteelf ie in the form of a formal
letter written by a femald Frencﬁ student'wﬁo is seeking a
position in a graduate stﬁdfes Frenthprogramme; )

Incorporated into this letter of 318 words were 30 errors,

ranging from simple grammatical efrors (such as

adjective-noun agreement, tense, and prepositional errors to
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more nuance-like errors in terms of their lexical and social
appropriateness within the given context.) The so-called
nuance-like errors iﬁcluded anglicisms, anglicizeds syntactic
constructions, and certain lexical items and constructions

deemed by native French speakers to be either lexically,

-

é

grammatically, or socially inappropriate for the particular

context of this letter. (See Table 1 for a listing of these

+ £y

) .
errors and their cldssification. High-nuance errors are

indicated by asterisks.) Six errors were classified as

(=]

"high-nuance" errors-as they were considered to.be more
difficult in terms of their subtlety of meaning within
certain very restricted contexts. This classification was.

determined by native French speakers. These six errors were
‘ N )

&

’

incorporated a%\a Cha;lenge for the Advanced group and to
serve as possible discriminators among subjects in the

Advanced group. . _ \

N

Part I: The Errors. The errors were selected from a corpus

of errors generated by native spgakers of Engilish learniﬂg
Frenéh.'These students were studying French at'three .
different levels in thé University of Alberta French
programme. Five first|year Freﬁch students, five third year
French students and fkve fourth year honour's level students
translated an English version of the stimulus® letter into-
French during a one hour class pefiod without the aid of a

dictionary. The translations were carefully examined and the

most consistently recurring errors were noted.



TABLE 1

¢ 06

. ‘ . TAXONOMY OF ERRORS

. ) Rule
Err. Token Classification y Type
01 le . lexical Real
02 en la A prepositional Real
03 avec uneyjicence de - grammar/lexical By Feel

lettres A ¢
04* quatres: dernlers ans grammar/lexical \(By Feel
05 j"ai éte’ tense - By Feel

pour prep051t10nal/ Real

' _ : ahglicism '

07 intéressée beaucoup grammar By Feel
08 dans prepositional By Feel
09 j'avais. tense By Feel
10 . la bonne oppogtunlte anglicism- calque By Feel
11% le docteur grammar./lexical Real
12 j'ai su par apres lexical 5 By Feel
13 un ancien collegue de grammar/anglicism Real '
‘ vous
14 est speciglisé tense/anglicism By Feel
15 a » prepositional By Feel
16 le grammar/agreement By Feel
17 leur grammar/agreement Real
18% pour ces raisons anglicism _ By Feel
19% candidate susceptible lexical By Feel
20*% qualifications lexical By Feel
21 voudriez tense Real
22* consultante lexical/anglicism By Feel
23  Musée de Beaux Arts grammar Real
24 la plupart. d'eux grammar/anglicism Real
25 idées valables de lexical By Feel
26. tout grammar/agreement Real
27 dards telle maniere grammar/anglicism Real
28 veuillez-vous tense/register Real
29 vous en aurez tense Real
30 je voulais tense By Feel




Seventy of these errors were incorporated into a French
version of the letter, the general framework for which was -
provided by five native French speakers who had also.

‘translated the English version intp-Ffench. The corrections .

made by the native French ‘speakers were documented and used
: ~

as the basis for the"model letter,' the criterion against
L]

which the language learner's judgements would be gauged. In

1nstances whe: e nat1ve French speakers'’ judgements tended to ~

.'conflict Le Bon Usage and Le Petit Robert were consulted

and then re-examined by native French speakers for a second
judgement. A corpus of the 30 most reliable errors (in terms
of coneensus among 12 native French speakers) was extracted
and incorporated into the final version of the stimulus
material. The final text.was then administered as a pilot
study to fifteen native English speakers studying French at
three different levels, five subjects in each group. No
substantial changes were made to the text following/the
’pi}pt study and-the’original 30 errors selecteddnere
retained. |

- The 30 errors were divided inte the Ewo~%ategories¥
semanticically-conditioned and syntactically-conditioned, 17
of the former and 13 of the latter. The 17 semantically-
conditioned errovs were'more amenable-to a 'By Feel' rule
analysis as no 'Real’ rule, i.e., a formal gr;mmatical rule .,

¢

could be applied to provide the necessary correction. The 13

[}

syntactlcally condltloned errors, however, could be covered

by a 'Real’' rule analysis. (See Table 1 for the exact
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spec1f1cat10n )
PThe classification of these 30 errors into two separate
categories was not as clear‘cut for some errors as for -
< :
others. Again, the often fuzzy line between syntax and
semantics was not easy to draw. Wnether a certain error was

»

syntactlcally or/and semantically condltloned was sonetimes
a matter of dlscu551on among the natlve -French speakers.
Since a main objective of the study was to deter 1nerwhethEr
or not the sprachgefﬁhl could be quantified, there was~an
intentional bias toward a larger nunber of semantic errors.
.These errors were, randomized throughout the‘text. Clauses
without errors were incluéed in order to minimiae the
predictability of finding an error per clause..A brief look
‘at some of the actual error tokens may help to clarify the
differencé between the 17 errors designated as seﬁanticaliy—

- conditioned versus the 13 errors which-are syntactically-

conditioned (Refer to Table 1). For Error 01, e.g., 'le' is

an article omitted from the text. in French, any title such
as 'dlrecteur professeur 'editeur' must ‘be preceded by
the approprlate artlcle ThlS rule is -usually formally
taught. Compare Error 01 with an .error such as Error 10, 'la
bdnneﬁopportunite.{ ghile this expression is perfectly —
comprehensible to a native French speaker, .the use of
opportun1te in this, instance appears terribly lofty and

somewhat archalc, never uttered by a natlve speaker. The

correct expression is 'l'occasion,' whlch carrges the noti
0 .

of opportunity, chance, and occasion in English. Error'10-1§

+ J\
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a typical example of a—~‘talque' (a direc£ translation .from
English) which works grammatically énd_even semantically to
a degree, but it is not at all acceptable to native-French
spgakers. -

' Th; following six errors (04, 11, 18, 13, 20 and .22)
were ddbmed by native Frenéﬁ speakers to be of 'high-nuance'’
guality. Most of them-are quical items subject to
restricted distributioh w;thin a highly-defined context. For
example, Error 22, 'consultéﬁ;é,' is a perfectly acceptable
" lexical item in gfench (See Appendix D, Error. 22). Within
this particular context, hdwever, the word 'consultante' is
used_inappropriately. In_Frénch, this word can be useé only
in .the médical sense, as in 'consulting physician.' A native
speaker would use the word'expe‘rt-conseil'J or simplf\
‘expert' in the situétion specified by the contexﬁ. In this
cése the ponsulting is being aong in a museum, not 1in a
héspital. To some degree, the uée 9f 'consultante' in this
instance is é’false—cognateu We could-use the English word
'consultant' in the same context so we take the liberty of
using it as freely in French resulting in a non-native usage
(see Table 1).

For the actual experiment each subject was issued a set
of written instructions in a pamphlet containing the
st%mulus material (see Appendices A, B, C, and D). The
letter to be corrected was présented on two adjoining pageg,
double-spaced, so that it could be read easily and in its

-

entirety. The letter was then reproduced, triple-spaced on

i



[ .
three separate pages with a blank page intervening. The

ffiplé spacing-alldbed for any corrections the subject would
want;to make. The blank pages aaross from each page of text
made it possible for the subjects tg writé'rules and/or'
explanations for the corrections made on the opposite page
of tﬁ; text. | - o
' To begin the task} the subjects were reqdested‘to have
a pen and pencil on ﬂahd as they would bF asked to perform -
‘twb passes at the task,<;£e written instructions were read
by the experimepter.and the subjects were encouraged to agk
any questions.befOre commencing the task. A compleﬁe set of
instructionsJié the subjects may be found in Appendix A. |

Essentially, the subjeéts were asked to proof-read the
text, i.e., make any changes they felt necessary to perfect
the text. First, they were asked to simply read the letter,
‘then underline in pen ény errors they thought they had found
including any word, words, or sentences which did not seem
right to them for whatever reason. After completion of the
‘first pass, they were asked to go back and check for any
errors they mightfhave missed the-firét time. They were to
underline these with pencil and correct as they did'onithe
first pass. After having numbered all the'errors they had
found, the éubjects were re;dy for the second half of the
task. They were then asked to give rules and/or explanations
for the cé;réctions they had'made. ‘

A maximum time limit of approxiﬁately one hour was

allocated for this task. Subjects were not allowed access to

S
i B
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)

a dictionary or a grammar. Whiie a restricted time allotment

has been considered as a dependent varlable 1n other " -
{
error-detection experiments, it was not con51d§red as being

AN

conceptually relevant to the nature of this experlment. L
[ \ // 1.5‘:
Nonetheless, longer than one hour for the completlon of the y/531r

task was dlscouraged because of the nature of the pheﬂOmVﬁbJ” o

under 1nvestlgatlon i.e., a subject's first- hagd 1nt"

LN
.\Mu ; ("(\'J T “: "
response was preferred as opposed to a more pon erous §n v j
researched response. : v g.~
, S .

N

The outcome of the pllot study indicated that” one hour
was sufficient for most Beglnners, Intermediates, and
Advanced subjects to read,‘correct, and write rules and
explanations,‘Beginners and Intermediates'tended to need
most,ofﬂthe hour mainly‘rorrreading and correcting the text
and aid‘not write elaborate rules, whereas the Advanced |
group spent more time m;king more hodiiications to the text
and writing lengthier rules and explanations. .

The Beginners and Intermediates were honitored in an
in-class situation whereas the Advanced subjegts were //f
allowed to take the task home, tio time themselves, and then »
return the task as soon as possible.,This allowance was
permitted due to the pragmatkc.problems oT-testing at
specified times because of the relative inaccessibility of
most of the Advanced speakers. In generai, the amount of

time taken to do the error-detection task itself and to

write rules rangedvfrom 35 minutes to 120 minutes.
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'Part I1: The Language\Lgarﬁfng/Questionnaire. A second .~

component of the stimulus material for this experiment

included a Language Learning Questionnaire which the

subjects were requested to complete on their ‘own t1me and

then return to the experimenter. The Questionnaire consisted

of a serles of multiple choice and rank-order type'
questlons. Many of these questlons were constructed on the
basns-of the klnds of questlons asked in oral interviews by

Naiman et al., 1978 in The Good Language Learner as well as

questlons from self-evaluation questionnaires. The questlons;

were e1ther modlfled sl1ghtly or changed entirely to
accomodate to the purposes of this exper1ment

Jn the f1rst part of the questlonna1re subjects were
- ‘asked about the1r personal history and the1r exposur@ to

languages other ‘than Engllsh They were also asked to rate

e

their proficiency in ‘English, French, and any other language'w

they had learned or been exposed to. The self—rating‘was
based on a scale from 1 to 4, starting with Elementary
knowledge, progressing to Working knowledge, and ultimately

to an Advanced Native-like knowledge. The criteria fog
! ) A

determining a ranking in one of these categories were listed

for four modes:.reading, writing, comprehension; and oral
- production. | | |
Subjects were then questioned on whether or not they
‘had learned French formally (schoo}—situation), or
inforﬁally (non-school situation), or through a combination

of both. They weére also asked about their reasons for
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studying French and what factors they perceived as being.
most crucial to successful second language learning, etcL.
For further'details, see the'reproduction of the Language
Learning Questionnaire which may be found in Appendix E.
This questionnaire was not tested for external validity
" as it was not used as a major part of the’ stat1st1cal
analysis but rather as a complement to the experlment in
terms of the 1nformat1on 1t prov1ded for d1scu551on purposes
n light of the findings. Some 1nformat10n from the
quest1onna1re was extracted and con51dered on an analyt1cal
level: factors sUch as age, sex, number of languagesvspoken,f
" number of years of education if subjects were or had been |
French majors or had an immersion experlence, and their
self appra1sal regardlng the1r language learnlng ability"
‘were all considered to determlne whether or not such factors
affected the overall performance on the error-detection task

. . . ' : o
in any significant manner.

ub]ect

. A total of 60 subjects participated in thlS experlment
Since one purpose of the study was to determ1ne whether or
not subjects at different levels of study in French would:
exhibit. varying degrees of competence in the1r
,errorwdetectlon and correction performance, three dlfferent
prof1c1ency groups were established a pr1or . The groupsQ
wvere represented as Beginners, Intermediates, and Advanced,

- respectively.
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The Beg1nner S -group cons1sted of 20 subjects dll 1n
the1r first or second year of French studies, the majorlty\
of whom had completed the standard canadian hlgh school "
French programme. Most had no prev1ous 1mmer51on experlence
in French The Intermediate group was represented by -
students in their third and fourth® years of French study at
the un1ver51ty level and the, twenty chosen for this
experlment were ]udged by he1r professors to be qf )

"

intermediate standlng accord1ng to the1r previous in-class N
performance. All Beglnner and Intermedlate subjects were :
students enrolled in French courses at the Un1ver51ty of -
Alberta. S |

The Advanced group consisted of 20 subjects from .
various language learning backgrounds. While many of them -
had studied French formally (or are presently studylng
French) at the graduate level at the . Un1ver51ty of Alberta,
others had acquired their French through the1r work and/or
extended immersion experlence. All were natlve Engllsh
speakers and none were from 2 b111ngual family background
In this sense, the Advanced group ;ere homogeneous as all
speakers had a well-establlshed first language system before

commencing the second language system, namely French.-The

subjects ranged in age from 18'to 47 years.. . o
. T

Since the Advanced group was easily definable in terms
of their level W1th1n the system, a strong empha51s was -
placed on the1r self assessment “with regard to their
competence in F??“Ch,ln the-domalns*of reading, wrltlng,

SRS

"
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aural compfehension, and oral production« If they rated
themselves betwée;\i and 4 on the self—ratiné scale with

respect to the crit ria outlined in the Language Learning -~

\
i !

Questionnaire and(revealed extensive previous formal and
informal tfaining in French in response to specific
dueétions in the‘questionnaire, they were accepted as

dvanced speakers of French. |

Self-assessment is“more or less a new f1e1d in language

testing and has been met with vary;ng degrees of sceptrc1sm
by language‘proficiency researchers. The underlying premise
U'for having learners rate themselves is the hypothesis that .
most learners have a certain capacity for determining their
own language abilityvprqyided they have at their disposal
suitable means which can help them expfess their intuitions.
'So, by way of example in the Language Learning |
Questionnaire, very concrete situations were specified, eech
of‘which requires mastefy of a particular language skill.
The learner could indicate his ability to cope with each
situation, reading, writing, ecc., on a scale ranging from
no ability at all to complete linguistic mastery.' |

| There is no doubt that autrent:c language situations»
(i.e., communicative situations) provide the most valid
opportunities for self—e?alﬁetion; It is inm the'actuel use
of the language,'ln real-life settlngs, that one may
u1t1mately test one's communicative ability. Nonetheless,
after having_experience in assessing oneself in various

natural situations,. it is not unreasonable to expect that
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self-assesment can be": considered rellable enough to QZ used
as an aid 1n autonomous evaluatlon

The results of field experience in adult education
institptions,ip Sweden in which learners were asked to méke
ind Pendent assesgmeﬁts in each of tbe four language‘skills
mentioned above revéaleq that self-assessments did correlate
with external évaluatio; measures, thus'indicating that
learners' appreciation of their own abil}ties may be more

realistic and accurate than is sometimes thought (Oskarsson,

1978).
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CHAPTER IV - | A
THE EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
- The results of the performance of the 60 subjects in
the three groups: Beginners, Intermediate, end Advanced

learners, are presented.in.this chapter. Two types of

- analyses were conducted on the data: first, an assessment of

the error-detection test and its internal validity as an
evaluation mettic for the phenomenon addressed in the

preceding chapter; and second, an examination of the L

'1eatner4relatea factors.

~Indi\}idtjal subject response sheets were scored for the
30 errors according to the following system:
-1 if -an error was not detected
0 if an'error'was detected but not corrected
+1 1if an error was detected and corrected
This last‘category was in conforTity with the norms
eetablished from the native speaker judgements described
earlier. Counts of the incidence of these three codes wexe
tabulated, and thes composite scores of various types were
constructed. A 'Detection' -score consisted of a count of all
zeros and +1's. A ;Total) score.bésed on the :sum of all

three code values was also established. In addition, a

- 'Hypercorrection' score was tabulated separately. This was a

count of the number of attempted corrections of items that
were actually correct to begin with. -

As previously .utlined, the efror—detection test

-consisted of two main tasks:. first, to detect and correct

s [}

97
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any errors found, ‘and secondly, to provide rules or

o

\ , LW
‘explanations for the errors detected. The results of the
‘fperformance on these tasks will be discussed under two

A

separate subcategories in the section to follow.

The Error-Detection Test as an Evaluation Metric ,

In the -1 (Non-Detection) .category, subjects made use
of the entire scale of poés&b}e values ranging from one
non-detection to thirty non-detections, thus illustrating
that the range of difficulty of the erroré covered the whole
spectrum (see Table 2). Within the subject groups, the means
were 25.9, f9.8, and- 7.1 for Beginners, Intermediaté, and
Advanced subjects respectively, exhibiting a clear pattern v
of increasing skill.
As Table 3 represenﬁs, the O (Detection) category
revealed a more restricted distribution. Detections without
corrections ranged from one to ohly ten detections. Thus, if
an error was deteéted, some levéi of explanatioh or
corfection was usually offered. This, of course, is an
obvious consequence of the test procedure and the fact that
something as'simple as "sounds funny" was an acceptable
attempted explanation. 7 o //
The +1 (Detection and Correction) category, was similar f
to the -1 (Non-Detection) category with subjects making as
few as ;ne,correction and as manyvasLZS. The frequency
counts for #he -1 and +1 scoring catégories, the lattef

shown in Table 4, illustrate the differential éapacity of
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TABLE 2
NO DETECTION (RESPONSE CODE = -1)
Count » ,  Frequency Percent Cum Perc;nt
-
1 2 3.3 3.3
4 1 1.7 5.0
5 2 3.3 8.3
6 4 6.7 15.0
7 .3 5.0 20.0
8 4 6.7 26.7
10° 2 3.3 30.0
11 2 3.3 33.3
13 1 1.7 35.0
14 2 3.3 38.3
15 1 ; 1.7+ 40.0
18 2 f 3.3 43.3
19 N 1 | 1.7 45.0
20 2 3.3 48.3
21 4 6.7 55.0
22 4 6.7 61.7
23 4 6.7 68.3
24 2 3.3 71.7
25 5 8.3 80.0
26 4 6.7 86.7
27 1 1.7 88.3
28 3 5.0 . 93.3
29 3 5.0 98.3
30 1 1.7 100.0
TOTAL 60 N 100.0

the 30 errors in terms of how they are treated by the‘fhree .
subject groups. Within Qroﬁps, the data égain show a clear '
distinction with means of 1.5, 5.7, and 19.7 for Beginner,
‘Intermediate, and Advancéd\sﬁbjects;

ﬁi@h regardéto the Hygﬁrcorrection catégory, the
frequency counts :in Téble 5 Simply revealed that while some

subjects never hypercorrected, 68.3% of the. subjects made

hypercorrections within. the 1 to 6 range, and there was a
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TABLE 3

DETECTION/NO CORRECTION (RESPONSE CODE = 0)

Count Frequency Percent Cum Percent
0 6 10.0 10.0
1 10 16.7 26.7
2 7 11,7 38.3
3 9. 15.0 53.3
4 12 20.0 73.3
5 5 8.3 81.7
-6, -5 8.3 90.0
-7 2 3.3 93.3
8 1 1.7 . 95.0
9 2 3.3 98.3
10 1 1.7 100.0

TOTAL 60 100.0

smaller group constitutiﬁg 26.7% who méde as méhy as B to 16
hypercorrections. Since hypercorrection was considered to be
more of a tangential~probreh in this thesis, these findings
wilﬂ be addressed briefly only in the discussion on

learner-related factors.

The Errors ;

The distribution of responses for each error b& the
three groups ? /displayéd in Appendix F. The 30 errors in
this test were!ihdividually éroésftabuléted with the th{ee
subject groups, in terms of whether they were missed-
entirely (-1), simpli detected but not corrected (0), or
détected and corrected (+1). Group'éércentages were )

calculated for each of ;the three scoring cdategories on each

of the 30 errors. An example of such a tabulation is given



TABLE 4

~

DETECTION/CORRECTION (RESPONSE CODE = +1)

Count Frequency . Percent Cum Percent
0 9 15.0 | 15.0
1 '3 5.0 20.0
L2 7 11.7 \ 31.7
3 -3 2 5.0 ‘ 36.7
4 6 4 10.0 46.7
5 2 : 3.3 50.0 ;
6 2 3.3 53.3 '
7 3 5.0 58.3
8 - -1 1.7 f 60.0
9 1 1.7 l 61.7
10 1 1.7 63.3
13 3 5.0 68.3
14 1 1.7 . 70.0
15 1 1.7 71.7
16 3 5.0 76.7
18 1 1.7 78.3
7~ 19 3 5.0 83.3
- 20 1 - 1.7 . 85.0-
21 3 5.0 90.0
22 2 3.3 93.3
23 1 1.7 95.0
24 & 1 1.7 - 96.7
28 2 3.3 100.0
TOTALA 60 100.0
?
in Tablé 6. Since the cross-tabulation on the errors : \\\

involved frequency ccunts, a Chi-Square test was carried out {

. o\ .
on each error to deter—-ine whether or not the three subject

groups differed signific '~ in their treatment of each
error. The results of the lquare tests proved to be
significaht (at p < .01) fc of the 30 errors. In other
words, eacﬁ of the 24 =rror . =ns exhibitec internai .
validity with respect to the <. imio.tive behaviour‘of the

three subject groups. Error 08- -ans' _.repc~ tional) in
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TABLE 5 \/

HYPERCORRECTIONS
No. of Hypercorrections ‘ Frequency Percent
0 7 11.7
1 4 6.7
2 6 10.0
3 6 10.0
4 6 10.0
J 5 7 1.7
6 5 8.3
7 1 1.7
8 2 3.3
9 6 10.0
10 2 3.3
11 1 1.7
. 12 2 3.3
13 2 3.3
14 1 1.7
15 1 1.7
16 1. 1.7

Téble 6 is an illustratién of an error which aptly served to
distinguish all three¢ groups. |

The six errors which did not ghow this clear three-way
distinction (04, 11, 18, 19, 20, and 22) differed in their
discriminatory effects from the other 24. While they also
exhibited significant differences according to the
Chirséuare statistic, théir discriminatory power was.
confined to distinguishing the Aannced group from the two
lower‘groups, as well as serving to make distihctions within
- 'the Advanced group itself. This was one of the mqs£
gratifying results of this experiment as these_érrors were

purposely selected for their high-nuance quality. These were

errors deemed by native French speakers to be espeéially
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TABLE 6

RESPONSE PERCENTAGES BY GROUP FOR ERROR 08
. 1 ’

RESPONSES
Missed Detected Corrected
Group (-1) ' (0) (+1)
Advanced 5 0 95
Intermediate 35 40 25
Beginner 65 30 5
TOTAL ’ 35.0 23.3 41,7

subtle in terms of their lexical or social appropriateness
within the given context. They were included to provide an
upper end to the scale as demonstrated by Error 22 (see
Appendlx E) This error was mlssed totally by Beginners and
Intermedlates and detected only 15% of the time by the
Advanced Group.

‘ In summary then, a full review of Appendix F reveals
that the iﬁems selected as errors adequately covered the

range of competence of the three different group levels and

served to differentiate learners within all of the groups.

Differences Among Group Performances .

To determine whether or not the group means differed

significantly from each other in terms of Non-Detection

(-1), Detection/No Correction (0), and Detection and

Correction (+1), a one-way analysis of variance was
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conducted on each scoring category for each group. For the
-1 category, the performance of each group in terms of their
respective means was signif;éantly different. As expected,
thé group means, mentioned earlier, feveaied a progpessive
increase in Non-Detection for the Intermediates and

Beginners. An a_posteriori -Tukey test confirmed these group

mean aifferences at the .05 level. These findings cofrespond
with those of Arthur (ﬁ980); and Gass (1983). fhe +1
category was essentially the inverse of the -1 categofy and
the group means given before, for all three groups wefe‘
significantly different as cdnfirmed by a Tukey test.

The patteérn of means for the 0 category displayed an
interesting pattefn. These were 3.2, 4.5, and 2.5 for
Advanced, Intermédiate, and Beginners, but the
“interpretation is probably qualitativeiy different for the
threé groups; The low value for Beginners is indicative of
low detectlon ability in general as indicated by their high

'-1' counts. The low value for the Advanced subjects is
indicative of the fact ‘that, if they detected an error, they
" were also able to correct it, thereby reducing their 0
counts. Intermediate subjects were just that, they detected
better than Beginners, but corrected less well compared to
'Advanced subjects. It appears that the Beginner's
sprachgefihl is much less developed at this stage in
comparison.td the Intermedizces and Advanced learners. The
Intermédiate group and the Advanced group are distinguished

from one another, however, by their ability to correct. Such
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a significant difference between Ihtermediate and Advanced
learners in cor}ection performance is a valuable finding. ;,‘
Corder (1571), White (1979), Arthur "(1980), and Gass (1983),
predicted such an outcome on the basis of  Corder's
transitional competence notion, i.e., that the more advanced
a learner becomes in approf?mafgng native-like competency,
the more he/she should demonstrate native-like ability‘to
detect and correct 'interlanguage' errors. None of fhe error
detection tasks developed to date have been successful in
validatimg this hypothesis. |

To obtain a more accurate assessment of.each group's
ability to simply detect that something wasgamiss (fo check
out theif pverall 'gefuhl'), a Total Detection score was
created by combining“the 0 Detection scores with :he'+1
Detection/Correction scores. Again, the group means Qere
compared -and found to be significantfy different. The
Advanced groug;(Mean=22.9) still h;lding the leed and tpe
Intermediates\(Mean=10.2) and'Beginners (Mean=4.1) with
their respective differential lower scores.

In additioﬁ to‘theNTotal Detection score, A
Net-Detection score was calculated which took intd
consideration the number of Hypercorrections made by each
subject. Hypercorrections were cohnted as the number of
tihes correct'tokeﬁs were incorrectly perceived as errors.
Tﬁese Hypercorrections were subtracted‘from the Detection

scores for each subject, resuiting in a Net-Detection score.

The Net-Detection score alsé'proved to differentiate the
¢ )_ .
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three groups significantly. The reSpectiQe means-were 19.7,
3.6, and -2.4 with the latter negatlve value suggesting that
Beglnbers were probably d01ng considerable guessing on this
test. |
The'Hypercorrections were analyzed‘apart from the other
scores by a one-way analysis of variance. A Tukey test .
- revealed that the Beginners end”Intetmediateekggtp produced.
more than the Advanced group in terms of Hypercorrecting_but
they did not differ’significantly from each,otheriin7qhis
behaviour..Thusr the tendéncy to introduce errors in the
process of editing was most'prcncunced at the lower
‘proficiency leveis.'In fact, the gfoup means for the
Beginners and the Intermediates’ were exactly the same, both
being 6.5, whereas the Advanced group.mean'was 3.2. The
Advanced group is distinguiéhed then by con51derably less
Hypercorrecting as predicted by Arthur(1980) and Gass(1983)

Rule-Type Usage

1

The second half of the error- detection task involved
crov1d1ng rules and/or explanations for the errors detected
and corrected. A statistlcal analysis was carried out to
.determine the frequency and‘tYpe of tule usage. As there
“were 30 errors in the test, the subjects could produce a
maximum of 30 correct rulestor)explanations. Since the
errors were divided into.two main categories: (1)
'Semantically-conditioned' errors and; (2) 'Syntactically-

conditioned' errors, the subjects -could provide essentially

)

1
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two rule types: q1) 'By Feel" rules and ; (2) 'Real’ Rules.
However,‘they could also provide a 'By Feel' Rule when there
actually existed a 'Real’' Rule, given that.they could not
'articulate a precise grammatical rule. Thus, a third rule
'category (3) 'Feel for Reald Rules was created to accomodate
this type of rule product1on. |

The tdtal number of By Feel Rules and Real Rules
‘possible were 17 and 13 respectivelv The number and type 'of
rules glven by each subject was counted and recorded ‘for the
- 30 p0551b111t1es only Rules g1ven for Hypercorrectlons were
~not counted The total number of By Feel kules (1nclud1ng
Feel for Real substitutions) and Real RuIes was counted out
of 30 for an overall rule productlon score. The first part
of the analysis involved a frequency count to determlnedto p
what degree the ‘three groups made use of each category
Tables 7a, 7b, and 7c¢ contain the frequency counts on the
" three p0551b1e rule types employed.by the 60-subjects.
In the By Féel ‘Rule category, subjects made use of the
~entire range from no By Feel Rule at all to the p0551ble . e
total of 17 rules. In the Real Rule category, 53.3% oﬁjthe g

subjects tended to produce as few as 0 to 2 rules. A range

of 3 to 10 Real %/les were produced by the remalning 46.7%.

—

R 8

To. determine whether or not there Was dlfferentzgi\ ule
usage in terms of type and frequency among the three ";\\
‘different groups out of the 30 possible total rules, the
number of By Feel Rules and Real Rules were counted

separately out of their respective possible totals and the
. | - Yo

|
}
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v . ‘ j »
TABLE- 7a
[ BY FEEL RULES =
Count any _ Percent Cum Pegcent;'f" :
0 - 8 - 13,3 - o 13.3 ¢
1 6 W ot 23.3
2 6 10.0 o333
3 6 10.0, . 43.3
4 5 8.3 T 81LT
5 3 5.0 e 56,7
6 6 10.0 66.7
8 1 1.7 68.3 ",
9 8 13.3 81.7
11 4 6.7 88.3
12 2 3.3 ©91.7.
14 3 5.0 © 96.7
15 1 1.7 98.3
17 1 1.7 100.0
TOTAL 60 100.0
P TABLE 7b . e
FEEL FOR REAL RULES
Count - Frequency percent -  Cum Percent
0 26 43.3 43.3’
1 5 21 . 35.0 78.3 .
2\ .3 5.0 83.3
3 4 6.7 ; 90.0
Looe 4 6.7 96.7
-~ 5 1 1.7 . 98.3
6 1 1.7 1160.0
TOTAL .60 ©100.0
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. TABLE 7c
‘ REAL RULES
Count “ Frequency - " Percent Cum Percent
0 12 20.0° 20.0
1 12 20.0 40.0
2 8 13.3 53.3
3 6 10.0 63.3
4 5 8.3 71.7
5 3 5.0 76.7
6 4 6.7 83.3
7 2 3.3 86.7
8 4 6.7 98.3
9 2 3.3 - 96.7
10 2 3.3 100.0
TOTAL 60 100.0

1
'

percentage for each rule type was calculated. An analysis of
Variance of the counts and Tukey tests revealed the
following results for the three possible categories: Ny

B

(1) By Feel Rules: The three groups differed significantly

. terms of the number of By Feel Rules empldyed, startiné
wit! the Beginﬁers (1.3) who'ﬁsed fewer~By Feel Rules as
comparéd to the Intermediate (4.4) and Advanced géoup;
(10.6) whose "by feel" function.increased with proficiency.

¢

(2) Feel for Real Rules: Since this category represents the
. . <
number of By Feel Rules given when a Real Rule could have

been provided, it is interééting that the Advanced group
(2.2) used significantly more By Feel Rules than did theiQ

Intermediates (0.7) and the Béginners (0.3). A Tukey test -

[
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revealed that the Beginners and Intermediates did not differ
in the way they used this rule category. The implications of

the Advanced group's tendency to overuse the By Feel Rules

=

will be discussed below.

(3) Real Rules: The Real Rule means pr?duced’by the three
groups in this case indicated a distinct increase in
explicit rule knowledge as the group proficiency level
increased. Such a finding dorroborates the commonly held
bglief among L, researchers that a learner's 'analyzed'
knowledge dévelops much more rapidly as a function of
proficiency. What they do not predict, however, is that the
range of one's sprachgefuhl will also increase. The
implications of dgfining sprachgefuhl as a dynamic
phenomenon will\bé discussed later.

The Advanced group used a significantly greater number
of Real Rules (6.1) than did the Intermediates 25.5) and
Beginﬁers (0.8). The Intermediates, in turn, used |
significantly moré Real Rules than did the Beginners. These
results are illustrated in Figure 1 which gives the

percentage breakdown of the distribution by subject groups

'in terms of their use of the three different rule categories

out of a possible total of 30 rules. It is evident then,
that the Advanced learners have mofe explicit knowledge at -
their disposal, complemented with their heightened
sensitivity to errors which required sprachgefihl reaction.

Such findings are not surprising given that the three

< -
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subject group levels were already carefully defined prior to
the task and that'the instructions for the task required
subjects to provide rules for two very carefully defined
rule groups. What the data do demonstrate is that the

' testing procedure clearly reflects this group structure,
indicating that the testing procedure is, in fact, valid for
the intent of the ‘study. .

The same data Qere then reanaEyzed in terms of the
total number of By Feel rules and Real Ruies éctually
produced by each subject as opposed to the total numbe:'of
rules possible. For example; if a Beginner produced a total
of 10 rules out of 30, the number of By Feel Rules and Real
‘Rules were counted out of 10 and g?e relative percentages
for eaqh ;ule type were calculated. By iooking.at Figure 2,
Yg:see=that ohly.the elevétion.of the profile for the three
subjeek‘gfoﬁps has changed dramatically.

| Out of the total number of rules produced by each'
group, the groups tend to use approximately the same
proportion of each rule type. No significant difference
(p < .01) was found regarding the degree to which each
subject made use of the By Feel Rules, the By Feel for Real
Rules ana the Real Rule category. It is‘interesting,
however, to note that these three groups made virtually
equél use of the Feel for Real Rule category. In the case of
the Beginners, their explicit rule knowledge is very limited
(as illustrated in Figure 1), and they simply could not

articulate a Real Rule, and so resorted to "sounds funny."
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For the Intermediates and the Advanced speakers, the reason
is not so clear-cut. As discussed previqusly, their By Feel
Rules differed gualitatively from the Beginners.‘since the
Feel for Real Rule category is in fact a subcategory of the
Real Rule category, we can speculate about two things.
Either they néver knew a Reai Rule to begin with, and so
responded intuitivel%} or they once knew a rﬁle which has
subsequently become 'aﬁtpmated' and ultimateiy "intuitive.'
The latter speculation could be tested only in a
lonéitudinal study of very advanced ianguage learners who
have had prolongéd ekposure to the language.

’

Learner—-Related Factors ' .

Several learner-related factors were considered for the
analysis'and interpretation of results: Sex, age, number oT\'
years of eduéation, formal traéning (Frehch major),
immersion experience, learner's competencé in other
languages, pfopensity to hypercorrect,iand the’leafnerﬂs
perception of his/her language’learning ability.

" The distinct lack of correlation between sex and any of
the dependent variables was néz a surprising finding. As
expected, age énd level of education were positively
correlatéd with improved performance in overall detection
ability, but these~two factors are essentially.ineitricable
from the definition of the Advanced group. The Advanced
grduﬁ/was primarily comprised of people at the graduate

level of French or beyond. These results were determined by
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" a series of Median tests in which each learner-related
factor was compared with each group's overall perfdrmanee.‘
_Crpss—tabulations were conducted to .check whether there were
any significant interactions among learner-variables. For
the‘most part, Group classifications tended to predict the

results.

Effects of Formal Training and Immersion

As formal training (school situation) in a secondb
language and immersion experieﬁce (honfschool situation)
have.beeh suggested to affect the learning strategies
employed by second lanquage learners, an analysis was
carried out to determine whether or not these two variables
would have any significant effect on the rule type usage of
the three subject groups. The subject groups were thereby
divided into the following four categories: (1) Non-French
major and Immersion, (2) French major and no Immersion, (3)
French mejof and Immeréion, (4) Non-French major and no
Immersion. |

¢ .

For each of the above categories the means were calculated
for the percentage of rule use possible in the three rule
'categories:'By Feel Rules, By Feel for Real, and Real Rules,
as indicated in Table 8. There are suggestions iq the L,
llterature regardlng formally versus 1nformally“fra1ned
1anguage learners’ which would 1ead one to hypothesize-that

the more formally trained L, learners might make greater use

of their exp11c1t rule- governed knowledge and operate less
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TABLE 8 

v
MEAN PERCENT OF RULE TYPE USAGE

RULE TYPE

French ‘
Group Major Immer. N Feel Feel/Real Real
Advan. Yes Yes 7 58 12 : 31
i : No 4 54 9 | 37
| No Yes 9 56 14 31
Group Means .20 56 12 32
Inter.. Yes Yes 3 - 64 7 29
No 2 50 8 42
No " Yes = 4 51 5 19
No 11 53 ’ 11 27
Group Means 20 54 9 - 27
Begin. Yes } No 2 0 50 ' 50
No Yes 1 50 50. 0

No . 17 49 7 32

Group Means 20 51 T 31
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on a "by feel" correction basis. French majors with
immersion experiehce, however, might be expected to take
advaﬁtage of both explicit and implicit knowledge bases
somewhat equally. Subjects with little formal fraining and
mostly immersion experience were expected to utilize more
"by feel™ rules as their explicit rule knowledge would be
presumably less than subjects fofmally trained.

The results as presented in Table 8, indicate that for
all three groups, there were no significanf differences in.
rule-type usage as a result of formal or iﬁformal training
or the combination of the two.

The effects of formal training and immé%éipn were also
anélyzed to determine whether or not they exerzed any
significant impact on -the three scoring categories: (-1) No
Detection, (0) Detection/No Co£>ection, (+1) Detection and
Correction. A Median Test was used to determine whether or
not the differently trained subjects (e.g., the immersion
and non-immersion learners) would differ in their
performance. Whether or not a subject was a French major did
not influence scores oh the various metfics'being considered
here. It must be kept.in mind, however, that the non-majors
in th§§bstudy still had féirly comparable backgrounds in
Frenchffln contrast, immersion expe;ieqce did influence

//déﬁéctionc(p < ,001), -1 scores (p < .001), and +1 scores
(p < .001) all in the direction of improved performance for

/s

those with this type of experience.
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Exposure to Other Languages

The subject's exposurg to other languages did not prer
to be a significant factorgfor distinguishing performances
on the overall detection sEore. While there was an
indication of movemént in the right direction, this was not
statistically significant. Since many subfects listed
lanquages to which-they haa merely been exposed and in which
they were not particularly competent, it might be reasonable
to assume that in order for metalingﬁistic awareness (which
is supposedly enhanced as a function of exposure to other
languages) to exhibit a strong effect in improving
performance, a particular level of competence in other
languages may be prerequisite for significant difference in
performance aﬁdvnot merely passive exposure to other

languages.

Self-Perception of Language Learning Ability

-Subjects were asked to give a self-assessment of their
ability to learn languages, i.e., whether they perceived
themselves as,Gifted, Strohg, Average, or Weak. As Table 9
indicates, their overall Detection scores follow to some
degree their perceptions of themSelves. Subjects who |
perceived themselves to be Gifted or Weak had the most
accurate pefception of their ability, wheréas subjects who
‘perceived themselves as Strong or A;egage were éppropriately
modest as theif particular self-perceptions were not.

especially représentative of their ability.
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TABLE 9
/

SELF-ASSESSMENT AND DETECTION ABILITY

Gifted Strong Average  Weak

Greater than 12 15 2 . 0
Median
Detection — -
Less than 1 11 15 T4
Median ' ‘ -
7
Hypercorrecting

Learner variables such as years ofbeducafion; formal or
informal langﬁage traihing, exposure to other languages,ior
seif—perception did not exercise any direct effect on a
subject's propensity to ﬁypen%oq{gct. vaertheleﬁs,'it was
obvious from the gfoup differénc;s as indicated by an
analysis of variance that the Advanced group did reveal-a
strong tendency for much less hypercorrectiég’than\did the
Intermédiates or Beginners. Presumably then, an interplay of
the learner-related factors as outlined above do play a role
in cﬁtting.down on hypercorrection at the Advanced level.
Such a tendency has been predicted by Arthur(1980) and
Gass(1983) but has not been proven to be statistically

significant 1in eﬁperiments to date.
. |
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A Discussion of the Experimental Findings
3 . . ]
The preceding section dealt primarily with the results
andy discussion of the statistical interrelationships among

the variety of variables addressed and their relationships

' to the criterion measures of success on the error-detection

test. While it is not possible itp elaborate on any parts of
. . I ’

ﬁhe.experimenf that were not directly connected to the
sﬁatistiéalArelationships discovered, the follbwing section
will present ;Everal aspects of the study which demand more
detailed discussion and exploration.

?

The Errors and Group Performance

As the 30 errors selected for this experiment were
presented>in context, a copy of the errors within the actual'
text is provided in Appendix D. (The results of the group

performance on these errors are.illustrated in Appendix F.)

Since these 30 errors were actual production errors made by

L, - learners of French at different levels.of 'transitional

competence,' they presumably reflect, to a certain'degree, a

possible hierarchy of errors representative of L, learners .

"“at different stages of development.

The errors, however, were not categbrized in the
traditional manner. No attempt was made to ascribe_
'processing' type labels to the individual, tokens. In other
words, théy were not described as 'interference'. or |
'developmental'’ prrors, or. as errors of omission or

addition, etc. Instead, they were identified by native



. 121
4

French speakers under such qategorieslas: Anglicisms, Tense,
frepositional,llexical—nuqnee errors, etc., but simply for
'classification'purposes. The only reievant distinction
between the errors was the division.made betweén those which
were semantlcally condltloned versus 'syhtacticaily‘
condltloned (as descrlbed in Chapter III)

Since the objective of thls,study was to determine
whether or not one could'measere an L, learner's sensitivity
for detecting Semantically-conditioned.errors within a
precise context, the above distihction was the crucial
factor. Taking‘such an approach then, automatically excludes
the need fer.definrng'each error in terms of a precise
.category. To date, L., reésearchers have not been successful
in determining sources of errors by simply slotting errors
into‘definitive categories as if they &ere representative of
actual processes employed by L. learners. |

There is no‘doubt,'however, that'the types of errors
selected for this study could be characterized in greater
detail regard1ng their spec1f1c funct1on in the language.
They could then be subjected to a more in- depth analy51s in
view of how they are treated by dlfferent subject gr%ups.

For the present study, Wthh was essentlally a first attehpt
to 1nvestlgate the p0551b111ty of quant1fy1ng
sprachgefuhl, "this type of analysis could be considered as’
~ a next plausible step in'embellishing the power of the
]technique. In a study with a limited corpus of 30‘errors,

only 17 of which were 'sprachgefihl' sensitive, an
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IS}

individual analysis of the tokens themselves did not seem

warranted.

IS

For the purposes of discussiéh, however, it is _
.interesting to look at the six er;ors,(04! 11, 18,'19, 20,
and 22) which were chosgn for what hative Frenéh speakers
deemed to be of 'high-nhancé' quality'(referito’Aépehdix F).
Despite ﬁhe fact th;t these errors share a common quality,
they‘essentiaily‘constitute a 'mixed bag.' Represented.in
this very limited group are Anglicisms, calques (literal
translations), faux—qpis (false-cognates), and lexical items'\
‘subject to‘restricted distribution within a highlyfdefinéd
context, Thése are only a few of the many types of errors
.which could conceivably be included in this category; The
eleven rémainingu'semantically—condétidnedfﬂefrors wéré also
‘characteristic‘of the types above.

The 'high—nuance' errors were expected to differentiate
the 20 Advanced subjects from the other two gréups, given‘
" that the Advanced group's 'spraéhgefﬁhl' was-expected to be
more developed and ﬁherefore more sensitive to this type of
error. The results of the group performances on these errofs
demcnétrate that, at least for this particular}set of
errors, this hypothesis is upheld. By looking 5t‘the,group
'responsés to Efrors“20~an§/zzﬁkboth‘high?nuance errors)‘ o
which reéeived identicalvtreatﬁéqt (see Appendik F), we note
'that the Begigﬁers and Intermediates'were completely
desensitized. Thé‘Advancedmgroup Eoo, éxperienced obvious

difficulty. R ’ ' Qd
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Given the limited sample of 20 Advanced speakérs (who
were, for the most part, q%} formally trained or immersed in
French at some point), a more extensive statistical
investigation of potential wjthin—group'differences was not
reaspnable. Idea}iyﬁ/éne wouid want to conduct a
fesponse-coincidence type of analeiS»(Baker and Derwing,
1982) on a much larger and more heterogeneous sample. I1f
subjects with diverse language learning backgrounds could be
tested and subsequently analyzed in the above manner, Lhen
the validity of the testnins£rument and its potential
implications éould be further explofed. Only given this
optimal situation, could learner strategies and their
relationships to cognitive styles and personality types be
realistically pursued.

Nevertheless, within the restrictions of the present
experimental’framework, the errors selected and their
respective semantic or syntactic characterization served the

%ﬁpurpose for-this&stddy.lThe perfofmanqe of the tﬂree
differentﬁ%evel subqut groups was statistically
diffefentiated\gn the gésis of this cofpus of errors and.

there was also evidence for potential discrimination within

A ]

thevAdvanced group.
= v

Rule-Type Usage and Group'Performance

The statistical findings in the preceding section
demonstrated that the use of both By Feel Rules and Real

Rules increased as the proficiency level of the group

i
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increased (see Figureé,] aﬁd 2). Thé profile 6f the 'Feel
Rple for Real .Rule' category remained relatively stable
across groups when rule ‘usay. was calculated on the basis of
rélative percentages. As previougly noted, the 'Feel Rule
for Real Rule' profile would potentially be the most
interestingléf the three rule-type profiles given the gfacé
of a longitudinal stﬁdy. %hgg*g;;egory is, in some‘sense, a
natural subset of the.Real Rule category énd feflects the
number of instaqqes a By Feel Rule is usedAwhen a Real Rule
actually exists.'If the nature of the. By Feel Ruléshwhich
comprise this profile were subjected to a qualitative
analysiS*écrosg\the three groups, we would derive a clearer
idea of what is really happeging“within this profile.
Interpreting the data as it stands does not allow us
thég insight. When scofing the Beginner's By Feel Rules, it
was observed that they invariably consisted of simple,
non-qualified statements such as "soundsAfunny" and nothing
.more. This is¢in contrast to the Advanced lga;ners who often
provided lengthy explanatiohs, demonstrating their aWarenéss
of the external factdré influencing the perception of the
error. One can speculate as to whether or not the Feel Rule
for Real Rule profile would increase over time with more
immersion ;n the target language. Such a proposal reflects '
the idea thatsz learners do become 'automated’ language
producers as their fluency in L. increases. Inherent in this

notion is the belief that there is some propensity to

'forget' explicit grammatical rules (unless one has to teach
R .
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them). Consequently, some decrease in the'Real Rule profile
could be expected, whereas the Feel for Real profile would
Bg incremented, Such an observation could only be made on a
longitudina}'basis; To seriously approach the issue in this
manner woulé, howe?er,}require a very special subject group.
The subjects in this group would presumably have to be
'products'-of a formal initiation to thet}énguage,
subsequeﬁtly followed-up by a total immersion experiencef
In re£urning bridély to the issue of the influence’of.
fo;mal training and immersion on rule-type dsage, the data
presented in Table 8 provide a picture of the breakdown.of
.tﬁe respeétive group cﬁarécteristics as outlined earlier.
From Table 8, it is obvious that group samples were not
amenable to a four-way split as required to accomodate the
four catégories. For some conditions there were empty cells,
thereby precluding doing an;analjsis of the formal'trainiﬁg
and imﬁersion effects. In future experimehts controlled for
equal 'n' distribution within each respective category, a

productive investigation could presumably be conducted.

)
/’

Synopsis of Some guestionnaife Findings

The‘édministration of thé.Language Learning
Questionnaire was a secondary and‘relatively minor part of
this study. Basically, its design was a pilot atéempt to try
to determine whefher br not. eliciting information from each
subject regarding his/her views oﬁ certain aspects ofvthe L.

acquisition process would provide some insight into possible
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learning styles, Qﬁﬁgonality factors, and attitudes toward‘
L. learnlng in general. The results 6f the Questionnaire
were not analyzed statistically. Many of the questlons were
concerned with language production. Since the task presented
in thiS'experiment was a compfehension task, no effort was
made to correlate the QUeStidnnaire respdnses with the
experimental results.

'For discussion purposes, the responses of the. Advanced
group were tabulated undfare reported here. The brief
synopsis to follou réfers to the Quéstionnaire found in
Appendix E. éubjects were asked to either rank order or
simply check the agpropriate response; The answers to the
first four questions were included as&variables in the —
statistical analysis conducted on group performances as
discussed in the experimental results section. The primary
purpose of Question 5 was to determine, in general, what the
L. learner's‘motives were for’;tudying French. Responses
(a), (b), and (f) could be considered as being
'instrumental' motives in comparison to (d), a more
'integrative' motive. Well over half of the 20 Advanced
subjects chose (d), simply interested in the language and
culture, as their motivation for studying French and also
gave 'integrative' reasons in the (Other) response blank.

Although a detailed individual subject analysis was
beyond thHe scope of this study, it would be interesting in
futuré studies, with larger subject uopulations, to

carefully examine individual learner responses to try to
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determine possible relationships between their Questionnaire
responses and their performance on the error-detection test.i
Given a more elaborate report of the above issue, one could
possibly speculate about the effect, if any, of
'integrative' or 'instrumental' motivation on.overall
.performance.
§*“‘In Question 1, Part II of the Questionnaire, éubjects
were asked to rank in order of importance, factors they

Y
believed toéhave been most influential for their success in
L, learning. The top three choices, in order ofﬂdec:easing
importance, were an immersion experience (with a mean rank
score of 4.05 out of a scale of 1 through 5, 5 being most
important), the teacher's method of teaching (3.61), and an
'intereSt in the culture of. the language community (3.57).
The teacher's personality and attitude, the student's’
personal study habits, and garly exposure té the target
language were next in line. Political reasons (Caﬁadian'
bilingualism), and good langﬁage lab prograﬁs were
considered feast important.

Most of the Advanced learners claimed they were
relatively satisfied with their language léarning progreés
to date, felt they had average vocabularies in relation to
native French.speakers, believed they had good memories for
language learning and were also either gifted or strong
language learners. In terms ofitheir_sensitivity to being

corrected for either grammatical mistakes or incorrect

pronunciation, only 5 out of 20 indicated that they would be
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embarrassed by this. Yet, for‘Question 6, which was a diregt
appéal to the 'avoiders' and 'guessers' {(applicable only at
the production level), there was a 50/50 split. Ten subjects
claimed they woula rather speak the language without making .
any mistakes even if this meant‘thgy could not say exactly
what they wanted. This response was usually followed by a
short explanation. In general, subjects reported that the
desire to speak perfectly was conditioned by the particular
social or cultural fircumstances. Professional people
(namely, academics) undoubtedly exprgésed this feeling more
than others. Most all the subjects réported that they would .
circumlocute when stuck for a particular word or expression,
or they would rely on descriptfgﬁ.

All the Advanced learners claimed to make concerted
efforts to-study'vocabulary. Reading novels and magézinesf'
was preferred to the more aural methods of listening to the
radio or watching television. Not surprisingly, the majority
of subjects revealed that the éspecg of French théy wanted
to improve the mbst:was their range of vocabulary (including

"a better command of idiomatic expressions). Improving aural
comprehension and writing style followed respectively.
Regarding their attifudegftoward language léarniﬁg in
.general, 19 subjects reported that they liked learning new
languages. However, half of them admitted.that it would
depend on the language. Only one repprted that He would not
want to do .this at all. Based on their past experience with

language learning, subjects felt that formal training and

AN
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immersion were equally iﬁportant and that their.first
approach- in tackling a new language would be to travel to
the target language country and to immerse themselves in the{
language.

AWhen questioned about the idea of compariﬁg L, with L;
(as .an acquisition'strategy), over half the subjects said
they thought it helped sometimes, especially in the case of
comparing Franch and English lexical items. Others noted
Ithat such a strategy did not work 9uite so well for other
languages. The overwhelming response to the final question
regarding their perception 6f the nature of the language
learning process, was that it must be (B), a 'conscious and
systematic process.' In éhoosing this aaswer,.however, they
almost always commented that the (A) approach was probably
most conducive for chlldren, and also eventually for more
advanced learners who already had a falrly well -established
system. Some qualified this further, by statlng that both
_processes were in fact indispensable far acquiring

native-like proficiency in the target language.

Summary and Conclu51ons

The main objective of Eﬁls study was to develop an
evaluatlon metric for the 'sprachgefuhl' phenomenon as
presented in this thesis. The impetus for‘designihg such a
methodological tool_to measure this phenomenon arose from
tha discovery that, in the metalinguistic judgement tasks

developed thus far, .L, researchers have been neglecting to
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appeal to the L, learner's more intuitive, or incidentally
learned knowledge about the target language. An intuitive
mastery of the target language implies a mastery of the
forms of the language, and the linguistic,ycognitive,
affective, and socio-culturallmeanings denoted by the
language forms. Like a native speaker, the L, learner must
exhibit the capacity to use the language with maximum
attention to meaning and minimum attentioh to form. Shgh a
capacity ranges from zero to native-like fluency among
different learners at different stages of learning.

Assessing an L, learner's proficiency in a tafget
language requires a battery of different testing techniqﬁés
designed to tap all aspects of his/hef language production -
and comprehension. An.Lz learner;s communicative competence
is ideally agsessed at the 'on-line' praduction level.
NeverthelessL before L, learners can communicat® in a target
language, ghey must have an internalized syééem of rules Fnd
intuitions which enable them to prdducé'and understénd the
language. T

Metalinguistic judgement tasks are essentially tests
which tap these internalized systems or 'interlanguages.’

v \

Linguistic manipulation tasks requiring the detection and
correction of errors demand that the learner apply his
knowledge of thé 1anguage system and make critical
evaluations.

’As demonstrated by the findings of this experiment, the

careful selection of errors following the procedures
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outlined in this study can produce very sensitive test items
with a high degree of discriminative power. The development
of a dichotomy of errors, namely, 'semantically—conditioned;
errors and “syntactically-conditioned' errors, chosen from a
corpus of actual L. 1earner ptoduction errors, provides a
much more comprehensive teéhnique for determining fhe nature
of the L, learner's internalized language knowledge.

The test instrument designed for this experiment
incorporated the corpus of errors within a contextual
framework. The advantage of presen}ing errors in a
restricted passage is that it provides a realistic context
that helps to determine not only the grammatical
acceptability, but also the appropriateness of a parficular\
option. Contextual testing poses a further challgnge to the
L, learner's competency as it introduces him to the demands
.of what is appropriate within a specific context or
communicative situation.

The restricted context used in this study forced the.
subjects to consider the 1mp11cat10ns of- the social register
employed and the respective st%tus of the addresser and
addressee. Using such a restricted context, howev:r, has
inherent limitations. The formal nature of the stylistiés
involved in such a letter may have been perceived as
somewhat stilted to many of the subjects, especially those
at the lower proficiency levels. Nonetheless, using such a
register was advantagéous'from the sténdpoinfhthat it helped

to eliminate many of the idiosyncracies which arise’ when

N
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deéling with more colloquial registers of French or
different dialects. Also, caution was taken not to
incorporate errors in Lhezmore formulaic expressioﬁs of this
type of register, so that‘subjects would not be forced to
demonstrate their knewledée of the niceties of formal French
letter-writing. |

Using one relétively formal register was clearly an,
arbitrary choice for the purposes of this exberiment: |
Ideally, one would want to develop a heterdéeneous
repertoire of registers and communicative situations to
produce a more global technique for testing all faeets of an
L, learner's'internalized'language system. |

The errors chosen for these specified contexts could be
carefully collected from the production data of L, learners
at different stages of development in their approximations
to the target language. The nature of these etrors, whether
they are semantically orvsyntaCtically conditioned, could
then be determined by native speaker control groups and an
entire corpus of test errors woﬁld then be availaﬂle for
testing with various Epecific contexts. . |

By implieation, then,‘the fiﬁdings from this particular—
study are extremely limited in terms of generalizability ;o
other contexts. It is quite likely that an L, learner's
formal and‘infor;al training in the.target language will be
differentially accessed by different specific contexts. o
This, of course, is only one of the many limitations of a

task such as the 'paper-and-pen' task used here. An L,

\
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learner -could be perfectly competent in other language modes
(e.g., oral, aural, or reading), but not be particularly
skilled at editing a written text. It is therefore important
to keép in mindffhat the test instrument developed for this
experiment would never be used on its own_as a measure of
iinguist@é competehce, and it should not be construed as a
replacement for a production test.

Since the comprehension and production of language are
such incrédibly complex processes, it is unreasonable to
expect a comprehensive evaluation of an L, learner's target
language proficiency based on the results of one test
instrument; Instead; such an error—detection task should‘
become an integral part of an entire array of testing
techniques necessary to determine an L, learner's competence
in various linguistic domains. If édministeréd in a
classroom testing programme on a regular lasis, an
error-detection task of the type developed in this study
would provide both the teagher and the student with a
clearer assessmenﬁ_of the student;s competence in this
-érticular domain., In this sense, such an error aetection
task can provide the testing programme with a new and useful
dimension.

In terms of the theoretical implicatiqns in using thia
" tvop= of procedure to discover more about»an L, learner's
écquisi;ion of linguistic knowledge, we can only speculate
that the capacity to measure a learner's sprachgefuhl will

provide some insight into the development of the L.
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learner's degree of intuitive mastery of the target
language. The evaluation metric developed for this
experiment demonstrated aldistinct discriminatory power. It
clearly differentiated ambng the three subject groups in‘
terms of their sprachggfﬁhl sensitivity as indicated by
group performance on individual errors. Of course, these
gfoups were~éstablished on an a priori basis so as to.
provide an external criterion agaiﬁst which to‘évaante each
item sinde'the focus of this study was on the instrumént
rather than on the groups. The next lqgica}/mség is to test
it on a random sample df L, learners of varying degrees of
profic@ency to see gf they can bevproperly assigned to such
gfoupé in terms of their performance leveLs.5 |

The'findings reported he}e wbuld lead one to expect
that the evaluation metric would display the same
discriminatory power oﬁaéuch alsample in relation td the
group differentiation established by other standard |
measures., The design of bettef testing tééﬁﬁiques is only
one of the many steps sﬁill to be taken. While a systematic
investigation of learner related variables was beyond the
scope 6f this study, the importance of these factors wés
kflearly recognized. The development of more ef%ective
evaluative meésures of the relationship of cognitivé'styles
and personality characferiéticé to L. écquisition must also
continue. The combined research efforts in these two areas
should eventually help to dispel some of ﬁhe‘mystery

involved in the L, acquisition process. The -experiment
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discussed in this thesis is a reasonable representation of

one small step in this direction.



REFERENCES

Aronson-Berman, R. Rule of Grammar or Rule of Thumb?

Intefnatibnal Review of Applied Linguistics, 1979, 17.
279-301. |

Arthur, B.iéauging the,Bbundariea of SecondlLanguage
Competencgz A §tudy of Learner Judgements. Language:
Learning, 1980, 30, 177-194. |

Baker, W.J. & Derwing, B.L. Responae Coincidente‘AnalySis,as“

Evidence for Languagé Acquisition Strategies. Applied

Psycholinquistics, 1982, -3, 183-221.

Bialystok, E. & Frolich, M. The Aural Grammar Test:

Description and Implications. Working Papers on

B111nguallsm 1978, 15, 15-35.

Bialystok, E. Exp11c1t and Imp11c1t Judgements of Second

Language Grammatlcallty. Lanquage Learning, 1979, _g,

81-103.
Bialystok, E. The Role of Linguistic Knowledgelin'Second

Language Uée studies in Second Lanquage Acquisition,

1981, 34 -45.,

Blalystok E. On the Relat1onsh1p between Knowing and Us1ng

Linguistic Forms. Appl1ed Linquistics, 1982, 3, 181- 206;

Bolinger, D.AMeaning and Memory. Forum Linguisticum, 1976,

- l,"1414.
’Carroll . Implications of‘hptitude Test Research and
Psychollngu1st1c Theory for Foreign Language Teachlng.

L1ngulst1cs, 1973, 112, 5—13.

—

sy

"~ 136



137

[

Carroll, J., Bever, T.G., & Pollack, C.R.vThe Non-Uniqueness
of Linguistic Intuitionsy Language, 1981, 57, 368-383.
Chaudron,, C. Research on Metalinguistic JudQements, Language

. 'Learning in press.'
Cohen, A. & Robbins, M. Toward Asse551ng/1nterlanguage

Performance: The Relatlonsh1p betwe@n Selected Learners'
S—

Characteristics, and Learners' Explanations. Language
Learning, 1976, 26; 45-66.
o .

, Corder, S.P. The Significance ‘of Learner's Errors.

International Review of Appliéd Linguistics, 1967, 5,

161-170. é}//;;////”:\\ -
Corder, S. P TD Elicitation of Interlanguage. In J.

\——r’/ . .
-Svgrtv1k (E4.), Errata: Pqpers in Error Analysis. Lund,

Sweden: Gleerup; 1973, 36-47.

Corder, S.P. Error Analysis L‘Interlanguage. Oxford:

Oxford"University Press, 1981. )

Darbelnet, J. & Vinay, J~P. Stylistique Compatée du Frangais

et de 1'Anglais. Paris: Didier, 1958.

-Denny, D. R. Relationship of Three Cognitive Style
Dimensions to Elementary Reading Bbilities. Journal of

Educational Psychology ,1974, 66, 125-132.

Dulay, H., Burt, M., & Krashen, S. Language Two. Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 1982

Gardner, R.C. & Smythe, P. C Motivation and Second Language

Acquisition. Canadlan Modern/Language Rev1ew,t1975a, 31,

218-234.



138

Gass, S. The Development of L. Intuitions. Tesol Quarterly,

1984 #&17, 273-291.
" Guiora, A.Z. & Acton, W.R. Personality and Language

Behaviour: A Restatement. Language Learning, 1979, 29,

. 193-204.

Hakes, D.T. The Development of Metalinquistic Abilities in

Children. New York: Springer Verlag, 1980.
Haugen, E. Comments from the Audience. Georgetown University
Round Table on Languages and Linguistibs. In J.E. Alatis

(Ed.), Internal Dimensions of Bilingual Education. ‘

washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 1978.
Hogéﬁ; R. Development of an Empathy Scale. Journal of

Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1969, 33, 307-316.

Kleinman, H. The Strategy of Avoidance in Adult Second
Language Acquisition. In.W.C. Ritchie (Ed.), Second

Language Acguisition Research: Issues and Implications.

5 L
New York: Academic Press, 1978, 157-174.
Krashen, S.D. & Seliger, H.W. The Essential Contribution of
Formal Instruction in Adult Second Language Learning.

' TESOL Quarterly, 1975, 9, 173-183.

Krashen, S.D., Sferlazza, V., Feldman, L., & Fathman, A.

Adult Performance on the SLOPE Test: More Evidence for a

H_Nqi%rﬁl Sequence in Adult’Second Language Acquisition.

Lancuac ;earhiqg, 1976, 26, 145—151.



139

Krashen, S.D. The Monitor Model of Adult Second Language
Performance. In M. Burt, H. Dulay, & M. Finocchio

(Eds.), Viewpoints on English as A Second Lanquage. New

York: Regents, 1977, 152-161.

Lakoff, R. Language in Contéxt. Lanquage, 1972, 48, 4,
907-27.

Lambert, W.E. Psychological Approaches to the Study of
Language, Part II: On Second Language Learning and

Bilingualism. Modern Language Journal, 1963, 47, 114.

Lawler, J. & Selinker, L. On Paradoxes, Rules, and Reasearch

in Second Language Learning. Language Learning, 1971,

21, 27-43.
Lightbown, P.M. & Barkman, B. Interaétions Among Learners,
Teachers, Texts, and Methods of English as a Second
t_Language. Progress Report, 1977-1978. TE§L Centre,

Y

Concordia University, Montreal.

'McLéughIin; B. The Monitor Model: Some‘Methodological

SN

Cohsiderations. Language Learning, 1978, 28, 309-32.

McLaughlin, B. Theory and Research -in Second Language

Learning: An Emerging Paradigm. Language Learning, 1980,
30, 331-50. ' » ~
Naiman, N., Froiich, M., Stern, H.H., & Todesco, A. The Good

Language Learner/ Toronto: OISE Press, I978.

Oskarsson, M. Approaches to Self-Assessment in Foreign

Language Learning. Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1978.

Pimsleur, P. Pimsleur Langquage Aptitude Battery. New York:

Harcourt Brace and World Inc, 1966..



& 140

e //
Ross, J.R. Where's English? In C.J. Fillmore, D. Kempler, &

S.W-J.-wang (Eds.), Individual Differences in Langquage

)

Ability and Language Behavior. New York: Academic Press,

71979, 127-63.
Rubin, J. What the 'Good Language Learner' can teach us.

Tesol Quarterly, 1975, 9, 41-51.

“~Rutherford, W. Modern English: A Textbook for Foreign

Students. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1968.

Schachter; J., Tyson, A.F., & Diffley, F.J. Learner

« P '
Intuitions of Grammaticality. Language Learning, 1976,

2,67-76.

Schwartz, L.L. Educational Psychology: Focus on the Learner.

Boston: Holbrook, 1972, 152-53,
Scott, William, A., Osgood, D.W., & Peterson, C. Cognitive

Structures: Theory and Measurement of Individual

Differences. Washington, D.C.: V.H. Winston & Sons,

.1979,

Selinker, L. Interlanguage. International Review of Applied

-

Linguistics, 1972, 10, 209-31} 7

Sinclair, A., Jarvella, R.J., & Lévelt, W.J.M. (Eds.' 6 The

Child's Conception of Language. New York: Springer

Verlag, 1978.

K

Singh, R., d'aAnglejan, A., &‘Carroll, S. Elicitation of

InterEnglish. Lanquage Learning, 1982, 32, 271-88.

' Spencer, N.J. Differences Between Linguists and Nonlinguists

in Intuitions of Grammaticality-Acceptability. Journal )

* of Psycholinguistic Research, 1973, 2, 83-97.




141

Stern, H.H. Psycholinguisticé and Second Language Teaching.

In J.W. Oller, Jr. & J.C. Richards (Eds.), Focus on the

Learner: Pragmatic Perspectives for the Language

Teacher. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House, 1973, 16-28. .
Stern, H.H. What Can We Learn from the Good Language

Learner? Canadian Modern Language Review, 1975, 31,

304-18.,

‘Strevens, P. Two ways of Looking at Error Analysis.
Prepublication draft. Washington, D.C.: ERIC Document
Reproduction Serviqu 1969, p. 8.

]
Tarone, E. Systematicity and Attention in Interlanguage.

~Language Learning, 1982, 32, 63-84. -
Tucker, G.R. & Sarofim, M. InvesfigatingrLinguistic
: N .
Acceptability with Egyptian ESL students. TESOL

Quarterly, 1979, 13, 29-39.

White, L. Error Analysis and Error Correction in Adult

Legrners of English as a Second Language. Working Papers

on Bilinqualism, 1979, 19, 43-58. - o

i
‘

\



APPENDIX A: INSTRUCTIONS TO SUBJECTS

On the %ollowing pages you will read a letter written
| by a native English-speaking female student. She is
reqﬁesting information from the chairman of a Graduate
Studies program in French.

On PAGES 1,2 you will simply READ the letter through
once. - - ‘ Coe , ; th—

On PAGES 3,4,5 you will PROOF-READ the letter for this
student . | |

The PROOF?READING~task involves tge'following steps.
Read them carefully and follow them sequentially:

FIRST, please UNDERLINE in PEN any errors you think you.
have found, 'including any word, words or senten#es which
simply don't seem right to you for whatever rea#on.

SECOND, check the errors you've underlined and CORRECT
them the best way you can, using the space provided below
each sentence. To CORRECT means to'providé‘an alternative
word or sentence which you think better suits for either
grammatical or‘stylistic reasons. Remember that you are
performihg a PROOF-READING JOB and you want to PERFECT this
letter.

THIRD,'READ the letfer again and take note of any
errors.you may have missed oﬁ the-first pass. UNDERLINE

these errors with PENCIL and CORRECT them as you -did the

first time.
<

FOURTH, now NUMBER ALL THE ERRORS YOU HAVE FOUND.

142
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FIFTH, now that you have compléted yohr proof-reading
job, pretend you have to explain to the French student WHY
'you made the corrections that you did. In other words, on
the page directly opposite from you% corrections try to give
a RULE for each correction made. If you do not know the rule
or do not think that a rule may exist for your correction, |
simply give a reason why you think it needed to be corrected
even if your reason may simply be that it "just didn't feél
or sound right somehow”. TRY TO GIVE SOME KIND OF
EXPLANATION IN EVERY CASE.

LASTLY, please take note of the amount of time it took

you to complete this task. minutes

THANK YOU!



APPENDIX B: STIMULUS MATERIAL

le 2 avril 1984
Monsieur directeur,

« Je vous écris au sujet de votre programme d'études de
deuxieme cyélévén la littérature frangaise. Je shis diplomée
avec une licence de lettres de 1'Université Laval ou j'ai
étudié‘pendant ies quatres derniers ans. Cet été j'ai éte
dans le nord de la France pour trois mois et je me suis
beaucoup intéressée dans la littérature du moyen age
franéais. Pendant mon séjour j'avais la bonne opportunité de
faire la cénnaissance'de 1l'éminent professeur LeClaire dont
j'ai su par'abrés gu'il est un ancien collégue de'vous.
Professeur LeClaire m'a informée que votre département est
specialise é'la littérature francaise du moyen age et que
vous offrez & vos étudiants le possibilité de faﬁre une
partie de leur:études outre—mer. 1'

Pour ces raisons, je voudrais me procuref des
‘renseignements plus précis sur votre programme afin de
savoir si je peux me présenter‘comme une candidate
susceptibie‘de recevoir une bourse d' +-udes. Pour vous aider
a -évaluer mes qualifications je peux vous envoyer la these
que j'ai faite pour ma licence si vous voudriez la lire,

Duranf les étés de 1977,1978 et 1979 j'ai travaillé
comme consultante en histoire médiévale au Musée de
Beaux-Arts et également a la classification de manuscrits du
15e siéclel la plupart d'eux étaient de Rutebeuf et de
Villon. Je crois que ce travail m'a donné des idées valables
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%)

de tout la période médiévale dans telle maniére que je
voudrais poursuivre mes etudes dans ce domaine.
Veuillez-vous trouver ci-join£ copie de mon curriculum
vitae. Je serais heureuse de vous envoyer d'autres
informations si vous en aurez besoin. Je voulais vous
remercier d'avance de votre coopération et en attendant le

.

plaisir de recevoir votre reponse, je vous prie monsieur,
/“ a

d'agréer l'expression de mes sentiments respectueux.

Marie Williams



APPENDIX C: RESPONSE SHEET

UNDERLINE AND CORRECT on these pages.

L

. ) "
1. Monsieur directeur, v

1.
2. Je vous écris au sujet de votre programme d'études

.2.

3. de deuxiéme cycle en la littérature frangaise. Je suis

/

.

3 ' '
.

1’

‘4. diplomée avec une licence de lettres de l'Université

Laval

4.

’ . 2 » ‘ T ' o '
5. ou j'ai étudie pendant les quatres derniers ans.

&

5.

6. Cet été j'ai été dans le nord de la France pour trois

6.

7. mois et je me suis intéressée beaucoup dans la
littérature

7.

/’

8. du moyen age frangais. Pendant mon séjour j'avais

8.

9. la bonne opportunité de faire la connaissance de
l1'éminent

g.

10. professeur le docteur Maurice LeClaire dont j'ai su par
aprées

10.

146
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~

11. qu'il est un ancien collegue de vous. Professeur
LeClaire m'a

1.

12. informée que votre département est specialisé a la

12,

AEY

13. littérature francaise du moyen age et que vous offrez a

vos @

-/

*
/

13.

SR

~14::étudianxs.le-poé
N Lo - ~(°
etudes . o

14, | _ ;__*vl;_f“ ‘ SR _Q{ g

<

.s 3
.

‘15. outré*mer. Pour ces raﬁgons, je voudrais me procurer des

15.

16. renseignements plus précis sur votre programme afin de

»

savoir

16.

17. si je peux me présenter comme une candidate

17.

18. susceptible de recevoir une bourse d'études. Pour

18.

| &y

;u '. \ ’ ’ » . 3 » 13 . 3
19. vous aider a evaluer mes qualifications je peux

19'

20. vous envoyer la thése que j'ai faite pour ma licence
p .

20.

-~

21. si vous voudriez la lire. Durant les étés de 1977,

21,
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22, 1978 et 1979 j'ai travaillé comme consultante en

22,

t . . " ,
23. histoire médiévale au Musée de Beaux-Arts;et egalement

1

23.

24, a la ;lassification de manuscrits-de ]5e siécle la
[}

plupart !

24.

25. d'eux étaient de Rutebéuf et de Villon. Je crois que

25. ¥ L .

' : 5
26. ce travail m'a donné des idées valables de ©
26. '

27. tout la période médiévale dans telle maniére que

27. . 3 | .

-

28. je voudrais poursuivre mes études dans ce domaine.

28.

29. Veuillez-vous trouver ci-joint copie de mon curriculum
vitae.

29‘

30. Je serais heureuse de vous envoyer d'autres informations
si

30.

31. vous en aurez besoin. Je voulais vous remercier d'avance

31:

32. de votre coopération et en attendant le plaisir de
recevoir

32.




33. votre réponse, je
l'expression _
AY

33.

vous prie monsieur, d'agréer

149

34. de mes sentiments

A

34,

respectueux.




" APPENDIX D: SCORE SHEET

B,

. Subject No, ===—==—=====-—-

1. Monsieur le(1) diredteur,
6

T
T

ey

2. Je vous écris au sujet de votre programme d'études

2.

3. de deuxiéme cycle en la(2)- littérature frangaise. Je suis

3.

4. diplomee avec une -licence de lettres(3) de 1l'Université

 Laval
4 .
5. ou j'ai étu@iétpendant les quatres derniers ans.(4)
5" 2 :‘"‘v
AT |
6. Cet été j'ai étét5) dans le nord de la France pour(6)
' ‘ AL : ' :
trois '
. %
6.

7. mois ‘et-je me suis intéressée béaucoup-(7) dans(8) la

littérature’, ' v L ‘ . ' 5

“ 7. . S S

g o 1.

8. du moyen age frangais. Pendant mon séjour j'avaig(é)

8.
9. la bonne opportuﬂité(1Q) de faire la connaissance de
l(éminént | o | A .
s. | s
.TO;VQrofesseur le dpcteur(f1) Maurice LéCLiire dont j‘gi
su(12) par aprés : #f% |
10. | | |

150
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\_ 11, qu'il est un ancien collégue deVVOus.(13) Professeur
. . : :
eClaire m'a _ -

11, R

12. informée que, votre département est specialisé(14) a(15)

la R ) s

73

12. . -

13 littérature francaise du moyen dge et que vous offrez a
vOS ) ) 7{)

13.

14. étudiants le(16) possibilité de faire une partie de

léur(f?),études ' “/)//_ ‘

14,

£
15, “outre-mer. Pour cés raisons, (18) je voudrais me procurer
. “ tl » ' ‘ . : ,-. ’,

v des . : S o ' &i
15,

16. renseignements plus précis sur votre programme afin de

Y savoir =

{’:'.Ev .

“16.

17. si je peux me présenter comme une candidate

17. N )

-«

§,18?¥éus;éptib1e119) de recevoir une bourse°d'études.

‘v:‘.')'/ T -

'
b

§

L e o Sy s . e T %
vous -envoyer la thése que j'ail faite pour ma.licence

b . : \
L S S \
RS y 8T, N
L . . : N
Rox
&0 ) .
‘ R .
2
Y { A 5
‘ .
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21. si vous voudriez(21) la lire. Durant les étés de 1977,

s 2t
'22.:J978 et 1979 j'ai travaillé comme consultante (22) en
';’22. 1 '
23.. hlst01re médievale au Musée de(23) Beaux Arts et
ii'eg§léaent . : 1:3‘ - ':* o
| PR NS S S
_j\ 4. 4 la classi{iéagipn'dé}ﬁ;ﬁuscrits de 15e si;clg,la

24.

25 a' eux(24) etaﬁent de Rutebeuf et de Vlllon. Je crois que
25 B

; 26. ce; travail m'a donné des idées{%aiébiés de(25)

26.

27. tout(26) la période hédiévale dans telle maniére(27) que

27 -

28. je voudrais poursuivre mes études dans ce domaine.
. v . . e ~.

28.. - e

29 VeuLllez vous(28) trOUVer ci- jOlnt copie de mon

currlculum v1tae. / - - } .
- g , ‘ R A £
28, R ; L _ e
o L s N - ‘ . . K ,
30. Je serais heureuse de vous envoyer d'autres informations
| y o S Ty o , ‘
Sl - : . \‘“"%:\&.
30. - J ) . ’ A et . Lo % )
. - _ = . ' ‘ - )
31i. vous en aurez(29) besoin. Je voulais(30) vous remercier
. d'avance o _ e ; ¢

. . ' [ I sy

31. 4 ‘

oL ) (N ,.,“; Lo o ] ﬂg o ":Q'v‘ .

1¥7
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32. de votre toopération et en attendant le plaisir de

r

recevoir

32.

33, votre réponse, je vous prie morsieur, d'agréer

l'expre on

=i - s
., .
CASUEEE

—nar®E -

33.

34. de mes sentiments respectueux.

34, .
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. BIRTHPLACE .
. HHERE HAVE YOU LIVED MOST OF YOUR LIFE?

. What is the first language (L{) you were exposed to?

APPENDIX E: LANGUAGE LEARNING QUESTIONNAIRE

Subject No,
" LANGUAGE LEARNING QUESTIONNAIRE
. PERSONAL DATA ' ' o
. NAME - . ‘ : -
. AGE GROUP 18 and under
. 19 - 25 . &
26 - 35 ;
36 - 50
51 - 65
. SEX — MALE
FEMALE

. LEVEL OF EDUCATION (Number of years in college/unjversity)

Circle: 1 2 3 4 Masters Phd.

. MAJOR AREA OF STUDY

City Prov/State Country

. List other places you have lived and the approximate amount of time

spent.in each place Lo ‘ ‘
i. : . years

- =3 -
. it . ___ years
jii. . ___ years
. LANGUAGE BACKGROUND g

the second (LZ)
the third ‘ (Lé)

: g l;:‘\
On the next page you will read a table outlining three different Tanguage
proficiency levels. PLEASE READ THIS TABLE CAREFULLY. You will be asked to
RATE on the scale provided what you believe to be your OWN PROFICIENCY in.
each of the languages you have had contact with: : . ’

154



LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

0 . A-A A A A { o A oD
<}‘1 1.5 2 2.5 T3 3.5 4
ELEMENTARY WORKIHG KMOWLEDGE ADVANCED (NATIVE-LIKE)

READING

11 am able to read the

I can read writings of pro-

written form of the ian-
guage; I can read a simpl
text aloud correctly, I
can read simple direction
common public signs, menu
elementary stories, espec
ally constructed for be-
ginners, titles of books
and captions, with or with
out a dictionary.

Ifessional interest, famili-
r news 1tems, popular modd
rm fiction, eq., detective
tories(with occasipnal usq
f dictionary). i

.

I am able to read almost as
easily as in native language,
material of considerable
difficulty; literary wri-
tings, professional litera-

bgure; I can read with almost

nd difficulty, research
articles and background
readings in my field or
profession (with occasional
reference to dictionary).

155

WRITING

1 can use the language's
writing system and copy
simple sentences with easd
can compose simple sen-

tences, eg.,'as demanded
in elementary. text books.

1 can write a simple "fred
"free" composition, such
as a personal Tetter; can
write memos or notes in
my field.

1 can write on subjects
of concern to myself, eg.,
reports on professional
matters; | am able to ueal
with all personal anc pro-
fessional corresponuence.

UNDERSTANDING

I can make essential word
(sound-syllable} discrim-
inations; understand sim-
ple statemeg;s and ques-
tions on cs very famid
liar to me{meals,purchases
etc.) I can only under-
stand utterances spoken
at a slower rate than
normal speech.

1 can uhderstand most casy
al conversations on fami-
“1iar topics, related to my
family, work, daily events
etc. 1 can get the gist of
plays, films, radio, talks

etc.
(

1 am able to follow conver-
sations of native speakers
at normal speed; [ can
fully understand lectures,
professional discussions,
radio talks, plays, jokes,
different language styles
and dialects.

SPEAKING

. ]express- elementary. needs,
leg., order a meal, ask
| for directions; I make
Amany errors but I am un-.

-Ters who are used to deal-

/

I can mimic most of the
essential sounds charac-
}teristic of the language
with fair accuracy; I can

derstood by native speak-

ing'#ith, foreign speakers

L

L

»

1 can express myself on
matters of concern to me
with sufficient fluency
and accuracy. To be under-
stood by native Speakers
1 may “take the Tong way
round" of saying something
and use description when
I don't know the exact
word; I can talk about
daily events, my work, my
family, my hobbies, etc.

11 have a broad vocabulary;

make few grammatical errors;
can participate in ANY con-
versation or discussion with
a high degree of fluency
approximating native accent;
I can express myself in
different social situations’
(on different levels -
colloquial and educated).

STe. LA
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P

. Now, PLEASE RATE YOURSELF according to the criteria you have just read.

Use the scale which is just above the three categories. Write the rating
you have selecteéd in the boxes provided below, »

EXAMPLE: If the second language you have learned (L,) is Spanish and you
feel that you have a fairly good grasp of reading i% that language, you

may write 2.8 in the row for READING under the L2 column,

b . L2 4

READING

WRITING

UNDERSTANDING

SPEAKING | ‘

. How did you learn FRENCH?

(A) FORMALLY? school

university .
private instruction
formal course taken in country of language
being learned

LI

(B) INFORMALLY? (non-school situation}

travel -
L1 iving in the country of the 1angauge being
learned. How long? weeks/months/years
home/parent(s) . " g
i , neighbourhoos

friends _ N
work - N
independent study < '

(C) A COMBINATION OF BOTH? [:]

- What are your PRIMARY REASONS‘for studying French?

. want to teach French

job promotion or more job choice

. want to "get by" while travelling

simply 1ntergsted,in the language and culture
want to acquire reading skills only

will be 11v1ng/work1ng in a French milieu
Other . ° ¢

HEERER

QD AO oo

B
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Il

1. Wwhat FACTORS do you consider to be the MOST INFLUENTIAL in language learning;
j.e.., to what extent to you attribute YOUR SUCCESS in learning tanguages?

PLEASL ORDER the following factors in terms of IﬂPOﬁTANCE to ydu on a scale of
5 . ( EXTREMELY IMPORTANT ) to 1 - ( LEAST IMPORTANT OF ALL)

the teacher's personality and attitude v

the teacher's method of teaching

the classroom environment

| your own special study habits

early exposure to the language

an_immersion experience
anﬁrnterest in the culture of the language community

pr6fessibna1 advancement

positive parental influence
political. reisons (Canada being a bilingual country)
LIt ) RIS

R

'3ﬁ§hce.$§5ciébi]ity g
: K B

Jan. extroverted persona1ity;‘se1f-gé

gbbd textbooks B ‘ ,
‘ . ‘ o v dan

§ood language/1ab programs

2. uithiquourpresenf Janguage ‘learning situation are you satisfied with
YOUR ACHIEVEMENT in French to date?

YES [:::“ RELATIVELY [::] NO [::]

3. Do you feel you have reached a satisfactory 1evekﬁin French for YOUR
PARTICULAR PURPOSES? N : '

s emrver L1 w0 [ o

4. CHECK ONE ONLY. Do you think you -

have a "gift" for'Tanguage‘1earning ~

are "strong"vin'lahguage learning.

are an "average" language learner

are a "weak" language learner

5. Do you believe you have a "good membry“ for Vearning languages?

vesT_ 1 AVE“RAGE{EBD no ]



6.

7.

8.

9.

CHECK ONE ONLY. Which is more important to you?
(A) [:] Communicating your ideas even though you know you are making
many grammar mistakes.
'[:] Speaking the language without making mistakes, even if this
Mpeans that you can't say exactly what you want.

If a native speaker of French. (N0J1y0ur instrucfor) corrects a GRAMMA-
TICAL ERROR that you have made do you

( [::] feel uncomfortab]e and avoid using the same construction later
[:] feel grateful for the interest, pay special attention to that
correction so you-can extend it to other situations.

If a native spéaker of French (NOT your instructor) corrects a PRONUNCIAII?y
MISTAKE do you -

(A) [::] feel embarrassed and avo1d using the word later
(8) - - | repeat it to yourself; make a note of it for, future reference

(c) ,[::] ignore it

1f you are talking to someone and you don't remember or don't know the
exact word you need, do you

[::] make up your own words
use an Eng]%sh.word

describe it

[::] use a different construction with a different set of words

use a synonym (another word that a]most means the same thing)

10. How would you rate your French vocabulary?

1.

\
3
~ 2

Larae [ AVERAGE [:] CsmacL [

Do you make an effort to 1earn new vocabu’lary7 YES.[::] NO [::]
If you answered Yes, HOW' dd you—a— it?

watching French, T.V. programs
listening to radio programs in French R -

I

reading: novels, magazines

dictionary ’

French friends

making vocabulary charts, index cards, etc.
Other '

[TTTI
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\ 6.
J2. If you could work on one thing INTENSIVELY in Frencﬁ now (an aspect ‘that
you feel needs IMPROVEMENT) what would it be? ‘ :
RATE in ORDER OF IMPORTANCE to you: 5 - most important 1 - least important
(use ALL the numbers 1 - §) ‘

[Jimprove reading

r__]improve writing style

Dimprove aural comprehension, i.e., understanding what you hear

DeXpand vocabulary (including more idiomatic every day expressions, )

Dimprove pronunciation, phrasing )
13. Do you like learning new language?  YES __l INDIFFERENTD ; NOD

14, Do you think your attitude uould'depend on the language? YESD NO D )
15. If you were OBLIGATED to learn another language how would you feel? -
Dl'd be quite enthusiastic about it |
' Dl'd be moderately enthusiastic about it
DI wouldn't mind doing it
D It would make me feel a bit anxious

DI wouldn't want to do it at all

16. H% do you consider to be the IDEAL condition for Tearning a new language?
BASED ON YOUR PAST EXPERIENCE, what would you do FIRST of all?

a__,.Travel to the country and gimply immerse yourself in the ‘language
. b__ITrave] to the country and take a language course there

c IBuy 2 text or take a correspondence course and stLjdy on your own -
d lGo to a teacher or a languageﬁ school for ppivate 1e§sons

e__|Join a language class

£ A coMBINATION OF THESE? Which ones?

17. Some people believe that in Tearning a new language you must completely
forget your native language.
Others say you.cannot or should not;
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—

To what extent do you find that COMPARING your MNATIVE LANGUAGE with the
language you are learning HELPS YOU in learning the new language?

[:]1. a great deal, rely on it heavily !
[:]2. he]bs sometimes '
[:]3. is more of a hindrance

[ Ja. haven't 'thought about it

Any extra comments?

18. (A) Some people say that you cannot make a conscious effort in learning
a foreign language. They hate to study grammar; they say you must
simply allow the language . to sink in gradually,

(B)‘Others‘arghe that Ianguage learning is a conscious.and systematic pro-

cess. You set about it by studying, by constantly asking for explanations
and rules. In short, by actively thinking about it.

Which of these ideas would more represent YOUR POINT OF VIEW?

- ) or (8) [ ]

&F .

© ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS? -

@
THANK YOU VERY MUCH!
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APPENDIX F: DISTRIBUTION OF'RESPONSES FOR EACH ERROR BY

GROUPS
"GROUPS,
: Response .
Err. Det. Cor. Code Begin. Inter. Advan. Total
. -1 16 11 1 28
01 .53 .53 0 0 0 0 0
+1 4 9 19 32
¢ -1 15 7 1 23
02 .62 .43 0 4 7 0 11
+ 1 1 6 19 26
. =, -1 15 11 4
03 .50 .18 0 5 8 6
: +1 0 . .10
: e -1 14 Az 5
04 - .48 N 0 6 7 9
+1 0 1
A , -1 12 6 1 19
05 .68 .45 0. 5 9 0 14
' +1 3 5 19 .27
-1. 19 12 1 " 32
06 .47 .42 0. 0% 1 2 3
, . +1 1 -7 17 25
S -1 18 14 6 38
07 .37 7 .32 0 1 2 0 3
+1 1 4 14 19
-1 13 7 1 21
08 .65 .42 0 6 8 0 14
| . +1 1 5 19 25
| -1 15 12 5 32
09 .47 .38 .0 - 4 1 0 5
+1 1 7 15 23
- -1 20 15 1 36
10 .40 .33 0 0 2 2 4
+1 0 3 17 20
1 _
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APPENDIX F (cont'd)

.DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES FOR EACH ERROR BY GROUPS

1 GROUPS
) Response = _
Err. Det,. Cor. Codg%_ Begin. Inter. = Advan. Total
T

-1 18 19 10 47
11 .22 .15 0 T 0 3 4
+1 1 1 7 9
- -1 16" 7 2 /. 25
12 . .58 .37 . 0 2 7 4 13
+1 2 6 14 22
‘ -1 18 16 3 37
13 .38 .33 0 1 1 1 3
+1 1 3 16 20
-1 13 . 13 3 29
14 .52 .28 0 6 4 4 14
+1 1 '3 13 17

-1 17 9 3 29 -
15 .52 .43 0 1 3 1 5
: +1 2 - 8 16 26

. . ‘-

‘ , - -1 17 9 3 29
16 .52 .48 0 0" 2 0 2
+1 3 9 17 29
S - 19 14 7 - 40
17« .33 .32 0 0 1 0 1
+1 - 5 13. 19
| -1 20 18 14 52
18 .13 .08 0 0 1 2 3
L+1 0- 1 4 5
TR -1 18 16 2 36
19 .40 (.17 0 2 4 8 14
- , B} +1 0 0 10 10
S ) -1 20 20 ~16 . 56
200 .07 .05 0 0 0 1 o
‘ ' +1 0 0 3 ©3




v 163 -

APPENDIX F ‘(cont'd)

o
’.
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES FOR EACH ERROR BY GROUPS
GROUPS
: Response - : —
Err. Det. Cor. Code - Begin. Inter. Advaa. Total.
‘ :
-1 18 15 3 36
21 .40 .23 0 2 3 - 5 10
_ . - +1 . 0 - 2 12 14
: ' -1 20 20 16 56
22 .07 .05¥ 0 0. -0 1 1
DR c 41 . 0 LY -3 3
-1 20 18 1 49
23 .18 .18 0 0o - 0 0 - 0
O+ 0 . 2 9 11
4 B

= : -1 18 9 o 28

.53 .38 0 1 6 2 9
L +1 1. 5 17 23
o L A 20 17 7 44

25 .27 .20 0 0 1 » 3 'y
" ' +1 _ 0 .2 10 12
~ -1 17 11 1 . 29
26 .52 .50 0 0 0 1 1
+1 3 9 18 30
» B -1 20 16 0 36

27 .40 .30 0 0 2 4 6 -
‘ S , +1 0 2 16 18

. | _
_ -1 - 17 18 5 40
.28 .33 .25 .0 - 3 2 0 5
5 - +1 0 0 15 15
‘ -1 19 15 8 42
29 .30 .13 0 1 e 5. 10
+1 0o - - 1 "7 8
o -1 16 9 0 <25

30 - .58 .53 0 , 0 3 0 3

- - +1 4 8 20 32,




