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ABSTRACT

Since L2 speaking has been marked as a central language skill in CLT, the
perspectives on L2 oral fluency (henceforth, L2 fluency) remain contentious. In
particular, the issue of the consideration of grammatical aspects in measuring L2
fluency has been largely neglected in the theoretical and pedagogical practices.
Therefore, the present study aims to examine Korean EFL learners’ fluency by
analyzing their oral production in terms of verb-argument constructions (VACS),
and pause patterns. Consequently, this study supposes that VACs under the
framework of Construction Grammar needs to be included in L2 fluency
measuring units.

A total of 29 Korean middle school EFL students from Grade 1 to 3
participated in this study. They carried out three role-playing tasks and three topic-
based conversation tasks in pair work. Their oral production was recorded and
then transcribed by means of the general conventions from Conversation Analysis.
The most frequently occurring verbs, argument structure constructions, and the
islands inhabiting the core constructions were identified. L2 pause distribution,
specifically at predicate (main verb) and argument position, was also analyzed.

Findings from the study revealed that across proficiency levels of the
participants, the VACs produced did not differ significantly in range. All levels of
participants tended to turn to constrained types of VACs, such as SVC and SVO,
mostly employing a narrow range of verbs and the inhabitants of the islands. Such

may be attributed to the learners’ lack of knowledge in constructions as well as to



the inherent demand of spoken discourse.

Based on the analysis of pause pattern in terms of VACs, it was argued that the
pause distribution within the predicate (main verb) and argument can be associated
with the extent of participants’ knowledge about VACs. Namely, learners with
higher proficiency may recognize a predicate and its internal argument as one unit.
In particular, while the less proficient learners paused frequently before both a
predicate and an argument, more proficient learners tended to pause mostly before
a predicate. This study thus posited that learners’ ability to construct VACs, which
entails learners’ recognition of the combinatory strength between the predicate and
arguments, has an impact on L2 learners’ pause distribution.

The study is expected to contribute to a better understanding of L2 fluency by
incorporating VACs to L2 fluency measuring units, especially based on the
analysis of pause patterns in light of VACs. Suggestions for pedagogy and future

research were also identified.

Key Words: L2 fluency, L2 spoken language, verb-argument constructions, pause
pattern, construction grammar, grammatical competence,
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The present study aims to examine L2 fluency in terms of verb-argument
constructions, and pause patterns demonstrated in Korean middle school EFL
learners’ spoken language production. The first section of this chapter describes
the motivation and the theoretical rationale for the current study. The next section
explains the theoretical framework of the study briefly. The last section outlines

the organization of the thesis.

1.1. Purpose of the Study

While L2 speaking is a central language skill, as to what factors underlie L2
fluency remains much controversial (Chambers, 1997). Traditionally, oral
fluency (henceforth, fluency) was considered as a habit formation, and an
automatization of cognitive operations which can be achieved through repeated
practices (Wood, 2001). More recently, in Communicative Language Teaching
(CLT), fluency has been regarded as a construct of learners’ proficiency, and the
definition of fluency has been narrowed down to the temporal aspects of

language production (i.e., flow of speech, absence of hesitation). It is expected
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that fluency will be enhanced by practicing ready-made language composites
(Chambers, 1997; Chambers & Richards, 1995; Nation, 1989; Nattinger &
DeCarrico, 1992; Richard, 1986; Wajnryb, 1989; Wood, 1998) and by increasing
overall proficiency (Hawkins, 1971; Tavakoli, 2010).

Whilst the current perspective on fluency offers considerable advantages for
the study of L2 fluency, pedagogical practices, which are based on this view, are
still limited in terms of language production. It may be mainly because the L2
speaking model does not directly involve the underlying linguistic faculty of
constructing target language (TL) (i.e., grammatical competence) in the
assessment of performance, with its focus restricted to the temporal
manifestations of spoken production such as the number and lengths of pauses.

The present study thus tries to integrate learners’ grammatical competence
into the measurement of L2 fluency. Specifically, a predicate (main verb)-
argument construction among the components of grammatical competence,
which has been proposed to be a basic and essential language unit in a successful
language acquisition, is introduced in this study (Bencini & Goldberg, 2000;
Goldberg, Casenhire, & Sethuraman, 2004; Gries & Wulff, 2004).

Thus, by examining Korean middle school English learners’ oral production
and pause patterns, in light of verb-argument constructions (VACSs), the present
study is expected to reinforce the importance of incorporation of grammatical

aspects into L2 fluency, anticipating a fresh contribution to second/foreign
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language learning/teaching.

1.2. Theoretical Framework of the Study

While the previous studies on L2 fluency have offered insights of value for
the analysis of oral production, missing from it is the consideration of linguistic
(or grammatical) competence. Taking this competence into account, more
precisely the ability to formulate VACs, the present study adopts Construction
Grammar (henceforth, CxG) as its theoretical framework (Goldberg, 1995, 2006).

CxG, unlike earlier theories of grammar, does not disregard grammatical
competence in spoken language interaction, nor does it place more weight on the
performance over linguistic competence in speakers’ oral production. CxG
shares interest in ‘“accounting for the conditions under which a given
construction can be used felicitously”. The ability to use language properly in a
given situation is taken to be “part of speakers’ competence, or knowledge of
language” (Goldberg, 1995, p. 6). Due to this inherent consideration of the
grammatical as well as the social and interactional aspects in language
construction, CxG is assumed to be appropriate for the analysis of spoken

interactions.

1.3. Organization of the Study

_3_



The organization of the study is as follows: in Chapter 2, as a theoretical
background to the present study, previous literature on L2 fluency with reference
to speaking models and pedagogy is reviewed. The chapter proposes the
incorporation of grammatical competence into L2 fluency in EFL contexts. In
Chapter 3, the database and methodology adopted in this study are described.
Chapter 4 presents the results from the analysis of pause patterns as well as the
verb-argument constructions identified in the data. Chapter 5 concludes the study
with a summary of the findings, followed by a further discussion, and finally

Chapter 6 offers overall implications along with suggestions for future research.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, a body of literature associated with the main interest of this
study is reviewed. The previous literature on the theoretical conceptualization of
fluency in L2 teaching and learning is examined in Section 2.1. A discussion of
reconceptualizing L2 fluency in EFL contexts in terms of verb-argument

constructions is presented in Section 2.2.

2.1. Conceptualization of L2 Fluency

This section, which comprises three subsections, presents a comprehensive
overview of the concept of L2 fluency. The status of L2 oral skill in teaching and
learning contexts is examined (2.1.1.). The following subsection (2.1.2.)
overviews the previous studies on fluency with reference to its definition, its
theoretical backgrounds which have had considerable effects on L2 fluency
constructs, and the measuring units (e.g., pause frequency and lengths, mean
lengths of unit between pauses), which contributed to the design of pedagogical
activities. In the last subsection 2.1.3., the concept of fluency is subjected to

critical scrutiny, focusing on its definition and practices in Communicative

_5_



Language Teaching (CLT).

2.1.1. Status of L2 speaking in teaching and learning

contexts.

Speaking in the context of L2 teaching and learning (and testing) has begun
to emerge in its own right only in the last four decades. In particular, study of L2
speaking in the history of language teaching has been somewhat marginalized.
Bygate (2001), in his review, provides three main reasons for this peripheral
status. First concerns the tradition of L2 teaching and learning itself. In the first
half of the 20™ century, during which grammar-translation approach and
audiolingual learning theory dominated the field of second language (L2) and
foreign language (FL) learning, communication skill was seen as no more than a
habit formation. As it will be discussed further in the following sections,
language production was conceptualized as a set of procedural operations of a
cognitive skill, and consequently L2 speaking was thought to require a simple
repetition of target features, concentrating principally on the temporal aspects of
oral production.

Secondly, L2 pedagogy had placed more emphasis on input than output
(Leather & James, 1991). Speaking, therefore, was not valued as an autonomous
skill, but rather as a medium for language input (Howatt, 1984).

_6_



The third reason concerns technology. Although tape-recorders and language
laboratories had existed, it is only after the mid-1970s that tape-recording has
been sufficiency affordable and practical in the study of spoken language by
researchers along with the use in language classrooms. Supported by the
technical development, research in cognitive linguistics and sociolinguistics
began to play a significant role in shaping L2 teaching and learning, and the
focus of language teaching shifted from how language knowledge can be learned
to how language can function as a useful means of communication (i.e., social
interaction). CLT was then introduced in response to the increasing demands for
the consideration of the communicative functions of language. With its ultimate
aim of developing communicative competence (CC) for fluent communication,
CLT brought about two major changes in the view on L2 learning with specific
regards to speaking.

Firstly, the functional aspects of a language within a social context received a
renewed attention. A notional-functional approach extended to teaching of
interactional notions (e.g., paying attention to factors of formality and functions
such as making requests, apologies, invitations, introductions, and politeness,
etc). As a result, the interactional aspects of speaking (e.g., familiarity with
interlocutor, contents and types of speech act) were recognized as central
characteristics of oral production (Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1993; Selinker &

Douglas, 1985, as cited in Bygate, 2001).
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Secondly, the importance of learners’ communicative needs was emphasized.
Tasks focused on affording learners opportunities to use target language (TL)
employing whatever linguistic or nonlinguistic resources they have at their
disposal, without heavy reliance on grammatical complexity and/or accuracy
(Brumfit, 1984). Such approach was expected to increase fluency and has been
accepted as a received model by educators not only in ESL contexts but also in
EFL settings.

In what follows, previous literature on what has been involved in L2 fluency

will be reviewed in more detail.

2.1.2. Previous studies on fluency.

2.1.2.1. Definition of fluency.

Since the term fluency is often used interchangeably with proficiency in the
current literature, it is worth noting what each of these terms refers to. Perhaps
the most well voiced conceptualization of proficiency is presented by Thomas
(1994): “[...] a person’s overall competence and ability to perform in L2 [...]
[and] [...] the ability to produce [...] complex and accurate utterances in the TL”
(p. 330). Traditionally, fluency has been considered one of the components of
proficiency along with complexity and accuracy, and it is defined as “the

_8_



capacity to use language in real time (emphasis added), to emphasize meanings,
possibly drawing on more lexicalized systems” (Skehan & Foster, 1999, pp. 96—
97)%. More ‘narrowly’, it concerns the time-related aspects of oral production
such as “the number and length of pauses and other hesitations, their distribution,
and the temporal rate at which words are produced” (Lennon, 2000, p. 25). For a
better understanding of these definitions of fluency, it is necessary to overview

the early conceptualization of oral production on which today’s model is built.

2.1.2.2. Theoretical backgrounds of fluency in the L2

speaking model.

L2 production model was established on the assumption that it involved
basically the same cognitive procedures as L1 (Bialystok & Sharwood Smith,
1985). The most well-known L1 speaking model on which the current L2
speaking models are based is that of Levelt (1975, 1978). Levelt claimed that a

cognitive skill has a hierarchical organization, which becomes automatic with its

! Skehan and Foster (1999, pp. 96-97) define complexity and accuracy as follows:

Complexity: the capacity to use more advanced language, with the possibility that such language
may not be controlled so effectively. This may also involve a greater willingness to take risks,
and use fewer controlled language subsystems. This area is also taken to correlate with a greater
likelihood of restructuring, that is, change and development in the interlanguage system.
Accuracy: the ability to avoid error in performance, possibly reflecting higher levels of control in
the language as well as a conservative orientation, that is, avoidance of challenging structures
that might provoke error.



repeated use. The model suggests that producing speech is a complex task, which
involves many sub-stages, that “consists essentially of automation of low level
plans or units of activity” (Levelt, 1978, p. 57). Conceiving speech production as
a staged process, Levelt developed a model of speaking in steps with three main
components: Conceptualizer, Formulator, and Articulator® (Levelt, 1989). This
model has been used in fluency research to explain in part how language units
may be automatized and retrieved at the point of its formulation, laying a corner
stone for later studies in formulaic languages as language units (e.g., Nattinger &
De Carrico, 1992).

In the same vein, L2 speech was perceived as a system consisting of a
number of subsystems that operate stepwise to develop automaticity. For
example, Anderson (Anderson, 1976, 1983) and more recently, De Bot (2000),
who were among the firsts to postulate a bilingual language production model
based on Levelt’s, conceptualized bilingual speakers’ speaking ability as an
operation of layers of subsystems which are automatized after a repeated use.

This concept of layers of (sub)systems operating ‘automatically’ as opposed to

2 Each of these stages contains sub-stages. For a more detailed account of each stage, refer to
Levelt (1989). Below is a brief description of mechanism involved in each stage.

1. Conceptualizer: this concerns recognition of all the preverbal information. Speaker decides the
communicative goal and develops it into sub-goals and then identifies a speech act for each sub-
goal. The speaker retrieves the information needed to realize each of the sub-goals.

2. Formulator: this stage contains syntactic building procedure required for grammatical
encoding (i.e., internal speech). Here, the speaker establishes language representations of the
preverbal information by retrieving lexical items from the speaker’s mental lexicon.

3. Articulator: chunks of internal speech stored in the speaker’s memory are ultimately produced
as an overt speech.

_10_



‘controlled’ played an essential role in defining what it means to speak fluently

and in turn what to teach learners to become fluent speakers (Wood, 2001).

2.1.2.3. Measurement of fluency.

The operation of automatic processing and control of language elements
provided a conceptual framework for a considerable number of studies on
fluency (Anderson, 1983; Levelt, 1989; McLaughlin, Rossman, & MclLeod,
1983). This view supposes that L2 fluency enhancement, to a large extent,
depended on the control of large number of formulaic language units (Pawley &
Syder, 1983). Thus, taking control of broad and highly automatized repertoires of
memorized chunks and clusters is central in attaining native-like fluency
(Sajavaara, 1987).

In line with this view, most of the studies on fluency tend to have references
to the temporal delivery of speech and regard any temporal elements affecting
the “smooth, rapid, effortless use of language” (Crystal, 1987, p. 421) as the
measuring schemes of (dys)fluent speech®. In addition, it has been pointed out
that one of the most reliable predicators in measuring NNS’ (dys)fluency, in

comparison with NS’ oral production, was the pause pattern such as the number,

¥ See Luoma, 2004, for a variety of assessment scales and analytic descriptions for measuring
oral fluency.
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duration, location of pauses and the mean lengths of utterance between pauses
(Ejzenberg, 2000; Freed, 1995, 2000; Lennon, 1990a, 1990b; Riggenbach, 1991;
Towell, Hawkins, & Bazergui, 1996). The next subsection presents a review of

studies on pause pattern in fluency research.

2.1.2.4. Pause pattern in fluency.

The earliest models on pause viewed NSS’ pause as an indicator of the
strength of association between language items. The more familiar a word or a
phrase is, the stronger the association is, and therefore the shorter the pause
duration is (Rochester, 1973).

It is generally agreed concerning the types of pauses that shorter pauses,
especially the ones between the constituent boundaries were strategic (e.g.,
allowing more processing time for the listener, searching for a lexical item), and
longer pauses were regarded as hesitations (e.g., delay in the cognitive process)
(Goldman-Eisler, 1962). However, the function of lengths and locations of
pauses has still remained controversial. The conditions under which pauses occur
were not always reflective of the language elements with which the speaker was

cognitively burdened (Barik, 1968; Boomer, 1970; Taylor, 1969)*.

* For example, a pause before a preposition does not always indicate that the speaker was
struggling with the preposition, but it may be due to a search for necessary language elements
following the preposition.
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Most recent models regard pauses as signaling cognitive decisions about both
immediate and later speeches. For example, Hawkins (1971), in her study of
young NS children’s verbal recall of narratives, discovered that two thirds of all
the pauses and three quarters of the pause-time were found to occur at
boundaries between clauses. The pauses occurred most frequently in the order of
at clause boundaries (initial position of a clause/sentence), before predicator
(main verb), at group (constituent) boundaries and word boundaries. Based on
the findings, Hawkins posited that NSs’ pauses tend to indicate start of a new
unit, and this was also the same case with the previous studies with adults NSs
(Boomer, 1965). Hawkins attributed the distribution of the pause to that of
decision making (e.g., content, syntactic structure, information distribution) but
did not associate a particular pause location with a certain type of decision
making. At present, the significance of pause pattern in the speaker’s formulation
of utterances cannot be evaluated fully. It is speculated that the semantic and
syntactic elements in speakers’ pause pattern may be combined with lexical and
structural decisions.

A more recent study involving adult NSs and NNSs from a wide age range,
Tavakoli (2010) reported that in their oral narratives, NNSs with lower
proficiency produced more pauses than the advanced ones, and that NNSs
paused statistically more than the NSs only in a mid-clause (i.e., within-clause)

position. The findings imply that the most distinctive marker between NS and
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NNS production is the NNSs’ pauses in mid-clause positions. Tavakoli, however,
did not suggest as to why NNSs paused most frequently in mid-clauses and
whether these mid-clause pauses were associated with a certain
linguistic/cognitive process. Meanwhile, these NNSs did not pause as much in
formulaic sentences. Like many of previous studies (Table 2.1), Tavakoli

associates fluency with absence of pause, and encourages teaching formulaic

sequences.
TABLE 2.1
Summary of Key Studies on L2 Fluency
Indicator
Study of Subjects Conclusion(s)
Fluency
Location of pauses had a
significant effect on the
American perceived fluency of some
Freed Pause S .
. students subjects; the location of
(1995) location .
of French pauses at clause junctures
seems to play a role in
perceived fluency.
Ratio of A higher ratio of pause
pause German . )
Lennon . time to speech time was
time to students .
(1984) . found in the performance of
speech of English
: the L2 speech.
time
Generally, total unfilled
Changes German pause time as a percentage
Lennon in the of total speech decreased by
students .
(1990a) pause : an average of 25% in three
. of English . :
time of four subjects as their

proficiency increased.
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The mean length of runs

Mean between pauses increased
length of German markedly in three out of four
Lennon .
(1990h) runs studen_ts subjects._Ove_r 23 Weekg,
between of English three subjects increased their
pauses mean length of runs by 20-
26%.
Mean French
length of learners of L2 speakers produced
Mohle funs German; shorter runs between pauses
(1984) b German in L2 speech than in L1
etween
learners of speech.
pauses French
Unfilled pause frequency
was an important
Presence discriminator between
of filled subjects’ rate as highly
or . fluent and those rated as less
. . Chinese ) .
Riggenbach unfilled learners fluent; location of pauses
(1991) pauses of English had a significant effect on
and the perceived fluency of
pause some subjects; the location
location of pauses at clause junctures
seems to play a role in
perceived fluency.
Towell Length of a British leaner ;I:(]:?ea?ee dar; rlcfrrr:gatrrl](at())ll; 5;[;[)2
(1987) runs of French

over the first three years.

2.1.3. Fluency in CLT

Fluency in CLT is defined in contrast with ‘accuracy’, which is distinguished
from the previous models. The CLT definition diverts our attention to the

genuine language use at any level of proficiency in a naturalistic setting to
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achieve communicative purposes (Bachman, 1990; Canale & Swain, 1980).
While CLT does not exclude the concept of “linguistic knowledge” and
“language system” from its definition, the provision of formulaic chunks as a

major pedagogical treatment still prevails.

2.1.3.1. Definition of fluency in CLT.

As pointed out in 2.1.1., CLT puts its value in the functional aspects of a
language and the importance of learners’ communicative needs. Since CLT
emphasizes the learners’ role in “effective language use within the constraints of
limited linguistic knowledge” (Chambers, 1997, p. 536), fluency is defined as
“the maximally effective operation of the language system so far acquired by the
students” (Brumfit, 1984, p. 57). Thus, fluency in CLT is regarded as "natural
language use whether or not it results in native-like language comprehension or
production” (p. 56). This definition differs from the traditional view of fluency in
that the latter is broadly synonymous with language mastery and native-like

performance.

2.1.3.2. Pedagogical framework in CLT.

The CLT pedagogy on fluency assumes that fluency can be improved by
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practicing or routinizing speaking plans®. In spite of many concerns about its
limitations®, this approach has still been popular in both ESL and EFL contexts.
For example, the most representative CLT pedagogical frame consists of stages
(in a task) such as Input stage, Automatization stage, Practice stage, and
Production stage. In Input stage, after learners listen to a native speaker in a
spontaneous discussion a few times first, the teacher draws their attentions to the
formulaic language chunks. Automatization stage typically involves shadowing
the recording with a transcript. Using dictogloss texts rich in formulaic units,
teachers raise students’ awareness of the phrases and their function(s) in speech,
as a step in the direction towards automatizing them (Wajnryb, 1989). In
Practice and Production stage, after sufficient amount of exposure to the phrase
patterns and formulaic language units of a native speaker model, the learners are

given a chance to prepare a brief speech of their own (Nation, 1989).

® Atypified study based on this can be found in Nattinger and DeCarrico (1992), which makes a
strong case for teaching prefabricated units or patterns because they reduce the processing effort.
They give examples of "form/function composites” which are easy to acquire, efficient to use and
permit a wide variation of lexical content such as "Could you give me..." (i.e., Modal + YOU +
V/P) (pp. 64-65). Lexical phrases which are non-productive are distinguished because they do not
allow substitutions (e.g. by the way, in other words) from those which allow for some variations
like the pattern "a - X - ago", which provides a slot in which a lexical item stating duration can be
inserted- a year ago, a minute ago (pp. 36-37). Nattinger and DeCarrico suggested that these
productive lexical or syntactic phrases are of particular value to foreign language learners and
can enhance learner fluency by providing a frame to build a sentence as well as approaching the
characteristics of native-like speech.

® There is little substantial evidence of these tasks improving speakers’ proficiency, and
promoting speakers to use the intended target structures or produce beyond what was required by
the tasks.
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2.2 Reconceptualization of L2 Fluency in EFL

In this section, some issues on the implementation of the current
conceptualization of fluency in EFL contexts are examined (2.2.1), and these
issues are revisited, especially in view of the grammatical competence (2.2.2). In
the last section (2.2.3), taking the previous research as a point of departure, a
justification of verb-argument constructions as an L2 fluency measuring unit is

provided.

2.2.1. Implementing L2 fluency model in EFL contexts.

It has thus far been discussed that while the current L2 speaking model
presupposes grammatical/linguistic competence within its constructs, such
competence is not adequately reflected in the assessment of fluency. Most studies
on measuring fluency focused on mainly temporal variables, such as pause
patterns. However, note that these temporal variables are not the underlying
factor or cause of the learners’ dysfluency, but are mere representations of their
cognitive, affective, or social interactional struggles.

It thus remains uncertain whether L2 speaking instruction, focusing on
temporal variables, will lead to an improvement in fluency. The distribution of
pauses is the manifestation of what is perceived as a fluent speech (Freed, 1995;
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Riggenbach, 1991), not what underlies the ability to speak the language fluently
per se (i.e., the lack of awkward pauses is no guarantee of a competent speaker;
there may be less ‘awkward pauses’ because the speaker is competent). In EFL
settings, where exposure to L2 input and meaningful interactions is severely
limited, the absence of grammatical competence in fluency measurement,
resulting in the repetition and automatization of memorized chucks as major
pedagogical treatments, can have critical consequences for fluency enhancement.

Therefore, the present study suggests grammatical competence to be
considered directly as a principal component in L2 fluency measurement in order
to provide appropriate pedagogical treatments for EFL students’ fluency
development.

In what follows, this issue is discussed with reference to the grammatical
competence, originating in communicative competence (CC) by Canale and
Swain (1980), and communicative language ability (CLA) by Bachman (1990).
In particular, grammatical competence is revisited, suggesting an alternative

framework for the analysis of L2 fluency.

2.2.2. Grammatical competence in L2 fluency.

Canale and Swain (1980), in their introduction to communicative competence

(CC), proposed that the ability to formulate and perform TL be integrated, and at
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the same time, they distinguished grammatical competence from performance:
“[... CC is] the relationship and interaction between grammatical competence, or
knowledge of the rule of grammar, and sociolinguistic competence, or
knowledge of the rules of language use. [However] CC is to be distinguished
from communicative performance [...]” (Canale & Swain, 1980, p. 6). This
distinction led to the dichotomy between grammatical competence and
performance in L2 oral assessment since it was convenient “[...] to maintain
these basic distinctions for L2 teaching and testing purposes [...]” (Canale &
Swain, 1980, p. 29).

On the other hand, most of the current L2 pedagogies on fluency are based
on Bachman’s (1990) model of communicative language ability (CLA). CLA
was founded on the premise of CC that “the ability to use language
communicatively involves both knowledge and competence in the language, and
the capacity for implementing or using this competence” (p. 81). However, in
this model, fluency is separately considered from grammatical competence
(accuracy and complexity), confined to temporal variables (pause pattern).

In EFL contexts where the increased reliance on grammar instruction as an
effective remedy for impoverished target language input is (Ellis, 2003), the
consideration of grammatical competence in L2 fluency has a significant
implication. Given the importance of grammatical competence in L2 fluency, in

the following section, through the examination of the appropriateness of the
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current definition of grammatical competence, an alternative framework is

presented.

2.2.3. L2 fluency revisited in terms of verb-argument

constructions.

When defining and teaching grammar, the need to include meaning, in
addition to linguistic forms, has been proposed by a number of researchers and
teachers, notably Celce-Mercia and Larsen-Freeman (1999), who conceived of
grammar as a form-meaning-use complex.

However, in Bachman’s (1990) model, on which most of the current
assessment models are based, grammatical competence was defined with the
semantic element, namely sentence grammar semantics (SGS) left out’. This
omission does not accord well with the adjusted concept of grammar embracing
form, meaning, and use.

Based on the fact that Canale and Swain’s (1980) SGS is associated with
assigning meaning to clause-level expressions, SGS is assumed to be in parallel

with argument structure constructions (ASCs) or verb-argument constructions

" Canale and Swain (1980, p. 29) originally defined grammatical competence as “[...]
knowledge of lexical items, and of rules of morphology, syntax, sentence grammar semantics
(emphasis added), phonology”. However, in Bachman’s definition, “grammatical competence
includes those competencies involved in language usage. Knowledge of vocabulary, morphology,
syntax and phonology/graphology [...]” (1990, p. 81).
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(VACSs) under the framework of Construction Grammar (CxG; Goldberg, 1995).

In CxG, constructions are the basic and essential units of language
acquisition (Bencini & Goldberg, 2000; Ellis & Cadierno, 2009; Goldberg,
Casenhire, & Sethuraman, 2004; Gries & Wulff, 2004) and “reflect the most
direct embodiment of learners’ communicative intentions” (Goldberg, 1995, p.
111). Different traditional ‘levels’ of grammatical descriptions such as
phonology, syntax, semantics, pragmatics, and discourse, are integrated into a
complex of form and meaning, which represents an abstraction about speakers’
grammatical knowledge or grammatical construction.

In addition, CxG, unlike earlier theories of grammar, conceives of language
performance as a “part of speakers’ competence or knowledge of language”, and
puts its value in “the conditions under which a given construction can be used
felicitously” (Goldberg, 1995, p.6).

These properties endorse CxG as an appropriate framework for the L2
spoken language analysis. This study thus supposes that VACs based on CxG
can be a crucial unit in L2 fluency analysis.

In the following chapter, the methodological approaches to the current study
are introduced. L2 fluency is analyzed in respect to VACs in two parts. Firstly,
the VACs used in the Korean middle school English learners’ spoken production
will be examined in terms of verbs, and argument structure constructions.

Secondly, based on them, the learners’ pause distributions will be accounted for
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in light of VACs.

The research questions are as follow:

Research Questions:
1. What types of verbs and argument structure constructions are shown in
the learners’ speech production?
2. What does the learners’ pause distribution reveal about their verb-

argument constructions?
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter involves a description of the methodological approach and
research design for the current study. The chapter is divided into two parts. The
first part describes participants, tasks, and data collection procedures. The second
part contains the research design for examining the types of verbs and argument
structure constructions, and pause patterns in NNSs’ speech production. An
explanation of methods of measuring the variables and a justification of the

approach are provided.

3.1. Participants

A total of 29 Korean middle school EFL students from grade 1 to 3 (age
between 13 to 15), who were enrolled in an After School English Writing
Program (ASEWP), participated in this study. They were all from the same
middle school but mixed randomly in grades. The participants were academically
high achieving students populating the top 50 of their grade. Regardless of their
overall school examination scores, the participants took an English writing test
designed by a team of ASEWP instructors as a placement test in the first week of
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the program. The test consisted of two sets. The first set required the students to
describe a picture, select and give a response to a situation from a given list,
explain illustrations in a chronological order and describe the next logical
illustration, and write an email response to a situation, presenting all of the
required information. In the second set, the students were asked to re-write a
short Korean folk tale in English (APPENDIX 1). The test was scored by six
raters and averaged based on the holistic and analytic descriptions of writing
proficiency (Council of Europe, 2001).

According to their writing test scores, the students were grouped into two
classes: the highest 15 students were assigned to Class A, and the rest to Class B.
Initially, Class A consisted of 10 male, and 5 female students but as one female
student withdrew from the program, there were 14 students in total for the
remainder of the course. There were 7 male and 8 female students in Class B.
None of the students in both classes had overseas experiences except two
students in Class A (each student for 1 year; 2 months). In order to minimize the
range in the placement test scores, the students in each Class were divided into
two subgroups, making 4 groups in total (see APPENDIX 2 for individual
student’s scores). The proficiency level of each group and the number of students

are presented in Table 3.1.
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TABLE 3.1

Proficiency Level and Number of Students by Each Group

Group Al A2 Bl B2
Proficiency Highest High Low Lowest
Number of

7 7 8 7

participants

Genderin  Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
eachgroup 4 3 6 1 4 4 3 4

3.2. Tasks

ASEWP took place once a week for 90 minutes per session. The students
were asked to participate in a speaking task each week in pairs, and they were
allowed to choose their own speaking partners. The participants were given 10 to
15 minutes for each task, which was carried out during the writing class over the
course of 6 weeks. The participants’ consent was obtained prior to the
experiment. In order to minimize students’ stress level and any undue
interruption to the main course, the speaking tasks were implemented as a form
of an activity between the writing tasks rather than of instruction. There were
two types of speaking tasks and each type consisted of three tasks: three role-

plays and three topic-based conversations.
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3.2.1. Role-play.

In order to provide students with tasks which depicted familiar and natural
communicative events within the physical limitation of the classroom
environment, the students first watched an episode of a cartoon (which ran
average of 5 minutes per episode) and then role-played the characters in the
cartoon. Since the cartoon was about the lives of arctic animals, it did not have a
human voice over; but an unintelligible animal language and sound effects.
Although the characters were animals, the participants could easily relate to the
characters’ role (i.e., age and social status) and behaviors. The operations and

contents of the cartoon are presented in APPENDIX 3.1.

3.2.2. Topic-based conversation.

As it was shown that NSs used limited types of clause patterns in everyday
conversation (Altenberg, 1993; Scheibman, 2001), the topic-based conversation
tasks were designed to require students to use specific types of VACs, especially
the less frequently used constructions such as caused-motion construction (VOL),
double-object construction (VOO), and resultative construction (VOR)

(APPENDIX 3.1 for the topics and operations covered in each task).
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3.3 Procedures

Each pair was given a MP3 recorder and instructed on how to operate it
before every session. The students in each pair were assigned a role as Speaker A
or Speaker B. The participants were advised to put the recorder on the desk and

not to stop it until the session was over.

3.3.1. Role-play.

Before the first task, an introduction to the cartoon including a profile of the
characters, their relationships and the general contents was provided. Then, the
students were given an exercise sheet designed to help them become familiar
with the cartoon (APPENDIX 3.2).

Prior to watching the video, participants were encouraged to imagine what
the characters in the cartoon might be saying and what the participants would
have said in the same situation (APPENDIX 3.2). After viewing, they were given
still-cuts (on average 20-30 cuts per task) from the episode with speech bubbles
with either a letter A or B indicating which speaker was assigned to speak where.
This was to ensure a well-balanced turn taking so that the flow of conversation

would be natural, and a substantial amount of speech would be extracted from
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each speaker. Participants were given a few minutes before the task to ask any
questions on the task procedures and contents of the episode to reduce the level
of interruption during the task performance (APPENDIX 3.3).

The episodes were chosen based on the everyday activities depicted in the
students’ textbooks (Korean Ministry of Education, Science and Technology,
1997), and the role-playing was expected to closely reflect the natural structure
of conversation (i.e., its sequential organization and turn-taking rules), and
efficiently stimulate students to use language form that is closely related to their
genuine discourse situations.

The participants were advised to be as spontaneous as possible. L1 was
allowed, to some extent, to minimize interruptions to the flow of the
conversation. When the speakers knew what to say but did not know the English
equivalents, they were allowed to use L1. In addition, the participants were
encouraged to think-aloud (in L1 or L2) whatever they were thinking or feeling
during the task in order to better observe their cognitive process although this

was not the main part of the research.

3.3.2. Topic-based conversation.

A guide to the topics and procedures for each task was given to the students

in L1 (APPENDIX 3.4., 3.5). In preparation, three-to-five minutes were given to
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the participants to draw a mind-map or write down keywords, but they were not

permitted to look back at them once the task started.

3.4. Authenticity of Tasks

Authenticity is a much argued and challenged aspect of an oral ability
assessment (Fulcher, 2003). A discussion on whether authenticity is a concept or
a construct is beyond the scope of the current study (for a wider range of
perspectives on the topic, see Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Lewkowics, 2000).
What the majority of researchers agree is that it is (almost) impossible to capture
or simplify ‘reality’ and provide a perfectly natural simulation of it for test/task
takers.

In the case of EFL contexts, because the Korean EFL learners are using
English as a foreign language, the conversational tasks given to these EFL
learners are what might be the closest to the most ‘natural environmental
language’ (Long, 1988) for them. For that reason, authenticity in this study
focuses on the interactional aspects and the NNSs’ communicative needs within
the task. Because the interlocutors are engaged in two-way online interaction,
they have a tight control of their discourse, and their purpose of communication
naturally becomes an ‘immediate’ or an authentic one. A task which “satisfies

the learner’s search for knowledge and allows the learner the ability to control
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that search” can thus be considered authentic (Rost, 2001, p. 124).

3.5 Data Analyses

The recordings of NNS production were transcribed using Microsoft Word
and Microsoft Excel program. The transcription followed the convention used in
Conversation Analysis (CA). CA is concerned with understanding the interplay
among oral language, social interactions and the actions that people accomplish
using language in their everyday lives. Although CA was not originally designed
to analyze the nature of language learning and its process, its view on how
people interact in socially situated activities can provide many beneficial
implications for second language acquisition, and its worth as a systematical
analysis tool has been appreciated by applied linguists and L2 researchers

(Kasper, 2006).

3.5.1. Investigating NNS spoken language in terms of

VACs.

The first part of the data concerns the characteristics of verb-argument
constructions in the NNSs’ spontaneous speech production at two levels: global
and local. At the global level, the total number of clauses was counted and the
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verbs were sorted into semantic categories. At the local level, the VACs exhibited
in each group were analyzed, and the two most frequent inhabitants of the
islands® constituting the core constructions (VL: verb locative; VOL: verb object

locative; VOO: verb double objects; VOR: verb object result) were identified.

3.5.1.1. Counting clause units.

The counting units of spoken language production have always been
controversial. In the extensive survey of recent studies in applied linguistics and
second language acquisition by Foster, Tonkyn, and Wigglesworth (2000), it was
found that the majority of studies did not provide definitions of their counting
units, and even when supplied, the definitions varied to a considerable degree in
their details. The different units of measurement appear to complement each
other but the limitations of such units may be associated with separation of form,
meaning, and use from the nature of oral language.

A construction, on the other hand, encompasses form and meaning in use,
making it entitled to be an ideal candidate for an analysis unit in a spoken

language. Since the focus of the current study concerns NNSs’ VACs, a clause

® Examples of islands are as follows: subject, verb, preposition, locative, object, etc. Each
construction may consist of different islands. For details see Ellis and Ferreira-Junior (2009).
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containing a (finite) verb is counted as one independent unit (e.g., Let’s go, |
received chocolate). When a phrase can be recovered to a full clause from the
context of discourse or situation, it was also counted as a unit (e.g., What you
want? as in ‘What do you want?’; You needed as in ‘You are needed’) (adapted
from Foster, et al., 2000).

In particular, conventional expressions such as greetings (e.g., hi, good-bye,
see you later) and gratitude (e.g., thank you) were counted but excluded in the
syntactic analysis. When the clause contained repairs such as self-corrections,
false starts, and repetitions, only the final outcomes of those repairs were counted

and analyzed syntactically, while all utterances were transcribed.

3.5.1.2. Sorting verb types.

The verbs were categorized into semantic groups based on the Halliday’s
general taxonomy of verbal processes in English which models three general
processes of human experience: being, sensing, and doing (Halliday, 1994).
According to Halliday (1994), clauses are representations of language users’
impression of experience which “consists of going-on happening, doing, sensing,
meaning, and being and becoming” (p.106). In the present study, ten semantic

categories based on the Hallidayan general taxonomy were used: seven
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Hallidayan categories (Cognition, Existential, Feeling, Material, Perception,
Relational, Verbal), and three adaptations (Perception/Relational,
Possessive/Relational (Scheibman, 2001), and Corporeal (Dixon, 1991)). Table
3.2 shows the description of each semantic category with examples®.

The verbs were classified by tasks and proficiency groups in order to
observe any skewness in the usage pattern, and see whether any discernible
over/under use of a certain verb category was either a property of the task

contents or a proficiency level.

TABLE 3.2

Verb Categories by Semantic Groups

Category Description Examples

know, think, remember,
Cognition Cognitive activity
figure out

Bodily gestures, bodily eat, drink, sleep, live,

Corporeal
interaction smoke
be, have, sit, stay,
Existential Exist, happen
happen
Feeling Emotion, wanting like, want, feel, need,

° An extra category of Fixed, although not included in Table 3.2., is added in the result section
(APPENDIX 4.1) to categorize the conventional expressions such as greetings and gratitude.
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bother, enjoy

Material

Concrete and abstract

do, go, take, teach,

work, use, play, come

Perception

Perception, attention

look, see, hear, find,

notice,

Perception/relational

Perception

(subject non sensor)

look, smell, sound

Possessive/relational Possession (X has A) have, get
Processes of being be, get, be like
Relational
XisA, XisatA) (descriptive), become
say, talk, mean, tell, ask,
Saying symbolic
\erbal go (quotative),

exchange of meaning

be like (quotative)

(based on Halliday (1994), and Dixon (1991), from Scheibman (2001) )

3.5.1.3. Syntactic properties of verbs.

The syntactic structures used in each verb were identified. Then, they were

compiled according to proficiency groups to find out whether there was any

difference in the VACs among the groups.
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3.5.1.4. Inhabitants of the islands constituting the core

constructions.

As a close examination of the local patterns of each of the core constructions
in English, the distribution of the two most frequent inhabitants of the islands
constituting the linguistic forms of VL, VOL, VOO, and VOR constructions was

analyzed (Ellis & Ferreira-Junior, 2009).

3.5.2. NNS pause distribution.

In the second part of the data analysis, the pause patterns in NNSs’
spontaneous spoken interaction were observed. The unfilled (silence) and filled
pauses (hesitation markers such as umm, and hmm, etc) were not distinguished
from each other in terms of their discourse functions (Freed, 1995). All pauses
were counted in seconds, and indicated in brackets. In this section, all clauses
including the conventional expressions of greetings and gratitude which were
excluded in the initial analysis of verbs and argument structure constructions

(3.5.1.1) were included.
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3.5.2.1. Pause distribution.

The observation of NNS pause distribution involved three levels of analysis
as follows: firstly, the distribution of number and duration of pauses at each
pause location (Table 3.3) in the proficiency groups were accounted. Secondly,
the clauses/sentences in each proficiency group were divided into two categories,
Grammatical and Ungrammatical according to their grammatical well-
formedness. The pauses in each of these two categories were distinguished
between a long and a short pause. The threshold between a long and a short
pause was 0.25 seconds (i.e., any pause under 0.26 seconds was a short pause
and any pause length over the threshold of 0.25 seconds was a long pause)
(Goldman-Eisler, 1958). Functionally, a long pause is supposed to indicate a
point at which speaker is burdened with cognitive decision and a short pause is
regarded as speakers’ discourse strategy or as a simple breathing point (Barik,
1968; Boomer, 1965, 1970; Goldman-Eisler, 1958, 1962; Hawkins, 1971). The
total number and duration of long and short pauses, and their distribution at each
location were analyzed. Finally, the pause distribution in the clauses with

constructional errors was observed (3.5.2.2).
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TABLE 3.3

Pause Locations

Pause location Examples
(@) CB (clause initial place) (0.8) You are late.
(b) Predicate (main verb) So Pinga (0.2) stop hiccupping.

(c) Argument (argument following
And historian is (0.2) useful.
predicator)

CB indicated the pauses occurring at the sentence/clause initial position (i.e.,
start of an utterance) including imperatives. The pauses occurring before the
conjunctions within a same sentence, and also the subjects following a
conjunction within a linked sentence were counted as CB. Predicate indicated
pauses before the main predicator (verb). Argument included all the sentential
elements following the main verb such as adjective, adverb, noun, determiner,
pronoun, and preposition, and so forth. While all pauses were counted, the
analysis was principally targeted at the pauses at Predicate and Argument
position.

When the students code-switched to L1 in search for lexical items, as long as
the sentential structure preserved the English construction, they were counted as

Grammatical (Example 1).
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Example 1

| want go cip [home].*?

For the sentences containing repairs, while all pauses were counted, the
sentence was categorized either as Grammatical or Ungrammatical depending
on the final outcome (i.e., if the final outcome after the repair was grammatical,

it was categorized as Grammatical).

3.5.2.2. Pause distribution in clauses with

constructional error(s).

Within the Ungrammatical category, the sentences containing errors that
were not due to the functional categories (e.g., articles, plural markers) but
because of a lack of knowledge in English ASCs were analyzed separately. The
total number and duration of long and short pauses, and their distribution at each

pause location were examined.

1% Korean is romanized following the Yale system and italicized. English translation is given in

[ ]
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter provides findings of NNS’ spontaneous speech production data
in relation to the research questions posed in Chapter 2. Section 4.1 presents the
types of verbs along with their salient argument structure constructions, and the
most frequent islands constituting the VL, VOL, VOO, and VOR constructions.
Section 4.2 offers the detailed analysis of the NNS pause pattern in terms of

number, duration, and locations.

4.1 Verb-Argument Constructions in NNS Production

The analysis of the types of verbs and their corresponding argument structure
constructions represented in Korean middle school EFL students’ speech
production was carried out at global and local levels. At the global level, the
types of verbs, and their semantic categories were examined. At the local level,
the VACs containing each of these verbs were analyzed and compiled by the
proficiency groups, along with the two most frequent inhabitants of islands

constituting the core constructions.
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4.1.1. Number of words and clauses.

As a first step, the total number of words and clauses was counted (Table
4.1.1). The most (Al) and the least (B2) proficient group produced more number
of words and clauses than the levels between (A2 and B1). However, considering
the absence of data from Bl and B2 for Task 6, quantity levels in oral
production may not always be matched with proficiency levels. On the other
hand, the lower amount of production in A2 and B1 may be due to inconsistent

attendance.

TABLE 4.1.1

Total Number of Words and Clauses by Proficiency Groups

Proficiency Number Number
group of words of clauses
Al 1841 353
A2 1105 208
Bl 926 234

1 For task 6, only six students from Class B were available in that week. However, data was not
included due to the students’ refusal to partake, as the task was felt to be “too difficult”.
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B2 1602 369

TOTAL 5474 1164

4.1.2. Frequency of verbs in each semantic category by

tasks.

The frequency of verbs belonging to each semantic category in each task was
examined (APPENDIX 4.1). The verbs, in almost all tasks, mostly were of the
semantic category of Material, Relational and Feeling, across all proficiency

groups'?,

4.1.3. Top three most frequent verbs by category in

each proficiency group.

As for the types of verbs assigned to each of the semantic categories, the total

number and proportion of top three most frequently used verbs*® in the NNS

2 There were a few exceptional cases: for instance, Cognition verbs as in | think were used more
often than the Feeling verbs (e.g., am, want, need).

3 While these ‘frequently’ used verbs refer to those used for at least more than once, because
there were few categories which were composed only of idiosyncratic items of verbs or only one

_42_



corpus were accounted (APPENDIX 4.2). The results indicate that the learners
used similar items of verbs, such as go, make, get, give, do, play (Material); is,

am, was, are (Relational); want, like, copular be (Feeling).

4.1.4. Most frequently used verbs in the top three

semantic categories.

Table 4.1.2 summarizes the top three items of verbs used in the top three
semantic categories, Material, Relational and Feeling, which accounted for the

majority of the corpus.

TABLE 4.1.2
Three Most Frequently Used Semantic Categories of Verbs and Their

Individual Items

Top Three Most Frequent Verbs
(raw number/% within the
category)

GO MAKE GET

Proficiency Verb Raw % in
Group Category Numbers Corpus

Al 18 448 19,107% 127.6% 10/6.3%
Material GIVE MAKE DO

A2 0L M8 131400 009%  8/8.8%

81 5 oz1 o0 SWVE o DO

10/13.3% 9/7.5%  8/10.7%

token, such verbs which were used only once were also listed.
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GIVE GO PLAY

B2 139 31T 130930 11/35%  5/1.6%
IS AM WAS
Al 2 4 557780 6/83%  6/8.3%
IS AM
A2 39 188 siea1% 4103%
Relational IS ARE
B1 65 8 61/938%  4/6.2% ]
IS ARE AM
B2 % 2 8glo17%  55.2%  2/2.1%
WANT  AM LIKE
Al 46 13 1lo/1.3% 12/26.1% 9/19.6%
WANT  LIKE IS
A2 | 113 go5%  8222%  513.9%
Feeling AM ARE IS
B1 45 19.2 19/42.2% 5/11.1% 5/11.1%
> o 16 WANT  AM ARE

17/28.9% 15/25.4% 6/10.2%

4.1.5. Syntactic patterns.

As summarized in Figure 1, the three constructions, SVC (adj.), SVC (hom.),
and SVO, were the most frequent, while others (e.g., SVOC, SVOO) were
comparatively rare. In the corpus of all proficiency groups, SVC (adj.) accounted
for the largest proportion (total of 29.7%), which was employed more by the
lower level learners (Al: 23.1%; A2: 23.1%; B1: 36%; B2: 35.5%). When the

subject complement was a nominal (total of 19.3%), the use patterns across all
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groups were more even (Al: 17.3%; A2: 20%; B1: 18.3%; B2: 21.5%). SVO
(19.3%) was used over 20% in all three groups (Al: 21.2%; A2: 21.5%; B1.:
24.4%) except B2 (12.1%).

The proficiency groups also unveiled some differences. SVOC (adj.) and
SV+to-infinitive, in particular, were employed more by the higher proficiency
groups (SVOC (adj.)-Al: 2.4%; A2: 6.2%; B1l: 0%; B2: 0%; SV+to-infinitive-
Al:9.1%; A2: 6.9%; B1: 1.8%; B2: 1.4%) whereas the lower proficiency groups
(B1 and B2) made frequent use of SVC (adj.) and a formulaic expression,
Let’s+V (Let’s V-Al: 0.5%; A2: 0%; B1: 6.1%; B2: 2.8%).

The VACs identified in the NNS corpus were in part congruous with those of
NSs (Altenberg, 1993): the SVC with an adjective complement (45.6%) for the
most common constructions along with SVO (28.4%) and SVOA (2.8%). This

proportion can be related to spoken genre (Scheibman, 2001).

_45_



——A_1

A2

—+—B_1

——PB 2

——=TOTAL

anssed A S
OA S397
5397

b5 197

YA 5321

A 5391
O3+ A\ 5397
A$321
oINS
cdaid +oAs
O0AS

P2- +OAS
Bur-+0As
‘2leg+0AS

YOAS
(WouDOAS
(fpe)doAs
"BY=AJOAS
ons

<VAS

- (woudAs
(fpeDAS

AS
(WoujDOA
(penA
oA

YA

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

50%

0.0%

Figure 1.
Summary of Syntactic Patterns Used By Each Proficiency Group (%)
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4.1.6. Two most frequent inhabitants of the islands

constituting the VL, VOL, VOO, and VOR constructions.

Based on the English core constructions and their islands identified in the
previous NSs’ corpus (Ellis & Ferreira-Junior, 2010), the islands constituting VL,
VOL, VOO, and VOR constructions in the NNSs’ corpus were classified
(APPENDIX 4.3).

Overall, the participants produced only a few constructions, including the
instances of ‘ungrammatical’ elements (e.g., errors in both functional categories
such as articles, and constructional errors such as null arguments)**. Even for the
higher proficiency groups (Al and A2), apart from the VL and VOL
constructions, which accounted for just above 5% of the whole corpus, the
participants hardly used complex constructions that require more than one
argument. The top two inhabitants of the verb islands in VACs were of restricted
kinds in all proficiency groups. Namely, all groups used either get or go for VL,
give for VOL and VOO, and make for VOR most frequently.

In relation to the use of constructions in each task, the contextual demand

may account for limits in number and variety of constructions, and resemblance

4" As long as what appeared to be ‘a structure’ for a particular construction was perceived, it was
included in the analysis. In A1, for example, a participant constructed a clause, which appeared to
be an attempt to produce a VOR construction in a given context: [null subject + make+ Pinga+ to
hiccup]. Despite its grammatical incompleteness, it was counted as a VOR construction.
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in types of the verbs and the islands.

4.2 Pause Patterns

This section provides the participants’ pause pattern. The analysis was
particularly focused on the pauses within a verb phrase. In the first part, the total
number of pauses (Table 4.2.1), and the total duration and the percentage of
pause at each location (Table 4.2.2) are presented. The results showed no
significant difference among the proficiency groups. In the second part, the
NNSs’ corpus was divided into two sentential categories, Grammatical and
Ungrammatical, and the pauses were also classified into two types, depending on
the length: a long (over 0.25 seconds), and a short (under 0.26 seconds) pause
(Excerpt 1 shows examples of short and long pauses at each pause location).
Further, within each sentential category, the pause types, total duration, and

average lengths at each pause location were marked, as shown in Table 4.2.4.

Excerpt 1
CB: (1.2) It seems delicious. (Long pause)
Predicate: |1 (0.5) played with them a lot. (Long pause)
Argument: She was my (0.5) home stay mom (0.2) in America.

(Long pause; Short pause)
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4.2.1. Number of pauses at each pause location.

TABLE 4.2.1

Number of Pauses at Each Pause Location by Proficiency Groups

CB Predicate Argument TOTAL

Al 128 30 54 235
A2 61 26 55 178
Bl 95 21 49 180
B2 110 37 56 233

Most pauses appearing at the initial position of sentence (CB) accord with the
previous studies (Hawkins, 1971; Tavaloki, 2011). The participants paused more
often at Argument than Predicate, which indicates a distinctive marker of NNS
pause pattern. At Argument position, most pauses were before a noun (e.g., a

noun in a noun phrase preceded by a predicate) by 48.1% in Al, 41.8% in A2,
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59.2% in B1, and 69.6% in B2'. The duration of pauses at each location also

mirrors the same distribution pattern (Table 4.2.2).

4.2.2. Lengths of pauses at each pause location by

proficiency groups.

TABLE 4.2.2

Total Lengths of Pauses at Each Pause Location by Proficiency Groups

Group CB Predicate Argument Total
(sec)
Length 5664 411 52.7
(sec)
Al 382.4
o
oI 69.6% 10.47% 13.78%
Corpus
Length 155 26.8 50.8
(sec)
A2 247.9
% in
c 54.53% 10.88% 20.49%
orpus
Length 184 28.3 56.2
(sec)
Bl 279.6
% in
65.80% 10.12% 18.81%
Corpus

> The use of this pattern may be predictable from the fact that most of the clause patterns were
that of SVC and SVO.
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Length

363.3 40.5 52.5
(sec)
B2 472.7
o
%oin 76.85% 8.56% 11.10%
Corpus

The participants in all groups paused the longest at CB position, followed
by Argument and Predicate. This is the same phenomenon found in the previous
studies: both NS and NNS speakers paused most frequently and the longest at the
sentence initial position. The major difference between the NSs and NNSs was
that the NNSs paused significantly more at Argument position than the NSs
(Tavakoli, 2010).

There appears to be no marked difference across the proficiency groups, and
the participants paused where NNSs are typically known to do. However, as will
be considered in the following section, when the NNSs’ production is examined
in terms of grammatical and ungrammatical sentences, their production pattern

shows differences.

4.2.3. Division of NNSs’ interlanguage by

proficiency groups.

TABLE 4.2.3

Total Number of Grammatical and Ungrammatical Clauses
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by Proficiency Groups

Group Grammatical Ungrammatical
Number 322 39
Al
% in Corpus 84.73% 10.26%
Number 155 65
A2
% in Corpus 64.31% 26.97%
Number 189 60
Bl
% in Corpus 67.02% 21.27%
Number 204 113
B2
% in Corpus 58.78% 32.56%

As shown in the table above, the higher the proficiency level was, the more
grammatically accurate the learners’ production was. The pause pattern itself
nonetheless did not reflect this to the full. Actually, independently of their
proficiency levels, they all tended to pause mostly at CB, followed by at
Argument and lastly, at Predicate. When the pause patterns were separately
analyzed by sentential groups, based on grammaticality, however, differences in
the pause distribution relative to VACs between the most proficient (Al) and the

rest of the groups were distinctive, as shown in Table 4.2.4.
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4.2.4. Pause lengths and locations by interlanguage

grammaticality.

In the grammatical sentences (Grammatical), all groups made long pauses
most frequently before Argument, and paused longer on average before Predicate.
Short pauses also occurred most often at Argument. The differences in the pause
pattern between the proficiency groups were more distinctive in the
ungrammatical sentences (Ungrammatical): Al paused most frequently and the
longest on average before Predicate, whereas A2 paused most often and longest
on average before Argument. B1 and B2 paused most often before Argument but
longest on average before Predicate. For short pauses, Al paused most
frequently before Predicate while the other groups paused most often before

Argument.
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TABLE 4.2.4

Pause Lengths and Locations by Sentence Grammaticality

Grammatical-Long pause

Al Grammatical Sentences A2 Grammatical Sentences B1 Grammatical Sentences B2 Grammatical Sentences
Long pause Long pause Long pause Long pause
Total Average Total Average Total Average Total Average
Location No. Duration (sec)g Location No. Duration (sec)g Location No. Duration ( )g Location No. Duration (sec)g
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)

CB 86 212.4 2.5 CB 36 85 2.7 CB 63 103.5 1.6 CB 59 124.9 2.1
Predicate 12 16.9 1.4 Predicate 12 15.7 2.0 Predicate 3 7.2 2.4 Predicate 6 16.3 2.7
Argument 39 40.4 1.0 Argument 36 16.5 0.8 Argument 14 21.8 1.6 Argument 27 27.7 1.0

Total 137  269.7 Total 84 117.2 Total 80 1325 Total 92 168.9
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Grammatical-Short pause

Al Grammatical Sentences A2 Grammatical Sentences B1 Grammatical Sentences B2 Grammatical Sentences
Short pause Short pause Short pause Short pause
Total Average Total Average Total Average Total Average
Location No. Duration g Location No. Duration g Location No. Duration g Location No. Duration g
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)
CB 15 3 0.2 CB 4 0.8 0.2 CB 7 1.4 0.2 CB 10 2 0.2
Predicate 9 1.8 0.2 Predicate 4 0.8 0.2 Predicate 2 0.4 0.3 Predicate 3 0.6 0.2
Argument 21 4.2 0.2 Argument 14 2.8 0.2 Argument 13 2.6 0.4 Argument 12 2.4 0.2
Total 45 9 Total 22 4.4 Total 22 4.4 Total 25 5
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Ungrammatical-Long pause

Al Ungrammatical Sentences A2 Ungrammatical Sentences B1 Ungrammatical Sentences B2 Ungrammatical Sentences
Long pause Long pause Long pause Long pause
Total Average Total Average Total Average Total Average
Location No. Duration g Location No. Duration 9 Location No. Duration 9 Location No. Duration g
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)
CB 12 23.1 2.0 CB 20 44.2 2.2 CB 18 46.7 2.6 CB 31 82.8 2.7
Predicate 9 94 14 Predicate 7 54 0.8 Predicate 7 14.1 2.0 Predicate 12 18.5 1.5
Argument 7 54 0.8 Argument 34 53.9 1.6 Argument 19 35.6 1.9 Argument 26 24.7 1.0
Total 28 37.9 Total 61  103.5 Total 44 96.4 Total 69 126
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Ungrammatical-Short pause

Al Ungrammatical Sentences A2 Ungrammatical Sentences B1 Ungrammatical Sentences B2 Ungrammatical Sentences
Short pause Short pause Short pause Short pause
Total Average Total Average Total Average Total Average
Location No. Duration g Location No. Duration g Location No. Duration g Location No. Duration g
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)
CB 2 0.4 0.2 CB 0 0 0 CB 1 0.2 0.2 CB 7 1.4 0.2
Predicate 5 1 0.2 Predicate 2 0.4 0.2 Predicate 4 0.8 0.2 Predicate 4 0.8 0.2
Argument 4 0.8 0.2 Argument 13 2.6 0.2 Argument 9 1.8 0.2 Argument 10 2 0.2
Total 11 2.2 Total 15 3 Total 14 2.8 Total 21 4.2
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In short, the result demonstrates that for the grammatical sentences, all
groups paused more frequently at Argument position and longer on average
before Predicate. Since the ungrammatical sentences analyzed in Table 4.2.4
included all sorts of errors (i.e., errors of functional categories), only the
constructional errors were separately extracted for further pause pattern analysis,

which will be presented in the following section 4.2.5.

4.2.5. Pause pattern in the interlanguage containing

constructional error(s).

The result in Table 4.2.5 exhibits that A1 paused most frequently only before
Predicate while the rest paused more before an argument than a predicate. This
reinforces the results presented in Table 4.2.4. That is, when Al was challenged
by construction formation, it can be assumed that they were burdened with the
processing mostly at a predicate level. The pause patterns found in other groups
than Al, in contrast, disclose that they struggled at almost every constituent,
especially within the verb phrases. In fact, this result may imply that pausing
within clause, which in many earlier studies has been viewed as a distinctive
marker of NNSs’ dysfluency, can be further specified with regard to L2 learners’

linguistic faculty, notably the ability to generate VACSs.
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TABLE 4.2.5

Pause Pattern in Sentences with Constructional Error(s)

Al
Type/Location CB Predicate Argument
Total Average Total Average Total Average
Long No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)
2 4.7 2.35 4 4.6 1.15 N/A
Type/Location CB Predicate Argument
Total Average Total Average Total Average
Short No. Duration Duration  No Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)
1 0.2 0.2 2 0.4 0.2 N/A
Total os i Total O Total os
TOTAL No. Duration /601N No Duration /601N No. Duration %6 1n
Corpus Corpus Corpus
(sec) (sec) (sec)
3 4.9 33.30% 6 5 66.70% N/A
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A2

Type/Location CB Predicate Argument
Total Average Total Average Total Average
Long No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)
8 20 2.5 3 1.8 0.6 3 7.4 2.46
Type/Location CB Predicate Argument
Total Average Total Average Total Average
Short No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)
N/A 1 0.2 0.2 3 0.6 0.2
Total os i Total O Total os
TOTAL No.  Duration /601N No.  Duration /601N No.  Duration %6 1n
Corpus Corpus Corpus
(sec) (sec) (sec)
8 20 44.40% 4 2 22.20% 6 8 33.30%
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Bl

Type/Location CB Predicate Argument
Total Average Total Average Total Average
Long No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)
7 12.4 1.8 3 9.2 3.1 9 17.9 2
Type/Location CB Predicate Argument
Total Average Total Average Total Average
Short No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)
N/A 4 0.8 0.2 6 1.2 0.2
Total os i Total o Total os
TOTAL No.  Duration /601N No. Duration /601N No.  Duration %6 1n
Corpus Corpus Corpus
(sec) (sec) (sec)
7 12.4 24.10% 7 10 24.10% 15 19.1 51.70%
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B2

Type/Location CB Predicate Argument
Total Average Total Average Total Average
Long No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)
10 26.3 2.63 4 4.6 1.15 9 12.6 1.4
Type/Location CB Predicate Argument
Total Average Total Average Total Average
Short No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration  No. Duration Duration
(sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec) (sec)
3 0.6 0.2 1 0.2 0.2 2 0.4 0.2
Total os i Total op Total o/ i
TOTAL No.  Duration %6 in No.  Duration /6 1n No.  Duration %6 in
Corpus Corpus Corpus
(sec) (sec) (sec)
13 26.9 44.8 5 4.8 17% 11 13 37.90%
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION AND FURTHER DISCUSSION

This study examined L2 fluency by analyzing Korean middle school English
learners’ spoken production, and pause pattern in light of VACs. This chapter

summarizes and further discusses the research findings.

5.1. Summary of Findings (1)

5.1.1. Verb-argument constructions.

The first research question concerned the types of VACs. The most frequently
occurring verbs belonged to a restricted set of categories such as Material,
Relational, and Feeling in all six tasks, irrespective of the learners’ proficiency
level. All levels of learners, in addition, employed only a few core constructions,
like SVC (adj., nom.) and SVO, along with a narrow range of verbs and the

inhabitants of the islands.

5.1.2. Further discussion.
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The production outcomes across proficiency levels did not show much
difference in the range of VACs. Even in the tasks, which were specially
designed to elicitate complex constructions (e.g., VOL, VOO, VOR), participants
scarcely used these constructions. This may be due to their lack of knowledge in
complex constructions as well as the inherent demand of spoken discourse. This
limited use of constructions appears to be consistent with the previous reports on
the use of constructions by adult NSs in everyday contexts (Altenberg, 1993;
Scheibman, 2001). However, there can be a fundamental difference in language
use between EFL learners and NS adults. The EFL learners’ use patterns may be
mainly derived from their lack of constructional knowledge, in contrast to those
of NS adults whose choice of constructions is likely intentional.

The following section presents a summary of results from the analysis of

NNSs’ pause pattern with further discussion.

5.2. Summary of Findings (2)

5.2.1. Pause pattern.

The second research question addressed what the pause pattern in the
learners’ production discloses, especially relative to VACs. The analysis was

principally targeted at the pauses at Predicate and Argument positions within a
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verb phrase. When the sentences and the pauses were analyzed in regard to two
categories each, by grammaticality (Grammatical and Ungrammatical), and by
length (Long and Short) respectively, disparate patterns emerged across the

proficiency groups. The following is a summary of the results of the study:

<Pause lengths and locations by interlanguage grammaticality>

1. Grammatical sentences-Long pauses
-All groups paused more often before an argument

-All groups paused longest on average before a predicate

2. Grammatical sentences-Short pauses

-All groups paused more often before an argument

3. Ungrammatical sentences-Long pauses
-Al: paused most often and longest on average before a predicate
-A2: paused most often and longest on average before an argument
-B1: paused most often before an argument; longest on average before a
predicate
-B2: paused most often before an argument; longest on average before a

predicate
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4. Ungrammatical sentences-Short pauses
-Al: paused most often before a predicate

-A2, B1, B2: paused most often before an argument

The differences in the pause distributions among the proficiency groups were

more distinctive in the clauses containing constructional errors.

<Pause pattern in the interlanguage containing constructional errors>

Al
1. Long pauses

-Paused before a predicate only
2. Short pauses

-Paused before a predicate only

A2

1. Long pauses
-Paused the same number before Predicate and Argument
- Paused longer on average before an argument

2. Short pauses

-Paused more often and longer on average before an argument
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Bl
1. Long pauses

-Paused more often and longer on average before an argument.
2. Short pauses

-Paused more often and longer on average before an argument.

B2
1. Long pauses

-Paused more often and longer on average before an argument.
2. Short pauses

-Paused more often and longer on average before an argument.

5.2.2. Further discussion.

Previous studies on L2 pause patterns have indicated that it is pausing at the
within-clause position that identifies with NNSs’ dysfluency. As a major remedy
for this dysfluency, NNSs have been encouraged to memorize and practice
ready-made language chunks (Chambers, 1997; Chambers & Richards, 1995;
Nation, 1989; Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992; Richard, 1986; Wajnryb, 1989;
Wood, 1998). While admitting that the relationship between the lengths,

locations, and functions of pause is still somewhat in doubt, the current study
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sought to demonstrate that the tendency shown in NNSs’ pause distribution can
be reinterpreted in terms of VACs.

In the case that the sentences produced were grammatical, the speakers
across proficiency groups tended to make a long pause before a predicate longer
on average, and make a more frequent pause before an argument for both long
and short pauses. In ungrammatical sentences, A2'°, B1, and B2 paused most
frequently before an argument for both long and short pauses, while Al paused
most often and longer on average before a predicate. Overall, this tendency was,
in this study, assumed to be related to the combinatory strength between the
predicate and arguments. Specifically, the frequent and longer pause before
Predicate may indicate that sentence production was pivoted by a ‘predicate
unit’, with intense combinatory strength implied. In turn, the frequent pause
occurrence before an argument was probably related to the learners’ more
attention to a ‘noun unit’ rather than a ‘predicate unit’.

In the same vein, in the sentences involving constructional errors, the pause
distribution within the verb phrase appears to be associated with the learners’
knowledge on constructions together with the recognition of combinatory
strength. It can be inferred from this apparent propensity to pause occurrences

that learners’ pause distributions can be moderated by the competence to

15" It remains, however, uncertain as to why A2 paused longer on average before an argument
instead of a predicate despite the relatively higher proficiency than Bland B2.
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construct VACs.

Given that both types of pauses were recurrently spotted at the identical
pause locations, the existing distinction of pause functions by lengths (Barik,
1968; Boomer, 1965, 1970; Goldman-Eisler, 1958, 1962; Hawkins, 1971) may
not be appropriate for L2 pause pattern analysis. It is, thus, suggested in this
study that the L2 pause distribution is more relevant to the location than the

length.
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CHAPTER 6
IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR

FUTURE RESEARCH

6.1 Overall Implications

The present study addresses two major issues that need to be reconsidered in
terms of the L2 fluency measurement, and the pedagogical practices: the former
is associated with a reflection of the ability to form VACs in the current
measuring unit of L2 fluency. The latter is with the impact of the traditional
pedagogical prescriptions (e.g., repetition of a target expression, memorization of
ready-made language composites) on fluency enhancement (i.e., pause
reduction).

The measurement issue was that the existing measuring units (i.e., temporal
units) were related to mere manifestations of the L2 production rather than the
reflection of the L2 learners’ underlying linguistic competence. Through the
analysis of the NNSs’ pause pattern in the present study, the learners’ ability to
construct VACs and recognize the combinatory strength between the predicate

and arguments was found to be considerably related to their L2 fluency. Thus
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this study suggests the need to incorporate VACs into a measuring unit for the
analysis of learners’ pause distribution.

In reaction to the limitations in the traditional pedagogy, the VACs-based
approach is, in this study, advocated as an alternative pedagogical
recommendation. When VACSs, which is a form-meaning assembly, is provided
as a major source of input, L2 learners will easily perceive a verb and its
argument as a pair. This recognition will result in effective decreases in within-
clause pauses.

These perspectives implied that L2 speaking instruction needs to focus on the
‘combinatory consolidation’ between a predicate and its arguments. As an aid to
reinforcing this connection, ‘a prosodic unit’ constituting a verb and its object
pronoun is suggested to be employed. The use of pronoun in this unit may ease
L2 learners of additional cognitive burden in searching for a specific noun
(phrase), helping learners to pay more attention to the relationship between a
predicate and its argument.

Furthermore, considering that everyday conversation does not always compel
language users to take such complex constructions as VOL, VOO, and VOR
(Altenberg, 1993; Scheibman, 2001), additional instructions on these

constructions in classroom communicative situations are required.

6.2. Suggestions for Future Research
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The size of database and the inherent nature of NNSs’ interlanguage may
provide further suggestions for future research in terms of statistics and pause-

related issues.

6.2.1. Statistics.

While the descriptive statistics on the average duration and percentage of
pause at each location may provide meaningful figure, future studies are
recommended to employ a larger size of data samples in order to further explore
the relationship between learners’ proficiency level and the pause distributions,
and investigate how and to what extent the frequency, lengths, and locations of

pause interact with each other.

6.2.2. Lengths, locations, and functions of pause in

interlanguage.

As illustrated in the following excerpts, it is not usually easy to determine the
relationship between the lengths, locations, and functions of pause in spoken

interlanguage.
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Excerpt 2
Example 1 (0.5) can I help you?

Example 2 | like this (0.2) stick candle.

In a traditional analysis, the pause in Example 1 of Excerpt 2, which is a long
pause at CB, is assumed to be for planning at a whole sentence level, and the one
in Example 2, a short pause before a noun, for a strategic decision (i.e., a search
for a lexical item), or a breathing point. However, regarding the sentences
including ‘ungrammatical’ elements, it is, as shown in Excerpt 3, not always
straightforward for what reasons learners pause at CB or Predicate or Argument

position.

Excerpt 3
Example 1 You (0.7) ride first.
Example 2 Pinga laugh. Pinga laugh.
Example 3 (2.0) Mom where is my skateboard?
Example 4 (4.2) why don’t you (3.8) Pingu (1.2) nollaykhita mwenya [what’s

surprise in English?] surprised surprise.

The Examples 1 through 4 are produced by the same participant in B1. The

long pause in Example 1 conventionally indicates a syntactic planning (i.e., verb
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phrase). However, this is not likely to apply for the rest of the examples.
Example 2, for instance, may imply the participant’s unawareness of the
violation of the subject-verb agreement rule*’. In Example 1 and 2, it is assumed
that the participant applied an incomplete tense rule consistently, implying that
the long pause in Example 1 may be for planning at a lexical level.

By the same token, the pause at CB in Example 3 may be planning for
proposition of the whole sentence as the final outcome following the pause is
‘grammatical’. The Example 4 is a more complicated case. The sentence is ill-
formed, containing three long pauses. As the participant seems to be struggling
with word order, these pauses may be syntactic ones. However, the think-aloud
in L1 shows that the pause before the predicate surprise is more likely to be a
lexical one. It is, at present, difficult to make a conclusive decision about
whether the lengths and locations of pause in NNSs’ interlanguage reveal any
definite relationship between the pause distribution and a certain level of
learners’ cognitive decision.

In future research, it would be worth expanding the current research on
NNSs’ pause pattern with specific reference to pause lengths, locations, and
functions. Pedagogical recommendations presented in this study, furthermore,

need to be empirically supported by ensuing studies.

17" Otherwise, she should have paused before laugh and perhaps fixed her error (i.e., laughs) after
a pause or a repair.
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APPENDIX 1.

Placement test questions

S| g T

J0

1. (5 minutes)
Your classmate asks if you have made any plans for a2 summer vacation. Select one of the
illustrations and write your response using the given words accompanying it. Your response

should be about 20 words long and include two to four sentence.
(A) (e) - =

ga Lavelng /} nave
many expeiamnces

1ead 4 newspaps
/ widen knawledge

ga zwimming
/ laze wegnt

2. (5 minutes)
Look at the picture below and fill in the four blanks to describe what is happening in the

picture. Use 20 to 20 words.

I went to S-mart near my house. The place was crowded with pecple

Yesterday,
shopping and locking around. At a cashier, there were two students working part time.
Mary . and Tim _ w3

. Jessica

Sam

)8} i



3. (10 minutes)

Write about the frist two illustrations and describe the ned logical illustration. Use 20 to
50 words.

" Er
LN

() ~ :« ey ) =1

e
(A)

=1
(B}

f
()

o
(C)

4. (15 minutes)

You bought a PC a few weeks ago. It didn't work well, so you inquired about getting some
help from the customer service center. You've just received the email below. Write an email
in response, providing all of the information that is requested. Use 40 to 50 words.

Crear Youngsun

We are very sorry that you are not satisfied with our product. If you could provide us
with some additional informetion, we will be able to determine the best way to help
yvou. Please let us know when and where you purchased your PC, and what esxactly is
wrong with it. We look forward to hearing from you soon.

SML) Electronics.
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APPENDIX 2.

Individual placement test scores

Score Description

1. Novice 2. Low- intermediate 3. Mid- intermediate 4. High-intermediate 5. Advanced

Student Rater A Rater B Rater C Rater D Rater E Rater F Average Score Group Assigned

(O]
1 5 5 5 5 5 4 4.83 Al
2 5 5 5 5 5 4 4.83 Al
3 5 45 5 5 4 4 4.58 Al
4 4 4.5 5 5 5 4 4.58 Al
5 5 4 5 5 4 4 45 Al
6 45 45 5 4 4 3 4.17 Al
7 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 Al
8 4 35 5 4 3 3 3.75 A2
9 4 4 45 4 3 3 3.75 A2
10 4 4 4 4 3 3 3.67 A2
11 4 4 3 4 3.5 4 3.75 A2
12 35 3.5 4 4 2.5 3 3.4 A2
13 4 4 4 4 2.5 3 3.5 A2
14 3 4 3 3 4 4 3.5 A2
15 35 3.5 4 3 2 3 3.17 Bl
16 35 4 3.5 3 2 3 3.17 B1
17 3 4 3.5 3 2 3 3.08 Bl
18 3 3.5 3.5 3 3 2 3 Bl
19 4 35 2.5 3 2 3 3 B1
20 3 3.5 3 3 2.5 3 2.92 Bl
21 35 3.5 2.5 3 2 3 2.92 Bl
22 3 35 3 3 25 3 2.92 Bl
23 3 3 3.5 3 2 2 2.75 B2
24 2 35 2.5 3 2 3 2.67 B2

|
oo
\]
|



B2

2.42
2.25

3.5

25
26
27
28
29

B2

25

B2

B2

1.92
1.67

15

B2
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APPENDIX 3.1.

Topics and Contents for Speaking Tasks

Role-Plays

Topic

Operations

Synopsis

1. Pingu Goes Snowboarding

Expressing: greeting, inviting,
asking for permission, asking
questions

Describing: actions, objects,
places, processes

Pingu’s seal friend Robby comes over
to Pingu’s house and invites Pingu to
snowboard with him. Robby makes
fun of Pingu who is at a beginners’
level. They bump into Dolly who is a
girl penguin while snowboarding.
Dolly teaches Pingu how to
snowboard and the two become
friends. Robby who has been mocking
Pingu all day, falls over and ends up
wearing a protection-pad.

2. Pinga Hiccups

Expressing: feelings,
want/need, apology

Directing: ordering,
instructing

Describing: actions, events
Reporting: description,

comment, decisions
Narration: sequence of events

Pingu’s younger brother Pinga starts
hiccupping after drinking some juice.
In order to make Pinga stop
hiccupping, Pingu takes him to their
dad. Dad tries to help Pinga but he is
unsuccessful. Pingu then takes Pinga
to his friend Robby. At Robby’s place,
Pingu and Robby make a plan to scare
Pinga by putting a disguise.

3. Pingu at the Funfair

Expressing: greeting,
comment, feelings, want/need,
attitude, complaints

Directing: warning
Describing: actions, events,
places

Eliciting: information,
answers, permission
Narration: sequence of events
Reporting: description,
comment

Pingu’s family goes to a funfair. They
participate in a variety of activities
such as purchasing goods and going
on the rides. Pingu later goes on a
wild ride, which eventually makes
him sick. The family enjoys a happy
weekend.

Topic-Based Conversations

Topic

Synopsis

4. Interview

Operations
Expressing: comment,
feelings, want/need,

information, opinions, attitude
Describing: actions, events,
objects, people, places, plans,
preferences, ideas, concepts

Eliciting: information,
directions, clarification,

Each student takes a role of both an
interviewer and interviewee. They ask
and answer about the occasions in
which s/he has done something for
others, and an occasion in which s/he
has benefited from others. The
participants were asked to include in
their question and answer: the
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answers
Reporting: description,
comment, decisions

description of the action and/or object;
identify the giver/recipient;
elaboration on the feelings and/or the
benefit of the action begin given or
taken.

5. Expressing opinions

Expressing: requirements,
comment, feelings, want/need,
information, opinions,
attitude, confirmation
Describing: actions, events,
objects, people, places, plans,
preferences, ideas, concepts

Students decide who will survive in a
shipwreck and go to the desert island
to live. They describe each character:
what they are, what they do and how
the selection will be beneficial for the
whole group.

6. Debate

Eliciting: information,
directions, clarification,
answers

Expressing: requirements,

comment, feelings, want/need,
information, opinions,
attitude, confirmation
Describing: actions, events,
objects, people, places, plans,
preferences, ideas, concepts

Eliciting: information,
directions, clarification,
answers

Narration: sequence of events
Reporting: description,

comment, decisions

Students are assigned a role of a
character from Task 5. One needs to
understand the character and explain
from the character’s point of view as
to why s/he is a better candidate to
survive more than the other members
of the group.
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APPENDIX 3.2.

Introduction to role-play

— o,

Task: Read about Pingu and match his family and friends.

Pingu is 3 cute little penguin from the South Pole. He lives with his dad. mom and his younger

brother, Pinga.

very hard.

and Pinga.

<Pingu’s Family>

Pingus dad is 3 postman and he works

Pingus mom is busy tsking

care of Pings becsuse he is still very
young. Pingu dsc has a grandfather who
lives in the same village. He loves Pingu

Pingu has many friends. His best friend is Robby the seal. Pingu alsc has 3 girl fiend. Her name is
Dolly. Pingu goes to school during the week. On weekands, he loves to play with his friends.

<Pingu and Robby>

<Pingu and Dolly>
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<Speaking Activity>

EERE(29, Student A, Student B

1) Ho= S8
e = Hok AlES7| died ofe 4= =0 Zo| Edor 2ok
* U7 Oa2tE HE CHEds HE 2 =7 424 294 Pingu 84 2oy ch
2) Waorksheet
® Worksheetl]= HICl2 S2HH 2 FISEHSHA TSE =3 Aedch
® S &ALt BETE RO FHEIED TEEY EHE ¥E2 OiEa TUCL
* 42 oSO £0E WisHL TR LTE DT T30 S HHE FIEES =2 H
HE AE=8H iz o EE8 =L
Example)

A Dolly! Look at
me! Dont  you
think I am much
better than before?
B: Yes! Way to go
Fingu!
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APPENDIX 3.3.

Sample student worksheet for a role-play task

Pingu goes snowboarding

Pinga starts to hiccup.

-

Questions before your activity
1) Question for Student A
(Aol )
Q What mads Pinga hiccup?
Hint: liquid
2) Question for Student B
(8 &0l GisHd2)

Q Where did Pingu take Pings to?
Hint: two places
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[TASK 4]

APPPENDIX 3.4.

Sample student worksheet for a topic-based conversation

in)
djn

]

A=

FAZ/ERE/AFo s 3 H B2 AS/HASAE 5 4 AMd 3= A

Student A
A 2ol ojs] 2o}z

1) @Ea7 Aol A & o oK ALk

VEHR YRSS T 0 7004 Holz So{RAL.
REWEH A7 A S 2 9IEE 2{BUCH

ik

4 Aol B P oz AFEA 00K & £ 2lsUnd

e

15,

alr

[e1A]
Q=¥ 7 FEESEA G 22 0 S F4 94849 e 24 = 2ol 2.
Ao Q| o] o]
Q:8}r 22l A 7 AARA Aok
Az~ ~E}Rl B 7P 5. o374 A
Q:9e4 BE SRA Bel? A7 AR H H=H7
A: A FEAEL EHY A9 ¥4 BE I A= Helok
Hed s g9 s od s s g dslm A e H goetdls 9 5 = 5]
Q:= = AFFH A A Sedg?
A:EZEHA T E AFANSA 2] FHebA AT ST

s g5 434

o

AR T
IS ™A LR ? (B, A, W)
A F| ol FLER? (BB SA /AT mA /S = A SHER?)
0] 2lefE 23 H2A0] 9T SR A A

2) A FHFAN R DG4Il A & 6 F & Q5= Aq0s I8
YED Fej= BHEAR. 179 B BE UHIEE FUTH
Fews 3 olols Tz H2A Tt o 22 Al

FZ2 fos F =0 ¥ HEHBEA S,

[t Ul g 2]

PR ESELCVEEEENEE A HE

fla

ey
k-2

My

£ F7
Q3 vE AR iWLa

(O s B2 alA /S mA/7 mA /214 #1182)
o] 2lolE TE D HS 0| 3ITHD TH AL
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Student B
A =zd sl &olrl7]

= 2. 3172 2o 2= g2 S P,
2ws ﬂﬂﬂi%ﬂ—iﬂﬁ%ﬂl“‘t}mﬂi”'ﬂﬂ!

HoE AREA 00 T 4 SlsUn

[ 2]
Q1 7 FHE A F L = T )] S48 e 2] i 5 2o XA
Azrere S H] ~-a]] Gho].
Q:ol~ a3 A 7] R A 7ok
Az~ ~ET ~8 718 o_a74 7.
Q:5helA B o]9A Bo? A7 AR H sied?
A:ZAN S EAEL ST A9 A B I AA = He ok
gt g Ards s g dis doE Jodds] £ = e
Q:H¥ = A7 A A D g2
A:Z M 29 F A7 5 oW op2-o] FoOHACiE T

- T-7.'17 _%;E
o D2 YA PR (B, B, Ea)
o o FlHef BUER? (BB EA/ WA/ wA /ST A SR T)
o 0] 2GS0 42 20] IO L= A8

B AL AN ARG I 4 2158 Bugel IBS

AR IR T ED = YT EAS
[dZ28yg1]
i/ pnd/Asocr e @2 A5 /HI/AELE S0 A9 2= 3

22 & o1 3172017 gof= SojEA R,
2) @£&7 A0 A4 3 © YojE AL,

‘31E1‘d dESs A I7dA gz SHEA L.
e zl;}}t}—ﬂ £ £ 9L E SHFLYCL

[9HB A% 2]
A3 Z/RRI/AN/OE A70lA AT T2 /WS

« 2 OE ARdA s g/ AT ED 20 FlHd B 20l Aue?

- Tﬂﬁ T'F?

o O3S ¥ AT HRULR (TOE s 255/ =23/ 21834/ A
#Hila?)

» O] 2T Gud= A0 SITH EHEA G
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APPENDIX 3.5.

Sample instruction for a topic-based conversation

Tongue Twisters™

Peter Piper picked a peck of pickled peppers.
A peck of pickled peppers Peter Piper picked.
If Peter Piper picked a peck of pickled peppers,
Where's the peck of pickled peppers
Peter Piper picked? =

Asking Questions

]
rm,.l‘ [

ofl = O 20orSAICE
EEES T AN IFAHGO=
2

Answering Questions
- DHESH21: 0 22 0| T 7F L Apl
SHEUAEE SHEQ HES

Fo/= S E M a.

- Q7 UESEAL U s B4 Fol U] B Rof tHel SoiEm.
- A~Qic] 0l RUAOCL.

- qop-ae? 7471 oA ok

+ A~EZl ¥ 12 O OCIJIA AN

© auois =l ofEA mojuz 7] Jted i S

D amo) CHE ASE gm U Soj mel 272 Bojopu s =

- AZEBHM B2 = HrIY%od ohSo] ORI % v ’

Example

YT, O & Qn Lotn Mow DORM B

= #4717t o 71%40f WUz (

Remem@uer!

I Wodshestel FPE2 A AINELEE.

{22 =Uo| WY ESFoider T0| THHX| WHE

> 00/000| 20| O=8 HE)

=271 24 20 SeUDH

3571 A 91X %71 Beix olopiota Al Ezun

4.HEO| ELIY 52715 TUCHWEE).
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APPENDIX 4.1.
Number of Verbs in Each Semantic Category by Tasks

Al
Total
Verb Category/Task  Task 1 Task2 Task3 Task4 Task5 Task6  number
of verbs
Material 51 12 24 37 13 21 158
Relational 28 21 13 1 6 3 72
Possessive/Relational 3 4 7 0 1 1 16
Feeling 9 22 8 2 1 4 46
Corporeal 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
Cognition 2 4 4 0 6 3 19
Perception 2 4 1 1 0 1 9
Verbal 0 1 4 0 0 1 6
Existential 4 3 1 0 2 1 8
Fixed 5 8 0 0 1 0 14
Total no. of clauses 104 79 63 42 30 35 353
Total no. of words 387 357 417 199 203 278 1841
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A2

Verb Category/Task  Task1l Task2 Task3 Task4 Task5 Task6 nIrc:Stler
of verbs
Material 8 8 26 38 5 6 91
Relational 8 9 11 4 3 4 39
Possessive/Relational 0 1 3 0 1 1 6
Feeling 8 12 11 3 0 2 36
Corporeal 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Cognition 1 1 7 1 2 2 14
Perception 2 3 7 0 0 0 12
Verbal 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Existential 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Fixed 1 5 0 1 0 0 7
Total no. of clauses 28 40 67 47 11 15 208
Total no. of words 166 180 387 199 81 92 1105
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Bl

Verb Category/Task  Task1l Task2 Task3 Task4 Task5 Task6 nIrc:Stlar
of verbs
Material 30 7 15 18 5 0 75
Relational 37 14 10 1 3 0 65
Possessive/Relational 7 1 0 0 1 0 9
Feeling 19 15 8 3 0 0 45
Corporeal 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
Cognition 3 0 6 0 2 0 11
Perception 1 2 2 0 0 0 5
Verbal 2 0 2 0 1 0 5
Existential 4 1 0 0 0 0 5
Fixed 3 7 0 2 0 0 12
Total no. of clauses 106 48 44 24 12 0 234
Total no. of words 404 109 249 108 56 0 926
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B2

Verb Category/Task ~ Task1l Task2 Task3 Task4 Task5 Task6 nzl—r?wtglzr
of verbs
Material 37 19 24 33 26 0 139
Relational 35 23 19 4 15 0 96
Possessive/Relational 3 1 6 1 4 0 15
Feeling 20 24 8 4 3 0 59
Corporeal 0 0 1 2 0 0 3
Cognition 4 3 11 1 3 0 22
Perception 3 4 3 3 0 0 13
Verbal 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Existential 0 3 0 0 1 0 4
Fixed 6 9 0 2 0 0 17
Total no. of clauses 108 86 73 50 52 0 369
Total no. of words 347 407 372 209 267 0 1602
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APPENDIX 4.2.
Top Three Most Frequent Verbs by Semantic Category

Al
Verb Category Number of % in Top Three Most Frequent Verbs
\Verbs Corpus (raw number/% within the category)
Material 158 44.8 . /Cfg_’?% 1“;?2; 106/5%
Relational 72 20.4 5 /' ?7_ . 6/A8§43% 6\;;;/53;
Possessive/Relational 16 4.5 129\/; % 255132% .
0w ks
Corporeal 2 0.6 5 E’g‘g% - .
Cognition 19 5.4 52“&‘% gzw& RlE/g ; |;/|0 D
Perception 9 25 é‘/?o%lc; - .
Verbal 6 17 35/?&5)/0 ASK/AGSI/QS%IOE/ﬁHEARD ]
Existential 11 3.2 ;/5426& |4 %E“fl/ﬁ )
Fixed 14 4 - - ;
TOTAL 353
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A2

Verb Category Number of % in Top Three Most Frequent Verbs
\erbs Corpus (raw number/% within the category)
Material o1 43.6 13C/;1|>1/.§% I\S/A;;;) 8/5.2%
Relational 39 18.8 o5 /(Slz?.l% 4/1?/'3% )
Possessive/Relational 6 2.9 476’2\/7%%) 2%?2% )
Feeling 36 7.3 3’255')/1 slélg% 5/1I38.9%
Corporeal 1 0.5 1 /EQ(-)I—% - )
Perception 12 5.8 L%%é(ylc: ke Ig,%g:/j }
Verbal 1 0.5 1/81’88(% ] i
Existential 1 05 1/81/8822 i i
Fixed 7 3.4 - - i
TOTAL 208
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Bl

Verb Category Number of % in Top Three Most_Fr_equent Verbs
\erbs Corpus (raw number/% within the category)

Material & s2.1 10/135% o135, 107 %
Relational 65 28 61 /9;38)_8% 4'/6(;'?;/0 -
Possessive/Relational 9 3.8 6|/-|6,2V7I05/o 3'/\13?.53';) -

Feeling 45 192 19%'.2% 5//;135% 5/1?.1%
Corporeal 2 0.9 2D/T(I),(;l:/§ - -
Perception 5 2.1 L;?é%';) - -
Verbal 5 2.1 :,f /'g‘g% - -
Existential 5 2.1 IZS/T;: ISlll\lzv(?;Jre -
Fixed 12 5 - - -

TOTAL 234
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B2

Verb Catedor Number of % in Top Three Most Frequent Verbs
gory \erbs Corpus (raw number/% within the category)
. GIVE GO PLAY
Material 139 371 13/9.3% 11/3.5% 5/1.6%
. 1S ARE AM
Relational 96 26 88/91.7 5/5.2% 212.1%
. . HAVE
Possessive/Relational 15 4.1 15/100% - )
. WANT AM ARE
Feeling 59 16 17/28.9% 15/25.4% 6/10.2%
DRINK EAT
Corporeal 3 0.8 2/66.7% 1/33.3% )
Coanition 29 6 REMEMBER THINK KNOW
g 9/44% 8/38.4% 3/15.6%
. LOOK LOOK like SEE
Perception 13 3.5 3/23.1% 6/46.2% 4/30.1%
SAY
Verbal 1 0.4 1/100% - -
. . IS/here
Existential 4 11 4/100% - )
Fixed 17 4.6 - - -
TOTAL 369
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APPENDIX 4.3.
Two Most Frequent Inhabitants of the Islands Constituting the VL, VOL, VOO, and VOR Constructions

Al
VL Subject No/%  Verb  No/% Preposition No/% Locative No/% - -
the
0 0, 0, 0, - -
Total I 7/37% get 7137% on 10/52.6% TRANSPORTATION 8/42.1%
19
PRONOUN  4/21% go 4/21/1% to 4/21% the PLACE 6/31.6% - -
VOL Subject No/%  Verb  No/% Object No/% Preposition No/% Locative No/%
Total who 3/27.3% give  6/50% Pinga 3/37.5% null 3/27.3% null 3/33.3%
ota
12 . some/any the
0 0, 0 0, 0,
Pingu 3/27.3% take  3/25% thing 2/12.5% to 7/63.6% LOCATION 3/33%
VOO Subject No/%  Verb  No/% Object 1 No/% Object 2 No/% - -
Total .
1 null 1/100% give  1/100% Me 1/100% some 1/100% - -
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VOR

Subject No/%

Verb  No/% Object No/% RP No/% -
null 2/33.3% make 6/100% Pinga 4/66.7% to-verbal INF. 4/57/1% -
Total
6
it 2/33.3% me 2/33.3% bare verbal INF. 1/16.7% -
A2
VL Subject No/% Verb  No/%  Preposition  No/% Locative No/% - -
the
0, 0, 0, 0, - -
| 3/43% get 3/43% on 4/57.1% TRANSPORTATION 4/57.1%
Total
7
PROPER NOUN 1/14.3% go 2/29% to 2/29% the LOCATION 2/29% - -
VOL Subject No/% Verb  No/% Object No/% Preposition No/%  Locative  No/%
Total you 8/72.7%  give 10/91% the 5/45.5% to 327.3%  null  4/36.4%
11 ' OBJECT ' ' '
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I 2/18.2% put 1/9%  something 2/18.2% null 5/45.5% anyone 2/18.2%
VOO Subject No/% Verb  No/% Object 1 No/% Obiject 2 No/% - -
Total .
1 they 1/100% give  1/100% you 1/100% what 1/100% - -
VOR Subject No/% Verb No/% Object No/% RP No/% - -
PROPER NOUN 4/44.4% make  9/100% Pinga 7/77.8% stop 5/55.6% - -
Total
9
it/they/let's/smiling/null 1/11.1% him/you  1/11.1% hiccup 2/22.2% - -
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Bl

VL Subject No/%  \erb No/% Preposition No/% Locative No/% - -
Pinga 1/333% go  2/66.7% to 3/100% LOCATION 2/66.7% - -
Total
3
PROPER NOUN  1/33.3% fly 1/33.3% the LOCATION  1/33.3% - -
VOL Subject No/% Verb No/% Object No/% Preposition No/% Locative No/%
| 3/37.5% give  8/100% what 4/50% to 6/75% who 2/25%
Total
8
you 3/37.5% OBJECT 4/50% null 2/25%  PROPER NOUN  2/25%
VOO Subject No/% Verb No/% Object 1 No/% Object 2 No/% - -
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Total

1 PROPER NOUN  1/100% give 1/100% uss 1/100% null 1/100% - -
VOR Subject No/% Verb No/% Object No/% RP No/% - -
Total ) i i i i i i i i i

0
B2

VL Subject No/%  Verb No/% Preposition No/% Locative No/% - -

you 1/33.3% go  2/66.7% to 2/66.7% you 1/33.3% - -
Total
3
| 1/33.3% get 1/33.3% null 1/33.3% there 1/33.3% - -
VOL Subject No/%  Verb No/% Object No/% Preposition No/% Locative No/%
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PROPER

| 5/50%  give 10/100% present(gift)  3/30% for 3/30% NOUN 2/20%
Total
10
you 3/30% what 2/20% to 2/20%  who/you/me  3/30%
VOO Subject No/%  Verb No/% Object 1 No/% Object 2 No/% - -
Total .
5 null 2/100% give  2/100% me 2/100% null 2/100% - -
VOR Subject No/%  Verb No/% Object No/% RP No/% - -
T03tal We/yj)lljji/ggange 3/100% make 3/100% him 3/100% scared/hiccup/happy  3/100% - -
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