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’ - - Abstract

-

The prcsem study mvcstngatcd interaction stylcs and success. at problem
solvmg by studcnts of English as a se;:ond language. Studcnts were selcctcd from -—
a contmumg education progr:(\m at Alberta Vocatnonal Ccntcr in Edmonton
Al‘berta. These gubjccts wete- chosen on the basis of active or passive parnclp‘ation
in thc‘clas‘sroom. 'Follqwing this-selection, subjccts were rdnddmly éssigncd t(; .

. ~ o
Activc-Aqtivc, Activc-PassivE or Passive-Passive groixps which were eomprised of
cight same-sex dyads. Each dyad wés rcdi.\irc"d to solve ten problems on a two- |
way ir\_te::aciion task: Results indicated that Aétivc-ActivG and Active-Passive
pairs were chally su,cccssful' at the ;ask and 'both were superior to the Passivé-
Pass:ve group. Data also suggcsted that this outcome may have bccn a function of
.the effect:vc use of communication strategies amd identifying task ncms wnh the
approprvatc English word It is argucd that thcsc results have practlcal |mponancc
for tcachmg English as a sccond languagc ‘One recommendation is that when

tcachers mv%lvc students in pair activities, passive studcnts should be placed with

active ones. ‘ ‘ .
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J . 1. INTROPUCTION
A, Backgrqund '
] —r
Over the last twenty years in Edrope and North- Amerijca, ther{has been a
shift from “language” centered approaches to *communication" models in second
language classrooms. The focus of these models is on the mc‘aniqgl;ul" use of
_language at all stages of the acquisition process. From this perspective, the
_ message gathcr than the grammatical form of language is the major consideration.
In other words, language learning is seen as more thﬁn just the acquisition of
' grammatical struefur’cs. Rather than basing a course of instruction on samples of*
language structure, many educators now stress the importance‘ of. providing
communidativé situations and introducing structure as it is nceded. Thus,
"communicatiqn” is bofh the goal and the ‘lriteans for achieving that goal in many-
second language.programs.— For this reason, live person-to-pcrsc;n encounters are |
highly valued. In a classroom situation, these encounters can take (a,munbcr of
forms: tCachcf-f’ryntcd activities, small group discussions, pair Qork and so on.
Whatever the form, teachers are bound to question how pairs or groups should be
selected, how to organize activities, and what form and style the teachers’ own
participation.should take. | This emphasis on communicative language tcaching'hasf
led to.an increased interest in the interactions between learners and their l
environment.
The present study is primarily concerned with the intcracﬁon of adult

- .

learners of English as a second language (ES.L.) in dyads. A major consideration

A

for teachers is how to effectively pair students in order to maximize

communication of the target language. Since ESLL. instructors frequently adopt a

¢

teaching strategy that involves the interaction of two students, it is important to
idchtifythc clements that make pair activities more or less effective. One factor
that may play an important part in student interactions is the degree to which
individuals take an active or passive role in the classfoom environment. It may be
A o

: 1 C -
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that those students who actively attempt to use English would be best groupe:
with other active students. On the other hQnd. more reticent students may suf(pe’
when paired with one another. Unfortunately, the casiest solution is to ignbt; the
problem and simply match students arbitrarily. It is this issue that largely

rd N ' ' * . . . ¥
motivated the present research. .

B. Communication to the Student -
A A major influence on second language teaching practices and rc}scaréh" in
recent years, bg‘s come ’l':_om the work of §t§pI;n Krashen, Krashen (1980)
proposed the “input hypothesis®, which claims that learners acquire language by
undcrstan&ing it, that is, by receiving "comprehensible imput®. Comprehensible -
inbut is synonymous w'ith Corder’s (1967) term "intch", whic{rcfers to language
addressed to learners at a lcv;l that enables them ;o master more of the targct'
lz;nguag!. Krashcnvargﬁcs that learners improve in a second language by hea:ing
and undcrst_andi‘ng language that contains.somc‘ strﬁcturcs slightly beyond their
;:urrcnt level of competence (i+1). Similarly, Long (1983b) argues that learfiers = .,
must be put in situations where they are able;,t_o negotiate meanings in order to
ensure that the input is modified to their leved of - understanding.

Because of this concern with the type of communication.to tf\c student,
n;any second language acquisition studies have focused on thé speech mt;dific'ations
that na;ivc speakers (NSs) make to provide non-native speakers (NNSs) with
comprehensible input. The NS speech style called "foreigner talk” (FT) (Ferguson,
1971) is characterized by shorter uttcrénces. slower speech, high frequency
vocabulary, ctc. (for ~a review of the literature on FT, see Hatch, 1983). ‘ ~
Furthermore it has'been shown that NSs r'nodify the shape of conversations with
NNSs by making use of comprehension checks, clarification requests, confirmation
checks, and 'rcpetitions (for a review of the liter:nurc on conversational

adjustments, see Long, 1983a). In addition, learners can eticit "comprehensible

input” from NSs through the use of various communication strategies which serve

b
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to help them overcome problems of commumcatrng wrth hmrted second languagc
resources (see Bralystok 1983 Elhs. I985 Facrch and Kasper 1983 Taronc 1977;

Varadi, 1973), _.;

v ‘ ‘ . ‘ -

Several studies have been undertaken in which either the NS's use of FT or -
_the learner’s .strategy use was examined. _Ho‘,w_ever, a problem arises in studying
“only ane'speaker’s contribution to interaction. Communication is not the result of

, separatescripts but of a joint.-endeayour'involvinga negotiation of meaning. Long

~

“and ‘?ort_er-.(l§85) have suggested that negotiation results in NS/NNS dyads whena -

- task‘invo'lves an exchange of 'infonnati’on. Long _(‘1980) found that NSs are more

’

:likely to make adjustﬁtents in their soeech to NNSs when engaged in conversations

"-wherc each partner has rnformatron that needs :o be shared in order to complete é

gwen task Such exercrses have’ been called "two- way" tasks as contrasted with

"one-way tasks‘tn, wh‘rch only one person has rnf.ormatron to commu‘mcate.

X

1t isdifficult for classroom teachers to provide students with:many .

ecently, a s"mall body of research has focused"o‘n NNSs cngaged in A
t
conversatrons thh other NNSs. Researchers have questioned whether learners can’

'offer each other genume commumcatrve practxce (mcl,udmg the negotratron of

.me‘anmg‘ that-xs thought to promote-seco.ndr Ianguage acqursmon) wrthout‘
"rernforcrng their owh error patterns Compansons of teacher fronted actrvmcs

'wrth group drscussrons revcaled a srgmfrcantly greater amount and variety of talk

e .

1 m‘thc group work (see Long; Adams McLean and Castenos 1976 Prca “and

ﬁ;

' Doughty. 1985) ln addxtron the- levcl of accuracy has been found to be as hrgh in

student student .interactions as in teacher led drscussxons or NS/NNS dyads (Pica
and Doughty, 1985 Porter 1983). Furthermore Porter (1983) and Varoms and

Gass (1985) found as much or more negotxatron rn NNS/NNS dyads than in

B NS/NNS dyads The issue of task type is less clear however a two- way task '

seems to generate a greate\r amount of negotratron (see Doughty and Pica, 1984,;_' :

’ C —
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but cf. Gass and Varoms l985) No studies to date-have examined the
rclatxonshlp bc?tween sutcess on a two- -way task and the ncgonatlon fcaturcs |

/(commumcatlon strategies) which have been claimed to makc input.

| comprchensn
1

C Strategies of Communicatlon o : o

A}

|- Lo .

y’ ' Much of' the research to date on communi(:aiion st'rdtcgics has focused on.
Icarncrs ‘behavior wheg, appropnatc target languagc forms are not available ‘
(Facrch and Kasper, 1983; Tarone, l977 Varadx 1973) Thc studies are largcly

‘ taxonomxc that is, they are devoted to identif ying and catcgorlzmg the vanous

. types of communication stra;cgncs used by learners. Paraphrasc. cnrcumlocutloy/

“l and. mime aré among the stratcgics that are used to meet the demands of ongp/‘ing

: \cgrr:mumcatxon A small numbcr of studies have cxammed the mfluencc ?/
profncxency level type of instruction and dnffcrenccs in strategy cfl"cct/cncs-s

(Panbakht 85;.Haastru'p-and- Phillupson, 1983; Bialystok, 1983). F

: Coe " . . » - u y » N ‘ )
diffeérences were found in the selection of strategies that could be attributed to any

of these latter factors. However, more proficient speakers wcrc/gomc,timcs found
to usc these strategies more. effcctnvcly (Panbakht 1985).

' Canale and Swain (1980) suggest that slratchcs are most hkcly to bc
~manifested in situations which involvc‘»meaninghi‘l commun‘i‘cation. lmbortantly.

Al-‘cw studies have dsscsscd- the communicative effect of strategics' from an
' mttractwc perspcctnvc mvolvmg the mtcrlocutor s reception and rcsponscs Since
cdmmumcatxon strategncs are used to compcnsatc for imperfect knowledge, thcy
may ‘be of particular importance when NNSs are required to talk to‘ one ar‘lothcr in
Engl:sh : | ‘ !
A secondary aim of this study thcrcforc is to mvcstngatc.thc use and
‘éffec.:"t_xvcncss of communication strategies adoptcd by NNSs interacting wit,h ,°‘vh,‘°"

NNSs. . In other .words,‘ how do learners solve probl’cmswhcn they are lacking

vocabulary or are misunderstood by their interlocutorskmmlso, are there

e
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| diffcrcnccS in the effectiveness of stratcgics whet) the pairing of subjects}'is done

.on the basis of active or passnvc part:c:panon in the ESL classroom?

v

D. Active/Passive lnteractlon Styles

In a classfoom, ES.L. studcnts typically exhibit dnffercnt lcarmng stylcs

K

and different patterns of mt‘cracuvc%chavnor Sehgcr (1977, 1978) classmed

sccond Janguage lcarncrs into two ‘categories that represented cxtremes of verbal

bchavior in the classroom. One cxtrcmc is characterized by thosc studcnts who

¥
_ acthcly seek oppqrtunmcs to use and practice the target lahguag&

whxle:the other

is bascd on those Studcnt‘s who play a passnvc rolc and -ra,»

Those students usmg an active interaction pattcrn werc labe

generators” (HlG‘s),Qs they made maximum usé o( thc targe,, language and

A gcncratcd more input. ﬂ'hc pifsswc group were labelled "low anp\ut generators

(LIG' ). Scllgcr hypothesized that HIG‘s would morc rcadlly acqunrc thc sccond

—

language than LIG's. E

N - o . . ) N -
~ In one study, Seliger (1977) found that BIG'S outperformed LIG)s on

*

standardized tests and fie{d sensitivity tests. Resultspf performance wergs o/
compared at-the beginning and end of a semester. In/% second study, Seliger
v » B

(1978) found that LIG’s also produced a significantly greater number of errors that .

were attributed to first language interference than HIG's. Seliger claims that '

.7

HIG's are better acquiférs than LIG's bcéausc.thcy use this interaction pattern
outside the c"l‘assroqr'n and are thcrcfor:c' able to get more ‘comprchcn:sible input (icc
Appchdix A fo‘r a more detailed literature review). ‘ |
E. Purpose of the Study |

Rlcgardlcss of their philosophy of’l#nguagc' or'languagc learning, t’cachérs
regularly involve §tudcn;s in'_péir‘o‘r group 'work. For many this means an increase

in the amount of language practice, more inéiyidualizcd instruction time, creation

of a positive environment - a community feeling and a corresponding increase in

student motivation (for a review of these arguments, sc¢ Long and Porter, 1985).

h
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»Fo\r_others it may mean dess involvement for the teacher and pcr}iaps cven less
| . . v . . ¢
" preparation time. Whatever the reason, 'NNSs spend. a great deal of time
interacting with other NNSs in many E.S.L..classrooms. It therefore scems

reasonable to invap&igatc the organization of these groups and the naturc of their

interactions.
One factor that may affectthe communicative-effectiveness of groups in a

_second language is the mixture of active and passive learners. This follows Ifrom'
Seliger’s claim that LIG’s and HIG's differ in amount of practice and acquisition.

The main purpose of this study, therefore, is to investigate various pair

- combinations of active and passive adult E.S.L. learners as defined by Seliger and

¢

co_n'ipare“succcss on a two-way problem solving task. An additional question

i 4
concerns those communication strategies that make task solution more or les

Al

N R e

cffectivc within such groups. : : ~ .



" II. METHOD
A. Subjects and Design ‘

The pnrt:gnpants in this study were 48 NNSs and 32 NSs of English. All ‘
,NNSs wcrc "ES.L. students at a low intermediate lcvcl in a Contmumg Education -
program at Alb"crta Vocatnonal_‘Ccntcr in Edmonton (for _a brief descnptnon of thc
program see. Appendix B). Level placcmcnt was detcrmmed at the Center by:a
‘written examination and an oral interview. The NNSs were class;f:ed as Active ‘
(A) or Passive (P), bascd on thc-followmg.adaptatlon of Schgcr S (l:g,?»'l, 1978)

~

‘tcchmquc

Ten ES.L. tcachcrs were asked to tell thcrr studcnts that tWo gugsts would

o —

be commg to their classroom for alsSto 20.mmutc convorsat:onal exercise. At a
N

prcarrangcd time, the two investigators arnvcd at each classro\)m and were
: lntroduccd to thc students. Students were seatcd in a scmxcxrclc ano om-.\of the
ni'xvcsngators sat in thc mnddlc Students were mstructcd to ask this mdxvnduz?l\as
many questions as possnble in order to fmd .out about her. There were no
rCStncnons as to the typc or numbcr of questions. The teacher and the‘other
.mvestngato sat on opposite sides of the room as observers While students asked -
] questions, tmstxgator/obscrvcr recorded whxch students spoke and how oftcn
Sf'udcnts. were then ranked according to total number of interactions and the three
highest and three lowest from cach’class were chosen to participate in the study a's
subjccts in thc active and passive groups, respectively., Thc teacher was askcd to
confirm whéther or not the students }h\oscn were typically actnvc or passive in
normal classroom mtcractlon. Only those students that the teacher and both |
“experimenters agreed 'oo‘\‘w'erc scl’déted for the study. o

All NNS subjects were between 23 and 40 years old and had a minimum‘o‘l‘

. grade nine education. All had arrived in Canada within the last six years and had

i

received at least sixteen weeks of formal ES.L. instruction. Subjects came from a

variety of linguist/cthnicbackgrounds: 17 Vietnamese (VN), 10 bilingual:
. ) - o
-7

7



Vietnamese Chinese (VN.Ch), 9 Chinese (Ch),6 Polish (Pol), 2 Spunisl; (Sb), 2
Laotian (La).'_l Romanian (Rom) and . 1 Swahili (Swa). Both the ‘Chih.csc and
Victnamese Chinesé spoke Cantoh;sé. o - . W
Activc‘subj"ects were randomly assigned to an Acti\)c-Activc (A-A) group
or an Active-Passive (A-P) group and r;as;sivc subjects to the A-P group or a
‘ Passive-Pa;sivc (P-P) groupL yiclding eight pairs of subjects in each group.
However, pakirs were matched ;\“/ithin each group for sex and randomly assiéﬁcd to
a same-sex partner. The uvncvc..n distri\bution of first language (L1) backgrounds
‘made it impdssiblc to mafch for L1 or to ensure thai cach member of a dyad had a
different L1 (of the total 24 dyads, 10 shﬁ;c‘d L1 and 14 hi:ld dil‘fclrca-t 'Ll's). In a
each condition, A-A, A-P and P-P, thére“weré thus 4 male and 4 fcmat.dyads |
" (for a summary of the composmon of each group. se¢ Table 2-1). ' {‘?
‘A control group of adult NSs consnstcd of 8 female. and 8 malc dyads |
These SUb]CCtS were recruited from friends and studcnts at thc Umvcrsny of
Alberta. |
" B. Task |
A "Find the l;iffcrencc"'task v»;as used in this study, which is a two-way
problc.m-solving task designed to encourage cooperation ';md convérsational
negotiation. A w)o-way task has been dcfincd as "an interaction which involves .
exchanges of mformatnon - that is, cxchangcs ,m whxch both partnc:pants have |
'mformauon whnch must be shared in order to- complctc a given task“ (Gass and
- 'Varoms 1985; p. 149). Such exercises are commonly found ln ESL classrooms
and have béen-used in several second languagc acqunsmon studies (sce Gass and
Varonis, 1985; Long, 1980). e |
"Find the Diffcrc.ncc" (FD) is é iga‘m: in which two pa;iicipants each have .a :
picture that diffcrs"‘sligh/tly from their partner’s. Both pgrtics are rcqufrcd to

engage in conversation in order to find out what the differences between the

pictures are,



TABLE 2-1 _
Linguistic buckground of mon-native speakers -

in dyads and experlmental groups

L

- .
Active - Active Active Passive Passive Passive
Males: - #Ch VN Ch - *VN Ch VN VN ch
VN Ch . Pol VN W
*Pol Pol ~ La VN Ch Pol
- —_—
VN Ch La Ch Sp VN
‘ !
Females: *VN VN Ch Pol VN VN Ch - Swa.
. v N
*VN Ch VN * SpCh ~ *%VN VN Ch
VN Ch Rom > *VN VN Pol VN Ch
xch ch A en w *VN VN Ch
3 | .

* indicates dyads sharing first language

The pictures used in this study cxhibited‘ ten differences. Five of these

e’

dif.llcrenccs involved objects which were present in one picture but not in the

~
\

othcr (eg., squirrel Vs no squxrrcl) The rcmammg five involved ochcts that were

present in both p:cturcs but were somewhat different (eg., airplane vs helicopter).
N

C. Procedure

All NNS-NNS dyod's were _gi\./'en the FD task during their regular ES.L.
class time and cach session lasted tv»;enty minutcs. Parricipants were brought to a
small room and mtroduced to their partner. They were seated across from. cach
other with an audio recorder placed on a table beside them and a video camera on

the oppositc side of the room. All subjccts were made fully aware of both the



&

cantera a'nd tape A--rc‘co.rde’r'.__ The cxpegimehtcr left the room and the participants ,
were then ngcn a few minutes to get acquainted.
Aftcr five, mmutcs. the investigator returned and explained the nature of
the FD task. A practice task similar to the one used in the study was given to
cach dyad to ensure that instructions were understood and that students knew what

j
was expected of them.

. Each student was then givven a-;;ict’un and inst;ucted to converse with
his/her partner for ten minutes in ordc-;r to solve the ten problcmst ‘Thcy were
further instructed not to look at their partner’s pictu_rc and to use English only. In
order to keep track rbf the ten diffcrcnces, the participants were told to ‘makc a
check mark on a piéce of paper each time they located a difference. The '
investigator again left the room and rcfurncd in ten minutes. All conversations

were audio and video recorded, but only those conversations from the FD task

were used as data.

N
°

" The proéedurc for NS-NS dyads was somewhat diffcrcnt. Thésé subjects
o scn,'vcd as controls for success-on the task. In other words, while ten diffc.rvcnccs
appeared oh the tas'k,_.itn may have been possible for;p:gticipants to identify
differénccs that were extraneous to the task. In additiOn,‘thc"pcrformancc of these
subjects allowéd for a comparison between groups on order of solution. The NS
subjects were seated across from one another and given 4thc practicc't.ask. They

' were then asked to idcntif;' fhc- ten difvfcrét'fccs in the experimental task without
ldbki_ng .at each other’s picture. They wc_rc_ told r;ot to stop until all ten problems

- had been solved; meanwhile one of the members lin cach dyad“v’vrote down thc~ |

Gltﬂ't;;enccs in the order in wh:ch they were found All NS dyads successfuily
complctcd all problems and none of these sessions were recorded.

The final step in data collec*tnon was the transcription of the audxo tapes
(for a sample transcript, see Appcndnx D) Each transcnptnon was independently

checked for accuracy by another investigator. The video tapes were viewed to
.ot 0 !
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notc any non- vcrbal behavior used to solve the problcms as Well as to ensure that
all problems were solvcd nccordmg to the iastructions, and that the plCtUl’CS were
not showh to the other 'partner..
D. Data Analysis

The following measures were u.sed in the d'éta analysis.

Success .

The performance of sixteen pairs of NSs served as a baseline for

dctcr“miniﬂg the suital;ility of the FD task; this baselinc also established what

-t

would constitute success for NNS dyads. All NSs found ten differences. Five of

.

th'eh &i‘ffcrcnccs involved items which were b;e;gx:t'in both picturs_s but arrayed
dif;'crcntly. These problems make up wh;t will‘:e {Eallcd the "discrimination” task.
Thg other five problems were items which were present in one picture but not in )
the other, collccti,vcly’callcd the "attention® task. Each NNS dyad was given a

score out of a pqssiblc 10 for success.

Time (Persistence)

Although each NNS dyad was given tcri minutes to comp‘t‘c the FD task,

many pairs finished early or simply gave up. The amount of time spent on the

task was calculated in seconds for each dyad. Comparisons were made across the
thrge groups (A-A—A-P;P-P). - - ——
Amount of Talk

The amount of talk for NNS dyads was obtaincd from the transcripts. This

. allowed for a comparison of the amount of talk across the three groups (A-A, A-

P, P- P) These data were also uscd to determine whcthcr one of ‘the partnmpants
was dommatmg the conversation, This was of pamcular interest in the A-P
group, ;vhcrc oné would expect the active participant to do most of the talking. In
the word counts, noun compounds and cbntractions were counted as two words

whereas partial words of on¢ or more syllables were counted as st.

Pause fillers such as "uh” and "um" were not counted unless they were accompanied

<k

. r



words for each conversation was divided by the amount of time (se
) - : ¥
the task in order to establish rate of communication. ‘g

o

Thé&five problems on the discrimination task were designed to allow cither

participant to initiate the topic. Initiation was determined by identifying the
person who first talked about a specific problem (maximum score of [ivé),
. -
Naming
*

Two measures of problem éM were used: naming apd communication

L) - B
strategies. The first measure, naming, involvcd_ using an appropriate English word
to identify the specific items in the task.

The discrimination task involved two kcx(words for each identification, or

)

ten vocabulary items in"all (traffic linght vs stop sién, airplane vs helicopter, main
Street sign'vs one way sign, tl_\Arcc birds vs four 'bir‘ds, purse vs umbrella). A
maximum naming score of five was assigned to each NNS dyad on this task, with
half points. given in cases where only one of the two items was named. The
attention task involv'ed only five vocabulary items (squirrel, fire hydrant; boots,
mountains and car lights on), soc a maximum naming score of five was also
assigned to each NNS dyad on this task, but with no half points givcn.<

Becauscb the use of the correct English names did not always lead to the

solution of the problems, a separate percent figure was ca?cula_tcd for the number

of vocabulary items identified that were effective and led to task solution.

Communication Strategies

The use of communication strategies involved attempts to solve the problem

4
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in the absence of a suitable vocabulary ntcm or attempts to clarify a message \

thfough a device such as parapfirase. The taxonomy of communication stratcgicx
@s

used was based on existing typolognes. most notably those of Tarone (1977) and "\,\

Fa;rch and Kasper (1983), but was conccptpally reorganized. Since the task in the
present study was inherently cooperative, no separate category of "cooperative”
strategies was used. " 1 ‘ f .
Because the focus of this stu&;' was on how learners communicate in a |
second lanﬁuagc and since the subjects were instructed to converse only in English,

only those strategies based in the second 1anguage (English) were identified. The

specific communication strategies examined in this study are a subset of what has

g

been called ":achicvcment" strategies (Faerch and Kasp;r. 1983). The strategics
identified here were limited to those that were ov;rtly used in an attempt to solve
one of the ten ‘problems; excluding all "off-task” convcrsation.

' Thefbllowing achievement strategies were investigated: generalization,
word coinage, Qaraply_uc and non-linguistic stratcglcs In addition to thcsc other

d in thc literature were found to facilitate or hinder the

s;ratchcs not m
solution of a prot;l;m and were also scored. These included: describing the
location of items, spelling out names, writing downmriamcs. or drawing a picture.
Each NNS conversatiph was coded for ti\e type and number of communication
strntcgiés used to eal with the ten problems. Further, a 'pcrccnt figure for each
dyad was‘calc\;latcd for strategies which did and did not lead to the sol»ution of the
problems. An explanation of ;;ch strategy and examples from the transcribed data
- follow. - _ | .
; 1. Generalization ) t

"The learner assumes that his original goal can be reached by using a
generalized IL (interlanguage) item or, nmou‘er words that the generalized item

can convey the appropnate meaning in the gnven contcxt (Facrch and Kasper,

1983; p. 48). The use of superordinate terms (Blum- Kulka and Levenston, 1983),
§
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approximasipn. (Tarone, l977) and synonymy are all instances of generalization
strategies. '
1a) superordinate term - the learner uses a general term to (yf"fer to a specific item
(eg., "animal"‘ is used to refer to "squirrel”). l

- Q: 1 have one apimal but I don’t know what called.

Animal.

Animal? . Kk

. Animal yeah.

Animal on the side of the road.

- R R

On the side? '
Q:  Yeah animal.
I Oh I donit. OK.
1b) app;oxlmatlon and synonymy - "use of a single target Iangun’gc vocabulary
itcm or struéture .. which sharcs'cnough seman?ic'fcétures in common with the )
desired item to satisfy the. speaker" (Targne, 1983; p. 62) (cg., "wallet” lS used to
refer to "purse”). '
And one lady. on the street She's holding umbrella.
No. She holding uh that’s different yeah. She, she's
just uh*the 1 think that's uh uh wallet. Holding the
wallet. 4
D: Wallet OK.
2. Word Coinage |
A Qord coinage strategy involves the learner in the construction of a new
second languagc word (eg., ;‘l‘irc pump” is used to refer to "fire hydrant”).
~ H: How bout this one? I don‘~t know what you call.
When there is fire the ybd'you put the hose in the on
the strc;t.

D: Oh yeah. maybe {ir¢ pumpo.
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h &/H: 'Yeab. fire pump.

" .
s

3. Paraphrase _ . A . i
‘In paraphrases, by providing describtions. circumlocutions onl
exemplifications, th.e learner l'ocusé; on characteristic properties or functions of
the intended referent. In this study, paraphrases take the form of descriptions of
function or descriptions of pﬁysical and/of other spccifié fea}ures. | :
3a) description of function - indicatc; the functions of an object and the actions
that can be i)erformed with it (Bialystok, 1983).
M: Do you have ﬁipé uh.water?
| F: | Water? | .
M:  Yeah. You know in the street I have for uh the when
g is make a fire you know? “
F:,‘ 'Fire? )
M: Ihgmmﬁkgy_man_duh put out. (mimes 3 hose
with hands) |
F:  Oh no. Idon’t have.
M: ‘ You don't have?
F: No no. ‘ / _
3b) descrlpt,l/;)n of physical and/or specific features - refers to universal features
'onf objects such as co‘br, size, .r;\imi\al -anﬁpatial dimensions. Specific features
are usually denoted by the surface .marl;,c\n- "has" (Bialystol;, 1983) (eg., "it has a

fan on top" is used to refer to "hclicop/t'cr").v Two illustrations follow.

Y: The plane, the planc is on on the,
M:  Plane?. o

Y: Yeah but have the fan on m_p, You know, fan (moves
| hands around above head). | 1
. M:  Yeah I have the plane but no fan.

- Y: . OK, different..
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4. Non-VenShhStrategies

V:

And the car is standing near the the stop uh stop
lights (gestures light shape).
Sign?

1 don't know how call.

"No. My picture the car not sto‘p light. What do you

¥ o

say that? ‘ §

You know this um lights beside the way red and green

and yecliow. ‘

Oh, this is a traffic light yeah?

Oh traffic light yeah.

Traffic light so my picture I got the stop, uh, vh, ¢
(gestures sign shape). . N
Sto;;‘sign?‘

Stop sign.

Oh is different.

P

Yeah different.

In face-to-face communication, NNSs often resort to non-linguistic

strategies such as mime, gesture and/or sound imitation.

o X

O ®m O w O w

You gotvhcli'cobér?

What?

Helicopter (makes flying mbtion with hands).
Hclic’optcr?

H‘el’ico.p’tcr (makes whirring sound).
I got an _ai‘fplanc.

What kind o'anir'planq? It’s got the ’fan?v(movcs hands

around head)
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; B: No, no, no, fan.
- 0:. No',fah on top? (moves hands around head)

‘B: No, no, no, no. 4
'5 New Strategles ldentlﬂed in the Present Study

5a) Description of Location- In ordcr to solve a numbcr of problems on the task,’

™

(S

participan't‘s found it nqgcssary to explain whcrc the items were located. Failure to

use this strategy often led to confusnon

X 2 ' .
A My plcturc about um have the animal.
S:  Animal?
/ V:  Yeah animal in the uvh

. - ' s: . Yeah, duck walk _oh thé.stgcet.

+]
<

No, nosthe walk, In the grass. D
S: bYcah 1 have grass. no ani‘rﬁal.

V: i Bifferent? . : ’
VS: . Yeah. | |
| Sb) Spells/Writes/Draws Some of the dyads rcsortcd to spcllmg aloud, writing or

drawmg the item whcn one of the mcmbcrs of the dyad did not understand.

S w
SEEN

'Thrcc examplcs from the data follow ‘ , BN

a0 . -

o & In the corner in the corner my in the corncr havc the

‘one way have the place on’ a stxckcr. The onc way

youknow (gestures sign sh‘a‘p’e in the air with hands - _
and draws a sign on a piece of paper). O(’
) . o :

=

N: - Do you have the corner’have the main street in fpém

R

the tree there? - R
. D: Huh?"

N M A | N (sy&s out MAIN) callcd main strcct«rfg‘ﬁ‘w .

: . B o . . )
’ . " D: Maln street" \ : . o



/!

In several cases the NNS dyads made no attempt to solve = marticular

score out of ten for the number of items that were not nbcrit‘ioncd and this scorc

L]

¢
=4

< &

Main street. You don'tgptg@it?
i B 1

No. : Ve

ceummanaccmnane cmmcccanesy e -

C B

And here's uh in the sidewalk and heré's grow the
grass. You have grass?.In the in the sidewalk? You
. . (4

know grass. Green, green grass (writes down grass on

a piece of paper).

No Strategy

.

was taken as a "no strategy count..

E. Reliability

Inter-rater reliability checks between two raters were conducted for the

together in order to establish acceptable levels of agreement for each measure.

The two raters then worked independently on one quarter of the corpus. Inter- .

All obtained percentages were considered satisfactory. Agreement measurcs werc:

.

The total number of words, time, rate and lack of mention (no strategy

counts) were calculated by one rater only.

"~

|
i
|
|
l
E

a)-

b)
<)

d)

o

.

.

success = iOO%,

naming = 100%,

types of communication strategies = 92% and

number of topic initiations = 100%. =

-~

«a

el

' probl’em,,and no mention was made of the relevant objects. Each djad was given a

1

»measures émployed in the analyses. Two raters coded three of the transcripts

ratcr reliability figures were Ca‘lgulafed in terms of simple percentage agrcement.
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I1I. RESULTS
A, Preliminary Analysis : | ) ' \, '
lnspccnon “of thc data suggcstcd that thcrc were two qualntauvcly dxffcrcnt
tésks, as:already‘ nptcd above: a "discrimination” task (T1) dnd an attcntlon" task

(T2). The p‘f%limin.ary analysis focused on success. The design wasa 2 X 2 X 2

" repeated measures analysis of variance. The between subject factors were the

. condition (the \{aricd pair éombinations with three levels A-A, A-P, and P-P) and

“sex of dyad. The within subject factor was task type with two levels (T1 and T2).

. Sciences” (SPSSX 1983). Unanalyzed scores apbcar ih Appendix E.

All statistical analyses-were based on the "Statistical Package for the Social

Sex
Inmal analysxs suggested no cffcct of SeX On SucCess (F =..559; df = l 18;

n.s.). In othcr words, neither male nor female dyads were more succcssful on

( -
either task. B

" Task Type

J— K . - .

The r ts of the repeated mcasurés ANOVA indicated 4 significant task.
st

" type difference on success (F = 15.49.df = 1,18; p <.001). Pe{fofm'ar’x’cc was

signific;mtly better oﬁ the.discrimination task (M = 3.97) than on the atten'tion task
(M = 2.96). |
anditlon )

"There was a s‘ignificant‘effc'ct_ ;)f condition (group. m’einbership) onlsu'ccclss
(F = 6.50; df = ‘2,118;‘p <.005). Both the A-A and the A-P groups performed
significantly better than the P-P group on both tasks.

/ Interactions " ‘

There was no interaction of condition.with sex (F = .116; df = 2,18; n.s.) or
of condition-with taékv‘typc (F = 'l_.82;v'df = 2,18; n.s.).. The higher order
interaction of“ conditibh by sex byA\"\t:ask type was al.éo not significant (F };- 2.46; df

= 2,18; ns.).

19



B. G Evffec(iveness

K

ce condition did not interact wijth task 'typc. a repeated measurcs dcslg'n

was unnecessary., A ‘more conservative statistic, the one-way ANOVA, was
’ ' o

pcrform?:d on condition by total success. ;

Condition had a signifjcant effect on suc'ccss (F=727df =221 p <§005)‘.
A‘na‘lysis Qf the means by Duncan's multiple range statisti; indica’tcd'that the A-A
‘group (M = 7.75) did not differ fro'm the A-P group (M = 7.69), but bpth of timcsc ,
groups differed significantly i'n. tefms ‘of higher suc‘ces’s rate from the P-P group
(M = 5.‘38).

Since ochrgll success differed by group membership, tﬁc next step in the
datﬁ analysis was to determine which f‘actors c'ontribu'fed to more effective
problem-solving by the A-A)md the A-P éroups.

C. Factors Affecting Group Success

A n:x'mb.er of f'a::tprs were examined as( possible explanations for the v
var‘iati‘or‘; in success by the three gr'oups; These included: tihe (pc\rsisitc‘nc'c).
amox..(;ng of talk, nuAmbcr of topic initiations, use of the suitable English wo‘;ds
. (naming), communication strategies and no strategy. One way ANOVA procedures :
were conducted t'o inygstigate time, rate oi{;c.:ommunication. naming,
communication strategies and pcrécntagc%no strategies (scéATablc 3-1) in ordecr

to determine whether the three groups differed on these variables. ©

Time (Persistence)

~ Although some of the dyads spent the full ten minutes onThc tésk. others
used as few as'two or éhrec minutes. The number of scconds} spcﬁt on the FD task
~ did not differ by condition (F = .309; df =2,21; ns.). In other words, there was no l
trend indicating that either of the-three groups (A-A, A-P, P-P) spent more or '

less time on the task.

0



TABLE 3-1-

Analyslé of variance by cqndltlon (A-A, 'A-P. P-PY

Va'rlable' ' e F - df T p "
Time o S .309 2,21 -  n.s A
Rate of coizunicati;n 7 .072 2;21f5 ‘n.s
'Namingi'. o : 1.935 2,21 n.s
éommunicatiQn'strategies - .520 2,21 . n.s
Pefcéntaée_of‘no strategies 2.784 2,21 - ' <.09
Percentage of effective | ‘ R
naming‘ \ - o . 11.429 2,21 <.001"
.Peréegtage‘of effective u SN 5 Lb
hcommungéation strategies -~ 6.008 2,21 ~.01

Amount of Talk
a) Rate of Commﬁnication ' .

’ Rafc of corﬁnmunication was dctcrminea by dividing tife total nufnbcr of T
words iﬁ a trénscri‘pt by the numbcr of slcc-onds‘ spent onbthti: task. The rate of
words cmittcdv:dhid nof differ a?ross the three groups (F = .072; daf =2,21; n.s.)‘as
shdwn in Table 3-1. However, rate was found to be positively correlated wntA}; the
”sugccss of individual dyads (séc_ Table 3-3). In other words, the faster the
' _ participants spoke, the; more successful they were, regardless of \yhethcr they were
in‘thc A-A, A-P or P-P groﬁps. " ‘~ ' | o8
b) Percent of vtalk coﬁtrlbuted by each participant : : A

The amoﬁnt of speech an individual contributed to the convcrsation'\ié;s .}

calculated in percentages. It was expected that the active participant would .

dominate conversations in the A-P pairs and conversations in the matched dyads §

‘e
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would be balanced. The amodnt of talk'contributed by the more tal:kative 'spcakcr
the/P-P pnirs, respectively, was an overall 56:5% and $8.6%.
In the A-P pairs, the active participant did talk more than the passive phrticiphms
' (in five o'u't‘ of eight cases) but contrary to expectation, the ovcrall percentage for
. active individuals was only 53 8% The closeness of thcsc three percehtage figures
is striking and mdxcatcs that thc active person in thc A- P dyads did not domm'\tc
conv_ersauons any more than did the more talkative mdwndual‘ in the A-A and .P-P
groups. | . \ ‘ ) | o |
Numbe‘r of Topic lnltl}:tlons
The attention task mvolvcd objects prcsent in only one picture; sol:mon of
" the problcm could thus be xnmatcd by only one member of a pair. It was
possnblc, however, for cnthcr pamcnpant to initiate any of the f:vc problcms on the
dlscnmxnatlon task. In adyads whcrc-onc‘ of the partncnpams xnmatcd four or all of
the five topic;s, that persoh was credited with having taken a leadership rolc. On
- ¢he basis of this definition, four out of eight pairs in the A-A group. two out of
'-cnght in the A-P group and thrce out of eight.in thc P-P group were cases whcrc
one of the dyad mcmbcrs took a lcadershlp rolc =
Naming
» a) Use o‘f the correct English" word -

Inspection of Table 3-1 indicates that knowledge of specific English words

needed to solve the problcms did not differ by condition (F = 1.94; df .= 2,21;

n.s.). The dyads in each group exhibited equal lexical proficiency by this measure. ”

b) Effectlve use of names

Although the ablllty to use thc corrccf Englxsh words did not differ by
condition; use of these words did not‘alway.s lcad to the solution of the problems
(see Tablc 3-1). .Thc percentage of effective use of names differed significantly
by condition (F = ll.429; df = 2,21; p <.00()l). lnspnctionof the means sugggsts

that the A-A group (M = 92.63) dig not differ from the A-F group (M = 95.63)"

Vo
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- but both were significantl‘y more effective in their use of names than the P-P
group (M= 76.25).

Communication Strategles

v

\’:l)) Use of communication strategles

' The number and type of communication strategies used for solving the

3

. problems were oalculatcd for each dyad. Table 3-2 presents the totals and the-
types of stratcgics'uscd —by pairs in each of the three groups. The number of .
stratcgncj did not differ significantly for the three groups (F = .520; df = 2,21,
ns) It appears from inspecting Table 3-2, that,,m addition to using srmr.lar |
numbcr\s of stratcgrcs the three groups cmploycd the same typés of commumcanon

- sgratcgios. However, the use of particularv commun‘ication strategios did. not always

meet with success. »

b) Ef‘fective use of-oommunlcation strategies

Table 3-1 indicatcs that the percentage of effective communication,

strategies differed sxgmﬁcantly by condmon (F = 6.008; df = 2,21; p <.01).

Duncan’s multiple rangc statnsuc furthcr mdrcatcd that the A-A-group (M = 92, 12) .

dnd not differ from the A-P group (M = 96. 75) but both the A-A and the A-P
groups were more effective in thcxr use of communication stratcg:es than the P-P

group (M = 74.25).

.

ax
No Strategy
Although the pcrccr};"aécAOf uo strategies (scc Table 3-1) was not
statistically significant, the general trend was for the P-P dyads to rely less on
_-strategy use than ecither the A-A or A-Pw pair gombinations (F = 2.75; d‘f =221 p
<.09). Means for rhc three groups A-A, A-P, P-P were 13.75, 14.38, and 26.88, +

respectively.

?{_}.A -
Lo
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g ?ABLESJ
. C(v)n).namnllvcdutlon strategles o
. N £ .
. ‘/ A-A \ A’/é P-P
. superordinate tefm. /// ’8 ‘ﬂ 7 »110‘(5{
approximation , L 13 (3) 17 (L) 12 (3)
word coinage , \\\TTy 0 0, -
geécription of fqnction | 9\ 13 (1) 14f(6)
description of physical "
and/or specific features 17 (1) 23 S 11 (2)
| descript}on~of location 35 (3) 37 (1) - 25 (75
spells/writes/draws 2 2 2 (1) °
_non—*‘\“ierbal v 25 (3) 32 (1) 29 (7)
TOTA’L_ U 110 (10) 131 (4) 103 (31)
"Mean numﬁer of strategies 13.75 16.37 12.88
Percentage of'hnsuccessfuiw ’
gsé of communication
s@;i:at’egies % 9.09 3.05 30.09

Q) indiéitgs,number of unsuccessful attempts
%

D. Predicting Sutcess

Because rate and percentage of no strategies correlated with success 2. &

percentage of effective naming and communication strategies were related to

condition, it was important to see whether these four factors could account for

variation in success. In order to assess this possibility, a multiple regression

equation was written that attempted to prédict the number of successes from the-

‘combined effects of these variables. Since the use of effective names and

effective communication strategics were highly intercorrelated (see Table 3-3), .



e

/

[

-

these two variables were combined and entered as one factor representing a
common underlying dimension. "The ¢combined variable was labelled "effective
stra;cgics" and ingluded both con{Lm\;nication strategics and naming. Table 3-4
shdws the results of this analysis. Varial;lcs were entered without priority.

‘ , ,

Total number of successes is predicted at a moderate level by the

n I L} A .
conlbincd effects of rate, percentage of effective strategies and percentage of no

< .

-s?;atcgics (R2 = .851). Thus, approximately 85% of the variation in number of
succcs;sés 18 accountcd"t;or by these thrce‘vprcdictors.

Table 3-4 fndicatcs that rate and effective strategies are positively rél»ated
while percentage of no strategy is negatively related to the number of successes.

The simple r values of .380 for rate, .687 for percentage of effective strategies

and -.735 for percentage of no strategies, are confounded with the effectsef the’

other predictors. Beta valugs can be interpreted as partial regression
cooefficients and indicate the effect.of each predictor when the others are
statistically controlled.

The regression coefficients, or simple B values, are supplied to permit

" specification of the prediction equation (y = ¢ + bl(x1l) + b2(x2).+ b3(x3). The
. Q—w .

i r

¥

~bl value is 1.259, b2 is .068, b3 is -.074, a“,ﬂ cis thc constant wf(h a value of
811. |
In order to assign the p?rccntagc incrcmcht duc to ca_lch.va-riablc, part
‘Correlations for cach factor were squared. This indicated that approximately 4%
of the. vgriéncc in success could be accounted for by rate, 25% by'effective
stra_tcgics, 30% by percentage of no strategies and®6% by a combination of all
three variables acting at the s;imc time. These three predictors seem to account

quite well for the degree of success of the dyads.



TABLE 3:3

Correlation matrix of pfedlctors of success

' Total X1 X2 X3 - X4
" Total . 1.000 .747  .566 =.735 .380
X1 747 1.000 ..773 ~-.369 .141
X2 .568 .773  1.000 =.125 . .127
X3 . - =735 -.369 -.125 1.000 ~.183

X4 .380 ‘ . «141 <127 -.183 1.000

Total = success

» X1 = percentage éffective naming
X2 = percentage effectivF communication -
strategiés f
X3 = percentage no stggtegies
X4 = rate of communication

TABLE 3-4.
Results of mul(iplg regression of total number of successes with rate, effective

strategies and no strategy

Variable B Beta Simple r Part corr
Rate 1.259 .201 .380 . .197 )
Ef fective strategies .068 .517 - .687 .498
No strategy -.074 -.570 T=.735 © =.546
Mult R . R2 F P c

.922 .851 38.277 <.001 .811




1V. DISCUSSION

A. Discussion of the majoe findings

-

The data from this study suggest that when stugcnts of a second language
are required to solve a two-way interaction problem, the selection of individuals
that c;qmprisc a dyad may afﬁqt success on tﬁc task. The major finding was that -
active .pairs of E.S.L. students were better at task solution than passive dyads.
Interestingly, when a passive stu&éﬁwa required to interact with an active
person, these dyads were cquallly‘as;cﬂe_cvtive at solving the problems as the active-
active pairs. This outcome may be in;bc;rtant‘for classro&m teaching.

Whilc‘ the difference between the pair combinations was significant, tﬁc
‘find.ing should be cvaluatcg.within the context of teaching.'practicc. Although
statistical significancq sugge’s?:é "real" difference between groups, it does not
necessarily imply an important "practical” difference. However, the presept data

imply that these pairings may "in fact” make an important contribution to student- __

student communication. This is because the present study sampled student

.
*

interaction over a brief ten minute period. Even so, the group means for solution

of ten problems varied considerably (A-A = 7.75, A-P = 7.69, P-P = 5.38). It

would be expected that over a longer period of time (over the course of one class .
session or scmc’sici)xhc absolute difference in communicative cffcctivcncés of
s.imilar interactions would be large enough to make it important to the teacher. In
other words, while the proportion may not change, the absqlute difference could

2

result in many more hours of effective student |intcraction. '
Importantly, for the teacher, this results in a suggestion that is easy to

implement and requires little or no monftoring. 'Apparentiy, a useful strategy for

i'mprhoving the-performance of passive studer;ts is to make certain that they interact

with active ones. There is, however, a need for exercising caution; students do not

remain static. For a variety of reasons arising out of life or learning experiences, .

27
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t&.&:’passivc" student rp&y eventually becon;e a mo:c active Ignrné}‘pf the second
‘iﬁ;guagc.‘ By the same token, the reverse may be true for the activé student.
There is thus a danger in labelling students and sce’ing these “traits'; as cnduringl
characteristics. Nonetheless, with mininial caution and occaskional .rctcstin'g or r¢-
evajuation, the instructor should cx:;ect a more cffecfivc interaction for passive
students whcn‘thcy are required to converse with their more active counterparts.
Because the present findings may have implications for classroom practice,
it is all the more important to identify those factors that contributed to success on

* the task. Intuitively, conversational cha?acteristic;y(ic., rate of communication,

«

time on task and relative dominance of one speaker over another) and/or problem-
, solving strategies would appear toAbc the major factors that generate successful
task solution. Based on this hypothesis and fin&ings from\othcr\studics (for
conver;ational characteristics, see qutcr. 1983; and for communiéation‘stratcgics.
. see Bialystok, 1983; Faerch and Kasper, 1983; Haastrup and'l_’hillu%son. 1983;“
Tarone, 1977;), an analysis of these factors was atfcmptc;i.

Bc.canse the present study was primarily designed to identify p'ossiblc
differences between the varied pair combinations, -rathcr than a direct analyéis of
what produced those differences, it is difficult to make definitive conclusions
about factors contrib'uting to success. The nfain‘goal of this study was to
determine if, in fact, pair combination contributed to fask sol‘t‘ni.o g ince this
outcome was ‘confirmcd, several variables suggested by other r‘ search were
examined in an attempt/fo account for this finding. The rctrospcct'iv—c— nature of
this analysis has limitations. This is because v.ariablcs arc statistically rather than
experimentally isolated. Evcax more problematic, there is no comprehensive theory
that suggests what the critical ihicrpcrsonal factors might be or how they might
interact.’ Noncihcless; there are several hypoithcs in the literature concerned with '
second language acquisition and strategy use that suggest isolated factors which
produce successful communication. Based on these hypotheses and the transcribed

D
i
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a obtained in the present study, several conversational characteristics and ;

proem-solving E‘actics were investigated.
B. Conversational characteristics N W,

With regard to conv.ersationu éh'aractcriuics. neither time on task nor rate
of communication (total number of words in a conversation divided by time)
differed significantly across dyads. The finding that time on task did not differ is
interesting since it suggests that P-P pairs were able to sustain conversation in a
manner similar to the other groups. Rate, likewise, did not differ across groups,
but it was positivcly'correlatcd withﬂ success. In other words, the more successful
pa‘irs~ (rlegardlesg of whethér they were in the A-A, A-P or P-P group) tended to
be those who spoke faster.

Another major conversational characteristic that could have influchc:d the
outcome of this study was conversational dominance by on¢ of the pair members.’
Specifically, it seems reasonable to expect that the active participant in thé A-P
dyads wduld guide convbrsation and(_:subscqucntly task §olution. If so, this should™
be reflected by the number of topic initiatiqvns and amount of tall_< contributqd.

Yet topic initiations were predominantly ma&é in only two of th’c cighi A-P dyads
by the active studcn't. In‘thc remaining six pairS»tthe i~nitiations appcarcd\ to be
evenly distributed across Fboth partners. With rcggra to amount of talk, Q\; actiyé
subjects ‘contributed an overall 5‘3% of they conversation. Thus, in summary,

conversational dominance by the active member of an A-P dyé‘d (whether indexed .

29.
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by number of initiations or amount of talk contributed) does not appear to account -

for the success of these pairs at task solution. 'Moreover, this finding suggests that
active students do not dominate conversations when paired with passive students.
This conclusion is strengthened when a comparison is made Between the A-P

group and the other two groups. In short, on the average, the findings were that

‘one or the other member of dyads in the A-A ‘agd P‘-P'groups "dominated" the

conversation as much or more than the actiye students in the A-P group. - /

- oy
Y
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C.Problem-solving Strute‘les . -

oo 4 L T

Becausc conversauonal charactenmcs did not nccount for successful

outcome by the.varicd.pair gombinations. an analy’sis of strategy use was
‘conducted. It was expected that the subjects’ use ofmthe correct English word
and/or their use of comr}nu‘ni‘cétion st‘ratcgics (eg., approximation, paraphrase,
dcsqr.ipfion. mirhg) wbuld lead to ;aroblém solution, Wh;n the three groups ‘wcrc
compared on these two measures (naming and use of . communication ‘stratcgics)'.
there were no significant dil‘kfcrenccs. This may have occurred because all subjects
were firom the same ;neas;ncd level of profic!iency.' 80 cqual lexical and strntcgic
compc‘tcncc would be expected from them. g

Although the thréc groups were able to use communication strategies and
naming to the same degree, the A-A and A-P pairs were more efrective in their
use of thcsc problcm-solvihg strategies. To pr_ovidé some contckt for
understandifg how the use bf sirategics wés incfch'tivc~for the P-‘P groﬁp. a
- selection from a P-P conversation is prcscf\tcd below,
H: OK. I got .t"l'\c gi‘vr.l."fl'hc'g-ir,l‘hold urﬁbul!a.
T: Umbulla? |
H: Yeah umbulla (pﬁts hanc{‘up as if holding an umbrclvla).‘
T: I don’t understand. o - | | |

H: Umbulla That S whén y(;u go outsndc the sky the outsndc rammg

rammg The Weather rammg you use umbulla for to walk.

T: Ion’t understand. . )

H: OK. Forget it. R T ¢

What seems clcar ngcn the abovc cxamplc is that although subject H was’
abl}o gesture and dcscnbc the function of an umbrella, he abandoned the
mp’ssagc without attcmptmg to cxplont altcrnatxvc commumcqﬁon straregucs Not .
’all instances of-uns;cccssful problem-solving were as clcar as this, howcver;. ln
. several cases the diffiiculty appeared to be .cauyse'&i'by the listener. .Alth‘qvug.h 'or.lc!

Lo
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person. was using a potcntlally effective strategy, the other person did not respond °

‘ , - '
a'pp‘ropriatcly,. This suggests that teachers of a second languagc should pay

attentron(,to the responsibilities_of the lrstencr as well as the person contrrbutrng

the message In other words, students must realrze the necessrty of feedback
!

. concerning effectiveness of communication rather than simply b'eing-taught

L 4

‘strategy use per se. The lrstenerzpresumably also requtres vocabulary to indicate

l’ar J—
-

lack of understanding.

A number of researcherc have clarmed that negotratton (through the use of
c‘ommumcatron strate%cs, reparr,I repetttrons, etc.) serves the functron of provrdmg
the learner with comprehensible -inﬁ’%’eg., Varonis and Gass, 198% lfong, l98!3).

~
Findings from the present study suggest that a srmple gount of the number of

negotratton features (commumcatron strategtcs) does not mdrcate whether the

.rntcnded message has actually been commumcated In other words although the

’ o

A- A A P and P P groups were able to use srmrlar numbers ‘and types of

>
commumcalroh strategres,; these negotratron features didnot always lead to
comprehensxble input. ‘Rather than the total number or even types of strategies,

the cffectrvencss of those strategres secms to be what is most tmportant _This

suggestron is based on a comparrson of the three groups in the present study that

'17

. -revealed, a significant difference in effective use of.-strategres. This; of""course, is

somewhat tautological since it was impossible to identify "ey'ffective; strategies

without ,knowledée_of task solution. :Oby'iously thos’e'who_‘uscd the most effective .

7 R : N T !

_ strategies were those who did best on the task. o : =

A final consideration concerning task performance was the finding that

several-of the dyads made no attem’pt to solve a number of the problems, Th'ese

failures even to attempt solutron occurred morc frequently on the attentron task

than on the drscnmmatron task. This may have been because items on the

attention task rescmbled one-way commumcatron ‘since only one person had

information to convey. F_urther, some of the items on the attention task were not

K
g
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‘as salient as those on the discrimination task. This conclusion is arrived at by a
cons_'ideration of the native §péakcrs" pcrf&rmancc on the task. These ‘control
subjccfs’ sol\}ed the broblcms in a particular order. To i.llustf_atc airﬁlanc- Vs
| helncopter was typlcally solved first or second by clcven of sixteen dyads. Boots

. . - R Q

vs no boots was solved l'15t or sccond last by clcvcn of thcse dyads as wcll The
non- natnve speakers solved problems in a 51mnlar order (sce Appendix E)

Becaust rate of commun:catnon effcctwc nammg,,cffcctwc commumcat‘non
strategies and no stratcgy were related to tvask solution, an attempt was made to
determine if these mcasurcs‘ could account t.‘orith'c ‘'variance in succ.css. However, -
namin'g and cgrﬁmuniéation SIrafegies were highly inter-correlated, implying that
’thcsc two yariébles were a measure of the sarﬁc factor. Fo‘r this rcﬁson. effective
nei”fning and effectivc communication strategies were combined and referred to as
“cffcctxve strategies”. Combining these two variables seems l'cgitimatc sincc use ol‘

the correct Englnsh word (nammg) is tactncally similar to paraphrasc gcncrahzat:on

and SO on. Multlplc rcgress:on indicated that the three predictors-(rate, effective

o stratchcs and no stratcgy) accounted for 85% of the vanancc Unfortunalcly,vin

the absence of any gcneral modcl of coinmumeatxon in sccond language, acquxsmon

- there is no a pr1on reason to sele ne prcdlctor over anotter. Anothcr difficulty

thh this analysis is that onc of the three predictors (no stratcgy) was ncgat:vcly
corrélated with success and suggested what students did not do rathtr‘;han what

made them ‘su'cccssful communicators. It does not seem very profound to sta’te that T

poor . task pcrformance is rclated to not attcmptmg the task Nonc@hclcssﬁ these

’rcsults suggest »that students who are taught "effcctwc" stratcgy use are bcttcr

‘commumcators Both parucs arc co- workcrs in tasks such as the one used in lhlS
study and they must act in conccrt w:th one anothcr. For cxamplc a studcnt who

uses commumcatlon stratcgncs but does not pay attcntnon to thc listener may be

'

ultxmatcly unsuccessful. Given that one goal of second languagc prog:ams is to

?

develop learners’ strategic compctcncc what these rcsults suggcst is that

)



commt‘mi-cati'oh‘st»rategics should be ta"'aght in the context of discourse.
D. Limitations o?th'e sfqdy

Although | have attempted to argue 't‘hat the'?ejsults of the present
friv,cstigation have pracvtic;al and diréct implications for teaching English as a
second language, caution is required. |

‘So-callcd' "active" or "passive" students m:iy converse qditc differently when

i

faced with other communicatign problems and whén in other settings. Selinger
(1983)‘ has argued that students maihtain.thcsc chavrvac'tcristics ‘outsid‘c the classroom
and because of this generate mfck)rci or llcss'yerbal input from o.tl\ucrs which affects

' their second language proficiency. In cohtrast,' Day (1984, 1985) has provided

& evidence that active students (labelled 'high input gcnefators’ by Selinger 1977,

!‘. ) .
1978) are not necessarily better aquirers. This discrepancy could come about

becausethe demands placed on the learner by the-linguistic community, whether

on-going or episodic, affect style of “interaction, regardless of initial classification .
' . . - a4 ‘ :
of the student. In other words, the passive individuzl may communicate actively

’

when the ta_sk requires it (for cxamﬁlc,-a passive person may become active if
"forccd;‘ to talk to a taxi driver in order to get homc). In a similar manner, the
"actiye studcnt may passively interact with natnvc speakers outsxde of the
R 'clqssropm. The pomtbés%s that style %ntcr‘acuon \?hnch is.assumed to affect
» language acquisition (eg., Stern, 1983) may dapend more on £he demands of the
verbal chvironmcnt'and feedback than on inherent student traits (for a similar but
not identical view, sce Brown, 1980; pp. 138-139).
t The tﬁsk used in this sg'xdy"p'rovided a ten minute sample of students’
vcrbél ir}tcractioc}l. The brevity of this observation naturally limits the

~ gcncralizability' of the present ﬁ‘:ﬁings. ‘A better but more cos_tly proccdurc would

involve longer obscrvatxons and more extensive samplmg In addmon the task ma\
k3

& 7

not have bccn typical-of other kinds of discourse. This”is because "game-like"

activities such as the one used in' this study may create demand characteristics—{scc

By
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Orne, l963) that, in part al‘fcct communication. In other words thc quasi-

v

laboratory setting wnth tape rec0rdcrs video cameras and rcscarchcr aJong with a
'task that requires a dcfinqtive'solution is so unlike a typical chryday setting that ’
the behaviour sam‘pled m.ay not be representative of usual discourse.
Unfortunately, there is no solution to this problem withqut sacrificing intcrnal
validity (see Campbcll_ind Stanley, 1963). |

A more general difficulty with the prcscnt. study was that it was dcsigncd
to identify overall dnffcrenccs in task pcrformancc between groups of dyads; a
consndcratnon of what produced those differences affer they were found was a
secondary concern. As stated earlier this required a rctrospcctlvc analysxs of thosc
factors that contributed to success. As Wagncr (l983) has stated: “Onc of the first

demands to be madc on research into commumcatlon»s 1cs must be to

_ is entails a transition to

1

invesitigate genuine verbal mtcracu%n Mcthodologxcal
dlSCOUI‘SC and communications analysis. b thls context, it should be noted that the

.mvcst:gauons available are not based on any explicit theoncs of commumcatnon
Q
This implilcs that thevrcsults obtained in those studies-are difficult to interpret” (p.

r

160). This is the major difficulty with the present study; while there is a

seemingly straightforward overall effect, the interpretation of that effect is
_ &

problematic.
E. Suggestions for future research
= Since 1 have argued that the results of the present investigation have

pfactical implications for the second language classroom teacher, it would appcar—
S

)

important to determine whether pairing passive students with active ones over an
extended period of time produces more effective communication. This could be

accomplished by first assessing communicative competence and then categorizing

students as either active or passivc_and'assig-ning them to various pair

@psks that require verbal interaction between
f R i \ B o



and rate of talking are important factors affecting communicative competence.

<

communicatiT competance and passivénésé could be assessed at several time }
S . <

intervals (cg..v'cight weeks, sixteen weeks, six months and a yca‘r). In addition, it is

éofnmonly held that’mcn“arc more acti\}c (in the sense of vcrba‘l dominance and

aggrcgsiven'css) than women. If this is true, mixing dyalds with regard to gender

may merit evaluati.bn_. w

Results presented 'in this study also suggest that naming, common stratcgjcs '

5
S

However, as previously stafcd. the design limitations prcventcd-gg_dircct analysié of
these \(ariablcs,hFor this reason, future résearchﬂcould be desighed-in an attempt to
experimentally inycstigatc these !’actors.' For example, communicaiion strategies |
could be taught and performante on problem-solving tasks asscssc.d. One

possibil"ity Woulq be to teach communication strategies and thc,n cross this factor..
with the actiyc~bassivc classification. . ‘ - -

Although the subjects in this study were selected according to a criterion

that placed them at similar compct‘cncics, sufficient for the teaching instution they

T were drawn from, this could be problematic. The difficulty is that the testing

proccdu;c may not, iﬁ ecvery case, correctly idcnt_ify the language competency of
tested individuals: In other words, some students who acﬁvcly use the laguage may
simply be more éompc,tcnt. If this is true, thc present findings suggest that less
competent students may ”pcrform bqttcr when paired with higher l'cvél studénts.

Lending tentative support to this notion are the findings of Veronis and Gass

(1985) whq showed that when students of different competencies were "paircd,.

‘there was a greater frequency of negotiation features than when students were

;:laccd with others at the same level. Therefore, a suggcst-_ion for furthér r;search isv
to pair students from different cdmpctcr_:cy levels and evaluate their pcrform'anvcc
on a problem-solving task. - ;

F. Conclusion

In summary, the most interesting outcome of this study was that ‘when

v
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'
passive language lcarncrs‘:v'e'rc paired with active :)ncs. these péirs were as
effective as dyads made up of only éctive members. Wficn pas§ive students were
| placed with other passive studerts they did not r'>crform as well as the active-
active or activc-pa'sﬁiv‘c dyads on the two-way interaction fask, uscd.vin this study..
A practical suggestion is that when tcachqrs‘"invdlvc svtu‘dcnts in small group

activities, passive students will be more effective when they are required to

interact with active ones.
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Review of the literature

By

A. Introduction »

-~/ For some years, researchers have been investigating the natyre of

.

interactions between learners in second language classroo:ﬁs. These studies have
: Vd
been motivated by pedagogical as well as theoretical concerns. '

The current trend in second language teaching is to foster meaningful usc
of language at all stages of tl:c acquisition proccss.v Classroom tcgchcrs no longer
view language as an indcpen%ent and unitary system but rather as a form of social
activity. Since communication is the primary funcgio_n of_ language, it is thought
that languaﬁ“e{jgyl;*i;rncd best when people use it to communicate. A major focus
of second language instruction concerns developing the lcarnefs' communicative
competence. This involves not only linguistic accuracy?vbtvit the functionally and
socially appropriaic uses of language. A’ focus on communicative competence has
led to an increase in the amount of small group and pair work in second language
' élassrgoms. ' )

Scconci language researchers have also been int?rcstcd in determining the
variables that enhance or hinder language acquisition. In the past, for example,
attention was focused on variables such as competing methodologies, student
aptitude and attitude and linguistic rclatiﬁ;y. In recent years, the type and naturc
of the Iénguagc to which the learner is exposed (language "inpl_xt") have come to be
regarded a crucial factor. Second .languagc learners obtain inpﬁt from contact with
native speakers, teachers of the language, and from other lcérncrs. Because of the
_cmph'asik on group work in second language classrooms, some researchers have

investigated the nature of the input in these interactions in an effort to determine

the advantages and disadvantages of having learners work together.

H
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B. Communlicative Language Teaching: from "language i:enl!er_ed" to
: "commﬁilcativﬁ" approaches 2 |
One significant change in second language instruction has been a‘ movement
towArd "communicative" language teachjng. Comm'uni'cativc approaches h'a'\)c cc’z‘mc
about frbm several changes in-ways of thinking about languége. learning and
teaching. k |

/ .
In the United States in the 1940’s and 1950°s, structural linguistics and

" behavioral psychology were the major theoretical paradigms for language research

and teaching (see Fries, 1952; Skinner, 1957, 1986). 'Approaches to second

language teaching were "language" ccnvtcrcd, that is, (lthey concentrated. almost solely
on forrﬁ. Structural linguistics provided tools for dissecting languagcminto units
and for cAompari_n-g and ¢ontrasting two languages. Behavioral psychology provided
models for teaching "verbal” behavior or 'langimn? through operant conditioning. |
Verbal behavior was thought to be a set of o'pcra_nt responses acquired and ,
maintained by conting’cﬂci?s of reinforcement arrangcd by the verbal community.
These ideas provided the theoretical foundation for what came to be known as the
audio-lingual. method. Errors wcfe regarded as detrimental to language acquisition
and teachers were careful to correct errors from the beginning. In addition, the

1

existence of errors in student production was seen to be the result of poor
o, °

materials and poor pedagogy. Appropriate materials delivered appropriately were

supposed to avoid all chances of studcni error. ll attention w'as paid to the
functional aspects of language. |

In the 1960's the gcncrativcftransfi)r'mational ‘schodl of Iinguistics\cmcrged
through the influence of Chomsky (1957, 1965). ChonBsky claimed that the child
is born with a predisposition to acquire lai:guagc. He ﬁgueﬂ for a'kri;orc abstract
or “"deeper” g/r/uhmar that couid account for the intuitions of native spcakcArs iwith

0 a
/,\I_c_ggu}/to the way sentences are organized as equivalent or ambiguous. This
g ‘s

e

43




(IR o '\ {
implied’a model df language acquisition that'was not dependent on conditioning

. F1 5 s N P T : .
and reinforcement schedules but rather involved the constant rormin’nnd testing
, I

of hypotheses about"the‘ language. By the 1970's, second language acquisition had
largely adopted this framework and errors came to be regarded as a necéssatry and

o , ’
cssential part of language acquisition, since they allowed for the testing of

hypotheses. - ; .
At around the same time, cognitive psychologists were interested in lryiﬁ‘g

to discover psychological principles of organization and functioning (see Ausubel,

.

1968). Meaning, understanding

kﬁnowin\g were considered significant data for
psychological study. CognitiW logists, like generative linguists sought to

discover underlying motivatid eper structures of human behavior.

Chomsky did.not claim to offer 'a new method for second language .
teaching. Transformational grammar was a logical, mathematical model of
lang\;agé; its goal was to account for linguistic compctcnlcc, Nonetheless, many )

applied his ideas to teaching and labelled the new method a "cognitive” approach
(see Carroll, 1966).- In a cognitive approa;h to second Ianguagg learning, la;gungc
is not viewed as a set of-habits but as a scf of abstract concepts or rules which
cnable the spez;kcr to construct an infinite variety of sentences. T/bc gram.ma.r ol
‘ »
a language is seen @s a generative device for producing ;hcsc sentences. Thus, a
cognitive model of second language achuisition is in accord with Chomsky’s theory
and hypothesis formation is viewed as crifical. Interestingly, although Chomsky's
position has had a major impact on theoretical considerations of language
acquisition, it has not greatly affected practice in the second language qlassroom.
His ideas did little to alter the oral/aural drilling'tcchniqucs that were
characteristic of the audio-lingual approach.
Chomsk;(lA965) drew a clear boundary as to what constituted "language”
and introduced the tefms; 'compctcﬁ/ce" and "performance” to mark that boundary.

Competence refers to knowledge of the linguistic system - the grammatical rules

4

+
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one’s actual use ol‘ those rules in vertal commumcatton and includcs the

psychologrcal factors rnvolved in the perception and production of speech (eg.,

¢

mem“ory limitations, distractions, shifts ol‘ attention'context personality). From
this perspccttve pcrf‘ormance varrnbles inl‘luence language behavror but a theor)
of language isa thcory of competence in other words, the language itselt‘ can bc
»

examined and modelled rndependent of. performance

. Although this perspective had a’ large impact and provrded a useful context

-

" for understan‘ding languager—‘rescarchers becam_e‘ tncreasmgly ‘interested in

"'meaning".' This-issue was exemplifi’ed by C_oti‘lthard (j97,7) who stated: "The

insights achieved by transformational grammarians were engrmous but as time

¥

_passed the problems became more serious” It became necessary to talk of degrees

of grammaticalitylor acceptability; cr‘ucial examples were-attacked as b

!/

ungrammatical and defended as acceptable m my rdrolect Meanwhile the -

“utterances in the srtuatronal and verbal contexts in whrch they are used. *n other -

R,

)

trmebomb meaning was ttckrng away (p. 3). - ‘

A

to the competence/performance drstrnctton He argued that Chomsky s view of

language did not mclude the rules concermng the socaocultw'al srgml’rcance of

-

words he ar,gucd that language could not be meamngfully charactcnzed

el —_—

tndependently of use.* Accordingly. Hymes l’CJCCth Chomsky.s vrew of the ideal
speaker/hearer argumg that this too, was a non-existent abstract&n Finally, he

redel'ined Chomsky s notion of competence and "Dnmumﬁve competence”

~became the new buzzword i English as a second language (ES.L) circles. -

_gi Cm . .

Communicati‘ve competence includes grammatical competence and contextual. or

socxolmguisﬁc competence (knowledge of the rules of language use) Second

lan\guage teaching thus began to rncorporite rules of "language use as well as rules

'y

ol’ grammar SR : ‘ LT

. L e;‘»
- of a given language that an ideal speaker/hearer has rnternalrzed Performancc is

4

In 1966, Dell Hymes raisSed the issue of "real" language use‘and‘ he objected
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Another change occurred when Halliday (1970) added "language functions"
to the notion of socioliguistic competence. "Function" is the use to w'h_ich
language is put; the purpose of an utterance, as compared to the grammatical form

of that utterance. Language function has to do with what is said as opposed to \

how it is said. Halliday pointed out that language is used for an infinite nufber

of purposes: commanding, apologizing, requesting, etc. The function of an

utterance can only be understood when it is placed in the context of the situation.

. Thus, both l’-lalliday and Hymes rejected the notion of linguistic rules divorced

¢
C Current Approaches to Language Teaching

: thc ,rc-evaluatnon of thc conditions that develop and maintain language usc

has had a significant impact on the teaching of languages. In second language
N . ‘v‘ © E . : - L

R}

'—afx’ff‘s’“ncw-Syllabuscs wcre developed to rcplacc the old "structural” ones. -

,Nptxonal" and "functional” approaches began to work their way mto second

. H(
lan‘qu,agc tcachmg practnccs (see Wllkms 1976). Morc attcnuon ‘was given to the

teachmg of langoﬁge use (funct)nons/notnons) and oral work ln_addmon, ‘Breen
‘and ,Canqvlmxn‘(‘1980) argued that 5!' the goal of sccond'language programs is to

./develop communidation skills,.then the mcthod,,itself should be communicative..

That is, both teachers™nd learners should be inyolved in the exchange and
negonat:on of ideas about thc learning proccss The classroom in thns casc would

no longer be "a pale rcprcscntauon of some outsndc commumcatwc rcahty {p. 98),

‘'with learners rehearsing for a perfo’rmancc_at some later time and place. Because

commundcation skills depend qn communicative competence, it is important to .

" .. * Ve ‘ o ‘ LS
identify the factors that produce this competence. . }‘ W
%~ Canal¢’and Swain (1980) examined various theories of communicative / ’

,compctcncc'and their implications for language teaching and testing. They

identified three key components of communicative competence: grammatical

v

* ‘competence, sociolinguistic competence and stralegic competence.
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Grammatical competence refers to knowlcdgc of rules of'phonology,

morphology, syntax, sentence grammar semantics and lexical items. It is the .

mastery of the linguiétic code; the ab._i»lit‘)""fto recognize the lexical, morphological,
syntactic and phonological features of a language and the abili@' to manipulate
those features to form words and sentences. A person demonstrates grammatical
competence by using a rule, not by statmg a rule

The socnolmguxstlc componcnt is macbc up of soc;ocultural rules of languagc
use and rules of discourse. Sociolinguistic competence requires an‘undcrstandmg
of""tgic: social context in which laﬂng.uagc.is i;scd; the roles of the pa;ticipants, the’
in'f:;ﬁfmation they share and the function of the interaction.

Stratcgnc competence refers to the use of verbal and non-verbal strategies”

used to cofﬂpcnsate for breakdowns in communication. Brcakdowns are consndercd

to be due to performance variables or insufficient gr‘ammatlcal or sociolinguistic

compctcncc T-hcsc strategies have bccn r?ferrcd to as "communication strategies" (

Facrch and Kaspcr, 1983 Taronc, 1977) or "copiug stratcg%s (Savngnon, 1972).

[&3
Communication strategles arc used by nanvc spcakcrs as well as by second
’d‘
languagc learners. Thisis becaiise no person knows thc language perfectly and

Sy

uses it appropnﬂtcly in all social mtcractxons Paraphrasmg, approxnmatmg and thc

.y -

- usé of supcrordmatc terms arc among. stratchcs uscd when the correct word is

el

unavaulabl ;whcn t}crc is’ %1sun§crstandxng on thc part of thc mterlocutor
!
4 . v
@,ce&dmg to Canalc and Swain, cach of thc three components mcntxoncd

‘.

abc3vc contrnbutcs to ovcrall ‘communicative compctencc They havc rccommcndcd
that.teachers try to desxgn matcnals that.-takc all three arg:as*rnto account,

. Humanistic psychology has also had an imba@ﬁ the understanding of

learning and of how classroom teaching should‘bq conducted (see Rogers, 1969).

" Given this influence, teachers 'bcgan to focus on attitude and affect and the
. 1 :

"whole person" approach began to be adopted (eg., Curran, 1976). Language

teachers began to consider various learner “

tered models. : R
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“In the late 1970's new theories of segond language acquisition that

‘ attc'mpt-cd' to cxplain the naturc of language and-learning altered views about what

was 1mportant in classrooms Krashcn (1981) proposed the "input hypothesis",

. @ B

which cmphasnzcd lan}uag : j\mqmon through ‘communication. He argucd that
" J Ay

8. iy,
because commumcauon 1 m, ‘9ax; é'sscntxal factor in natural non-formal languagc

learning, we are jUStlflCd in rccommcndmg various methods wh:ch appear to

embody ' commum{catlvc methogiology.From knowlcdgc about,languagc. lcarmng .

"

and teaching, "communicative" approaches to second language teaching have

e emerged. These approéches can be characterized by the following principlcs:

M, 1. Language is commumcatlon and it is lcarn¢d by usmg it to commumcatc’\ “
The emphas:s is'on language use as opposed. to usagc (Wnddowson,

1978). .Interaction between language users and their environment is a .

.

)
v i

primary objective. ' R -

- ’ 2. Developing the communicative cqmpétcncc of the learner is the goal of

0}

second .iq'nguagc brograms.
3. Errors are regarded as a ncécssary and irﬁportaht part 6!‘ the icarning
. process. | ‘

4. The learners’ role is central. The emphasis is on s.tudcnt‘initiativc and

interaction rather than simp;y' &cacﬁcr centered direction.

S. Not all léarncrsprocccd through the samc) materials at the same pace.

"A)warcncss of learner differences is. essential.

IT language is lcarhcd. best when pcopl.c use it to communicate,
communication must haﬂvc‘a'ccntral,rolc in second language classrooms. The
adoption.of thc’b;prcvipusly mcntioncd‘factors will have a gumbcr of implications
t;?(.):r tcaéhing an;j f\o'r'.“thc; organization and management of second Ianguage

- ciassrooms and materials. Malcy (19'85) prcscn'ts‘ an 'cxcéllcm summary of those

-

xmpllcat;ons and what follows is a brief rcstatemcnt of that framcwork
i Q

1& Té’achcrs roles will change. Thcy will no longer be seen as posscssmg

-,

J&;@'Zl §o . -
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absolute kfiowledge and authority. - Their job will be to set up tasks and activities

m whxch lcarncrs will play the major rolcs, Thcy will momtor and modify these

s

Krashen claims that le&,rngg improve in a second iahguagc by hearing and °

actwmes as nccded Authcntxc materials wm be favorcd over simplified texts.

Matcnals wxll be designed . whxch take into.account learners’ needs as well as all of

\

the componcnts of commumcanvc competcncc The tcchmques applied to

, matcnah w:ll be task-oncntcd rather than exercise- oncntcd In other words, the

attention will be on‘activities which can be achicved through the language raﬁaer
than cxcrcxscs on the languagc Classroom procedures will favor " mtcractxon
among studcnts Since mdch work will mvolve an é}changc of information

between students, therc wxlﬁ_lﬂ‘bctm cmphasns on pair and group work. ’

(2

D. Second Language Resea(

. Commumcanvc app?bachcs rely heavily on the valuc of vcrbal interaction \
since there is a strong conacnsus that it is cntncally related to thc learnmg proccss\

Because of this perspective, second languagc rcsca*r&hcrs have bcgun mvcstxgatmg '

the influence of the learning environment on the learners’ dcvcloping cofhpctencc.
The focus is on input to the learner, on the features that serve to help learners
* ' ‘ .

ncgotiatc meaning and on the role of the learners’ output. Because of the

cnthusnasm for pair and group work in second languagc classrooms, several

- rcscarchcrs have been interested in providing empmcal evidence to support the

notion that learners can offer each other valuable commu_mcatwc practice.

E. Input .to the learner

Krashen (\1.981-) proposed the "input hypbthesis‘f claiming_that learners
acquitc_langu‘age by .und;:rst;nding it or by réceiving comprehensible input.
Comprehensibtc input is syhhnquus with "intake", which Cordc'r (1967) used to
refer to input that enables the acquirer to master more of the target language.

4

understanding langua‘ge that contains some structures slightly beyond their current
level of competence.

\

\

\
A\
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~Krashen also claims that spéaking is unnecessary and that it is only useful
as a means of obtaining comprehensible input; Howcvcr.’Swa‘in (1985) has argucd

that, although input is an essential factor in second language acquisition, it is not
5,

enough to ensure that learners will become competent. ‘She further argues that

learners must be given opportunities to produce new verbal forms. What most
researchers do agree.upon is that learners must be put in a 'position of being able

to ncgotxatc new input. This ensures that thc languagc is modxﬁcd to a level of

v

‘ comprehensnblhty thcy can manage (scc Long, 1983b).

Krashen arrived at a definition of "comprehensible input" by drawmg on
eérly rcscarch into the languagc used by ad‘ults when addrcssmg chnldrcn Snow
(1972) pomted out that adults use different language when addrcssing childrcn
than when talking to other adults. Thié came to bé known as "ba_by talk‘:. later as
"motherese” and now as."carctaker speech”. Extending this finding, Cross (1978)

found that caretakers modify their speech to help children’understand. Caretaker

speech is characterized by shorj simple sentences, repetition, and longer pauses,

among other things.

Because of this concern with the type of communication made by adults to

‘children, second language rsscarchcrs have focused attention on speech adjustments

made to provide ndn-nativc speakers (NNSs) with comprchgnsible input. The
majo::'arcas of: intcrcét_ include: the type of speech hdjus.tmcntg made by native
speakers (NSs) when éddressing NNSs (referred to .as “for;igncr talk"),_thc speech
among Sccond,languagc lca\rncrs themselves (interlanguage talk), and, finaily, the
quantity and quality of input to thc_ lcarn?r. The majority of studics have focused
on foreigner talk, while rciativc_ly few st.udics.havc examined learners’
intérlanéuagc a:a sourcc' of comprehensible input for other lcarnc.rs. -
Foreigner Talk
At least forty studies have compared the speech used Sy NSs in

convcrsanon with NNSs to that of NS-NS discourse (for a review of the lltcraturc
\\J /
W
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on foreigncr talk, sec Hatch, 19(83). Foreigner talk (a term coincd by Fcrguson,

‘

1971) mcludcs characteristics’ such as slowcr rate¢ of speech, shortcr less
~comp|xca'ted utterances, high frequency vocabulary, fewer l‘alsc starts and limited
\3usc; of pronouns. NSs also ask more questions, use fewer contractions, ?ncrcase

volume :&nd use 4 higher pitch when addressing NNSs than when éddrcssiﬁg other

NSs. -

" Further, it has been shown that NSs make adjustments to the interactional i )

structure of discourse by making ugc of comprehension chccks, confirmation .
”_‘kchccks, cxpans)ons, clanﬁcatnon requests, self- and other-repetif ns and [Ad
dccomposmon (Long, 1980) Topics are gcnerally trcatcd more s:mply and briefly,
dealing with the "here” and "now", and NSs use stress or pauscs before: topncs in
B order to make them more sa_licnt (for a review of the htcraturc on conversational
adjustments, see Long, 1983a).
Similarly, second language researchers have been interested in dcterinining
whether teachers’ classroom Ianguégc constitutes a more simplified code than thfxt’
- of NS-NS spcech. Gaies (1977) comparcd thé_ syntactic features of eight ES.L.
teachers in and out of the classroom.’ Hc found that-the subjects’ classroom speech
-was syntactrcally lcss cor:rlplcx on a numbcr of variables (eg., shorter sentences
fewer subordmatc clauses). Gaies also gpund that the teachcrs languagc vancd as
a funcnon of the prof:cncncy of the learners (also see Wcschc and Rcady, 1985
chifgcn. 1985).
Apparcntly, .thc type of task performed in conversations makes a
dnffcrcncc Long and Porter (1985) suggt;n that more modifications take placc in
‘convcrsatxons which require an cxchangc of information, as opposcd to activities
where only one person has mformat;on to commumcate. Long (1980) found that
NSs are @{}orc likely to make adjustments in the:r speech to NNSs when engaged in
?kconvcrshtnons where each pcrson has information that needs to be sharcd Such

~

. exercises have been called "two-way" tasks. A one-way task refers to an activity

T
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,,
..where infotnﬂﬁtion,is transmitted by onjy one person.
| lnterhnﬁuaue Talk |

The concern with communication has recently resulted in a consideration of
language exchange or interactions between NNSs. In her Ph.D dissertation, Porter
(1983) examined the language prodiced by» pairs of adult learners (of ES.L.) in_
task-centered discussions. The subjects were twelve Spanish speakers representing

®
two proficiency levels of English (intermediate and advanced) and six NSs.of
English. Each subjc‘ct participatcd.in separate discussions with a person from cach
of the three levels. This design allowed Porter to .co"mparc imje.rlanguag'c-talk with
NS-NNS cony;rsations, as well.as look for diffcrcnécs across proficit_:n'cy 'lcvcl‘s.

In terms of quantity of speech, the learners produced more tz;lk with other
learners than with NS partners. In addition, learners produced more talk with
advanced-level than with intcjm?@iqto-le\'cl partners, The number of grammatical
errdrs, lexical errors ahd"‘.l"tl;é'siarts did not differ significantly across contexts,
which contradic_ts ‘the ;otio_n that learncrs. a:c more careful and accurate wﬁh NSs.
However, Porter did find that NNS speech was about three tiﬁcs as "faulty” as NS
specch. Importantly, Poftcr found z;n extremely loyw frequency of‘ miscorrections
by learners of each o(hcrs' errors. This finding suggests that learners do not.
reinforce error patterns .i.n conversations'with each other.

tnteractional kfcatures of discussions were also examined. Under the
hcading "reﬁair" these featurcs included confirrhation,chccks, eompr‘chcnsion
checks clanf:cat:on rcquésts, vcnﬁcanon of meaning, dcfmmon requests and
indications of lexical uncertainty. No sxgmf:cant dlffcr&& were found in the
amount of repair used by NSs and learners. Within the two prof:cnc’ncy lcvcls!“n
was found that learners repaired more sequences wiih intcrmcdia_tc stud_cﬁt’s than "
with ad\'/axiccd oncs..-'Thcsc data suggested that learners are capable of negotiating

repair in a2 manner similar to NSs at both levels of proficicnqy. Porter also found

"that learners made similar numbers of "appeals for assistance”, whether talking to -

'S
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NSs or other learners.
f wOvcrall. it was concluded that.NNS-NNS communication islbcncficial, if
“accurate language models ar‘c also available; ‘Although learners cannot always
provide cach other with accurate grammatical and sociolinguistic input, they are
able to offer each othér genuine communicative practicc, including the negotiation
of meaning (which iS thought to aid second language acquisition).

Va‘ronis and Gass (1985) compared intcrlapgubagc talk in fourteen NNS-
NNS dyads with conversations of‘ four NS-NNS dyads and four NS-NS dyads.
They hypothesized that there would be diffcrcnccs,with respect to negotiation
when thcre was an actual or potential breakdown in communication. The NNSs
were from two different fi;st langu_agc backgrounds (Spanish and Japanese) and
from th differcr(\-t‘v'icvcls of an intensive Engllish program. The number of "non-
understanding” routines which were mdncatwc of a lack of comprchcnsnon and _

which led to ncgotnatnon of meaning through repair sequences were tabulated. A

greater frcqucncy' of negotiation sequences were found in NNS-NNS dyads than in.

those involving NSs. Most negotiation occurred when NNSs were from different

pro(:icicncy levels and from diffcrcﬁt first language backgrounds. Based on these
findings, Varonis and Gass argue for the value of NNS convcrsati_dns as a non-- .
_ threatening context in which lcarnérs can practice language skills and make input
comprehensible through negotiation.

A problcm wnth this study is th:: claim that negotiation (mdcxed by numbcr
of non-understanding routmcs) serves to provide the learner with comprchcnsnblc
input. No mention was made as to whether the speaker communicated the -
intended message aftcré nonf-undcrstanding occurred. Altho'ugh brcakdowns in
communication may provide learners with practice opportunities, more evidence is
needed to support the claim that the learner has indeed received comprehensible

. o L . - el
input and that these interactions facilitate language acquisition. It may be useful

to investigate communication breakdowns in task-centered @iscussions with

5Y
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expected outcomas. in order to determine whether the listener has actually
understood the message. .

The issua of task type is less clear in NNS inte‘ractions than NS-NNS§
conversations. boughty and Pica (1984) found thata two-way task generated
sngmﬁcantly morc ncgotnatlon work T:a small group setting than a one-way task
However, Gass and Varonis (1985) looked for differences in frequency of
negotiation across thc two task types and found no significant differences. They
did find, hoWever, that on a second tnal the amount of negotiation work
decreased. Thcy havc suggested that ;ask familiarity, type of task, role of

;

mtcrlocutors and :sex of dyad appear to play a part in how learners ncgotmte As
in their carhcr study, they argue for. thc usefulness of NNS NNS conversations as
a means for ncgotxatmg input. In addition, they suggest that the input will Be
‘;norc meaningful to learners biccausc‘of their involvement in the negotiation o
.process.

Schwartz (1980) analyzed co'nvcrsatigns between six advancharncrs of
English from different language backgrounds and diffcr.cnt proficiency levels. IShc
invéstigated lbra\«@wns of understanding and described _thc type of repair tactics
which occurred in these conversations. Schwartz found repair to iavolvc
negotiation bctwécn specakers who were altcmpting to achieve ‘undcrstandin'g with
both vt_:rbal and extralinguistic pracesscs. The repairs included self-initiated and
othca-ini@}ed corrections. ‘It was concluded that l:éajr}‘hcrs help to teach each other
and therefore make gobd convérsationa}/partncrs.

\ e

Overall, the rescarch findings on interlanguage interactions-support the
¢laim that NNSs benefit from interacting with other NNSs anq suggest the
following: 1) learners get more practice whca conversing with other NNSs tha?x in
NS-NNS interactions and they are just as accurate (Porter, 1983); 2‘) learners are
capable of repairing sequences ax;d ;in doing so gain practice in negotiating

meaning (Portér, 1983; Schwartz, 1980; Varonis and Gass, 1985); 3) NNSs negotiate
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more when thcnr NNS partners are from a different first Ianguagc background and
i
a different proflcicncy levgl (Varonis and Gass, 1983; Porter, 1983); 4) two- “way
tasks appear to promote a greater amount of negotiation (Doughty and Pica, l984;
but gf. Gass and Varonis, 1985); anci finally, 5) it also appears that task familiarity
decreases the amount of negotiation (Gass and V‘aronis, 1985).

Although few studies have been based on NNS-NNS interactions,
researchers generally agree that second language _Icarncrs gain language practice
and are able to negotiate meaning (through the use of interaction features, non-
understanding .Wnd repair) in con\(crsations with other learners.’

F. éommunlcatlon Strategies .

An arca related to repair is communication stratcgy, though Tarone (1980)
has suggcstcd that repair is the broader term, This is because repair is focused on
the discoursal rules for who corrects whom, when, and the correction of form as
well as content, while research on communication strategics has been concerned
largely with the ways the lcgrncr attempts to transmit intended meaning. Ellis
(1985) has suggested that second language lcam?rs can elicit comprehensible input.
through the use of cdmmunicatic;;l strategies.

The tcrm "communication stratcgy was coined by Selinker (1972) ta
account for a class of errors made by sccond languagc learners. These errors were
rcgardcd as a by-product of an attempt to cxprcss meaning in spontancous specch
whcn the $tudent had a limited grasp of the target languagc (Corder, 1981). |

Communication strategies dre used to compensate for difficulties in
. communication. These difficulties arise as a function of inability to rccal) an idea
or form.Al‘ack of knowledge of vocabulary, and misundcrsta_ndings. The us.e of

@ .

communication strategies by second language learners reflects communicative
) . ) .
competence in the target language and creates the conditions for comprehensible

input. A distinction is made between strategies desighed to solve problems of

speech production ag opposed to speech reception. Speech producuon ha becn the
. N . » .

r
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major focus of research, while receptive communication has received little P
attention (but cf, Carton, 1971).

Communication strategies are used by NSs as well as second language XR}” ‘

learners, because of an inability to use the language perfectly in all situations.
Also, NSs are required to "simplify” their speech in a number of contexts (eg., -

!
speaking to children, NNSs, the mentally retarded).

Most research on communication strategies has focused on the
v .

¥

identification and classification of s_;rategics‘ in producing lexical items (eg., Facrch
and Kasper, 1980; Tarone, 1977; Var;?ii, 1973). A few studies have invcst;gutcd
the factors .affccting choice of communication strategies (eg., Bialystok, 1983;
Paribakht, l9'35).

’ V‘aradi'(l973) isolated three types of communication str'atcgics used by

Hungarian learners of English on a written translation task. He investigated the

strategies employed when learners experienced a “hiatus” in their interlanguage
. > -

rcpcrtbirc. Varadi found that the learners replaced the meaning or form of the
intended message by using other items which were part of their interlanguage

‘'system or by reducing the meaning on a formal or functional level.

Tarene-(1977) chose nine intcrmc'di‘atc ES.L. students from a variety of -

first language backgrounds to describe a picture to‘NSs of English. The data were
analyzed in order to dctcrmitlnc the various communicatiop strategies and to find i‘f
* there was any correclation of preferred strategies with the fisst language
.background of the learner. Based on observations and reports of behavior from
thc subjects, Tarone identified the follogng five basic strategies. These wcrcr/l
avoidance, paraphrasg, transfer, appeal for assistance and mime. Tarone also
stressed the importance of eliciting data in both the native language and the target
language, in order )to avoid thc— assumption that an individual was using an

avoidance strategy simply because s/he produced less data.

Ta‘ronc found that individuals cghit?ited preferences for certain types of

A
1



strategies and not for others, but that this preference did not *pend on the

57

students’ native language. She concluded that first language backaroﬂd did n’ot‘

L.
bias an individual toward particular strategy use and further suggested that
personality may correlate highly wnth strn@:gy preférghce.
In a later paper Tarone (1981) defines communication strategies as a "

" mutual attempt of two interlocutors to agree on a meaning in situations where
requisite meaning structures do not seem to be shared” (p. 65). .Thus' e
communication strategies are seen as attempts to bridge the gap between the
Iinguisti.c knowledgefol‘ the eecohd 1lan.guage leainer and the linguistic knowledge
of the interlocutor in commumcatrve situations. In additl‘on communicat'ion |
strategies are seen as cooperatwe in nature' they involve negotiation of the message
where both the learner and the mterlocutor are aware of & communication problem,

whtch they attempt to solve on a cooeeratlve basis. i

Tarone does not specify how a leakner uses the strateg:es 1dent|’l‘;;g:l in hcr

They suggest that the learner may make use of a strategy

pa'rtner that s/he is experiencirxg difficulty.

=

psycholmgunstrc defrnmon of communication strategics as ﬁ! ally consc:ous‘
plans l*or solving what to an individual presents itself as a;,gl’iéleé |r_| rQ’ﬁchins a | ;,,‘
particular communicative goal” (o. 36). No claims are mad{i:,'ﬁéls the cooperatwc . ?'f:‘
. ‘ o : I
nature of communication strategies; that is, the str;tegies. ‘t; 'trd@!may be . ¥ o ‘
cooperative but this iga sufficient not a. necessary criteré" crnterlQn Ol' :\Z;
. her the learner "’\‘

1N



the issue is to determine how the learner uses limited knowledge to cope in various

communication situations.

V]

Faerch and Kasper (1983) categorize communication ‘étratcgics into
subtypcs.; A distinction is made between strategics aimed at solving pro}:lcms in
regeption and in production. At the production level, two major types of
coI::wnication strategies are identified: reduction and achievemgent strategies. ,

~R'cdpction strategics are tsed by learners to avoid problems by reducing
their communica'tivc goal. The+earner may reduce the message cither l‘ormally by
changmg the structure, or functionally by avoiding topics, abandoning t/
message, switching to)pxcs or avmdmg initiating acts. |

Achlcvcmcnt strategies are attcmpts by the learner "to solve proéi;{ns)n
commumcanon by cxpandmg his communication resources..., rather than by
rcducmg his communicative goal" (p. ;5) Achncvcment strategies include: 1) f:rst
language (L1) based strategies such as code switching (sometnmcs rcfcrrcd to as

"

borrowing or languagc sw;tch), forenghum*@nd literal translation; 2) second A

language based strategies (sometimes rcferred to as mtcrlanguagc strategies'’) such

L]
.

avs gcnerq‘lization, paraphrase, word coinage and restructuring; 3) non-linguistic
strategies such as mime, gesture and sou"nd imitation? and 4) cooperative strategies”
such as appeals for assistance. | |
Several researchers have used the communication strategies defined by
either Tarone (1977) or. Faerch and Kasper.(1983) in an attempt to determine the
i'actors influencing strategy use. : \
” . 'Stuteg;' Use - N

Bialystok (19813) focused on the achievement strategies used by second
3 .
language learners when they had a gap in their vocabulary. Subjects were tixteen
. . 8 k] I
grade twelve students and fourteen aduflt Engliﬂy‘Canadian learners of French who

4
gavc instructions to Frcnch NSsm a picture reconstructlon task No fecdback ‘was

T

given by NSs. For each subject, a fngurc was calculated to represent the average
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‘number of distinct communication strategies that were reCruitedffor cach’ unknown

o

- target rtcm Bnalystok found that’ the more advanced students used strategtes based

m the‘“sccond language -and that thermost efl'ecttve strategnes were those that

" tdcnttﬁed functtonal and/or physxcal features of the mtended cd’ncept In

- sunge.sts that chough use of approprrate strategnes IS an tmportant aspect for

' commumcatt g in an tmperfectly lea.rned language. thlS abrl;ty is not separate l‘rom"
.

. }.'h\v.

‘strategy use: may he lmked to personaltty ' : o ‘ f

vv'of Morodt:an A«rabtc as.a second

&
addmon, overall, strategxes were more effecttve when the NNS had a greater

r

l‘ormal control over thc target language Based on these fmdmgs,,,,Bxalystok

<

[y

' l‘ormal;control over the_ language In olher words, sccond language learners ata

high'prol'.icienc,y leyel perl‘ormcbetter not only because of their strategy use but as -

a result of higher-overall competence. ot
In a study focusing on conversatiOns between NSs and eight Danish le‘rne.r_s
i

of Engllsh Haastrup and Phlllnpson (1983) m.vesttgated strategy el‘fectweness and

stratégy preference NNS subjects attended three dtl‘.l'erent schodls and were

§ pursumg d‘tfferent academtc goals ‘In order to evaluate thc extent of effectnvencss

of dtfferent types of strategles learner profnles were establlshed for eaeh

.conversatton Thg‘numbe; of commumcatton dtsruptxons and the type and

l‘requency of achxévement strategtcs employcd were calculated Haastrup and

; 'Phl“UDSOﬂ S frndtngs conftrm those of Bxalystok strategres based m the second

,,h language w&e ‘the mOSt el'fxc:ent The type ol‘ school attended wnth its partlcular

2 y

amtude§ norms and teachcr expectatlons dld not appear to dtctate the use of

o3

parttcular strategies. le_e_ Tarone (l977), {aastrup an’(Phlllupson suggest that

»

. v
_Two addmenal stud:es tnvesttgatmg t‘actt)}/mfluencmg choice ol‘

'~commumcatton strategtes should be menttoned Fahkn (1984) and Paribakht (l985)

: '_In the l‘tr‘st study, Fahkn collect&d-ita on twelve narrattves t“r‘bm an aduft learner
lan

N
commumcatton strategtes and narratwe dtscourse features ‘was exammed The
A B . AT

A .
: ’ £ - . . =

age Thc relatxonshxp between appltcatron of .
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fmdmgs mdxcatcd ‘that the subjcct rcsortcd toa rnbcr of strategies to
compensate for llngUlSth ‘deficiencies and that thc application of thesc stratcgncs
.was not random but constramed by narratxvc dnscourse fcaturcs In othcr words. ‘
© strategy. choncc may be affected by thc type of task performed with thc language.
ln a larger study, Paribakht (1985) investigated theﬁ,rrclattonshtp between

| use of commumcanon strategies and spcakcrs prof:ctcncy lcvcl The task was a

| onccpt 1dent1ftcat1bn exercise with twcnty native speakers makmg up a control

/

group SUb]CCtS were Persian ES.L. students from an mtcrmcdnatc and an

*

advanced levcl (twenty in each group) Results of thc analys:s rcvcalcd that all

three groups used the same types of communication strategies but ‘dil‘fcrcd in their
relative freqticncy of use. Paribakht/suggcsts that as learners become more
~proficient in the target language, ‘thely rely less on certain strategies (eg., m/'uf\c)

and adopt others (cg circumlocution).
______‘__J-——-.—————————

Fmally, a study on the class oom sjituation has previded us w:th some

msxght mto the rolc of commumca ion strategies in teacher- student. mtcractlons

/

Elhs (1985) cxammed the interact ons betwccn a tcachcr and two pupils overa

nme mon-th penod In addition t cxamtmng the mtcracttonal features of the
‘h

tcacher S spcech “Ellis looked at thc learncrs usc of commumcanon strategies in
terms df the. dnstmctlon betwecn reductnon and achtcvcmcnt bchav:or
Rcductnon behavnor was dcfmcd as the learncr mtssmg a turn optmg out of the .
, .
task by s'aying "no" or "I don't know", topic switching or tmntatmg the tcachcr s
| previous uttcrance at an mappropnatc tnmc Achtevcmcnt bchavnor mvolvcd the
learner’s use of the first langu3gc mmt,e,c rcqucsts for assistance and gucssmg
Elhs hypothcsxzcd that rcductxdn bchavnwwould be more; prcvalcnt in the

"n oy
arhcr stagcs but found that only one gf th?; tWo stddcnts rcsortcd to sngmhcantly
& _
. more rcductlon bchavnor m those stagcs Thc othcr pupxl gave. uptas much in.the
later sessions as thc carly ones. Ellis suggcsts that commumcatton stratcglcs arc

- not only uscd to obtain comprchcnsxblc mput & may be thc rcsult of pcrsonalnty’ ,

13
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. ‘strategies is adohtc

SEENLTN
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The work on communication Stratcgics can be summarized as follows: 1)
sccond languagc learners use commumc:‘tlon strategies to compensatc for

breakdowns m commumcatton thcrcby creating the condmons for comprch ns:blc

Mmput 2y commumcatnon stratcglcs based 4n the sccond‘ language appear 40 be morc

efﬁcnent than thosc based in thc l‘nrst language (Bialystok, 1983; Haastrup and
Phnllupspn, 1983);:3) the effectiveness of strategies is also depcndcnt on the B

learners’ fqrmal mastery of the languagc (Bnalystok 1983) 4) the type of task used

?

- to elicit strategies may dnctate their usc (Fahkri, 1984), 5) strategy use varjes wnth

the profncxcncy lcvcl of the leamcr (Panbakht 1985); and Finally, 6) the' use of

communication strategies may bc related to pcrsonahty (Elhs 1985; Haastrup and-

. Phillupson, 1983; Taronc, 1977).

" , ,
Most of the studies-on. communication strategies have examined the

mﬁtches learncrs use in conversations w:th NSs Howcver, COmmunication

, betwecn NSs and NNSs is oftcn dxstortcd as the NS tcnds to. dommate the

- e

convcrsations A lot of mformatnon can bc obtamed on thc NS’s forcxgncr talk but

a4

relatively lxttlg en the lcarner s use of. commumcatnon stratcgncs Somc of the
studicshave_ovcrc_omc these problcms by usmg Onc-wa-ytajsks(eg., plclure
dcscnptxon, narration and concept ndcntnfxcatxon). whcrc thalcarncr has the
information to communicate. If an xntcrac.txonal defmmon of communication
Itwo-u)aya tasks which takc into account both spcakcrs

4
initiations an¥ rcsqonscs should be cmploycd _Since commumcatton strategies are

’used to compcnsaté for lmpcrfcct knowlcdgc, thcy may be of partlcular importance

¥

‘whcn NNSs are rcdluxrcd to talk to one anothcr in the targct languagc Howcver
an ovqrem‘phams oh communication strategies and.the mtcractxons bctwecn sc-cond

“language learfiérs may develop strategic competence at the expense of linguistic

o ! R f
e , : ‘ ’ !

: |
N v -
Thcrc ha becn rcscarch pomtmg to some of the other disadvantages of

competence.

NNSQNNS mtergctg_ons as Wctl Harlcy argi ‘Swain (1977), in thcn_r study on Ercnch

./' *



- immersion programs in Canada, have suggested that NNS input may be rcsponsnblc
for the development of classroom dialects. Althoug‘h it has been shown that o
second language learners benel‘?it‘from g‘riiupwork, teachers must exercise caution
and be aware of both the advantages a_nd ‘disadvantages.
G. Classroom Interactlon
| A number ‘of studies have investigated the interactions which go on in

'sec‘ond language classrooms (Long, Adams. McLe'an and Castenos, 1976; ‘Long and
Sato, 1983 Pica and Doughty, 1985; White and Lrghtbown l984) Thcse studtes
further support the claim that group work is benel‘rcral to students

Long, Adams, McLean and Castenos (1976) compared speech samples from
two teacher led discussions to speech from two small group d+scussrons all on the

¥

same toplc SubJects were adult ES.L. students in an mtermedrate level class in

Mexico. Botl{(\quantrty and qualrty of speech were examrned Qualrty was
' measured as th\ e\variety. of communrcatrve acts (not correct form) perl‘ormed wrth
‘the language. Both the amount and the vanety of ta_lk”were l'ound to be .. ‘
significantly greater in the small groups than in the teachcr-lcd’di5cussi‘onsi e
Students not only— talked more bult used ~a"wi.c'i<er range of-speech acts in the sm‘all .
‘groups. Long and his associates suggest that given aoprooriate tasks and t‘opicsﬁ»to
vlwork wrth students working in groups are able to develop some of thefvanety ol‘

+ skills (topic nommatron, turn allocatlon, focusrng, summarrzmg and clanl‘yrng)

W’v .
whrch make up communicative compe nqe # a second language
ln a study on the form and l;:gnctron of ES.L. teachers classroom
‘ questrons Long and Sato (1983) compared teachers questrons to students wrth
| "those of NS- NNS conversatrons ‘outside of classﬂr@ms They l'ound that ES. L

J,a» Y ‘
teachers .classroom questrons were typically aimed at having students drsplay c e

knowledge ‘of materral covered in class rather than at elrcrttng referential or o

exﬁressrve ml‘ormatron Outside the class however referentral questrons were

predomrnant in NS-NNS conversatrons. Long and Sato suggest that dtsplay .
. t . &

. . - " - .
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questions do not generally lnvite learners to respond at length or to initiate topics
and thus sustain interaction. They see the predominance of display questions in

classrooms as diminishlng the value of second language classrooms as a source for
‘\‘. > ‘

" learners to obtain compre‘ﬁcnsiblc input. |
- " Long and Porter (1985) contend that although such work may be hclpl‘ul in
developmg grammancal accuracy, it is not Jikely to promote the type of

fa commumcatnon skxl,ld needed outside classrooms Thcy suggest the use of group
4

’»‘1, work as éa;( ltcrndtxvc

-

-

LA ,\Vhlte and Lightbown (1984) further showed that teachers in four ES.L.

b
‘classes ina sccéndary school near Mo"ntrcal asked thir.tccn times as many questions

as students did and rarely gave sufficient time for students to respond. From
«”/
' obscrvatxons of content. classrooms Flanders (1970) found that a typical tcachcr

e

t%ll'cs for at least hall‘ thc class'period. This leaves students thh httle available ~

‘ practxce time. - Long and Porter (1985) suggest that group work would help to &

X l"“
' change the total mdlvxdual practice time. , P
; Pica and Doughty (1985) compared teacher fronted and small group
e 'dls,cussionsv on a onc-way d;cxsnon-makmg task with data taken from a low
¥ : A . ‘ - . 5

itltcrmcdiate ES.L. ‘cla"ss. They found that 'morc ‘grammatical input was available
m thc teachcr frontcd actwmes mostly produccd by the teachers, while studcnts
\izcre equally’ ungrammat;cal in both situations. Uncxpcctcdly, they found that

l‘lrmatnon cl;ecks. comprchcnslon checks and clarification rcqucsts were more

*’avaxlable in the tcacher fed dlscussnons However, there were l‘cw of these -

mteractnon featurcs in enthcr sxtuatlon They attribute thns fxndmg to the fact that

o ————a %

ncxther ac_tnvxty allowed for a genuine two-way exchange of mformatnon.
Self- and,pther-rebetitions were quite abundant in both situations as
compared to the othcr mteractlon features. cha and Doughty suggcst that self-
“and pther-repentxoms are not used by classroom teachers to negotxate mcamng w:

asa classroom co_n,ven;lon to ensure completnon of tasks. They further suggest that

~,



Amorq stringent categories of repetition need to be developed in order to disiinguiéh‘

between classroom related moves and the negotiatéd interaction that goes on
outside classrooms. . - . v

Contrary to what they expected, Pica and Doughty found thai completions

and corrections were more typical in small group work. Students also had more

opportunity to use the target language in these situatiohs.

Based on their findings, Pica and Doughty suggest that group work is

useful for providing students with opportunities to p'iacticc the target language and

to receive feedback on their communicative effcctiyénoss but they.caution against

a steady diet of group work as restricting the amount of grammatical input to the

‘learner. In addition, students at a low level of proficiency need more teacher-

-

directed activities and iﬁstruction as they do not have sufficient language skills to
engage in discussions or in complex problcm-Svdlving ‘activitics‘v. ’

It i\as been suggested that lthc findings from the :cscarch on classroom
inté;_actions support a number of beda‘gbgiqal arguments for the use of grdup work
in second language classrooms (fbr an excellent revicv_v of - these argum{:n‘ts. see

Long and Porter, 1985). These argumc‘rits concern "the potc'ntial of group work

for\}ncrcasing the quantity of studerit talk, for improving the quality. of student

, talk, for individualizing instruction, for creating a positive affective climate’in the

classroom and for increasing student motivation” (Long and Porter, 1985; p. 207).

‘Given the enthusiasm for group work in second language classrooms today,-

teachers and researchers are beginning to ask how groups or' pairs should bcm

»

organized. Varonis and Gass (1985). have suggcstcd that sex difference may be a

vanable contnbutmg to the amount of. negotnatxon in tasks mvolvmg dyads Agc

(Mn. 1985) Fnrst

shown to make a

3 1983 Gas;. a'nd Vaﬁonzs

dnffcrcncc to thc effcctwcncss of' commumcatnon (Porter

‘)., £

1983) Sato (1981) introduced ethnicity' as an 1mportant vanablc and 1t has also

- . . L e
- . C ) ‘. . -

2 g ? ; . ‘ L
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who actively seek opportunities to use and practice the target language while the

_comparcd at the bcgmmng ﬁmd of a ,semcstcr In a second studyt Schger

»HlG’s are better agqmrers than LIG’s bccwsc they use thls interac '

_ oﬁsxde thc class.room .and ar&,,t

dkthat famnlnanty of mterlocutors may affect the pcrfomancc of

-

~ groups (Lons, Adams, McLean and Castcnos. l976) A further consndcratnon

»

‘would be the verbal styles that lcargcrs adopt in the classroom -It may be that

thosc students who actively attempt to use E_nghsh would best be grouped with

other active students. On the other hand, more reticént studénts may suffer when

paired with one another. Seliger (1978, 1979) has idcntificd two categories of
learner int;ractivc ‘styles. ) | .
Learner l.nternctlon Patterns o o - Y
' -ln@' .ctlass‘i{'obm,'EfS.l':. students typically exhibit different learning styles
aud-differcnt pﬁttcrns of interactive bc‘havior. Seliger (1977, ul‘97'8) classified
second language learners into twd qatcgorics that represented extremes of verbal 7

Ve 4

behavior in the classroom. One classification is characterized by those students.

other is based on thosc students who play a passwc ‘role.and rarely initiate -
mtcracuons ‘Those studcnts u's'mg an active mterac\tlon pattern were labelled "hlgh
mput generators"” (HIG's)Aas they make maximum yse of the target language,
thereby gcneratmg more input. The passive group wete labelled "low input

U’
gencrators™ (LIG's). Seliger hypothcsizcd that HIG's would more readily acquire
. o v

' thc sccond language than LIG's.

ln one study Seliger (1977) found that HlG's outpcrformed LlG’s on

standardﬂcd tc;ts and fleld sensmvnty» tests when results of pcrformancc were
1]

e,

EEh

[

‘(1978) found that LIG's. an ed a sngmfncantly greatcr numbcr of errors tha '

wcrc attnbuted to f:rst langpage mtcrfcrchce than HIG's. Seliger clanms tHa ;
-~ . L e

\M?t N

pcrsonahzed mpt!t thcy may noncthefcss perforg well in mtexactnon w:th HIG’

[y
£
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This may be an important consideration for teachers when small group or pair’

activit_ics are implemented in the classroom, so more research on this topic is

47 .
ncae\q-gg ' ’v“‘
H. Summary - -

[ R ‘ »

Over the last twenty “'y’c{rs, second Vlanguagg theorists and researchers have
noted a shift from "langﬁagé" 'ccntcre.d' approaches to "communication” models in
second language 'cla\ésrooms."'rhc focus of these models is on the meaningful usc
of language at all stagbs;'é)f the acquisition process. lv'-'rom.this perspective, the
meSs"agc rather than the gi';x';imatical'foi'm of language is the major consideration.
In other woi'ds, languaéc learning is scen as more than just the acquisition of .
‘grammatical structures., Rather than basing a course of instruction on s;\mplcs of
lang.uage structure, many educators s.trcss the importance of providing
communicative situations and introducing structure as it_ is neceded. The goal of
many second languagchprogran%s is thus to develop the learner’s commuﬁicativc
comp_etehcc which is made up of a) grammatical competence, b‘)'s'bciolinguiStic
c'orﬁpctencc and ¢) strategic competence. Communicativc approaches to second
langouage .tcaching involve an increase in communicative activities in the classroom
and a trend toward more recal language use.. The focus is on the interactions
’b.ctween learners and their environment and a greater emphasis is placed on the
value of group and pair activities in ciassrooms.

Second language dcquisition is dcpcn.dc,n'tu upon learners fccciving
c0mprchcnsibl¢ input. One way this can be achicveq' is through the formal and -
‘interactional spiécqh'modificatith'tl;at NSs make when addressing learners. ,,
Anbfhcr.’ \Qdy is through the negotiation features that learners use. Because of the
i_ﬁcfcas;:d amq’un‘t c‘if"ﬁroup'work.’in second la.x‘\'guagc clas§rooms, rescarchers have
qucst’ioncd \\i}ié-thér lcérners ca,n\ qbiﬂin gommc‘hcnsnibi‘c inpﬁt from one another

through the negotiation of meaning. In terms of quantity, research findings

- indjcate that learners receive more language practice in small groups than in .
L ,

L g:‘aw . . ) . -

&
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“teacher led discussions or NS-NNS interactions (Long, Adams, McLean and
Castenos, 1976; Pica and Doughty, 1985; Porter, 1983). A greater va}icty of
communicative acts occur in gr.ou;; discussions and learners engage in more
negotiati.on for mcaning in ;mﬁll groups than in NS-NNS(intcractidhs or "’tcaﬁhcr-
led activities (Long ct“al., 197:‘6; Porter, 1983; Varonis and Gass, I983)

Generally the results have been encouraging for those who wish to promote
learner-learner interactions in the classroom (but cf.' Harley and Swain, 1977).
However, additional information is needed on issues such as how groups or pairs
should be sélected, optimal size, what form and style the teacher’s own
participation should take, the structure of activities and whe;thcr or r{oi the
ﬁcgqgatiop f_’caturcs claimed to.aid second language acquisition are leading to

successful communication.
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, Find the difference’ task ‘
. ‘
> v s ‘
’ N D ' R ‘ . '
The ten differences identified inrth‘e task:by the pairs of native speakers
were: o o * . v\ “
P GRS
o f.a
‘ Discnminatlon Tagk
Sl " 4 v . N
o 1. anrplanc vs helicopter d
2. .'stop sign vs traffic light . L W .,
o & . v . . . ) o, e
3. purse vs umbrella .
T ‘ s 4. ma'in'st,rcc_t sign vs‘ one .why'sig.n
. f{ & v:, &% e ) ‘ :
o o . 5. 3 birds vs'four birds ' : o :
_Q P RaRETY ‘j)" . ' : w: .
Tiie . ,
b : . éntlon Task I SR &
s e “.mx T
o T 6y squxrrel W, 1o squxrrcl : g -
‘ o ’ . Cy ~ f
' 7.. _'flrc hydrant Vs no fll'C hydrant , , \; )
- 8, rmountains vs no mountams ,
~9. boots’vs no boots -
: : o S o7 ‘
i 10: car ligh¢s on vs car lights of f .
N ‘ o o TP :

o~
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_reading and writing, skills. Each cq.'ge lAsts eight wiks, two hours a«day'. four

ﬁmplaée’@ The abp_r,oﬁriatc level. :.--

p-Sai N . . . C AL

'Alze,rta Vocational Center

& 0 Y

S
E.S.L Continuing Education Progra ) /

§ 4 L

) KA I ¢ . .
cvq{scs are for newcomers to Ca.na::la, 17 years or older. The program has six

levels of instrug's;tion- ranging from a beginning level to an-advanced class, incldding

. » © .
preparation for TOEFL. At'the lower levels development of spoken English is «

* N " N . -
Ty W e ot . . o

As studenits become more proficicnt‘,‘ﬁﬁ}e'txmg is spent on developing

emphasized.

-
P

days agw,eck. New students are given a written test and an oral interview and
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) . . : - ot kK % v ! .
.. Q : [N
P LA . o ;‘h{ 3 .
_ SAMPLE TRANSGRIPT R
'\, A <‘vv : - ey g
Ty : Active-Active (females)
¢,: . ) ‘ i N ) ) o
: . 3
1 ! i ‘
v TR . "Find the difference" task -
e LA HEE AN o
CAg TR P

L]

SRt . Um, my picture has um a plans. -Do ydu have pgag
. 2 .\'M‘k

’ &’ nQ‘i

. F:. Yca'h, I.have top. But ‘é’i{‘atdkihdpft‘hc‘pkan¢? #) ' >Wv‘%" * S g

w,
L

J: , Oh what kind of the plage? | don’t know.,

Fi. ,‘Yog«don’t know? - ©oa o

Al B Ytﬂ:'ah.__&ﬂ : | , | i .

3

cture have a plane but it have um (w>) the plane is not*have a ()
. _ you know (gestures flying - points at arms). ’

I Wing‘.

C . ' - ‘ ' )
. F: Wing. Oh sorry. .
' 1.7 ‘ ‘Wi ’ V o - ’ S A;.‘ -~
o I ‘You,no wing? » o
»

e E: . Yea‘h\.

v o
I Thét’s di,ffcr’cn#t in my I don" think oh I thiﬁk 't_hat's wing. Yeah wing. .«
o F: q'YOu.ha;/’e wing'.i ~ ‘ |
TS J:/‘{» Yeah I have wing,. . T . | _ .
v F.. - OK, that’s one different. ,
o v J: Differemt. - ” . i
. : ’ o - ‘™ .
. ~ F: - ‘And my picture have um traffic light.
‘ 3. 7 Traffic light. "-rraffi'c light? | *
F:  Uh hm.
S You gbt' a traffic light? Oh Iéne, you mean lane or ‘light?v
' F: *No, traffic light. o ' o l;'
) ' . 1 o S o ‘ ,‘v-' ‘ f}g_.‘



J: Traffic light.
. F  Lightt ~

) 'Oh lnght No traffic lnght Oh m'y picture docsn‘ﬁmy picturcv.

e H

*‘ ‘That.’s two dnffcrcnt

. L
o N

A “ngxy gmturc Have a stop sign.
- v‘ ‘ . dow

,.
»

.Lglo" That s dnffercnt

, F:"-; Maybc I thnnk you have the stop sign but my pxcturc the sngn havc thc

:. 4 » k A ’v' :[‘ X g

¢ md - a car. ' :
W e ‘t \?". 4 7"'4“;" : - i ) .‘ ‘ ' o Y
Lt ! . j: ’hm Lo " ¢ ) ] '

:hr »

‘F: Mn,d uh m .front"

i ) 3 "But do ‘ﬁou ‘mark? That number three. .
# s F;“ .Thrcd? . )
. ,J:\u L’Ycél‘\. that the diffcrént. .I h‘avc stop sign. Ygu don't have stdp sign., so"
‘ ;'ou havc to mark. i
- F: No. You know the first one different is the planc'

< R : #

1 The plane.

F_: And rhy'p'icture have a planc_ bdt the plane js different eh?

3 Different, >

f-‘_: “TRat's one.

R Uh'hm: , Lo >
"F'  And two. You have-the stop sagn? \ |
o Uh hm.

81

S
, ., Stop sign is the um traf.ﬁc light.- And uh and besxdc the traffic hght ha;c



'J:_\

.

But my: picture have the traffic light.. *

TEE e /
N N .
So that's two different. !
A ;
- Oh two different. . A S
N

gé? hm. .. ot

,

And beside she traffic light have the car.
Yeah me too.

And the ﬁead_light of the car.

Uhhm 2 B S .
Is.on or off? - . | .
On or ofrf?. l‘ don't l.gn,qw.' I think mayb; is of f. l'l thinl: i‘s ol'f.ﬂic:\h
off. “ . . | o . : "
orr? o e
Yeah off. .
My picture: the car is on.
Yeah th<a‘t's different. ) ’
/ -9 . ,
'A"nd“my pigture have a trees. Do you have trees?
Yeah'a big-tree. ¢ ' T
And beside a trees have a sign.
My picture .too hayc a sign.
Ar_ld the sign have.. “ . i o
Main street? -
One way. !
No fhy picture don’t have a one way, just a main street.
Main street. OK. That's différent too ¢h?
Yeah.
N #
. ’
-« - .



.

.',:y«:p“—

- My .picture have no um mountains.

1

o .

4

Do you have um moun some mountain?
Some moumtain?

Yeah, )

No. I think maybe different. B

Oh different. Do you have mountain?

. »
No I haven't. ~ \

THat's different. | o

3

5
No mountain. So that's different.

And your picture the mountain is behind t
: . uf ' '
Beside. ' - .
. ’ v A i = &%‘
Beside? ‘ e
Uh hm. ‘
Oh. !

‘The car beside the mountain,.

7

My picture is nothing beside the car. No mountain, nothing.

Nothing? That different. . o
Five. T
Uh hm. . .

v n .

In my picture have a lady.-’

Lac'iy'.

" And hold

QK that’s different. Six.

83




T  j Yeah but my picture the light is o&\. YBur picturd is of [? = f |

J:  Different. . ) ST
\ * ,;;!%‘
J My picture have some birds.
F:  Birds. ! | oo ' ) L
J:  Uh huh. | ) ) | ' v
F: ”That's bird. Yeah.my picture too. One two three. Three birds.
J: Mine four.
)
F: Four? "
J: Yeidh that's different too.
. (o
F: Different too. OK. Tlgce' more. i "
J: Three more. Yeah theam mote. , e - \
N o . A \
. , . )
And my car ha“vc a bus um griver. L ) , \ \
' ‘ d ¥ \
F:  Have a driver too. Yeah. ' IR
J:., Is is two door? ‘ .\\ .
. : . . /
F: Have door? = o - , i
J.  Doors (gestures). - ; , ~ | . "
‘ g " w
F: Doors. Yeah two.
L Two doots. And two light in front of thezcar? : " ) (‘
F:  Uhhm. ¥ ' , . P
J: The samé? < :

\
‘ \

“Yeah that's different, o ‘\\ A 'W%

[

A

7

SRt i N
BT B S 1
R

*.i‘._'. . w ::A._ ;‘.{ 1" ,."‘ ° . "..‘.‘w.
Um myyicturc have-a a’mm’il. but I_glrong,t\ know how td call the animals.-

OK. The animal? P o o0 o i
R4
Yeah like. - : SR .o , e
My picture don’t have th¢ animal. 4 ' - 1
’ '



¥ 3 B L
*, e

¥ Like like the mouse but the long long tails (gestures tail). I don't knov

) » '
. how to call that. v -t e
'"F:  "OK. That's different too. )
J: You don't have animal? » ) ‘
F: Na. '
A7 Ne? Two more. ‘ ‘ 'y
R o /,__//
* . -
. g v ) ‘
F: My picture have um ground you know the ground |
@ )
‘havc the gra grass (gcsture) r ‘
.L Mrass My plcturc yeah have grass and somc
"“" ;‘ [+] . . . ) . R
grasg _ .
F: Do you have" Your picture have the grass?:, , ‘ , .
‘. . % ' : s /_'\
R Ycah sgme some grass. R y '
R 2 . 8 S i k ‘ '
I Yca_h’.‘ o S . : (0]
. - - B Y ) | % P
J: © Yeah the animal on the grass. { e
F: p‘ Oh oy picture only the grass. b‘h‘fmal.
J; ’ Yehh that's different. Oh two more. My pictyre have a sign main strect.
. . . [ P
F: ~ That's different. My picture have the o wiyssign. S,
J: * Thavs different. - - a V : ' .
. . ; : . . - )
- : -
e N My picture have a lady and sbc s walking. . '
e F: . ‘My pxcture too but my'mcmre is lady 5 ST
ST RGN O L UV Ry, W NS N 3
5»:723 . T Shc{jnwéarmg S R SEEALE B ? d ;
il \_j- ' .- e i S . o 3
gy . ‘Y \ . * PR [
Ty , 'F: ! wearl g um whlte':ﬁhnte Jackct and the white pant You know the colors
P ' ) <
ST white, A

) 'And the black boots. ’ |
F:  And the bootyum.

3 . Black.




¥

, 75, '
No,«gghé's not w;;gripg a boot, - o ' |
Blnok:fplack poots. C o Q
Oh that's different, OK. One more.

Um how bout call' that? You know when you walk around the street,

‘o

Uh hm.
Alfd you éa&r?'find I think some block when you walk around.the street.
Uh hm.:

You always find that. | don't know how to call that. You know when
’ ! v L o ' ‘

have the fire.

®hat happen? | :

The ,l’in;c and always the firesman. 'You knéw the fi)rcsﬁan?

Yeah. . ‘ | - J‘ . I

And thn"thf‘;fircsman need the »\;dtc’r. I ; o

.
i

Yeah maybe you say that's sométhing for put of the fire.

80

No the firesman you know when the firesman need some water. l7an't
h . . . L4

say. . |
Do you havg¢ that? - N : //t |
- \. . r ,/ )
Yeah. P : , , :
- . L o R e ) ‘. Z .
I don't have that. That's different.” ' R
R a . o S <
N | SRR C
. v
A S, Se,oe L ., )‘ . ) K L. —_— . V.
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. LA 2 . /
I, A-A° = {Active-Active /
. ~ S ' P ‘ ’
. v ) . 4 .
‘ L Ce N S : .
o s A-P = . Acuve"»i’,gssi.v.e_
o - " .P-P ‘= .- Passive-Passive @ .
n . . ; ‘ N S o ; o )
AL 5 . ) ar
P R ,._‘/Q ; A } e
. a v . R °u5* l,"'; B P} -
Y PR . ) . w/ll.“- L .. » o .
NNSs' ‘3= .  non-native speakers.. |
.‘ a N 2 “' R . N ’Vl: : . ‘e 0 L
", st - . R ' . :
TR v NSs ., = /native speake);s .
) . .,’/ . PBJ b . »rv\ .
oL -F1 =, . “"discrimination” task ' §
’ T2 32 "attention” task % ;.
. o B / - ‘ ‘
N ’ . B K .
1y ’/
: . . ’/'L 1
. /"’ ' ' ’ -
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\ .
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CE .
Success on Tl SRR Y
Ac,the-Act’iyé T Acﬂiré-Pass!Vg OR Péﬁsivé‘-}’#slve
* Dyad# Dyad# .- _ Dyad#- °
: Males: 1 3s 50 v 9).50 ¢
‘ 2) &S " 6) S50 C1Q ¢ 35 -
\, ‘ 1 3) 40 7) 40 iy 36
] b 4y, 3.5 . 8y 45 . 12) 25
" Females: 13) 40 17y 40 2) 30
. 4) 45 - 18) "SQ 22) 30
-y 15) 4.0 19 50 23) 30
- 16) 5.0 . 200 50 24) 20
TOTAL 3.0 315 . 250
MEANS x=413 x=468 - ¥ x=313
. | v
- 5 . ‘ j\\\\\ ‘
' 7 | SuccessonT2
=~ L
St ‘ " ActivesActive:  Active-Passive Pva‘sslve-Pa‘sslve
: _‘Dyad# Dyad# Dyad#
N D Maless 1 s s5) 2 9 2
e P2 2 6 5 . 0 1
3) s m 3 - 1y 3
e 94 8) 4 12y 2
. Females: 13) 2 . 17)- -1 21) 4
| \\~ , 4 3 18) 4 = 22) 3
[ '15) 3 19) 3 S22 3
. 16) S 20) -2 24) 1
. TOTAL. 29 24 18
! MEANS X=362 X = 3.00 X =2.25
. A\
. - - \




| ' Ty
- Total success on both tasks ®o
Active-Active = Actlvg-Passlvé Pidssive-PaséiQe
B Dyad# ° = Dyad# . Dyad#
- Males: COD8s 50 w9 10
2) 65 " 6) 100 . 10) 45 '
3 90 7 10 S 1) 60
4y 15 8 85 ~12) 45
- Females: . 13) 60 SImse o2y 10
R o 14) 7.5 L18y.90 22): 50
15) 70 S 19) 80 ‘23) &
16) 100 .2 10 24) 30
TOTAL 620 615 430
MEANS C x=175 x=7.68 . x=538
- 3 - | P . v‘



. S ‘
v R ”
.. .

Time (Persistence)(in seeondé)

Active-Active Active-Passlve ~ Passive-Passive
. 'Dyad# L Dyad# ~ Dyad# -
Males: ©1) 331 -~ 75) 386 9) 316
Ce r 2) 40 6) 445 10) 536
A 3 95 Ty 399 11) "485
S v 4) 600 . . §) 289 - 12) 260
Females: C13) 4357 17) 424 . 21) 203
, : 14) 600 18) 4s8 - 2) 3
15 25 N 19) 412 23) 420
. | 16) 600 200 450 . 24y 360
" - TOTAL - 353 . 3323 2952
. MEANS  x=44200 % = 41537 x = 369.00
Rate of Communication °
Active-Active Active-Passive l;hssive-Pissi“Ve
- @ Dyad# ‘ Dyad# Dyad#
Males: 1) 150 C 5 112 * 9): 1.00
| 2) 116 6) 131 0) 1.03
3) 156, 7 o138 11) 109
. , 4" 069 8) 156 12) . 1.07
Females: = 13) 104 17) 105 21) 156
: 14) 096 - 18) 130 22) 091
15 114 - 19) 092 23) 129
16) 131 20) 066 24), 1.04
TOTAL 936 930 899
MEANS x=117 . x=116 x=1.12




[}

x =486.75"

*" Amount of Talk .
‘ ‘Actlve-Active
"~ Dyad# . Total number  Number of words contributed
R . " of words by each participant "
Males: 5 1) 497 Al=342, A2=155
" 0 2) 514, Al =310, A2 =204
O ) a61 Al=261, A2=200
, . Y- 418 "Al=218, A2=200
« Females: 13) 452 Al=238, A2=214
' 14) 581 Al=394, A2 =187
15) 269 Al =146, A2=344
- 16) ’r 787 Al=443, A2=344
 TOTAL 3979 .
MEAN x = 497.36
' A1 = most dominant participant in A-A dyads
Active-Passive : ‘
: Dyad# Tota] number Number of words contributed
r ) _ ; ofavords by each participant
Males - 5) 432 A = 166, P = 266
6) 582 —A=270, P=312
) 549 A=318, P=236
8) \ 452 A =289, P=163
Females: 17) ~ 551 A =396, P =155 .
. 18) 597 A =315, P =282
- 19) 435 A=229, P=2
20) 296 A=143,P=153
TOTAL 3894 )
MEAN




Amount of . .
talk (cont.) . -
" Pasbive-Passive : : '
. Dyad#  Total number Number of words contributed
! - of words by each participant
“  Males: ) 316 P1=194, P2= 122
10), 554 P1=331, P2=223
1) . 528 P1=286, P2 = 242
©12) 278 P1=155, P2=123
Females: ' .- 21) 316 P1=172, P2=144
22) " 340 P1=190, P2= 150
23) , 545 - P1=305, P2=240
24) s P1=205, P2 = 168
TOTAL 3260
MEAN x=407.5

| P1 = most dominant participant in P-P dyads

/



| iy
o . Naming on T1 ‘use of the appropriate English word)
Active-Active Active-Passive:
Dyad#
Males: 1) 35. 5) 45 9) 45
2) 40 6) 5.0 10) 35
3) 45 7 4.0 11) 35
4) 45 8) 4.0 12) 30
Females: 13) 40 17) 4.0° 21) 35
, 14)- 35 18) 5.0 22) 35
i 15) 4.0 19) 45 23) 40
| , 16) 45 20), 4.5 T4 30
-  TOTAL 325 355 " 285
MEANS - x=4.06 x=4.44 x = 3.56
Naming on T2
Active-Active Actlve-Passive Passive-Passive
Dyad# Dyad# Dyad#
. 7 _
Males: 1) ~3, 5 1 9 1
)] a
2) 14 6) 3 10) 2
3) 3 .1 1) 3
4) 3 8 2 12) 1
Females; 13) 2 17) 2 21) 3
14) 2 18)- 2 22) 2
15) 2 19) 2 23) 2
h 16) 3 200 0 24) 1
TOTAL 19 13 15
x=238 © x=163

x =188 B

MEANS




- Nan\llng
Total on both tasks

us

Active-Active

Active-Passive

Passive-Passive

Dyad# Dyad# Dyad#
Males: < 1) 65(0) 5) 55(0) 9) 55(h '
’ 2) 50(0) 6) 80(0) 10) 552
3) 75(0) 7) 5.3(0.5)‘* 1) 65(15) .
4) 75(1) 8) 60(0) 12) 40(1)
Fcmales: 13) . 6.0(1) 17) 6.0(1.5) 21) 6:5(1)
‘ “14) 55(1) 18) 7.0 (0) 22) 55(05)
" 15) 6.0'(0,5) "19) 65(0) 23) 6.0(2)
L6 75(0) 20) 45(0) 24) 40(1)
TOTAL 51535 485Q2) 435100
MEANS X644 X = 6.06 x=544

o

Communication Strategleg

Active-Active .

Dyad# 1 2 3 4 13 14 .15 16 \
Superordinate term 1 0o 1 1 1 2 0 2 C
Approximation/synenym§(2) 2 2 0 3 1 1 1
Word coinage o1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

~ Description of func- 1 2. 2 1 0 0 0 3
tion .
Description of phys- 3 3 2 0 1 41) 1 3 .
ical and/or specific
features . ' .
Description of loca- 6(1) 6 6(1) 3 0 93 2 2
tion , -
Spells/writes/draws 0 1 0. 0 0 1 0 0
Non-verbal 6 2 2 2 T 93) 2 2
TOTAL 21(3) 16 15(1) 7 112) 1949 6 15

() indicates number of unsuccessful uses of communication strategies
¢



R

o

Communication Strategies

A\

\ Active-Passive .
Dyad# - 5 6 7 8 17 18 19° 20
Superordinate term ', 0 2 1 0 1 1 1 1
Approximation/synonyry 0 1 3 "3 3 s 0 21
Word coinage \\ 0 0 o' o0, o0 0 0. 0
Description of func- " 2 3 2 D) 4 0 0
tion ' - .
‘Description of phys- S 3 3 2 1 3 4 2
ical and/or specific :
. features . -
Description ofloca- - * § ] 5 351 6 1 7
tion ‘ ‘
Spells/writes/draws 0 0 1 0 10 0 0
Non-verbal S 7 3 6 51 4 1 1
TOTAL 17 21 18 ' 15 173) 23 7 131

() indicates number of unsuccessfol uses of communication strategies

i
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S0

. Commun];atlon‘Strateglu

- 'Passive-Passive .
Dyad# - | 9 10 1 12 2 2 23
Superordinateterm 1 2 22) 0 A1y - b W) 20
Approximation/synonymy 1 2 53 o0 1 1 1 1
Word coinage 6o 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0
Description of furfy 1 6(5) 2 1 1 1 21 0
tion :
Description of phys- 2 AN 31 1 1 0 11
ical and/or specific )
features - . :
Description of loca- 331D 62 0 S5 I 42 3
tion ' -
Spells/writes/draws 0 21y 0 0 0 1 0 0
Non-verbal 233 92 k} 7_:(2) 4 0 1
TOTAL \ 10 2011 27(9) S 174) 7 94 B8

() indicates number of unsuccessful uses of communication strategies



No strategies on T1

Active-Active Active-Passive Passlv&h'sslve
ﬂ‘d‘: ~ Dyad# Dyad#
Males: ) 10 5) 00 . 9 00
2 0S5 6) 00 10) 10
, ! 3) 00 7 05 1) 00
4 05 8) 05 12) 1.0
Females: 13) 05 - 17) 05 - 21) 00
14) 0.0 18) 0.0 22) 1.0
15) 0.5 *19) 0.0 23) 05
- 16) 0.0 .20y 0.0 24) 1.00
TOTAL 3.0 1.5 4.5
No strategies on T2
Active-Active Active-Passive Passive-Passive
Dyad# Dyad# Dyad#
. Males: 1) 00 5) 30 9) 3.0
2) 30 6) 00 10) 3.0
3) 00 7 20 11) 1.0
4) 1.0 8) 10 12) 3.0
Females: 13) 20 17 10 21) 1.0
14) 00 18) 1.0 22) 3.0
15) 20 19) 00, 23) 10
16) 00 200 20 24) 20
TOTAL 80 100 17.0




/ '
Tot;lnosmuglesonbommks,
Active-Active Active-Passive Passive-Passive
' Dyad# Dyad# Dyad#
Milex: . ) 10 5) 30 9 30
2). 38 6 00 10) 4.0
3) 00 7 28 1) 1.0
: 49 15 8 15 12) 40
Females: _13) 25 17 15 21) 10
14) 00 18) 10 2) 40
:15) 25 19) 00 23) 1S
7 16) 0.0 20) 20 . 24) 30
TOTAL' . 110 1.5 218

&~
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Order of task solution for natlve speakers

" The order of solution rs puesented for the discrimination and attentron task problems by |
16 NS dyads » A

. Each entry in the table rcfers to the total number of palrs solvmg that. problem inthe order
given. ‘ : . }
Discrimination task '

v

airplane “stop sign.  main street . 3birds purse
“helicopter © trafficlt  oneway .  4birds  umbrella -

Order -
- 1st
‘2nd

- 3rd-
- 4th

- Sth

.. . 6th
8th

~ %th
10th

. - / :
OO O~ NO U
OO O MW N WN A
-0 oW e NN W W

OO N A N O W

:Attentlon tésk -

2

- fire '_:_,"squir‘rél, mbunfainS' - car - ' b'ootsA
" hydrant . - T lignts .

Order
o 1st
~2nd
. 3rd
oo ath
—  Stho
* 6th
7th
8th
o
10th -

u:u-w»-u © = »-aj,.-:‘oo N




°'/f | <m‘\ o o ‘ T

Order of task solution for nonsmative speakers

, The order of solutuion isopresented for the discriminatio and attention task problems by -
I NNS dyads. Each entry in the table refers to the total number of psairs solving that prob-

| lem in the order given. . ~

f e * Disrimination task_

| - . N

‘ ) ;
i airplane , stopsign. main street 3 birds “purse
e ' helicopter ~ trafficlt -~ - one way 4 birds umbrella

% ! _ Order
; 1st
2nd”
“3rd
_4th .
5th
6th
7th

;“ f- 8th

(SEEY ]
[ d
E -

t

=N OOO‘NjC'?,-—-m-t.)*L;J

t.doo-'-.-au-‘:-w.—u:

— OO<ON—-N‘M,‘\IM.—‘-

\QooQurqt.a:?:,\xLﬁ
\

Voo oo o w~

sl

Attention task /

fire squirrel - mountains - car /- boots
- hydrant " lights -
Order " )

Ist

2nd

3rd

4th

% Sth

1 6yh
© . Tth
8th

9th
10th

NOT
SOLVED | . - .

i
— e N

(=T o B S =R T - N e R ]
BN =t o DD e - OO

LWl PO WaND =~ o
.

Qlo S w W L W e

p—t
W
) -
&S




