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ABSTRACT

ThissttldyinvestigatesthepossibledifferencesintheuseofCommuni-

cationStrategies(CSs)byEnglishspeakersofthreedifferentprofi-

typesandthefrequencyandtheircomprehensibility.Thespeakers

narratedtwentysetsofpictures,andtheirrecordednarrationswere

listenedtobythirtyJapaneseandthirtyEnglishnativespeakersto

measuretheircomprehensibility.One-waychi-squarewasutilizedto

seethesignificantdifferencesamongthefrequencyofCSsusedbythe

threespeakers.ATwo-WayANOVAwasusedtoseethesignificant

differencesamongthemeansofcomprehensiontestsbysixequal

groups.Theresultsshowthattheintermediatespeakerusedfarmore

CSsthantheadvancedspeaker.NouseofCSswasobservedinthe

nativespeaker'sdata.Asforcomprehensibility,thehigherthe

speaker'sproficiencylevelwas,thebetterhisnarrationswerecompre-

hended.Ⅰnthispaper,SomepedagoglCalimplicationsforthetea-

ChabilityofCSsarealsodiscussed.
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lNTRODUCTl0N

Sinceoneofourmostimportantprofessionalgoalsinlanguage

teachinglStOhelplearnerstoacqulrepracticaloralproficiencyintheir
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targetlanguage,wearetemptedtoobservetheirout-of-classinvolve-

mentin oralcommunication to assessourteaching efficiency.

Engagedinoralcommunication,thelearnersveryoftenfindthemselves

unabletoachievetheircommunicativegoalsdespitethefactthatthey

havehadagreatdealofcommunicativeexerciseinclassrooms.What

leadstosuchapredicament? Isitbecausetheycannoteasilyutilize

theiroralskillslearnedinclassroomsP Orcanweexplainthegapin

termsoftheclassicaldichotomyofcompetencevs.performance? Or

isitsimplybecausetheirlanguageteacherhasfailedtoteachthem

somethingessentialforrealcommunication?

Mostofthetraditionalandevenmodernlanguageinstructionthat

emphasizesoralcommunicationhasfocusedontheformoflanguage,

i.e"thememorizationofsetsofphrasesfrequentlyusedincertain

communicativesituationswithdialogueexercises.Itisobviousthat

theteachercannotteacheverypossibleexampleofcommunication

problems,norcanhe/shepreparethestudentsforthem,Aslanguage

iscreative,sospeechislimitless,Thereisnodescribingeveryspeech

settinglnalllanguageuse.Inordertohelpthelearnerstocopewith

situationsinwhichtheycannotutilizetheircommunicativeskills,the

pedagogicalemphasisneedstobeshiftedtowardsteachingstrategies

forcommunicationthatcanberesortedtoforanysituationorpredica一

mentthatmaycomeuponthem.

Whenlearnershavedifficultyinachievingtheirgoalofcommuni-

cationduetogapsintheirlinguisticrepertoire,theywiHtakethe

followingmeasures(Littlewood1984):ifalearnercanpredictsucha

problem,he/shemayforestaHitbyavoidingcommunicationormodify-

ingwhathe/sheintendstosay;iftheproblepemergesWhilethelearner

hasalreadyparticipatedinspeaking,he/Shehastofindanalternative

wayofgettinghismeanlngSacross.EitherwayofcoplngWiththe
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situationiscalled"communicationstrategies"(hereinafterreferredto

asCSs).

DefinI'tions

CSshavebeendefinedbyseveralresearchers.Cor°er(1977)

suggeststhatCSsare"systematictechniquesemployedbyaspeakerto

expresshismeaningwhenfacedwithsomedifficulty".Tarone(1981)

definesthemas"allattemptstobridgethegapbetweenthelinguistic

knowledgeofthesecondlanguagelearner,andthelinguisticknowledge

ofthetargetlanguageinterlocutorinrealcommunicationsituations"

(p.65).FaerchandKasper(1983)havearrivedat"potentiallyconscious

planssetupbythelearnerinordertosolveproblemsincommunica-

tion".Bialystok(1983)simplyputsthemas"allattemptstomanipu-

latealimitedlinguisticsysteminordertopromotecommunication"

(p.102).Poulisseandetal,(1984)explainthatCSsareemployedbya

learner"toachievehisintendedmeaningonbecomingawareofprob-

lemsarisingduringtheplanningpilaSeOfanutteranceduetohisown

linguisticshortcomings"(p.72).Richardsandetal(1985)defineCSsas

ways"usedtoexpressameaninginasecondorforeignlanguage,bya

learnerwhohasalimitedcommandofthelanguage"(p.48).

TaxonomiesofCSs

AgeneralframeworkforCSswasfirstproposedbyTarone(1977),

whichconsistsofthreemajorCategories- paraphrase,borrowlng,

andavoidance.Elaborationsandrefinementsofhisframeworkhave

beenproposedbyothers(Blum-KilkaandLevenston1978;Bialystok

andFrohlich1980;Cor°er1983;FaerchandKasper1983;Bialystok

1984;Littlewood1984;Paribakht1985;Scholfield1987).Different

researchersusedifferenttermsforthesamestrategies.Forexample,
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paraphrasingisinterchangeablyusedwithdescriptionorcircumlocu-

tion;approximationwithsubstitutionorsynonym.Forclarityand

readability,Iwilladopteasiertermsinthisstudy.

Someresearchersattempttocategorizeindividualstrategiesinto

somecategoriesdependingupontheirnature.Bialystok(1980)argues

thatCSscanbedividedintotwotypesdependinguponthenature-

LlbasedstrategiesandL2-basedorIL(interlanguage)-basedstrategies

andconcludesthatL2-basedstrategiesaremoreeffectivethanL1-

basedstrategiesandthatproficientL2Speakerstendtousetheformer

strategiesmoreoftenthanthelatterstrategies.HaastrupandPhillip-

son(1983)supportBialystok'Sargument,addingthatL1-basedstrat-

egiesnearlyalwaysleadtopartialornon-comprehension,whileL2-

basedstrategiesoftenleadtofullcomprehension.

FaerchandKasper(1983)focusonthedichotomythatgroupsCSs

intoreductionstrategiesandachievementstrategies.TheformerCSs

areusedbythelearnerwhoabandons,totallyorpartially,his/her

message,whilethelatterCSsareusedtoachievehis/hercommunica-

tivegoals.OneofthemotivationsforcategorizingCSsseemstohave

comefromthevariousresearchpurposesempiricalCSsstudieshold.

Poulisse,etal.(1984)adoptedbothdichotomiesandcombinedthem,

althoughtheyreplacedLIstrategiesandL2Strategiesbylnterlingual

StrategiesandlntralingualStrategies,respectively.Iwouldliketo

proposeanothercategory- universal- tocoverreductionstraL

egiesandsomenon一Verbalcommunication,Figure1showsexamples

ofCSswithsomenewCSs.

/nterlingua/achI'evement

Literaltranslation:Thelearnertranslateswordforwordfromhis/

herLl.AJapaneselearnermaysay,"ihavethreeinsectteeth"(for
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Figure1 ExamplesofCommunicationStrategies

achievement reduction

Interlingual

Literaltranslation
Languageswitch
Bilingualdictionary
Translationmachine
SOScards

Intralingual

Substitution
Antonym
Wordcreation
Description
Spelling

Gesture Topicavoidance
Universal Pointingobjects Semanticavoidance

Picturedrawing Messageabandonment

decayedteeth).Studyinganysamplesofliteraltranslationavailable

ininterlanguagedatawillprovideusdeepinsightintothelinguisticand

culturaltraitsoftheL2speaker'snativelanguage.

Languageswitch(codeswitch):Thelearneruseshis/herLlterm

withoutbotheringtotranslate.ThisCSseemstosucceedonlywhen

theinterlocutorcanunderstandtheLlofthespeaker.Thisoften

happenswhenthestudentswiththesameLIspeakanL2topractice

conversation.

BilingualDictiona73,:Thelearnermayconsultabilingualdiction-

aryfromhis/hernativelanguagetothetargetlanguagewhilecom-

municatingwithhis/herinterlocutor(S).He/shemayconsultitto

retrievethewordfromhis/hermemoryorsimplytofindatranslation.

Ifhe/sheusesabilingualdictionaryfromthetargetlanguagetohis/her

nativelanguageoramonolingualL2dictionarytoconveyhis/her

meaning,itwouldbeappropriatetocategorizetheCSintoL2-based

strategies,

TylanSlationmachine:Thankstotoday'sdevelopmentsinthearea
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ofelectronics,theuseofpockettranslationmachinesisspreading,

especially,amongtourists.Thedevicemayreplacetheinconvenient

bulkofthedictionaryandfacilitateL2communicationinthefuture,

provideditcanfulfilltheuser'sneedasfunctionallyasthetimelyhelp

ofthetraditionaldictionary.

SOScards:Sometouristscarryhand-madecardsthatshowvar･ious

targetlanguageexpressionsforvarioussituationalfunctionswithLl

translationsontheback.Travelerscanusethecardsveryconvenient-

lytoachievetheircommunicativegoalsevenwithoutspeakingthe

targetlanguageatall.Whentheywanttogotothebathroom,they

simplyshowthecardwhichsays:Whereisthebathroom?- Thankyou.

lntra/ingualach/'evement

Substitution(orapproximation,synonym,orsemanticcontiguity):

ThelearneroftenusesawordinL2whichdoesnotconveyexactlythe

intendedmeaningbutmaysatisfythespeaker'scommunicativegoal.

Forexample,thelearnermaysay'chair'insteadof'stool.'

Antonym:Thelearnermayusetheantonymofthewordhe/She

wantstoexpresswiththecombinationofnegative"not." Thelearner

islikelytousethisCS,especially,indescribingthecharacteristicsofa

certainobjectwithadjectivesandadverbs.Whenthelearnerdoesnot

knoworhasforgotten"shallow,"he/shemaysimplysay"notdeep."

tVordcrleation(wordcoinage,transliteration):Thelearneroften

createsawordorphrasenotavailableinthetargetlanguage.This

needstobeexplicitlydistinguishedfromLiteraltyanslationsinceboth

CSssimilarlyinvolvetheprocessofcreatingawordorphrase.

WhereasLiteraltranslationismadebyliterallytranslatingtheele-

mentsinLl,Wordcreationreferstocreatingawordorphrase"outof

secondlanguagematerial,Withnoapparentinfluencefromthemother

-110-



AStudyofCommunicationSimtegies.･CompTehensibilifyofJapaneseEnglish(KoBAYASHI)

tongue"(Littlewood1984:85).TheESLtouristinHawaiimightsay,

"Pleaseshowmehowtogettothe"fishzoo."(foraquarium)

Descyiption (paraphrasing,circumlocution):The learnermay

"describethecharacteristicsorelementsoftheobjectsoraction

insteadofusingtheappropriatetargetlanguageitem orstructure"

(Tarone1983:63).Bia】ystok(1983)exemplifiesthreetypesofinforma-

tures,andinteractional/functionalcharacteristics"(p.106).Itshould

benoted,however,thatthisL2-basedstrategyfrequentlycontains

"itemsorexpressionswhichreflecttheuseofLl"(p.106).Forexam-

ple,aJapaneselearnermaysay"Iwanttogotoadoctorwhocansee

myinsectteeth." Inthisexample,thespeakerwantstodescribea

dentistbutthenounphrasecontainstheliteraltranslation.

Spelling:Whenthelearnerhasdifficultypronouncingacertain

word,he/Shemayspellthewholewordorapartofit.AJapanese

learnerofEnglishislikelytosay"Iwantalight:L-Ⅰ-G-H-T,not

RIGHT"toovercometheLRdistinction.Thisalsocanbeusedwhen

thelearnerknowsthespellingbutnotthemeaning.

UniversalachleVement

Gesture(mime):Thisisauniversalfeatureofhumancommunica-

tion.Peopleusegestureseitherconsciouslyorunconsciously.Inthe

frameworkofCS,theconsciousgestureworkstogetthelearner's

meanlngacross.WhenthelearnercannotcomeupwiththeEnglish

wordmonkey,he/shemaymimicthefaceofthemonkeyorwalklike

amonkey.

Poiniing ioobjects:Thissimplyreferstothelearner'Sactionof

pointingortakingoutfromdrawersor･somewheretheobjectswhich

he/sheintendstoreferto.Thelearnercanexpressacertaincolor
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whichhe/Shecannotsayinthetargetlanguagebypointingoutthe

samecolorsomewherearoundthespeakerandthelistener.

Piciured71auJing:Whenpaperandapenareavailable,thelearner

maydrawtheobjectwhichhe/Shecannotmimicbecauseofitscom-

plexity.ThisCSmaybeusedtofacilitateotherCSs.Forexample,

thelearnermaydrawapictureofawatermelonwhilesaying…around,

greenvegetablewithblacklines,weeatinsummer."

A朗)ealing:Thelearnermayasksomebodye一se"tosupplyaform

oflexicalitemorasksifaformoritemiscorrect"(Tarone,Cohen,and

Dumas1983:10).Thelearnermayaskhis/herinterlocutor"Whatdo

youcallitinEnglish?H Ifaspeakerofhis/herLlispresent,he/she

mayaskthepeerinhis/hernativelanguagetogetthetranslation.In

thiscase,itwouldbemoreappropriatetocategorizethisstrategyas

L1-based.

UniversalReductionStrategies

Topicavoidance(avoidingcommunication):Learnersmayavoid

certaintopicswhentheyknowthattheycannottalkabouttheminL2

0rtheydon'twanttobothertouseotherCSssuchasdescriptionor

substitution.Learnersmayavoidspeakingaboutsomepastevents

becausetheydonotknowtheinflectionofpastconjugation.

Semanticavoidance(Messageadjustment):Ifthelearnercannot

comeupwithacertainword,he/shemaysaysomethingslightly

differentfromwhathe/sheintendedbutstillbroad7yrelevanttothe

topicofdiscourse(Cor°er1983:17).He/shemaysayb̀ird'whenhe/

shefailstoremember̀crane'inconversation.

Messageabandonment:Thelearnermaytrytotalkaboutacertain

topicbutgiveitupmidwaythroughtheconversationwhenhe/Shefinds

itdifficulttocontinuetalkingaboutthetopic.Thismaysimplyderive
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fromsomelinguisticdifficultyorbecausehe/shefindsitundesirableor

meaninglesstocontinuetalkingaboutit,ForinstallCe,WeOftenhear

nativeandnonnativespeakers,saying"-wellbut,forgetit,OK."

TypesofResearch

Researchinterestedinthisareaisrelativelynew.Forinstance,

mostoftheempiricalstudiesofCSshavebeencarriedoutinthepast

decadeandvarygreatly"intheirtheoreticalframeworks,methodsof

datacollectionandanalysisaswellasinthetypesoflearnersandthe

languageinvolved"(FaerchandKasper1983:75).Ellis(1985)attempt-

edtocategorizethesenumerousapproachesintofourtypes.

1)comparinglearners'performanceonidenticaltasksintheirLland

L2(Varadi1973;Tarolle1977;Palmberg1979)

2)comparingtheperformanceofagroupofnativespeakerswith

thatofL2learnersonanidenticaltask(HamayanandTucker

1980;Ellis1984)

3)describingaspecificitem(Bialystok1983;Dechert1983;Paribakht

1985)

4)theanalysisofinteractionbetweennativeandnon-nativespeakers,

orbetweennon-nativespeakers(HaastrupandPhillipson1983;

Firth1989)

Thisstudyadoptedthethirdelicitationmethod,namely,picture

narration,sincepicturesenablespeakersHtoavoidanyambiguities,and

toprovideauniformbasisfordescription"(Paribakht1985).Among

thosepossiblevariableswhichcanbeinvestigatedinthiskindof

research,1)thelearners'proficiencylevel,2)thenatureoftheproblem

source,3)thelearner'spersonality,4)thelearningsituation,thefirst

variablewaschosenforinvestigationinrelationtothetypesofCSs,the

frequency,andthecomprehensibilityforthisstudy.Paribakht(1985),
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whilepointingoutthatlittleempiricalresearchhadbeendoneonthis

issue,investigatestherelationshipsbetweenthelearner'sproficiency

andtheirchoiceofCSandtheirfrequency,concludingthatspeakers'

useofCSandtheirleveloftargetlanguageproficiencyarerelated.

PurposesofStudy

Thisstudyisintendedtoinvestigatepossibledifferencesinthe

typesofCSsusedinpicturenarrationamongthreespeakersofEnglish

- anintermediateJapanesespeakerofEnglish,anadvancedJapanese

speakerofEnglish,andanativespeakerofEnglish- inrelationto

thecomprehensibilitybynativespeakersofJapaneseandEnglish.

Morespecifically,thisstudytriestoexaminethefollowingresearch

hypotheses:

Hl:ThetypesofCSusedbythespeakerswillbecharacterizedby

theirproficiencylevel- intermediate,advanced,andnative.

H2:ThefrequencyofCSusewillvaryaccordingtotheirproficiency

level.

H3:Thecomprehensibilityofthespeakers'narrationswillvary

accordingtotheirproficiencyandtheiruseofCS.

Finally,Somepedagogicalimplicationswillbediscussedandsome

possibledirectionsforteachingCSssystematicallyinclassroom set-

tingswillbeproposed.

METHODOLOGY

Subjects

Thesubjectsinvolvedinthisstudyareoftwokinds,speakersand

listeners,sincethestudyismadeupoftwoparts- theelicitationof

picturenarrationsandthetestingoftheircomprehensibility.
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Speakers

lnthefirstpart,twoJapanesespeakersofEnglishwithtwo

differentEnglishoralproficiencylevelsandonenativeAmerican

Englishspeakerparticipated.Theywerechosenonthebasisoftheir

availabilityatthetimeofthedatacollectionandtheirhomogeneityin

sex,age,andacademicstatus.Table1showsthedetailedinformation

aboutthesubjectsinthispart.

TheintermediatespeakerwasintheNew IntensiveCourseof

English(N.Ⅰ.C.E.)program attheUniversityofHawaiiatManoa

(UHM)duringthesummerof1992.Hewasalsoastudentatthe

UniversityofNevada-Reno(UNR)JapanBranchinTokyo,whowas

transferringtotheUNRcampusintheUnitedStatesinSeptember,

1992.Hehadreceived21hoursofEnglishinstructionperweekforone

yearinreading,listening,writing,andaspecialdiscussionclassbefore

hecametoHawaii.Hehadbeenclassifiedasbelongingtoaninterme-

diateEnglishcourseforhispreviousEnglishtrainingintheURN

Tokyobranch,andalsohewasinanintermediatelevelclassintheN.

Ⅰ.C.E.programatthetimeofthedatacollection.

Theadvancedproficiencylevelstudentwasafreshmanatthe

UniversityofMassachusettsandtakingaUHMsummersessioncourse

duringthesummerof1992.HeattendedtheAmericanschoolin

Tokyo,Japan,from elementarythrough high school.Hehadbeen

Table1 Speakers'Data

Level Sex age academicstatus Major TOEFL

Intermediate male 19 freshman business 435

Advanced male 19 freshman economics 640

native male 18 freshman linguistics *
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receivinghisschoolinstructionsallinEnglishthroughouthislife.

ThenativespeakerwasanAmerican ofmixedChinese- Eur_

opeanheritagewhoattendsUHM･Hewasbornalldbroughtupin

Maul,Hawaiiandgraduatedfrom alocalhighschoolin1991.

Althoughnotheavily,hespeaksthelocalEnglishdialect.

LI'Steners

Inthetestingpartofcomprehension,30Japanesestudentsfromthe

N.Ⅰ.C.E.program,and30nativeEnglishspeakingAmericanswere

askedtoparticipateinthisstudy.AlltheN.I.C.E.programstudents

weretakinganintermediatecourse,and290ftheAmericanswere

takingUHMsummersessioncoursesandonewasanappliedlinguistics

professorofUHM.The60subjectswerechosenmostlyonthebasisof

theiravailabilityandtheirwillingnesstoparticipateinthisstudy.

EachgroupbasedontheLl(namely,theJapaneseversustheAmer-

icans)wasdividedintothreesubgroupsandeachsubgrouplistenedto

therespectivespeakers'narration,Theirsexandagewerenotcount-

ed,buttheAmericallSubjectswhohadhadpreviousexperienceof

studyingJapaneseorstayingalongtimeinJapanwereavoidedasa

controlvariable.

Procedures

Theproceduresinthisresearchinvolvedaremadeoftwostages.

First,utteranceswereelicitedfromthethreespeakersthroughpicture

narrationsandrecordedontape.Then,therecordednarrationswere

listenedtobythesixtylistenerstomeasuretheircomprehensibility･

Thereareseveralreasonsforusingtherecordedtapetotestthe

comprehensionofthenarrations.First,theauthorwantedtomake
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thetestobjectiveunderthesameconditions.Second,theauthor

wantedtoinvolvemorelistenerstomeasurethecomprehensibilityat

onetime.Third,therecordednarrationcanbetestedrepeatedly,and

thusitallowslaterreplication.

Jnstrument

TheinstrumentusedfortheelicitationwastheMichiganTestof

AuralComprehension(Lado1957),whichconsistsofthreeversions-

FormA,B,andCwithapproximatelyequaldifficulty.Thetestwas

originallydesignedtomeasurecomprehensionofspokenEnglishby

non-nativespeakersofEnglishwithpicturesandphrasesinthetest

booklet.Thetestiscomposedoftwopartswith60items- 20inthe

firstpart(pictures),and40inthesecondpart(phrases).Forthisstudy,

twentypictureitemscontainingmotionsandvocabularyinanyofthe

threeforms,whichtheauthorofthispaperjudgedtobeadequatein

termsoftheirdifficulty,wereselected.Foreachpictureitem,the

listenermustnormallychoosefromamongthreepicturestheonewhich

bestcorrespondstowhatthespeakerhadreadaloudonhis/herown.

NarratI'onandRecord/'ng

Thespeakerssatbeforeamicrophoneandrecordedtheirnarra-

tionsintoataperecorder.Therecordingsoftheirdescriptionswere

carefullymade.Firstly,inordertostandardizetheconditionsof

recording,thespeakerswereglVenOnlyshortinstructionsfortheir

narrations.Thepictureshadnotbeenshowntothembeforethedata

collection･Theywereexpectedtospeakspontaneously.Theywere

instructedtolookcarefullyatonepicture(previouslymarked)among

threepicturesineachitem,thentodescribeitindetail,whilebearing
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inmindthedifferencesintheothertwopictures.

Secondly,theyweretoldtofinishtheirdescriptionintwenty

secondsforeachitem.Theywereencouragedtospendthefulltime

andtogoonaddingdescriptionuntiltimewasup.Itwasobserved

thatthetwoJapanesespeakersusedupthetwentysecondsonalmost

alltheitems,whilethenativeEnglishspeakeroftenfinishedhisdescrip-

tionsmidwaythroughthegiventime.

Thirdly,thespeakerswerenotrushed fortheirnarration.

Betweenitemsweretheygivenasmuchtimeastheyneededbefore

theystarteddescribingeachofthepictures.Whiletheadvanced

speakerandthenativespeakerstartedtheirdescriptionsalmostas

soonastheysawthepictures,theintermediatespeakersometimestook

morethanthreeminutes.

RetrospectiveInterview

TherewasgreatdifficultyidentifyingCSs,asisoftenthecasewith

anyCSsstudies.FaerchandKasper(1983)arguetheCSsarepoten-

tiallyconsciousplans.Inotherwords,thelearnermustbeawareof

thecommunicativeproblemhe/SheisfacinginordertooperateCSs.

Ifhe/shefailstonoticethathis/herwordorphraseisapproximatedue

tohis/herfalsepreviousinstructionsorinput,orsimplybecauseof

inattention,theuseofthewordorthephraseisanexampleof"interlan-

guageuse"butnotofaCS.ToidentifyvalidCSs,itiscustomaryfor

researcherstoholdretrospectiveinterviewsaftertheutterancesare

elicitedfromthespeakers.

Soonaftertherecordingsession,eachofthethreespeakerswas

interviewedbytheresearchertoinquireabouteachofthetwentyitems

andtofindoutwhattheyreallyintendedtosaywhenevertheywere

stuckorfailedindescribing.Theintermediateandtheadvanced
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proficiencylevelspeakerswereaskedinJapaneseforthesakeof

accuaraterecollection;naturallythenativespeakerwasaskedin

English.

ComprehensionTesting

Thetapeandacassetteplayerweretakentoseveralplaces- the

hotelwhereN.Ⅰ.C.E.studentswerestaying,adormitorylounge,a

dormitoryroom,aN.Ⅰ.C.E.programclassroom,andasummersession

classroom ofESL670atUHM.Thesubjectslistenedtothetape,

whichplayedwithoutinterruption,andidentifiedthepicturethatthe

speakerwasdescribing.

Analyses

IdentifyingVarI'ab/es

lnthisstudy,thetypesofCSs,theirfrequency,andcomprehensibiL

itybynativespeakersofJapaneseandEnglishwereidentifiedasthe

dependentvariables.Thespeakers'threelevelsofEnglishproficiency

- intermediate,advanced,andnative- affectedthem asthein-

dependentvariables.TheAmericanswhohadpreviousexperienceof

learningJapaneseandoflivinginJapanwereexcludedfromthegroup

ofnativespeakinglisteners.

TranscrI'ptI'on

Allspeechsamplesweretranscribedbytheresearcher,andthen

OnenativespeakerofEnglishcheckedthetranscription.Asmy

researchinterestfocusedonsyntacticandpraglTlaticfeaturesofdis-

course,therewerenophoneticorphonologicalaspectsdocumentedin

thetranscription.Also,sincetherewasphysicalandvisualseparation
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betweenthespeakersandthelisteners,thetranscriptiondidnot

describeanyextralinguisticphenomenasuchasgesttlreSOrposture.

However,anythingaudiblethatmightshowthespeakers'stateofmind,

suchaslaughing,wascontained.

HypothesesTesting

Hl:ThetypesofCSsusedbythespeakerswillbecharacterizedby

theirproficiencylevel- intermediate,advallCed,andnative.

ThishypothesiswasqualitativelylnVeStlgated.Thefirstindepen-

dentvariables- typesofCSused- Wereidentifieditembyitemand

codedbythetaxonomyofCSmentionedearlier.Someothercharac-

teristics- discourseorganization,andgrammaticality- foundil一

theil~descriptionswerealsodiscussed

H2:ThefrequencyofuslngCSswillvaryaccordingtotheirprofi-

cie11Cylevel.

Totestthishypothesis,thesecondilldependentvariable- the

frequencyofCStypesused- wasquantitativelyanalyzed.Tosee

whetherthereweresignificantdifferellCeSbetweellthefrequellCies

amongthethreespeakers,aolle-WayChi-squareanalysiswasapplied

withthealphalevelsetat.01.SinceresearchersagreethatCSsare

malllpulatedinordertocompensateforthelearner'S"limited"linguis-

ticsystems,itissoundtoassumethattheproficientspeakerusesCSs

morefrequently.Thus,tllehypothesiswassetdirectional.

H3:ThecomprehellSibilityofspeakers'narrationswillvaryaccord-

1ngtOtheirproficiencylevel.

Thishypothesiswasalsoquantitativelyexamined.Incomprehen-

siontestillg,eachcorrectanswerwasgivenollepOIIltWiththetotal

possible20.Alltheindividualscoreswereaddeduptocalculategroup

means.Atwo-wayANOVA (analysisofvariance)wasutilizedt0
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judgewhetherthegroupmeansweresignificantlydifferentwiththe

alphalevelsetat.01.Sinceitisreasonabletoexpectthattheprofi-

cientspeakerswouldbebetterunderstood,thehypothesiswasset

directional.

RESULTSANDDISCUSSlON

ThetypesofCSsI'dentI'fied

Figure1presentsCSidentifiedinthedataofthethreespeakers'

narrations.NoexamplesofCSwerefoundinthenativespeech.The

nativespeakerdescribedeachpictureingreatdetailanddidl10tfailto

describeanysingleitem ineachpicture.Becauseoftheinevitable

spatiotemporalseparationbetweenthespeakersandthelisteners,some

CSswereexcludedfromthebeginning- Bilingualdictionary,Trans-

lationMachines,andSOScards,Gesture,Pointingtoobjects,Picture

drawing,andA｣妙ealing.

/nfermedI-ate

TheintermediatespeakerusedCSsmuchmorefrequentlythanthe

othertwospeakers.OftwelveCSs,tenwereSubstitutionstrategies,

Hecalledarmsandlegshandandfoot,respectively.Henotonly

approximatedthetwowordsbutalsofailedtopluralizethem.The

twoexamplescouldalsobelabelledliteraltranslationsinceJapanesete

(hand)andashi(foot)areveryoftenusedascovertermsmeaningboth

ahandandanarm,andafootandaleg,respectively.

Therearefoursubstitutionstrategiesthatarerelatedtothe

collocationofverbandobject.ESLlearnersingeneralarelikelyto

usebasicverbs,whichhavebroadmeaningsandgotogetherwithmany

objects.Makeisagoodexamplehere.Whiletheseapproximation
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Strategiesareallconcernedwithlexicon,therearetwoexamplesthat

mightbeconcernedwithgrammaticalknowledge.Oneis"Pickupa

paper,"whichexpressesanaction,Heneededtoexpressthestateof

thepictureuslngaStaticverb,holdorhave.Theotherisacrossfor

cross.Thismaybeduetothephonologicalsimi一arityoftheterms.

Advanced

TwotypesofCSswereidentifiedinhisspeech- Substitutionand

Semanticavoidance.Thefirstexample,chairforstool,wasrather

obvious,whereasthesecondandthethirdneedcarefulanalysis,

Takingtheexampleofthesecond,Ijudgethatthelearneravoided

usingtheadjectivebent.Onemayassumethatheusedthephrase:The

guyisn'tsuccessful...hammeringnailsinordertogiveageneral

descrlptionofthepictureatthebeginnlngandgotothedetailslater.

Onemayalsoassumethathefounditunnecessarytousethetermbent

becausethetermsuccessfulisenough todistinguishthemarkedpicture

fromtheotherpictures.Likewise,inthethirdexample,thelearner

mayhaverefusedtouseanytermsreferringtotheobjectonwhicha

manwaslying.Ononehand,labellinganexampleofCSsentailsthe

premisethatthelearnerdidnotknoworcouldnotcomeupwiththe

vocabularythatwasnotusedinhis/herspeech- theawarenessof

problems.Ontheotherhand,ifheknewthetermbutdidnotuseit,

thisismerelyamatterofpersonalpreferenceorstyleofdescription.

DiscourseorganI'zatllon

Thereisadistinctdifferenceofdiscourseorganizationamongthe

threespeakers.Theintermediatespeakerbeganwiththereis/arein

nineteenitemsoutoftwenty.Hefirstdescribedeverysingleobject

seenineachpicture,andthenreferredtoeachobject- bottom-up
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Figure1 TypesofCSused

Speaker CSs Examples ItemNo.

IntermediateSubstitution handforarms

footforlegs
makeahouseforbuildahouse

ac7TOSSforcross

moz)ewaterforpourwater
boardforairmattress

PickuPaPaperforholdapaper

paPerisbrokenforpaperistorn
szLCkingamouseforhaveamouse

Loanword classiccarforclassic

wearcasualstyleforwearcasualcloths
lookslikeasadnessforlookssad

Description hedoesn'thitthenailve7yWell

Abandonmentilba(That'senough.)

9

9

0
1

4
5

7

7
8

0

1
3
3

9

1
1
1

1

1

1
1

2

1

1

Advanced Substitution chairforstool

Avoidance TheguylSn'tsuccessful.
Themanisonthefloat.

(didnotrefertothemattress)

approach.Theadvancedlearller,Ontheotherhand,usedthepattern

onlyonce.Hepreferreddescribingeachsillgleitem- top-down

approach.Thenativespeakerusedthetop-downpatterninfourteen

items･Itmaybegeneralizedfrom theresultsthatthenon-native

speakersusethesingleapproachwhilethenativespeakerusesdifferent

approachesaccordingtothenatureofthepicture.

GrammatIIcality

Theintermediatespeakermadealotofgrammaticalmistakes.

Hismajorareasoferrorsarearticle,tense,thirdpersonsingular,and

pluraLTheadvancedandthenativespeakersmadealmostnogram-

maticalmistakes,

-123-



STUDIESIN CULTURE No.1(November1993)

FrequencyofCS

ThethreeobservedfrequenciesinTable3weresignificantat.01.

Therefore,thehypothesisthatthefrequencyofusingCSwillvary

accordingtotheirproficiencylSaccepted.

ComprehensibI'Iity

Table4belowshowstheresultsofindividualscoresandIFs(item

facilities)foreachitem.Thereseem tobenodifferencesinIF

betweentheitemsinwhichaCSwasusedandthoseinwhichaCSwas

notused.Theresultssuggestthattheremaybeotherfactorsthanthe

useofCSthataffectedcomprehensibilityoftheirnarrationssuchasthe

complexityofpictures.

Table5and6ShowthatthedifferencesamongmeansbothforLl

andproficiencyweresignificantat.01.Thisshowsthatthemore

proficienttheユearneris,thebettercomprehensiontheyreceive.

Therefore,thehypothesisthatthecomprehensibilityofthespeaker's

narrationswillvaryaccordingtotheirproficiencyandtheiruseofCS

ispartiallyaccepted.

CONCLUSl0N

Thehypothesistestingshowedthattherearesignificantdiffer-

encesamongmeansofthenumberofCSsusedbythethreespeakers

whohaddifferentEnglishproficiencies.Therewasalsofounda

Table3 0ne-waychi-square

Level Intermediate Advanced Native

Frequency 14 3 0
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Table4 1temfacilities

Speaker
Listener

ltem

Intermediate Advanced Native

JapaneseAmerican JapaneseAmerican JapaneseAmerican

3

1

9

7

9

CQ

*

q
ル
*

q

"

*

*

*

*

*

4

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

6

9

5

9

6
2

3

8

8

CQ

*

8

7

9

1

1

4
‥
*

6

3

1

1

0
1

2
3

4

5

6

7

8

9

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

日廿升

目廿
什

#

#

#

‖廿什

‖
廿

什

‖廿什

#

#

#

‖¶什
#

‖廿什

#

#

‖#

#

#

#

*

*

9

1

4

3

5

6

7

5

9

8

7

6

9

*

l

1

1

1

1

1

1

*

*

*

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

*CSwereusedintheseitems.

Table5 G｢oupMeans

Speakers'EnglishProficiency･
intermed.advancedllative

Japanese

S
J
a
U
a
J
S
f
rI

Ⅹ -13.9 Ⅹ-14.2 Ⅹ-16.9 Ⅹ-15.5
n-10 m-10 n-10 n-30
S-3.84 S-3.15 S-2.21 S-3.2

Ⅹ-17.5 Ⅹ-19.8 Ⅹ-20.0 Ⅹ-19.1
Americans ∩-10 n-10 n-10 n-30

S-1.69 S-,6 S-0 S-3.5

Ⅹ-15.7 Ⅹ-17.8 Ⅹ-18.45 Grandmean-17.31
n-20 n-20 n-20 N-60
S-2.3 S-2.6 S-3.47 S-3,3

-125-



STUDIESINCULTURE No.1(November1993)

Table6 Two-wayANOVA

Source SS df MS F

Ll 190.82 1 190.82 39.lo♯

Proficiency 82.63 2 41.32 8.47*

LIXProficiency 2.03 2 1.02 0.21

Residual(error) 263.50 54 4.88

Tota1 538.99 59 238.03

*P<.01

significanceamongthecomprehensionscoresbytwodifferentgroups

ofLllisteners.

Itshouldbenotedthatalthough theresu一tsshowedthattheless

proficientinthetargetlanguagethesubjectis,themoreCSshe/she

woulduse,thereshouldbenoeasyjumpingtotheconclusionthatusing

CSsimpliesanegativeconnotation.Ⅰnotherwords,usingCSsis

nothingofwhichtobeshamed.Onthecontrary,CSscouldbepoten-

tialtoolsforinterlanguagecommunication.Iftheintermediate

JapanesespeakerhadnotusedanyCSs,thesubjectswouldneverhave

understoodhim.WeshouldknowthatthemomenttheESLlearners

opentheirmouth,theyuseCSsanyway,denotativeorconnotative.

Theresultsofthisresearchsuggestthatthepedagogicalemphasis

shouldbeshiftedfromtheteacher-centeredmodelversusimitation,Or

from overlyconscioussimulationorsituationalroleplays,tomore

learner-centeredindependentskillacquisition,WithwhichtheESL

learnercansurviveinrealinternationalcommunicationwithoutany

helpfromhispreviousday'sclassroomknow一edge.FaerchandKasper

(1983)arguethat"bylearninghowtousecommunicativestrategies

appropriately,learnerswilュbemoreabletobridgethegapbetween

formalandinformallearningsituations,betweenpedagogicandnon-
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pedagogiccommunicativesituations"(p･56).Inotherwords,CSsare

universallyusableandhelpfultoolstofacilitateourinterculturalcom-

munication.Therefore,CSsshouldbemorecollSpicuouslytaughtin

ESLorEFLclassroomsettings.

PedagoglCa/implicatI'ons

Asaspecificproposal,Iwouldsuggestthatpicturenarratingcould

beutilizedtoelicitutterancesfrom studentsiIIClassrooms,The

teachershouldkeepinmindthatthestudentsshouldbeencouragedto

mallipulateanyknowledgetheyhavelearnedsofarandshouldnotbe

inhibitedorinterruptedbytheteacherwhiletheyarenarrating.The

teacher'sfeedbackontheirspeechshouldbedelayed,butthereshould

stillbefeedback,Theteachermayneedtoencouragethestudentsto

keepontalkingevenifthereisadeadlock.Themethodwhichmaybe

usefuliswhatIwouldcallHintrospectivefeedbacklTlethod,"inwhich

thestudentsrecalltheirspeechjustaftertheyfinishnarrating.For

thispurpose,theirspeechshouldbetape-recordedandplayedback

later;thentheteachershouldgivefeedbacktothemwhilestopplngthe

tapewherevernecessary.Iftheteachercanspeakthestudents'first

language,he/sheshouldaskthem whatmeaningstheywantedto

expressatacertainplace.Thentheteachershouldgiveadequate

target-liketranslation.However,Weshotlldkeepinmindthatmere

provisionoftranslationormodelformsdoesnotdifferfrom the

ordinaryconversatiollClass.Theteachershouldincorporatethedem-

onstrationofCSsinfeedback.Inotherwords,thecorrectformand

COmpensatorymeansshouldbepresented.

Becausethepurposeofcommunicationistogetourmessage

acrossinthetargetlanguage,thefocusofteachingCSshouldbeplaced

ontheachievementstrategies.AmongthelTl,description(orpara-
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phrase)andsubstitutionaremostlikelytobeused.

Inteachingstrategiesfordescription,certaingrammaticalpatterns

orexpressionsmaybetaughtasprefabricatedforms.Forexample,

mypreviousstudy(1989)indicatesthatthereisaveryfrequentform

thatspeakersusednativeornon-nativealike,irrespectiveoftheir

nationality.Thestudyinvestigatedhowpeoplewouldachievetheir

goalofcommunication- askingapolicemanhowtogettoHonolulu

Aquarium.Thesubjectswereaskedtopretendnottoknowtheword

aquarium.ThemostcommonlyusedphrasewasaplacewhereuJecan

see.Thisfrequencysuggeststhatrelativepronounclausesorrelative

adverbialclausesareconsiderablyimportantexpressions.Ifresearch

isconductedinthisdirectionandmorecommonphrasesorexpressions

areidentified,weshouldincorporatethemintoourteachingmaterials

orexercisesinclass.Thesameistrueofsubstitutionstrategies.We

wouldnoticebasicverbs,suchashaveorget,canbesubstitutedfor

possess,hold,receive,orbeoffered.‥ Wordcoinageordirecttransla-

tionshouldbeusedmorepositivelyinanattempttoconveymeanings

inrealcommunicativesettings.

Ifstudentsarealwaysstrictlyinstructedtosayonlygrammatically

correctorsemanticallyaccurateformsasrequiredinwriting,theywil一

rarelyparticipateinconversation Theywilldropoutofconversation

iftheytoooftenfallintosilenceorwaituntiltheexactwordcomesto

mind.Theyshouldbeinstructedhowtokeepthemselvesincommuni-

cationbyexpressingorrespondingtoothers.Unlikethewritten

channel,inoralcommunication,speakersareallowedtocompensate

fortheirspeechbyaddingnewwordsandretrievingsomewords.The

studentsshouldrecognizethattheirutterancesarenottheendproduct,

butcanbetransformedandimprovedbypositivelyusingcommunic a･

tionstrategies.
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