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ABSTRACT

A study investigated success and efficiency ©f second
language learners at varving proficiency levels in communicating
intended meaning, including examination of factors contributing to
communication breakdown and delay. Three groups of adults (native
English-speakers and low- and high-proficiency learners of English as
a Second Language) performed concept identification tasks for both
concrete and abstract concepts. The groups were egually successful in
communicating concrete concepts but not abstract concepts. Abstract
concepts required more linguistic and cultural knowledge and
grammatical accuracy, knowledge of discourse rules, and development
of meaningful contexts were often more crucial in communicating them.
In addition, constituent features of Concrete concepts are generally
visual and support adreement more easily. It was also found that the
speaker was more likely to fail if the interlocutor did not
participate actively by asking questions, rephrasing and repairing
speaker utterances, rearranging clues, and synthesizing examples to
obtain a pattern of meaning. Efficiency of communication was alsc
found to be greater for concrete than for abstract concepts,
attributed to several factors. Errors made within a context were
found less distracting to interlocutors than errors in single
significant words. Results suggest that negotiation of meaning is a
necessary lingquistic skill for second language learners. (MSE)
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INVESTICATING THE COMPLEXITIES OF COMMUNICATION
IN A SECOND LANGUAGE

TAUEREN PARIBAKHT
University of Ottawa

ABSTRACT

This study was an attempt 10 explore the success and efficlency of
second language lesrners at different target language levels in com-
municating their intended mesnings. The study included an exeminstion
of the factors contributing to learners' communication breskdowns and
delay in the communication process. Thres Eroups of adult subjects
{native speakers, high proficlency ESL speskers, and low proficiency
ESL speskers) were exposed to o conceptidentificstion task. The
results of the study lend suppert to the proposition that o primary
goal of L2 tesching should be developing the lesrners' survival skills
for the negotiation of mesming in communication situstions. Students'
success in petting the message across should also be given evaluationsl
priority aover grammaticsl sccuracy at the esrly stages of L2 learning.

This study was an attempt to explore the success and efficicney of second
language learners at different target language (TL) proficiency levels in
communicating thelr intended meanings. The study included sn examination
of factors coniributing lo learners' communication breskdowns and delay in
the communication process.

Two hypotheses (11) were tested in the study:
The first H predicted that speakers differ in terms of their success in
conveying their intended meanings as & function of their proficiency level
in the TL.
The second H claimed thst speskers differ in terms of the number of
Communication Strategies (CS)1 they use in conveying their mesnings,
irrespective of the type of CS they use. ss & function of their proflciency
level in the TL.

1 Communication stretegies have been defined as mesns/tocls thet .2
speakers use to compensste for geps in their knowledge of the second

janguage.
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Method

There were three groups of 20 adult subjeets each: two groups of Persian
ESL students at two distinct levels of TL development, and a8 comparison
group of native speskers (NS) of English.

The Mchigan Test of English Language Proficlency ‘and the IEA (inter-
nationsl Educational Achievement) Test of Proficlency in English ss =&
Foreign Lsngusge were used to determine the subjects’ Jevels of grammati-
cal and oral proficiency respectively. On the bdasis of the results (see
Appendix A), two groups of ESL students at two different levels of TL
proficiency were chosen for the study. Group 3 ((3) were the native
speakers, Group 2 ((i2) the high proficlency ESL speskers, and Group 1
{C1) the jow proficiency ESI speakers.

Task

The communicative task designed for the study was a conceptidentification
task, comprising 20 concrete concepts (eg.. pomagranste, abacus, seesaw
snd lantern) and sbstract concepts {(eg.., courege, pride, flattery and
fate).

The task i{nvolved oral interaction between the subjects snd their NS
interiocutors with subjerts communicating the concepts of interest.

In order to make the communicative task ss close as possible to s res!
cotinunication situation, each subject had s different interlocutor in order
to avoid the subjective judgment of the same interlocutor as to the amount
of information that s/he considered sufficlent for the conveysnce of the
target items.

Procedures

In the case of concrete nouns (CN}, the pictures of the target items, and
in the cose of abstract nouns (Al), the target words were put on separate
cards and were presented to 8ll subjects in the same order. The subjects
were then asked to try to communicate the target concepts, without using
the target words, to their interlocutors. A communication gop was, there-
fore, crested between the subjects and their inierlocuters te elicit the
purposeful. crestive, suthentic snd unpredictable communication (features
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of ren! life communication outlined in the lNterature, ep., Johnson 1977).
Interaction between the subject and the interlocutor continued until the
interiocutor identified the target concept. or one of the parties gave up.

All interactions were tape recorded and then transeribed for subse-
quent analyses.

Results
Success

The enalysis of the success rate of the subject groups in communicating
the target concepts was done primarily by a simple count of each subject's
frequency of successful communication. An snalysis of variance was then i
conducted on the mesn scores of the groups.

Table | shows that while groups were equally successful in communica-
ting concrete concepta, (F (2,57) = 1.29, n.s,), they differed in the suc-
cess of their communicetion of gbstract concepts, (F (2,57) = 12.71, p <
01; Newman Keuls, p < .05).

Tuble 1. Summery for between group differences in success

CN Set AN Set

Success n.s. Qs >0C2>GL "

e

*p <.8

The results clearly indicated that AN were more difficult for the
learners to communicate than were CN. The dats were examined in an
sttempt to clarify in what way(s) AN were more cheallenging to the lesrn- !
ers. The analysis showed that An demanded more linguistic snd cultural
knowledge from the speakers and that, in general, grammatical accuracy,
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knowledge of discourse rules and devolopment of meaningful contexts were
often more crucial to the communication of AN than to that of CN.

The following two examples demonstrate that in communicating CMN
speakers could simply name the features of the target items or use simple
phrases to describe them, without necessarlly having to put them in gram-
metically well-formed sentences. In the case of AN, however, syntactic
accuracy and development of & meaningful context were often important for
their communication.

Example 1:

"1t's a mythical - well, religious figure - with two wings --
young -- usually chubby. young -~ wings”". (chcrub)

Example 2:

"It's o qusality of somebody who 1s fearless, who te - who doss a lot of
things that may be even dangerous without hesitation, who couldn't
hesilste to - even become killed in some - something that he bolieves
in, would go ghead in the front row." {courage)

The second resson that the communication of AN was more difficult
than that of CN is that the constituent festures of CN are visus!; there is
generally more agreement about the constituent festures of CN than about
those of AN. An interlocutor could build up s visua! image of a given
concrete target item on the basis of the clues recelved from the speaker.
In the case of AN, however, the semantic components are not only invisi-
ble but also may carry socisl and cultural velues of its speech community.

The invisibility of the gemantic features of AN may affect their com-
munication In at least two ways:

(1) Speakers may not clearly know the semantic components of certain
AN and nay not, therefore, dbe able 1o isolate sll their constituent fes-
tures. There may even be misconceptions about the precise meanings of
these items. /his problem was evident in the dats of this study. In exam-
ple 3 below, the subject was describing the terget word martyrdom ss @
synonym for death, and did not meke s distinction between the two con-
cepts. Since the other essential semantic component of the concept (ie..
's cause') was missing from the description, the interlocutor was 'lost' and
could not finally identily the concopt,

Example 3:

8: A fsmous person . . one sgid . . I'm sorry , . he's died .
what were, what kind of word you use in 8 fsmous man. instead
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of die? Because it's a . . it's impolite . . t's not a good word
"die™ . . what, what did, what do you ss*ﬂ

I:  You meen instead of death. You don‘t say death you say
. « .« Why don't you say death?

8: Yes desth. What did you ssy instead of death?

1: A word that means the same as death?

5: For exsmple, in ermy . . famous officer is died. In
newspsper, when you read whst kind of word instead of "die"
thot have this meaning, die . . death?

I:  Why don’t you use die? I, I guess our newaspapers would just say
he died.

§: Yes. It's used to only die . . every person is died.
1. Yes. But why wouldn’t you use desth, like . .

S: Yes. Another one. {martyrdom)

{2) The second way in which the invisibility of the features of AN may
affect thelr communication is that a definitlon or & context provided for the
communicstion of a given abstraet concept may reflect a pumber of ralevant
concepts. In this study, as seen in exsmple 4, unless the subject was
capable of focussing on, and specifying the aspect of the context rolated
to the target concept, either the communication was prolonged or it beeame
almost impossible for the interlocutor to fdentify the target concept.

Example 4:

§: Suppose You want to go to the unknown land, you re 8
person with T You have a

1: You went to find out sbout this?

§: Yes.

I Curious?

§: No. You don‘t know where, where is that place and you want to
go to the place for discovering and ... For exasmple you want to
go to the forest, There sre meny many animals on there ... but
you. you don't afraid of them you have s 2

I: An objective, purpose. feur? I'm trying to think of words that
would fit into that.

5:  You want to fight with a ... 8 .,. with elephant, for example.
You krow he is stronger thsn you, but you want fight them.
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I: Stubborn, stupid.
S: No.
I: I'm driven. I don't know. (courage)

Another factor thet can seriouly affect the communicstion of AN is
that, os mentioned previously, many of these concepts carry different
socis] and/or cultural values for different apeech communities and may,
therefore, have certain connotations snd associations for the ESI, speskers
which are not shared by the Interlocutors. This adds, therefore, to the
complexity of the construct of AN and may make it harder for the spenkers
and NS interlocutors to reach agreement on the mesning of some of those
concepts. Of course, Cli may also have different connotations and assoCis-
tions for speakers of different cultures. Furthermorc. such differences
may even exist among individual spenkers of the same culture; however,
these diffcronces sre more msrked among speskers of different cultural
groups and sre more subtie in the case of AN. For example, in this study,
in communicating the target item pomegranste NS subjects gave the follow-
ing descriptions of the item.

*it's the passion {ruit."

"Christ slways held that to represant the sins of the world.” Or, for
example. the concept pride was cdefined by some NS subjects as follows:

"It is one of the seven deadly sins.”

"It goes before the fall.”

None of the above clues would have been appropriaste for Persian
interlocutors, who do not make the same associations with the correspond-
ing concepts, Or, for example, while for Persisn subjects the concept
martyrdom was almost exclusively sssociated with "dying for e patriotic or
s religious cause”, for English-spesking subjects it was also associated
with daily life contexts such as 'mother-child' relationship: "this is a
quality tiat 8 Jot of mothers have.” This sseociation would hove made it
almort impossible for & Persian interlocutor to identify the concept. Fur-
thermore, in the case of AN, for example, the concepts flattery and pride
tended to be judged negatively by Farsl speakers, whareas, they were
very often defined in positive terms by English spaenkers.

Exomple 3 is the rceson on interlocutor geve for his insbility to
identify the concept of pride from the subject's descriptions.
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Example 5:

"] would use pride in a context as something thot you have bechuse
you've done something well, dut not that it's something that you lose
because you've done something bsdly .... somedbody can do somothing
very badly all the time and still be proud. It's something you cAn have
without much reason for having. It's one of the scven sins in Chris-
tignity. You hurt your pride but you don’t lose it.”

It sppears, therefore. that the concoptual frameworks of spcshkers,
which are established in their first language (L1) learning ore transferred
to their use of the second langusge (L2). Thsat is, learners, &t least ot
the initial stages of their L3 learning, only lesrn the new labels for pre-
viously scquired concepts with specific assoclations and connotations.
*Conceptual transfer' is, therefore, a subtle transfer from L1, which may
creste some problems in L2 communication. It seems, therefare, that ‘con-
trastive conceptus! snalysis' would be an interesting sres for L2 leurning
research,

Another factor affecting the communication of the concepts. particu-
larly AN, was 'lexical split’. For example, the word "Patience® in Farsi, is
a derivative {rom the verdb "to wait®™. Thus, msny subjects of the low
proficlency group tried to arrive st the word "Patience" by giving clues to
the verb "o wait", thinking thst the same relationship exists in English.
0Or, for example, the same word is used in Farsi for "to define” and "to
compliment™; so, a8 number of losrner subjects usod "to define s person”
for "to compliment ‘a person® in conveying the concept of flattery. Con-
trastive lexical analysis seems to be another important L2 learning research
area where, to date, not much work has been done.

For the ressons discussed sbove, communicsting AN was more chalieng-
ing for the subjects than was communicating CN. Thus, the difference
among the groups' ability to desl with the items, although not noticesble in
context-embedded communicetive situstions (fe., CN), were detected in
context-reduced communicative situations (ie., AN). These resuits sug-
gest, therefore, that the type of itom (by extension the type of inesssge
or topic of conversation} is & factor affecting the success of communics-
tion.

H1 wss, therefore, partially confirmed by these results.

Aport from the factors discussed earlicr. 8 number of other fsctors
were also identified as major contributors to communication breakdown in
gencral:

(1) The lack of meaningful interaction, perticularly betwecn the law -
proficiency subjects and their interlocutors, would usuustly efther result in
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communicotion fatlure or would seriously prolong the communicative pro-
cess. This lack of mesningful interaction, as shown in example &, wss
noticeably due to the subjects’ Jow comprohension level in the TL snd their
resulting inedbility to benefit from their interlocutors’ responses and/or to
provide adequste answers to thelr questions.

Example §:
I:  And it's a fruit?
S: 1 think you have, you see, you saw bofore.
I: Does it have 8 skin? A pealing? An outside?
S: The skin i1s red and inside is red.
1: Bright red?
S: This have s psste for use ... cooking.

I: So, they're good to eat (laugh). What kind of tree do they
grow on?

S: Inside fruit is very very small,
I: Aha, does it grow on a tree?

S: 1s red.
I; But does it grow on & tree rather than s littie bush? =

S: No tree! (pomegranaste)

(2) Interlocutors had a contributing effect in the success or fallure of
communication. A Jenrner speaker (ususlly in the case of low-proficiency
group) was more likely to fal} if the interlocutor would not toke sn sctive
role in the communication process by ssking questions, rephrasing and

-
repairing the speaker’'s uttersnces, rearrsnging in proper order the clues
received from the spesker and synthesizing the subject's examples in order
to extract a common psitern of meening from them (see example 7 below).

Example 7:
S: It's 8 kind of fruit.
I: A kind of fruit. Where does it grow?

S: The season of sutumn, mey be winter.

1: Crows in sutumn. Like an apple?

DEST 237V A
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S: ::0- And ... have & red, many many red smong them. ! don't
now.

1: 1t's red and grows in the sutumn. there?
8: Where?
| Yes. ln Iran? Where does it grow?

S: 1 think in Iran we have very much; but now I didn't see
here, before. (powmegranate)

Efficiency

Efficiency was operationally definod 8s the speed with which subfects could
communicate their intended meanings (fe., the average number of trials/CS$
used per item),

Two messures ¢ cfficlency were performed on the data. In the first
messurement, the retio of success to the total number of CS used. and in
the second messurement, an average number of CS used per item, irrespec-
tive of success, were calculated. Thus. in the first measurement, s higher
score and in the second one, n smaller score would indicats more communi-
cative efficlency.’

As seen in Table 2. both messures of efiidency produced similar
results for CN. It is shown that only the differenco between ihe NS arc
the lesrner Eroups was stotistically significant (F(2,57) < B.16, p < .0%;
Newmen Keuls, p < .05) (first measurement) and (F(2,57) = 7.17, p ¢ .0L;
Newmsn Keouls, P < .05) (second messurement); the diffcrence between the
two lcarner group~ was insignificant. In the case of AN, howcver, the
lesrner groups were different.

In the first messurement, the distinction among the three groups is
clear (F(2,57) = 15.01, p < .01; Newman Keuls, p < .05); however, in the
second messurement, 8lthough the mean score of trials for the high-pro-
ficlency group was less than thet for the low-proficiency group, only the
difference between the lstter group and NS schieved statistical significance
(F(2,57) = 6.41, p < .01; Mewmsn Keuls. p < .08).

|
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Table 2. Summary for between group differences in communicative {fi-
cloncy

Pleasnrement CH Set AN Seot
Success/CS CiI>» G2, G1 * cs>02>01 ¢
numbers of CSiitams Cc32, 01> Q% * c1>03*
*pc. 06

Once sgain es in the snelysis of 'success', CN did not clearly Adiffe-
rontiato the ESL subject groups in their communicative efficiency, while AN
did. In conclusion, H2 was partially confirmed by the above findings.

Factors contributing to communicative delay were investigated. Apart
from the proficiency level of the speakers, the type of item (CH ond AN)
and by extension the type of message, & number of other factors appeeared
to influence {he subjects' communicative efficlency. It should be pointed
out that the reasons for communicative delay snd communicative breskdown
were not always clear cut, independent or congistent. First, a single
factor that had csused communicstive breskdown in one interaction might
only resuit in communicative delay in another, depending on the other
fuctors invoived. In effect, any communicative faflure or delay is the
outcome of & cumulative effect. In general. it was noted, however, that
while only serious knowledge deficiencies (le.. Kngulstic) could result in
communicative breaskdown, the ressons for communicstive delay could range
from minor knowledge insdequscles to more serious inadequacics in the
communication proceas. Some of these causes, which were identified eon
major contributors to sither communicative delay, or even breaskdown. are
as follows:

(1) The type of CS used by the speakers to convey their intended
meenings was & contributing factor to communicstive efficiency. In this
study, for example, strategies of synonymy and antonymy were usually far
more effective than say analogy. (See sppendix B for the taxonomy of Ccs
used by the subjocts of this study.}
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{(2) The same CS used by different speakers may have different sur-
face reslizations in terma of gremmatical wall-formedness, lexical cholce and
informetive value.

An analysis of the surfsce realisation of s single C8 (ie.. synonymy)
used by different subject groups revealed that while N§' uttersnces ancom-
passing thelr C8 wers error free, those of the learners, particularly the
less proficient lesrners, contalned numerous syntactic, lexical and phonol-
ogical errors {sec Appendix C) that st times interfered with the conmuni-
cation process (sce discussion below). Grammaticol accuracy A8ppears.
therefore. to have some role in communication success or efficiency, A
more importent factor in communicative efficlency, however, may be the
jnformative volue of the spesker's strategy.

An snalysts of informetive value of one of the CS usod by subjects
ie., synonymy as judged by the appropristeness of their synonyms, demon-
strated significant differences among the subject groups (see Appendix D).
While the informstive value of the strategy of synonymy could be judiged
by the appropristeness of the given synonyms, the informstive vsalue of
other CS could probably be determined by the quality of the knowledge
{eg.. world knowledge) utilzed in them. For example, in communicating the
concept of martyrdom, represonting the concept through # nstions! fgure,
not known to the interlocutor's speech community, ts of no informative
value. On the other hand, the indication of a hero known to the inter-
Jocutor may immedistely trigger the target concept.

More specific use of vocabulary may slso affect the informative vsluc of
the spesker's strategies. Compare the following exsmples;

It is a thing.

1t is 8 kind of light. (lentern)
Both of the above are exsmples of the superordinate strotegy. However,
while the first example provides the interlocutor with 8 very vague piece
of information, the second indicates o partial function of the object, and is
consequently by far more informative.

An analysis of the number of immediate successes after the use of the
strategy of synonymy revesled thst more proficient speskers, having fewer
insppropriste synonyms and making fewer grammatical orrors, had grester
number of immediste successes thsn did the leas proficient speskers (ses
Appendix D).

(8) Another factor contributing to communicative cf{ficlency was {lexi-
bility on the part of more proficient speakers, demonstirated in the analysis
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of their patterns of repetition. Repetition was the most common compensa-
tory tool used by the speaker of this study, when thelr initial attempt in
communicating their meanings fafled.

The analysis of the speakers' repetitions demonstrated thst while less
proficient speskers had grester mesn percentage use of ‘*exact repetition’,
more proficient speakers resorted relatively more often to ‘repetition of old
information in new forms® (see Appendix E), which, clearly, requires
flexibility in the use of linguistic forms (le., slte.native syniactic
structures snd lexical items). The laguistic sophistication required for the
use of this type of repetition may be the very reason thast less proficient
speokers gave up fer more frequently thsn did more proficlent speakers
(sec Appendix F). That is, more proficient speskers, being able to try out
Jifferent ways of conveying the same message, were lese wiling to give up
than were the less proficient speakers, who had s iimited choice of ways of
expressing their mesnings (see Paribakht 1982 for details).

Apsrt from the factors suggested Above snd documented by the ana-
lysis of the dsta of the study, the following factors were observed to
influcnce, in one way or another, success and speed of communicstion.

{1) The speaker's groster fluency would reduce the number of broken
sentences, repetitions and pauses snd would, consequently, speed
up the communication process

(2) Compatibiiity of the interlocutors with subjects in terms of:
(a) Personality (eg.., perseverance in the communication of the
message)

(b) Shared knowledge of the world (eg., the langusges known,
educational and/or professional bsckgrounds)

(c) Deing a ‘visuslly oriented person' or an * gbstract thinker'

(3) Giving the key festures in describing the item. og.. "handle" for
"fantern” (also reported by Bialystok & Frohlich 1980}

(4) Providing a proper sequence of clucs for items A description which
led {rom the more general to the particular wss more apprecisted by
the interlocutors than one which led from the particular to the

general,
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The role grammaticality in interaction

An examination of the date revealed that numerous grammatical erivrs
comnitted by the subjects were usually ignorsd by their tnterlocutors, fur
exanple:

S: It's s some fruit it has A nere . . . rec end, and therr is
a. there is many beans, bean, /groep/ on that, that almost
the . . . thers is a protector skin.

1; Pomegranate.

Some of the errors of the subjects werc, however, occasionnlly picked
up by the interlocutors. These errors would enter the interactiona! process
and would interfere with or affect the communicative exchange.

The general pattern was that an error within & context was Irss lkely
to be picked up by the interlocutor than one in & single word with an
informative value. The errors occuring within a context snc¢ entering the
interactional process were ususily relsted to the key words of thst von-
text. Furthermore, if u given context was not identifiable becasuse of
numerous grammatical errorsy made by the subject, the interlocutor would
often focus only on the item(s) which would make the clurification possible,
For example, if the target word was thinmble snd the subject Lud problems
fn producing the worda sewing snd toilor, understonding or correction of
either of these items would remove the distructing effect of the other
errors, the context would then be clarified and the interlocutor would
ignore the rest of the errors. In short, interlocutors tended to ignore
those errors of the subjects which were not crucial to the subject's gepers)

mesnings:
$: This alwsys . . . /tdylor/use if ... when you want to teau/,
/sev/ something.
1: Who uscs §t?

S: A /t8ylor/.

I: A tailor.
S: Tailor
I: W3hen he sews something. . . . fthimble}

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[T 3 TN

R L O R LR T e

ey

s e pf——— o ————- et
o)

) - .

- -'I-‘;ﬂ"m"'; —pa n——_ %




70.

All the subjects’ grammatical errors which were picked up by the
interlocutors were identifled and then classified. Table * Appendix C,
revenls that these crrors were basically either phonologiesl (54%) or lexical
(¢4%). Syntactic errors hardly ever interfered with the communication
process (onc instance only, = 1,98). It is clesr from Table 1 thot G1 made
fur more distracting errors then did 02, In G1, 13 subjects made 51
grammatical errors which sffected their communicstive exchange with their
interlocutors. As many as 52% of these orrors were phonological, 46% were
lexics] wnd only 23 were syntactic. In G2, however, only 4 grammatical
errors msde by 3 subjects entered the interactions! process. Three of
these errors wcre phonological and one was lexical. Teble 2, Appendix C,
provides details on the number of subjocts' grammaticel ecrrors in each
group. The description of the error cetegories, and relevant examples, are
given below.

1. Phonological Problems. As Table 1, Appendix C, indicates, the
erronenus pronunclation of lexien) items was most distracting to the inter-

locutors.
1. S: Youbita .. .two . . .two /rlp/, /rhp/

I: Rob?
$: /rap/ R O P E. (Subject spelis the word).

1 Ah, rope . . . (hammock)

2. S: When you want to /su:/ . . .

1. %hen ycu went to what? Sue somebody?

th

Yes, no . . . you /su:/ with needle,

1. Gh sew.

/4]

Sew, excuse me! (thimble)

11. Llexical] Problems. Lexical problems of the subjects, one of the
main sources of distraction to the interlocutors, appesred in the following

WAYS,

A. Phonologically Deviant Lexical Items. The spesker produces &
phonologicaily approximate form, non-existent in the TL, of 8 word., Exam-

ples:




n

1. S You can /kénteynt/ with this . . . for bill and /Kanteyn/. H

1: For contsiners, for boxes or something like that? I'm think-
ing of a box or 3 can. (Target word: counting) {abecus)

2. 8 Wwhen vou /faeprdyz/ more, much more a person

K: 0.K., to prige highly . . . to, 1 have to say. honour
{Target word: praise) (flattery)

B, Morphologically Deviant Lexical Mems. The stem of the word is
correct but the wrong form of the item is given, eg., farmer for farm:

S: You use it in the farmer. {
8 In the where? ‘E
S: I the farmer, :
I: Oh, | sce whst you mean. A Scarcerow.

C. Scruntleally Dewviant Lexical Items. The spesker offers n word,
which is not semantically accurste, for the target item.
1. Use of the Wrong Word. The word provided by the subject is &

correct word on its awn. but is not the right word for the given context.
Exsniples:

S: It's a thing like that, like that man used in flat und that of . . . :
afraid the, the bird . . . don't est.

I: It's something used off the bird? :

S$: In the, eh . . . in the flat. 4

I: Oh, in the spartment, in the flat. (Target word: farm)

{scarecrow) !

Other examples of lexical error included the use of: “tpblets", "beans"”

and beads for seeds: dice for beads: snd soldering for sewing.

e

2. Semsntic Approximation. A given word, which s semantically

related to the target word but does not exsctly communicate the spesker's
intended meaning (= Semantic Contiguity), may be distracting to the

w——n ) RVER M b

interlocutor. For example, the use of park for farm or stone for dust.

L]

Sweeping in the. in the stone and put in it

I Stunes?

[4ed

Yeah! (dust EBH)

\(ous
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111. Syntactic Problems. Only one instsuce of the subjects’ numerous
synisctic urrors entered the interasctional process. In this example, the
subject's use¢ of sctive form instead of m passive form. which chsnges the
ugent of the action, was misleading to the interlocutor:

S§: When someone goes to . . . ¢h . . ,and kil 8 . . . in war.
Thut country ssid he is . . . whst happens to him?

I: Y/hen someone kil . .

s. Kill in wer . . . war, and eh, people said that thet he is 8
*

1: A hero.

4. Mot hern . . . eh, after . . , after kill what happoned for
him? (martyrdom)

Implications for L2 pedagogy

The results of this study Jend support to the belief that s primsry
goal of L2 teaching shovid be developing the learners’ survival skills for
the negotintion of mesning in communication situations. The results also
support the notion that students’ success in geotiting the message ACrOSs
should be given evaoluational priority over gremmatical sccuracy at the
carly stages of L2 learning (also suggested by Terrell 1977, 1881). Other
criteris that could be used for the evaluation of lesrners’ communicative
performaence may include: the number of triasls (le., speed) in conveying
the message, flexibility in the use of linguistic forms, and knowledge of
sppropriate lexiesi connotations in the TL.
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Appendix A

Mean Scores and Standard Devistions of Grammatical and Oral
Proficiency Scoras of the Two Learner Oroups

/
Michigan Test Of English 1EA Test of Proficiency
Language Proficiency in English

{(written) {oral)
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Appendix B

Summary of the Texonomy of Communieation Strategies

I. Linguistic Approach (CN+AlMN)#
A, Semantic Contiguity (CN+AMN)
1. Superordinate {CN+AN)
2. Comparison {(CN+AN)
s) Positive Compsarison (CN¢AN)
{) Analogy (CN+AN)
1) Synonymy {CN+AM)
b) Negative Comparison (CN+AN)
1) Contrast and Opposition (CHN¢AN)
i1) Antonymy (AN)

B. Circumlocution (CN+AN)
1. Physical Description {CN)
a) Size
b) Shape
¢) Colour
d) Material
2. Constituent Features (CN¢AN)
a) Features
b) Elgborgted Features
Loeational Property (CN)
Historical Property (CN)
Other Features (CN+AN)
, Functional Description (CM}

LR e W
oo

C. Metalinguistic Ciues (CN+AN)

I1. Contextual Approach (CN+AN)
A. Linguistic Context (CN+AM)
B, Use of TL ldioms and Proverbs (AN)
C. Transliteration of LI Idioms and Proverbs (CN+AN)
D. ldiomatic Transfer (CN+AN)

111, Cenceptual Approach (CN+AN)
A. Demonstration (CN+AN)
B. Exemplification (CN+AN)
C. Metonymy (AN)

IV, Ame (CN+AN)
A. Replacing Verbal Output (CN+AN)
B. Accompanying Verbal Qutput (CN)

¢ CN (concrete nouns)
AN (abstract nouns)

e,
"

e

X171
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Appendix C
Table §

Types and Numbers of Learner Group's Crammatics! Errors that
Entered the Interactional Process

Numbar ol Errors

Type of Error (¢} Mo, of [¢}] No. of
(n = 18) Subjocts (n = 3) Subjects

1. Phonological 25 12 3 3
11, lexical 22 10 1 1
A. Phonalogicelly
devisnt 6 4 0 0
B, Morphologically
deviant b4 2 0 g
C. Semantically
devipnut 14 8 1 1
1. Use of the
wrong word 11 8 1 1
2. Semantic
approximation 3 2 0 0
ill. Syntactic 1 1 g )
Total 48 13 ] 3
Table 2

Number of Learners Groups' Grammstical Errors
that Entered the Interactionsl Process

Gl — G2
No. of No. of Nao. of No. of
Errors Subjects Errors Subjects
0 0 17
1 2
2 1

o
" A BB A
s D2 B LD e b
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Appendix D

Tsble 1

Inappropriate Uie of Synonyms by Subjects Using Synenymy Only

Range Tl 02 a3
Y Y 4 15

1-2 11 v 4

3-4 1 1 0

5-6 1 0 D

6+ D 0 0

Total 13 12 19

Table 2

Croup Mean Percentages snd Standard Deviations for Inspproprinte
Use of Synonyms

Group [3EY — 5D N

1 88.74 19.88 13

2 35.14 36.29 12

3 8.77 17.89 19
Table §

Percentages of Immediste Success of Subjact Groups in the
Ilse of Synonymy

Tmmedlate Succes
Group # Syn. L] )
1 35 4 11.43
2 42 8 18.05
3 3 13 33.33
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Appendix E
Table 1

tesn Percentages of Repetition Types Among Subjects p
Using Repetition

Type of Repetition

Type ® Type 2b Type 3¢

No. of Mo. of MY No. of No. of MW N, of No, of M% K

Subjects Rep. Subjects Rep. Subjerts Rep. 3
Croups o N
c1 19 154 63.2¢ 19 s¢  27.34 10 0 9.42 B
N=20 :
G2 16 101 56 14 5 34.3 8 12 9.7
1:=20
Gl 10 21 50.5 10 17 40.9 4
}N=20
“I’ype 1 = Cxect Repetition
bType 2 = Old Information in & New Form
c'l‘ype 3 = Old and MNew Informstion

ERIC 23

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Mean Percentages of Giving up Pattern Among
Subjecta and Interlocutors

Appendix F

Table 1

9

Subjects Interlocutors Both Totsal
No. of No, of No. of No, of
Group MY Faflures M$  Fallures MY  Fallures S8s who
Failed
Gl 48,3 29 24.9 13 26.7 12 18
G2 10.3 4 47.% 13 42.2 17 12
G3 12.5 1 87.% ¢ ] 0 4
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