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ii.

ABSTRACT

Negotiated interaction among 1language learners has beén
well résearched to identify learnef strategies which surface
in collaborative conversational inperaction. However, most
§tudies héve béen confihed to populations who afe learning
English as' a second language working with native 1Engliéh
speakers or other nonnative speakers. This fails to take into
account the scope of possibilities a more linguistically and
cﬁlturally balaﬁéed perspective could feveal about negotiated
interaction.

This study explored neéotiated interaction and languége
use between four American college students learning Japanese
paired‘ with four Japanese students - learning Enélish.
jPerforming simuit%neously as teacher. and student in an
informal conversational activity, each participant was'equally‘
responsible to attempf target forms and tolﬁresent model forms
of communication‘as cultural similarities and differencés were
explored together.»

Significant findings from. the  preseﬁt study fell iinto
thfee_basic categories. First, the data revealéd the actual
disﬁribution of 'English  and Japénese in each ‘dyad and

determined the percentages of first or second language

utterances for each participant, thus giving a ',clear
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representation of the amount and type of 1anguage being
genérated in the informal dialogs, and also révealing glaring
imbalances both in quantities of input per participant and in
‘language distribution between . English and Japanese. The
Japanese participants spoke ,considefably less than their

American partners, and Fnglish far outweighed Japanese in its

usage.
Regarding negotiated interaction, comprehension checks,
feedback requests, confirmation checks, and clarification

requests, as well as language modification in the form of
self-correction, other—correction, completion requests,.,and
other-completion utteranées were tallied énd -compared,
revealing an unexpectédly large number of self- and other-
corrections in both 'languages; dominance . of the American
-students in initiating cbnversations,'and a large number 5f
languége specific feedback requesté discussing grammar,
pronunciation, and lexical gaps. |
Participants aléo shared their own perceptions of the
learning and teaching experiences that>took place in the dyads
and expressed.positive and enthusiastic responses, ihdicative
of the intrinsic motivation this learning environment_evoked.
and the value conversation partnér programs may hold .in

second language acquisition.
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- CHAPTER ONE -

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Purpose of this Study

This study explored negotiated interaction in dyads
whose participants were at relati&e linguistic and cultural
parity to each other, in an effort to assess how such
partners would initiate negotiation sequences and modity
-output in unstructured conversational situations.
Additionally, the balance of language usage (Japanese and
English) was egamiﬁéd, and instances of negotiation and
modification sequences were compafed,in each language grbup
and for each individual in an effort.to determine what, if
any, significant negotiation patterns -emerged. .Lastly,
participants were asked to discusé and evaluate their own
expériences and opinions concerning this type of
unstructuredvcollaborative language learning activity.

Native Japanése speakers learning English were paired
Iwith nati&e English speakers learning Japanese to discuss
their respective cultures and collaboratively take turns
steering their way through the intricacies of
conversational interaction in both their first.and second |

languages. Performing simultaneously as teacher and

étudent, each participant was equally responsible to




attempt target forms and to p;esent model forms of
communicatioh as cultural similarities and differences were
explofed together. fnformal dialogs between the foﬁr pairs
of conversation partners, were recorded, coded, and
analyzed for éXamples of negotiation in informal, non-
structured.interaction in both languages.
Personal*éxperience and observations of similarl
pairings of students in conversation programs over the
years, along with anecdotal evidence and scores of progrém
revaluations téuting-the benefits of such interactions
prompted me. to take a closer look:at the actual learning
and teacﬁing these partnerships are capéble of, as well as:
the shortcomings such arrangements may have. However,
desﬁite a wealth of research exploring negotiated
interaction in its various native speaker (NS) - non—native
speakef (NNS) or NNS—NNS arrahgements, vefy few studies
have looked into negotiation as it pertains to this
particular situaﬁion or populatioﬁ of language learners.
Such information Would be very significant in helping
language programs, facilitators, and second‘language
learners to achieve the ﬁaximum benefits from one-on-one
interaction in a balanced éﬁd positive manner. More

relevant activities could be arranged, protocols or

.curricula could be better developed, and the educational




legitimacy of programs which are often viewed as
extracurricular or one-sided in favor of ESL students could
‘be reevaluated and further promoted to benefit both
participants. to a greater degree. As it stands now, many
conversation partner or community interaction programs may
be missing an opportnnity to improve the Success of their
activities because few studies have. been conducted to date
to provide recommendations or proven guidelines for

~ success.

Significant findings from the present study fell into
three basic categories. _First( the data revealed the
actnal distribution of English and Japanese in each dyad
and determined the percentages of first or second language
utteranges for each participant, thus giving a clear |
representation of the amount and type of language béing
generated in the informal dialogs, and alsd revealing
‘glaring imbalances both in’ quantities of input per
paiticipant and in‘language‘distribution between English
and Japanese. Without this data, it would be véry
difficult to ascertain the true level of participation and
balance‘occurring in pair work, and the benefits or
shortcomings individuals may have been experiencing.

The second relevant contribution this study offers is a

careful look at'negotiated interaction as it occurred in



initiation of negotiation sequencéslthrbugh comprehension
checks, feedback requests, confirmation checks, énd
clarification requests, as well as language modification in
the form of self-correction, other-correction, completion
requests, and other—cbmpletion.. Again, the actual number
of‘these utterances were further broken down into
categories representing Japanese and English in both first
and second languages. It was hoped that by ﬁsing fairiy
stanaard and-widely accepted categories for negotiation
(Doughty & Pica, 1986; Shi, 1998) this data might
contribute to the greater understanding of particular
instances of.negotiated interaction.

Distinct patterns emerged in the performance of self-
ahd other correcﬁiéns which showed an unusually high
.proportion of cprrections when compared with the reéults
presented in a stﬁdy by Chun, Day, Chenoweth, and Luppescu
{(1982) of inforﬁal conversations betwéen NSs and NNSs.

That étudy concluded that error corrections made by the NSs
were relatively rare, and qualiy occurred when there was a
factual érror. Many of the corrections I observed were
explicit self- or other—corrections in pronunciation,
vocabulary, and.grammar. The results of the present
research méy be due in part to the collaborative aspect of

these dyads and the resultant reduction in concern for



"face". Concern for etiquette and ego may have been

replaced by a mutual desire to benefit from the other's

‘status as expert while commiserating with one another's

struggles as second-language learners.

Lastly, the third, and perhaps most important group of
findings in thie study'came directly from the participants
themselves as they related tﬁeir unique and highly re;evant
perspectives on the conversational activity and the
experiences and perceptions they remembered.through the

stimulated recall sessions afterwards. There were many

constructive suggestions to improve the conversation

' partner process, and many positive comments about the

experience.

1.2 Synopsis of the Remaining Chapters

The following is a brief synopsis of the remaining
chapters and their organization. Chapter 2 will present a
review of empirical studies divided into two categories:
negotiated interaction, which is further divided into NNS-
NNS and NNS—NS groupings; then informal conversational
activities will be compared to structured conversational
activities. ’The chapter will end with‘an overview of

broader sociocultural considerations, as well as an

argument for the relevance of the present study.




Chapter 3 presents the current study( first by
outlining gaps in previous research, followed by the three
main research QUestions which form the basis of this study.-
Next, the following items are addressed: thé methodology,
including information on the site, participants,
iﬁvestigator, and procedures for data collection. The daté
analysis will then be.introduced.along with definitions-éf
coding markers, interrater reliability, and examples of
transcriptions withlcoding; Findings and discussion follow
in Chapter 4 for each of tﬁe research questions. Chapter 5
presents a final summary of the results, tables, and

implications for future research and pedagogical

applications.




- CHAPTER TWO -

2.0 Review of Empirical Literature

The goal of this study is to explore négotiated
interaction and language use between American Studeﬁts
learning Japanese paired Qith Japanese students learning
Engl&sh when they afe placed in an informal setting and
encouraged to assist each ofher in acquiring language and
cultural knowledge while interacting in unstructured .
conversations of their own making using whichever languages
they prefer. Thié chapter will eiamine the many
definitions of negotiation, then wili discusslvarious
aspects of group or pair work in formal and informal
conversational situatiéns. A feview of relevant research on
negotiated interaction'émong NNS-NNS and NNS-NS, and
conversational activities, both formal and informal, will
be presented. ‘ﬁastly,.the effects of groups or pairs on

findings will be considered.

2.1 Negotiation: Broadly Defined
The original term ‘negotiation’, by definition has

assorted lay interpretations which add depth and relevance

when reflected in the interpretations assigned to




'negotiation' in Applied Linguisﬁics. According to

Webster’s dictionary, the verb"négétiate’ means:
to communicate or confer w;th another so as
to arrive at a settlement of some matterf
meet with another so as to arrive through
discussion at some kind of agreement or
compromise about something: come to terms..
to deal with (some mattef or affair that
requires ability‘for its successful
haﬁdling):’manage, handle, conduct: to
arrande for ér bring about throﬁgh
conference and discﬁssion:'work out or-
arrive at or settle upon by meetings and
agreements and comproﬁise: to influence
successfully in a desired way by discussions
and agreements and compromise: to transfer

- or assign to another by -delivery of’

endorsement or both in return for equivalent
value.. to successfully get over or across(as
a road) or up or down (as a hill) or through
(as an obstacle); to encounter and dispose
of (as problem, challengé) wifh completeness
and satisfaction: tackle successfully:

complete, accomplish.. (Gove, 1986).



As the term ‘negotiation’ pertains to second language
acquisition, there are many additionél nuances and
interpretations to consider, but the tangible personal
rewards associated with successfuliy o&ércominéva
challéﬁge, whether small or large, in second laﬁguage
communication, should not be forgotten when the linguistic

vernacular applies the word to a speech act or grammar

point.

42.1.1 Negotiation: in LanguagévLearning

Starting ffom é broad, macrolevel perspéctive,
negotiafion occurs witﬁin conversational situations
pragmatically regarding speakers’ beliefs and
background attitudes, ﬁnderstanding of context, and
familiarity with how langqage can be manipulated and
applied. Semantically speaking, ﬁegotiation of
content and meaning has been identified through the
use of specific patterns of requests and validations.
‘Syntax comes into play when speakers negotiate or
exchangeAgrammar rules either implicitly or
explicitly, while morphological negotiation is evident
when speakers discuss'and repair laﬁguage at the level

involVing word formation and interpretation. A closer

look at language negotiation reveals processes in
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whiéh phonetics and phonology are adapted or

.corrected, including pronunciation and patterns of -
épeech sounds. Taken as a whole, negotiation in SLA

offers a bfoad ranée of investigative opportunities

(Nakahama, Tyler, & van Lier, 2001).

2.2 Introduction to Research in Negotiated Interaction
Reséafch in both formal and informal learning
environments has shown negotiated interaction to have a
‘significant, though varied, influence on language
acguisition (Pica; Young, & Dbughty, 1987; Nakahama et al.,
2001; Shi, 1998). Negotiation in second laﬂguage
iﬁteraction has bfoad relevance and can be viewed with a
wide spectrum of interpretations ranging from the
microscopic end of the scalévwith specifics to do with
pronunciatién to a wider, macroscopic position involving
éeneral steering of conversational topics, tone, and turn
taking (Nékahama et al., 2001). The following is a feview
of the literature pertaining to negotiated interaction
divided iﬂ to NNS-NS and NNS-NNS categories based oﬁ the
arrangement and backgrounds of participants in each study.

Section 2.3 will look'at research in formal and informal

conversational settings.
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2.2.1 Research Involving NNS-NS &.NNS—NNS'Perticipants

A broed ‘global’ approaeh fo categorizing content and .
discourse sequences was one of several tactics
quantitatiyely documented in a recent comparative analysis
of informatioﬁ gap activities and eanersational
interaction, which eeparated, identified, and tallied
specific ‘triggers’ for fepair negotiations. “Global
triggers invoived elements such'as ahaphoric reference,
deixis, interpretation of an entire utteranee,.and elements
that can cause a reanalysis of more than one turn”
(Nakahama et ai., 2Q01, pp. 384-385).

Far removed from the effects of global and repair
negotiation; negoeiation of the finer points of
pronunciation can also be examined. The following is
an exaﬁple of a pronunciafion trigger_and tepair from

the Nakahama et al. study (2001, p.385):

Sumiko (NNS): Preschool..? [prEskul]
Rita (NS): - Pre-school..? [priskul]
Sumiko: Pre-school. [priskul]

Even in a NS-NNS combination, one can assume that
the pressure is considerably less than’a student weuld
feel if singled out by a teacher in front of the class
for correction.

The results of the Nakahama et al. study revealed that
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in conversational activities, an average of 76% of alll‘
repairlnegotiationé employed global triggers, versus more
speéific indicators such as pronunciation, morphosyﬁtactic,
and lexical tr%ggers. However, this percentage dropped to
25.6% in the information gap activities, ostensibly due to
dominant need of th%t activity to compare and gather
specific and~co—relational‘data, as represented by a 55%
aVerage of 1éxical triggeré.

NSs and NNSS interaction was eXamined by Chun, Day,
ChenoWeth, and Luppescu (1982) the éonclusion was made tﬁat
error corrections by the NSs Qere relatively rare, and
usually occﬁrred when there was a factﬁal error, éhén
discourse and vocabulary were revised, thoﬁgh grammar was
rarely corrected.

Data was gathered from a variety of adult subjects with
varying degrees of English fluency as they conducfed
informal recorded'conversations with native English
speaking friends outside of the classroqm. There were no.
restrictions on the topics for discussion, and the NNS were
responsible for conducting the taping; Twenty pairs were
recorded twice, for about twenty minutgs each time, then
the 15 ﬁours of discourse was analyZed to determine thé
number of NNSlerrors and the percentage of error

corrections NSs made when speaking with their NNS friends.
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The findings showed thaf oniy 8.9% of NNSs' errors wére
corrected. It is also significant to note that -the’
percentage of errors that were corrected decreased from
13.4% for beginning level studénts to only 3.0% forl
- students Qith advances ESL abilities, and that most éerr
corrections were related to factual information and that
this could be due to the possible copsfraints of social
etiquette regardinglthe impropriety of‘correcting a
relétive Stranger‘sAmistakes.

" However, a compérison study betwéen NNS-NNS peer group
and‘NS(teacher)—NNS by Shi (1998) examined negotiaﬁed
interactibn featﬁres such as comprehension checks, feedback
requests, clarification requésts, and confirmation checks,
as well as instances of speech modification, including
error correction, to ascertain the ievels and types of
negotiated interaction and their frequenciés.

Three NS (teacher)-NNS groups and NNS-NNS peer group
discussions wére audio tapea, transcribed, analyzed, and
compared. The results indicated that while NS(teaéher—NNS
instances of negotiation were not as frequent as in the
peer groﬁps, the teacher—lea intéractions provided moré
accurate language modeling of English than the NNS-NNS

groups and also provided more in depth and extended

instances of negotiation. Student féedback indicated that
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value was placed on both methods of interaction, and'that
students perceived both activities to be meaningful and
productive for learning languages.

Based on these findings, the next question that begs to
be explored is whether NSs who are net teechefs, but have a
‘vested interest in sharing languages with NNSs; would
achieve similar types of'negotiated.interaction as the
teacher led groups in Shi's .study (1998), or whether they
would fall into the pattern of NS-NNS interaction that Chun

et al. (1982) observed.

2.3 Informal Conversation
Spontaneous collaboretive conVersational interaction

provides an opportunity for second language development and
cultural exchange in a more natural ehvironment_with
reduced affective factors and greater: individual autonomy
(Richards, 1980f. The following sections will examine
-reseafch which has taken a closer look at informal and
formal conversational interaction and the resultaet effects

.

on negotiation.

2.3.1 Conversation: A Means to an End

The significance of the verbal activity identified as

negotiated interaction is fundamentally derived from the
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belief that language, WHether native or non-native, is a
humanistic, socially driven tpol for communication (Di
Pietro, 1987). The need to exchange information is a
catalyst for humanlconversation; however, communication in
the form of conversational interaction is not only a
benefit derived from learning languages buﬁ is purported to
be 'a significant ‘influence on the language dévelopment
itself. Vygotsky asserts that Second‘language learners
actually develop specific cognitive processes, or
regulation, through conﬁersing with.othér individuais, thus
directly éffecting development and peffdrmanée in the
target language (Vygotsky, 1978, 1986). Additional studies
by Caroll and‘Swain (1992, 1993), and van Lier (1988) have
-exploréd this concépt further to aséessicorrectiVe feedback
apd collagoration processés between novices and experts in
the target language (Lantolf, 2000). - Aljaafreh and Lantolf
(1994) identified this sociocultural approach to language
development aé “the study of how mediational meahs are
appropriated by the individual as a result of-dialogic
interaction with other individuals (p.467).” The authors
then went on to conclude that such mediation is critical
for feedback to be reievant as a form of regulation

(Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994, p. 480), validating the

importance of small group or pair work, as the following
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research points out.

2.3.2 Naturalistic Learning fhrough Group and Pair work

Pedagogically speaking, Brown (1994) defines group or

pair work as a "multiplicity of techniques in which two or

"more students are assigned a task that involves

.collaboration and self-initiated language" (p.173).

Numerous‘studies tout thé benefits of group or pair work in
the classroom as an opportunity for increased production
énd participation on the part of individual students (Long
& Porter, 1985). In an effort to achieve a natural
linguistic environment, Brumfit maintains that “the use of
pair and group work is the only available basis for
naturalistic beha%ior,in conversational interacfion in
glasém" (1984, p.87). Furtﬁermore, in order to defelop
trﬁly natural language, such conversations must oécur
outside of the classroom through opportunitiés‘for
community and social involvement,‘which nourish target
langgage exposure and development in an informal sétting
(Rivers, 1983).

Klein (1986)'argﬁes that further research in
naturalistic language learning is essential to_fully
understand secondflanguagé acquisition. Studies of

spontaneous learning may reveal processes spared the
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inherent side effects of contrived linguistic situations
found in typical classroom activities. Furthe;more, Klein
suggests the possibility that learners may even harbqr an
underlying resistance to formalized-instruction whiéh
further research in ﬁaturalistic language settings could
reveal. |
However, reality dictates that many learnefs.of a
second language may not have the‘opportunity to engage in
spontaneous and. natural conversations with native speakers
due to geographical and cultural isolation/ in whiéh case
the formal classroom setting may be the only realistic
avenue of learning available (Johnson, 1992). Johnson gées
on to posit:
. beéause naturalistic and tutored learning are
not completely distinguishable, and because both
kinds bf learning occur inéide and outside of
clasSrooMs and schoéls( there is little reason
that research conducted in infofmal environments
should be valued as more basic and thus more
important than research conducted in formal

situations (p. 12)..

2.3.3 Benefits of Unstructured Conversations

While the statement by Johnson in the previous section

!
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reflects a position that has been fairly standafd in SLA
iesearch, the study by Nakahama et al. (2001) ‘also revealed
compelling evidence to indicate that both the quality and
Quantity of negotiation segquences and opportunities for
language use'were greater in unstructured conversations.
Their discourse analysis compared the conversational
activities of NS-NNS dyads both qualitatively and
quantitatively as they neggtiated'meéning in both a
_strucfured information gap activity and a relatively'
unstructured conversational activity. The dialogs were
designed to approximéte natural conversation in an attempt -
to ascertain the types of learning opportunities available
and the means by which negotiation m#y take place within
such activities. - The conversation gap activity was a
typicél problem solving task invqlving.two pictureé
containinj similarities and differenqesvthat pérticipants
were asked to verbally compare. The findings not onlyv
support the value of further research of naturalistic
conversation, but also maintéin that controlled activities,
such as the inforﬁation gap presented, result in shorter
and less compiefe utterances when compared to the richer,
more complex discourses obtained from unfettered

conversations (Nakahama, Tyler, & van Lier, 2001).

Such research not only points to the benefits: of
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informal conversation in second language education, but
validates the need for language learners and educators to
seek access to authentic interaction and extracurricular
exposure in the target lénguage, in addition to expounding

on opportunities for spontaneous learning in the classroom.

2.3.4 Criticism of Unstructured Conversations

Another perspective on:informal conversations befween
NSs and ‘NNSs can.be found in the aforementioned research by
Chun et al. (1982) in which the author; conclude that error
corrections by the NSs were reiatively rare, and usually
occurred when £here was a factual error, then discourse and
voéabulary were revised, though grammar was rarely
corrected. | )

The‘researchers went on to point out the possible
constraints of social etiquette regarding the imbrop;iety
of correcting a relative stranger's mistakes and cautioned
researchers to take care with laboratory formed dyads used
solely for the purpose of ‘generating data, as the language

obtained may not be "natural" in the sense desired. The

question also remains, what do the NNSs actually learn from

these corrections?
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2.3.5 A Positive Affective Climate

Besides promoting increased individﬁal student output
and interaction, studies ha&e shown that group or pair work
Significéntly.reduces the negative affectivé.factors which
can impede learning ahdvself—expression (Long & Porter,
1985, ﬁ} 211). This more intimate environment is less
intimidating than performing in front of a class full\of
students with the authority figure, the teacher, measuring
~and judging evéry utterance. In a dyad composed of NS/NNS-
NNS/NS, neither has the upper hand or is more of an expert
than the other. Both have comparable strengths and
weaknesses, and the stigma of épeaking out .and possibly
faltering is usually less frightening. in addition to
ready access to comprehensible input and interactién,
motivation has been shown to be greater, and more language
practice opportunities aré available in pair or small group

~work (Long & Porter, 1985; Stevick, 1996).

2.4 Broader Sociocultural Considerations

Universities and collegeé.throUghout the United States
attract and recruit international students in an effort to
provide greater educational oppprtunities, to promote

globalization and diversity bf ideas, and to generate

revenue. Most schools provide or arrange for the ESL
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instruction necessary to bring students .up fé a level of
proficiency that will allow them to function effectively in
mainstream courses. Until such proficienéy is attained,
internaﬁional students often find themselves sequestered in
ESL classroom isolation_with the burden of assimilation
resting‘on their shoulders. 1In the meantime, regular
students go on about their college life, missing'the chénce

to interact with and learn from these students next door.

2.4.1 Language Socialization Through Cooperative
Multicultural Learning.

Culture and‘language are intertwined in a symbiotic
balance of power: To remove thé cultural component from a
}anguage study eliminates the very fiber which creates the
texture and depth of communication. 'Without cultural
contexts, words become mere linKS‘in a chain, mechanical
and impersonal. Biown states,

"A single sentence can seldom be fully analyzed

ﬁ withqut considering its céntext. We use 1anguagef
as.stretches of discourse. We string many
sentencesvtogether'in cohesive units such that

sentences bear interrelationship..” (p. 189).

Without context, he goes on to say, it would be difficult

to communicate clearly due to potential ambiguity, whether
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in speech or in writing.

.Contextb;s crucial. It is more than simply a causal
variable. Sociocultural studies~ha§e highlighted tHis‘
point by focusing on task and activity settings; on content
énd meaning; on task accomplishment; on social precursors
to individual cognition; and on enculturation (Ochs &
Schieffelin, 1984, Duff, 1995). Furthérmore,'greatér
appreciatioﬁ is now being given to ﬁulticulturai settings -
as valuable environments for successful language
sqcializatioﬁ (Barron, 1991). Collin Barron quéétions,
._"mif it is felt worthwhile to include the culture of the
target language, is it not jﬁst as worthwhile to include
the (L2) students' cultgre ({Barron, 1991, p. 174)°?"

-As foér the benefits of multicgltural environments for
non-native speakers‘ language acquisition, Harklau states;

The evaluation of mainstream classrooms as
'spoken'language acquisition environments rests
not only on input receiVed, but on opportunities
for output and the entire process of interaction.
The productive use of an L2 and feedback froﬁ
native speakers is also a major component in the
.process of+ second language acquisition (Harklau,
1994, p.249).

Cooperative activities provide the ideal environment
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for mutually beneficial learning to take place. According
to McGroarty, "Reseafch Qn,cooperative learning in settingé-
of linguistic diversity corroborates the advantages of
cooperative instruction shown in settings where all |
students speak.the same language: (1992, p. 59).". McGroarty
goes oﬁ to staté that, ".. repair sequencesk'whe;e.learners
negotiate meaning between themselves, were frequent .." (p.
62), and that a study with Spanish speaking sfudents
showed that ".. academic ﬁge of the primary languagé helps
students master English (p. 63)." |

Additional research ﬁy Delpit (1988) and De la luz
Reyés (1992) reﬁinds us that in order for céoperativerr
learning to flourish, teachers and facilitators must
possess a commitment to diversity, as well as thorough
training in appropriate'theory and techni@ués in order to
achieve the‘desired\results for all‘students.

Studies by Albrechtsen et al., (1980), have measured
nativé spéaker reaction to nonnative speech and have
demonstrated the irritating effects of certainvLZ
communication strategies, including interlanguage and
accent. Hadley (1993) insists that many American students
simply are not well conditioﬁed to deal_with foreign people

or cultures. Ethnocentricity breeds ignorance, and for

that very reason, cross-cultural exchange and discussion is




critical for broadening awareness and providing a much

needed opportunity for intercultural interaction.

24
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- CHAPTER THREE -

3.0 Rationale of the Present Study

Few studies have explored the benefits and challenges
of a more balanced, two-way approach to second language
‘negotiation in which partners are at approximately~equal
stages of development.iﬂ each other's ‘language and cultural
exposure, thuS'being capable of performing dual roles, both
as experts and as learners (Kachru, 1994) . With this goal
in mind, I will now present the underpinnings of the
curreﬁt study starting with gaps in current research
pertaining to this topic, followed by the three main
researéh questions I chose to explore, an explanation of
their relevance, the methodology employéd,ifolloﬁed by the
data analyéis, findings, tables, and discussign.

.The purpose 5f this study is to explore beyond the
typical ESL bias that existstin most second language
studies by focusing on negotiafed interaction in dyadéi
whose participants are at relative linguistic and culturai
paritybto each other. Informal one hour loné dialogs

between four pairs of conversation partners, each studying

‘the other's language and culture, have been recorded,-

coded, and analyzed for examples of cross-linguistic
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negotiation and interaction.

Native Japanese spegkers_learning English wefé teamed
with native'English speakers learning Japanese to discuss
their re§péctive cultures and collaboratively take turns
steering their way through the intricacies of
qonversational interéction in both their first and second
languages. Performing simﬁltaneously as teacher and
student, each participant Was equally responsible to
attempt target forms and to present model forms of
communicétion as cultural similaritieé and differences. were
explored together. =

Students‘ input, perceptions{ and feedback were an
integral part of this research and were included in the
process from start to finish, resulting in an activity with
intrinsically motivated participants sharing in
contextualized and personally relevant language exchange.
Screening participants for second language competencies was
intended to provide a more level playing field with less
of an affective'fiitér to interfere with natural‘
commﬁnication. However, once this study was underwéy, it

became obvious that a more thorough evaluation of

‘participants actual language abilities was needed to

achieve the desired balance of language skills.
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3.1 Negotiated inﬁeréction: Gaps in Research

Reéearch continues to examine'Qarious aspects of
negotiated interaction among language learners to identify
commonalties and relevant learner’sﬁrategies which surface
specifically in collaborative conversational interaction.
Tactics which have -been identified ana studied include.the
use of repetition, feedback requests, confirmation checks,
and cbrrectiéns, to name-a few. However, most research has
been confined to populations who are learﬁing Engliéh as a
second language. Often these participaﬁté come from
diverse and’digparate linguistic and cultural origins.

Such diversity, while benefiéial in its own right,.fails to
take.inté account the scope éf possibilities a more
linguistically and culturally balanced perspective could
reveal about negotiated interaction.

Schoiarly evidence”supports the premisé that second
language learners derive multipie benefits from
conversa?ional exposure to and negotiated. interaction with
“experts", or native~speake£s, in tﬁe térget language
(Ellis, 1994; Gass & vefonis, 1984; Izumi & Bigelow, 2000;
Izumi, Bigelow, Fujiwara, & Fearnow, 1999;_Long,v1983,
1985,’1996; Pica, 1988; Ohta, 2001; Pica, Young, & Doughty,:

1987; Swain, 1985; Young, 1984). Despite these

discdveries, that fundamental essence of language,
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communication of meaning, 1is often overlooked or
undervalued, whether_in research or in'classroém
iﬁstruction (Chun, Cheho@eth, & Luppescu, 1982; Kachru,
1994; Klein, 1986) . Studies coﬁtinueAto lean toward the
mechanics of lénguage acquisition, particularly in sbmewhat
artificial classroom settinés, rather thaﬁ nafurally
occurring speech acts in casual, less controlled situations

" (Nakahama et al., 2001).

3.2 Research Questions

Des?ite many articles and studies exp}oring pair work,
informal conversations and negotiation in SLA, very few
studies /went beybﬂd fhe NS-NNS or NNS-NNS combinations,to
include mutually cpmpatible language exchange. »it is the
aim of this study‘to examine the instances of negotigted
interaction in dyads with soméwhat comparable language
skills to déterminé the balance between the two languages
as well as the speakers, how this is negotiated, aﬁd also
" what linguisfic and sociocultural exchanges are evident as
expressed during the stimulated recailAsessions. The
following three research qﬁestibns form the basis Qf this
thesis and will be examined to determine‘their significance

in language learning applications. The questions are as

follows:
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1) How do conversation partners familiar with each |
other's languages initiete negdtiation'sequences and
modify their own, or the other's language output in

informal conversation?

2) What is fhe balance of Japaﬁese and English. being
spoken,-and how is this reflected in the negotiation
and-modificaﬁion sequences?

3) What were the participants' perspectives on this-
conversational aefivity andehow did they'remembef and
describe thelir experiences and perceptions of learning
and teaching through tﬁe stimulated ;ecall sessions

‘afterward?

3.2.1 Research Question #1
How do conversation parﬁners familiar with each other's
- languages initiate negotiation'sequences and modify their
own, or the other's language output 1in infermal
conversation?
Conversational situations can‘vary considerably
depending on the participants and their backgroends,

the setting, and the motivations prompting verbal

interactions. Knowing what to say and how to say it
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can at times be difficult fbr speakers in a'first
languége. Add to this the complexities associated
with second langﬁage use and the myriad of intricacies
involved in negotiéting non-native cultural, social,
and behavioral patterns; and the iméorténce of
collaborétive efforts toward successful comﬁunication
between NS and NNS is profoundly evident.- According
to Ramirez, ,
Developing oral proficiehcy in a second
langﬁage involves a broad range of>
competencieé associated with different
con&ersational situations, topics, and rules
for talking. Oral communication includes
both transactional uses of language related
to fhe'exchange of information and
interactional purposes connected with the
_social fuﬁctions of speech. Conversations
are goVerned by a number of discourse rules
enabling épeakers to shift topics, repair
problems assoéiated with miscommunication,

and maintain interactional sequences

(Ramirez, 1995, p. 232).
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3.2.2 Research Quesfion #2
What is the balance of Japanese and English being spoken,
and how is this reflected in the negofiation and |

modification sequences?

3.2.3 Research Questioﬁ #3

Whaf Werévﬁhe participants' perspectives on this
conversational activity and how did they remember and
de;cribe their experiences and perceptionsAof learning and

teaching through the stimulated recall sessions afterward?

In every dyad, the language prbduction at the end of
each hour the conﬁersatiohal interactions were longer, more
complex, and more free flowing, as the partners began to
get to know each other a-bit more and felt more -
comfortable. Six out of eight of the participants admitted
to feeling'Quite apprehensive before taping thé dialogs,
but all commented during the debriefing sessions that they
enjoyed the exchange and would like fo do it again. Three
dispiayed new knowledge that they had gaiﬁed and retéined
since their initial conversation partner meeting.

Several valuable suggestions were made by the
pérticipants. For.example, it was recommended - that

partners begin getting to know each other in an informal,
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‘social gathering first in order to seek each other out for
pairing and to break the ice with less pressure to perform.
Also, three partiéipants suggested that some specific

. topiés be pro&ided for discussion to help mové the
~conversations along. All eight participants voiced a

strong appreciation for the opportunity to share languageé
and cultures and all expressed a strong desire continue in

a conversation partner arrangement.

3.3 Methodology

The following sections describe the location and
environment wheré this study was conducted, its
participants and how they were determined, the
investigator's perspectives, and.the data collecfion'

procedures and how they were applied.

3.3.1 Thé Site:
In Partnership to Promote Cultural E#change

The language school ét this American community college
has long recognized the value of informal conversationai
opportunities, both in regards folits ESL studént

population, as well as to the community at large in an

effort to cultivate cultural diversity, dialog, and

understanding. The language school has developed numerous
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successful activities and programs to_provide its students
opportunities'for informal interaction Qith native English
speakers, and ﬁhe Convérsatioﬁ Partner Program, which has
been actively prémoted on campus for more than eight years,
exemplifies this approach to learning.‘

Aloﬂg similar lines, This college describes its mission
in tﬁe féllowing wprds: "To meet the diverse, lifelong
educaéional neéds of our community and develop the
potentiél of our students .. Fostering and development of
values which promote open—mindedﬁess, awareness,
sensitivity and respect for differences are encouragedAand
will be supported (College Catalog, 2001-2)."

In addition to meeting the neéds of thé community,.this
college has been actively promoting and recruiting
international students and international programs for more
than twenty years. The current full-time student
population is over 6000, with 180 international students
énrolled from 86 countries.:

The current conversation parfner program promotes the
value of diversity at all levels of language ability and
recognizes the benefits to both first- ahd secéndflanguage
Speékers as they negotiate meaning and compare cultures

\

through cooperative learning. CC students learn to work

through the many struggles inherent in linguistic and
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cross-cultural communication difficulties, while gaining
greater appreciation for diversity and the.chalienges
facing their international counterparts. Whenever possiblé,

"efforts are made to.pair students who are studying each
other's ianguages and cultures, as wellhas‘to take care in
matching personalities and goals to the best of our

ability.

3.3.2 éarticipants

TheAparticipants in this réseérch belonged to the following

cétégories and demographics:

= All were beginniﬁg level or high beginning level second
language students, with limited experience traveling br
.living in“thglcountry of the target language

1 ! R

= Four were Japanese nationals currently living in the U.S.
and learning English as a second language.(ESL) at a
college based_intensivevlénguage institute

* Pour were native English speakers learning Japanese as a
foreign language_(JFL)

= An equal number of males and‘femaleé in each language set

was sought 1in ofder to form gender diverse pairing; |

however, the eligible respondents were predominately male

in the JFL group and predominately female in the ESL

group-
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The make up of the pairs was as follows:
Male Jgr, T Male ggp Male gp, + Female gsi
Male g + Féméle gL . Male gp, + female ESL
While geﬁder bias or effect may ha&e influenced the
data, i1t was not intended to be a focus of this study.
However, further research comparing the effects of gender
on negotiated interaction- among second language learners 1is
needed and should be explored further. Likewise;‘age and
economic status was not given consideration at this time.
~As ‘anticipated given the current makeup‘bf conversation
partners at the host .institution, the applicants who
volunteered to participate in this study fell within the
range of 18 to 27 years of age and had skills and
experiencé'comparable to at least one year of successful
college study in the target language. Participants also
had at least‘some limited cultural experience or knowledge
-of Japén and the U.S. Applicants with more than one year
immersion in the targét language country were. considered
.over—qualified and were not included in the study.

Applicants were screened for the minimum language

requirements mentioned above, then were. randomly matched.




NAME

(PSEUDONYM)

COUNTRY

AGE & SEX

LANG. EDUC.

PARTICIPANTS' INFORMATION

TIME ABROAD l
TARGET LANG.

IN DYADS:

NATIONALITY

M/F

1-12

TERC.

'SACHTI'

JAPAN

F

6 YR.

3 MO.

3 MONTHS

'BRETT'

1YR.

4 WEEKS

'YASU'

6 MONTHS

| 'PETE

3 MONTHS

5 WEEKS

'ASUKA'

10 MONTHS

36
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3.3.3 The Investigator
It is important to clarify my roles.at the language
school and the college, as well as to explain the

perspective I have taken in this research. At the time of

\
1

this writing I am the director of fhe langﬁage school, as
well as>the Japanese language instructor for the college,
though none of the participants were stﬁdents of mine at
the timelof this study. With over twelve‘years’ experience
teaching ESL and JFL, I have long ponderea and explored thé
oppértunitiesiavailable for the two student populatibns I
work most closely with to team up and learn from each
other.

By administering tﬁe conversation partner program, I
have had many opportunities to observé student pairs
teaching and learning f?om each othér, and have witnessed
firsthand the enthusiasm andAdynamic‘learning‘that can take
Iplace. In addition, I have reviewed thé quarterly
participant evalﬁétions of the conversation partner program
for many years and have consistently been impressed by the
~numbers of and types of positive responées. A common
challenge I face every qﬁarter is finding enough Volunteers

to replace the many who stay with their,partners quarter

after guarter, sometimes over several years.
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"Personally, I héve also been fortunate to have had a
-wide variety of learning environments in which to study
Japanese myself, and found the most rewarding and
produétive means of obtaining language and culture by far
to be through a very bBalanced and mutual exchange with a
Japanese friend who waé equally motivated to learn English;
Our language abilities were comparable, and our many
interests similar, so we consciously devoted ourselves to
helping each other with our second languages and focused on
actively learning whenever’we were. together.

for all of these reasons I have chosen to conduct the
followiﬁg research in the hopes thét\i£ might enéouragé
like studies and greater understanding of this relatively
untapped resource,‘as well as provide much needed data to

determine the true extent of learning and exchange that

takes place.

3.3.4 Data Collection Procedures(

The gSals and perspectives of the participants were
sighificant, given that the participants were already
striving to learn and understand each other’s languages and
culfures. Therefore, the participants were involved in the

research from beginning to end through the use of self-

generated conversation topics and stimulated reflection
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based on reviewing and discussing the'vidéo with fhe
researcher individually, in addition to observations,
audio, and video recordings. Each dyad met once for. a one
hour conversation, then each'particibant spent

i o
approximately‘oné and a half hours‘alone with the
researcher in stimulated recall reviewing thé video. None
of the participants had met their dyad‘partneré prior the
video taped interaction.

Audio recordings were part of every meeting, whether
wifh,convefsation partners or indiviaual inﬁeryiews.
However, only the cénveréation partﬁer tapes were
completely transcribed and coded.

Video recordings were made once.for each set of
partners in order to document body language, gestures, and
any written cues. Pﬂysical gestufes are a significant
factor in communication and to rely purely on audio
transcriptions for evidence of negotiated meaning,
~comprehension, and error correction is tantamount to trying
.to fully understand a movie with eyes closed. The focus of
this study was not gestuteé, but the visual record of their

interactions provided sociolinguistically richer data.

Videotapes were Compared to the audio transcriptions and

gestures or actions were noted on the transcripts.
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3.4 Data Analysis |
The followihg are the eight coding inscriptions-
utilized in this study, there definitions, and sample
-utterances based on the research and coding applied by Shi

(1998).
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Example 1

Coding Abbreviétiéns & Terminology

{(Note: examples and te;minology taken from Shi, 1998, pp. 6€0-68)

Initiating Negotiation:
cc = Comprehension. Checks
("Do you understand me?")
FB = Feedback Requests
("Is this yéur idea, Kiﬁ?")
CF,“ = Confirmation Checks
("Lower?")
(Often repeats info. in question form..)
CR = Clarification Requests
("What's that?")

Modification:

sc = Self-cprrection

{(Makes adjustments to own output)
~oc = Other;correction

(Makes'adjustments to another's output)
Pr = Completion Reqﬁests

("and in sémem")

(IncOmplete sentence with the expectation

that another will 'fill in the blanks')

op = Other-completion

(Fills in the blanks, or gaps, for another)
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Prior to commencing the‘coding, a section was chosen
at random from the complete transcriptidns and an
intercoder reliabiiiity of 89% wa; éttained wi£h another

researcher in the SLA field.

3.4.1 Audio &vVideo Recordings

four éudio recordings of conversation partner meetings,
-each one hour in length, comprised the bulk of the data for
transcfiption; Japanese"segmehts were transcribed int§
romanized alphabet to allow access to more readers. The
translations of the Japanese portiéns of the dialbgs are
shéwn in brackets. .

Four video segments (one per pair) were visually
_transcribed for gestures and body languége, and those
activities that pertained to-codé switching and
negotiation, énd épecific téaching or learning activities
weré noted on the audio transcripts. Japanesé first and
second language utterances and English first and second
,langﬁage utterances were tallied from the audio tape -
transcription to determine what amounts éf the languages
were being spoken and by whom. Codiﬁg of negotiated
sequences was based upon the number and type of
comprehension checks( feedback requests, confirmation

checks, and clarification requésts, and language
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modification was céded.by self;corréction, other-
correction, completion»reQuests, and other completioh (see
Egample #1). uttered by either partner, in either language,
comprising negotiated interaction and collabérative
discourse. These were then éompared - first,language
. Japanese, versus first language English - to determine if
any patterns emérged.

Therelwas a total of eight individual'meetings with
participants, one apiece, to view and discuss the
videotapes. Participants were asked to stop the tape at
any time to comment, and also to note.any specific teaching
or learning activities they identified. I would also stop
the tape peribdically to question the participants about
certain situations. The pérticipants were also asked:to
reflect on the activity and_share their thoughts. These
sessions were audio taped and stimulated reéall fechniques
were employed to attempt to assess the parﬁicipants’

perception of learning. All names have been changed to

afford privacy to the participants.
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- CHAPTER FOUR -

4.0 Results aﬁd Discussions of the Research gyestionsf

1) How do conversation partners familiar with each
other's languages initiate negotiation sequenceé and
modify their own, or the other's language output 1in

informal conversation?

2) What 1is the‘balance of Japanese and English being
spoken, and how is this reflected in the negotiation

and modification sequences?

3) What were the participants' perspecfives on this o o
conversational activity and how did they remember and

describe thelr experiences and perceptions of learning

and teaching through the stimulated recall sessions

afterward?

4.1 Examples Found in the Data
Alterations from second language to first language or
- back again, termed code switching, was first identified in

the transcriptions, then the circumstance around each

instance was assessed to determine if and what type of
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'negbtiation‘was taking'place (Shi,.1998).
For example, in the following excerpt, both speakefs
switch from English to Japénese iﬁ an effort to ciérify a
lexical gap. The translation of the Japanese appears in

brackets and is denoted by the [*]: {

Example 2: Discussion about writing one's own music

(Please refer to Example #1 for explanations of coding
abbreviations and terminology.)

250 Rie: Or, .. my words.
CF 251 Sam: ' My words..? |
cr 252 Rie: I write...
253 Sam: Oh!
FB 254* Rie: How do you say.. Késhi? Uta no

Kashi? [Lyrics? .Song's lyrics?]’

255* Sam: Uhhh, Wakarimasen. [I don't know.]

cr 256 Rie: (Gestures writing with hand) Shhh..

op 257 Sam: Write- Handwriting! Cémpose, compose.
CF 258 Rie: Com-compose?

sc/oc259 Sam/Rie Compose (Composem)Compose..

CF 260 Rie: ' My éompose. No?

oc "261 ‘Sam: Yeah, you compose.

sc 262 Rie: My‘composem’ Myself

oc 263 Sam: Yeah, YOU compose. Um I compose..
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As can be seén from the example above, a major
breakdown in communication was being experienced at this
point. During thé stimulated recall session, Rie stopped
the tape and shared that in an effort to gain access to the
informatibﬁ as quickly as possiblé, she had tried switching
to Japanese in the hopes her partner ﬁight be familiar‘with
' the vocabulary and uﬁdersténd her. Unfortunately, Sam did
not knéw the Japanese word, but chose to respond in
Japanese with wakarimasen [I donft know] . Thé negotiation
continued on in English until through the use of gestures
and repetition the point was finally understodd;

Rather thanvembarrassment, both participants élaimed to
have enjoyed.fhe procesé of kiguring out what the other waé
trying to say. This leads me to beliéve tﬁat contrary to
the claims by Hadley (1993), neithe£ participant was
seriously aﬁnoyed or hindered by the communication
~breakdown. In fact, it was seen as an opportunity by Sam,
who claimed he remembered things better when he and his
partner had to stop and "figure things out”.

Negotiation relating to pronunciation also comes into
play as the ffiﬁe tuning" of the language. While errors in

pronunciation can cause a complete breakdown in

communication, and at times be frustrating to both speaker

and listener, often the error in pronunciation is difficult
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for the 'second language learner to detect, even with
intentional efforts toward self-monitoring (Yule, Hoffman,

& Damico, 1987), as the following Shdrt excerpt from Yasu
“and Pete's convegsation will illuminate. 1In these types of
situations, haviné one~on-one collaborative interaction

with a native speaker is invaluable.

Example 3: Discussion about casual greetings.

(Please refer to Example #1 for explanations of coding
abbreviations and.terminology.)

FB 192 Yasu; | How about 'fwine'

CF 193 Pete: Why?

CF 194 Yasu: Fwine.. (Wine?) Fwine.. ‘I'm fine..

éc 195 Pete: Oh, FINE! Fine, fine, ffffine.

sc i96 Yasu: Finé!

oc 197 Eete: Yeah. I know 'F's are, FAS and R's are
| hard for Japanese.:. F's.. How are

you? Fine. It's usually polite, if
they ask you something, like, "How are
you?" 'you say, "Fine; how 'bout you?"
'Does that make sense? (Yeah)

sc 198 Yasu: Fine, what's up, what up, - (laughs)

Another example, this one taken from Sachi and Brett's

discussion, shows both lexical. and pronunciation

corrections occurring simultaneously in the modification
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negotiation regarding the Japanese word nannen [how many

years] (lines 334-339):

Example 4: Discussion about length of time in the US.

(Please refer to Example #1 for explanations of coding
abbreviations and terminology.)

333 Brett: Same? Yeah. It gets easier, I think.

FB So how long.. Nan sen*. eetou,

benkyou shimasu ka. [What (sen)? Umm, do you

study?]
oc 334 Sachi: Nannen. [ﬁow many‘years.]
sc 335 Brett: Nannenm Nansai.. [How many years.. How
old...] |
CF ‘336 Sachi: - Nanse?
CF 337 Brett: Howvmany years?
oc 338  Sachi: ' Nannnen
sc 339 Brett: Nénnen? Nannen. Okay. Nannen..

Working together with a native speaker who may also’be
struggling with the complementary second language 1is an
ideél opportuhity for both partners to learn from each
other ‘and develop listening skills capabie gf determining
the L2's sound distinctions. According to Yule et.al.,
(1987), fhese must first be recégnized for proper

pronunciation to develop.

‘Correcting and experimenting with pronunciation in and
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of itself is a challenging, and at times, embarrassing,
self—donséious‘endeavor wrought with féeiings of
foolishness as second language learners fumble to find
awkward sounds. As reflected in the examples above, with
lgwered affe;tive filters, the process may even become fun,
with the right conversation partner and lanjuage

combination.

4.1.1 Additional Communication Strategies

Other communication strategies which were often
employed, though.not specifically coded in th;s study
inclﬁded paraphrasing and approximation, in which an
incorrect form was intentionally émployed és a hint to
explain the desired‘vocabulary item, word coinage, and
circumlocution (Tarone, 1981). Tarone goes Ondto identify
the strategy of "borrowing" from one's first language
either in direct word for word translaﬁion,(or in a
lénguage switch;. Rie attempted such a switch in Example #2
of my datavoﬁ page 44 in line 254 when shé insefﬁed the
Japanese word kashi into her English sentence when she
could not remember the word 'lyric'.. - InvExample #4, line
333, Brett attempted a word for word switch mid sentence

.

from English to Japanese. In most cases, the switches were

not abrupt and premeditated utterances, but rather seemed
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to be almost accidental or unconscious borrowing from

either language when convenient or opportune.

4.1.2 The.Dominance of English in Discussions and the
Perceptions of Laﬁguagé Abilities

In all but one recorded conversation, English dominated
the discussions. In the one .conversation that waé We;ghted
more heavily toward Japanese with sixty-three percent, it
seémed.to be more a matter of personalities dictating the
balance rather thah language skill. A quite shy,Japanese
female, YQshie, was randomly matched with Brett} a very

outgoing young American male with good Japanese language

‘skills. 'When Yoshie met to go over the video tape, she

commented before thé tape was started that her partner had
"perfect Japanese!" When I asked her if she had had to
slow down or use simple language to assist B;ett in his
understanding, she adamantly said'no,'she had not.

However, after viewing the tape, Yoshie was surprised
to observe that she had indeed adjustedlher language
significantly to accommodate her partner, and that his
language,"though good, was not perfect.

This situation reveals the possible pitfalls of pair

work if one or the other partner is extremely shy or

outgoing, and the impoftance of carefully matching partners
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for common interests and personalities, if possible.

.In the other three dyads, despite efforts to screen fpr
language skill, there was still a large disparity between
the capabilities of the JFL students wheﬁ compared to the
ESL students. As éould be seen in Example #2 above,
English was the medium of éxchange, with Japanese sprinkled
in here or there. A placement tést or.languagé interview
would be a helpful way to more accurately establish the JFL
and ESL skill‘levels.and find better matches for language
exchénge.

The lelowing excerpt reflects an interesting~mix of
English and Japanese lessons in which béth partneré'are
acting expliéitly as teachers-df their first language. 1In
‘this example, rather than limiting the samples to shorf
excerpts with abstract utterances of negotiation, in an-v
effort to represént the actual context'ahd flow of the
discussion, a longer, continuous segment of conversétion‘
’has.been provided. Coding,appéars along the left-margin in
bold'texf. Additional comments and diécussion follow this
dialog and refer to the line numpers shown on the left. 1In

longer utterances, the specific area relating to the coding

has been underlined for clear identification.




52

Example 5: Tim (B) and Asuka (A) discuss travel & music

(Please -refer to Examplé #1 for explanations of coding,
abbreviations and terminology.)

FB 19B So, is this your first time in America?

20A I forgot,‘When I was, when I was a child.. I don't
‘know what age, but maybe three or four, I had, I
» " had ...Hawaii. '
21 B Oh, wow!
.SC;ZZA. Hawai ni ikimashita, ne. Un. [(I) went to

Hawaii, yeah.]

23 B Wakarimashita. fGot it.] Hawaii ah, has takusan
Nihonjin. [many Japanese] :

sc 24A - Ah, unn. Yeah, yeah, yeah.. Actually, I had a
' two time, I had. a go.. to Hawaii two times and the

Pr . second times is really eh, nani.. saikin? [What?
Lately?]

op 25 B Lately

26 A - Yeah, yeah, yeah. So desu yo. [That's right!]

I was surprised about a lot of American can speak
Japanese. '

CF27B  Oh, in in Hawaii?

28 A Yeah..

FB 29 B Oh, wow. Um, soooco Amerika ni nani ga.. benkyou..

[In America what.. study..?] _ ’

oc 30 A Ah, Amerika de nani wo benkyou shi ni kiteiru ka?

[What did I come to study in America?]
31B Hai. [Yes.]

32 A Ah, I see, soo, actually, I wanna be a singer..
but I can sing a song in English...

CF 33 B You want to sing in English?




34 A
sc

35B

36 A

FB 37 B

38 A

CF39B

40 A
41 B
pr 42 A
CF 43 B

CR 44 A

45 B

o

pPr

46 A
CF

CF 47 B
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Yeah, so I want to know English's -all of mean,
and uh, I have T yggpgnget knowledge of Engllsh
or something.

But I think singing English is different than

speaking English.
Oh, really! Oh.

Yeah. Well, the same with Japanese, right? You
know. Like the pace, and how you hold tﬁings up...
Umm. What kind of klnd of Japanese music do you

R & B? Yeah

Yeah. I like.

Do you like ah Draganash? Dragonash?
Hmmm? I don’t know but..

You don’t know Dragonash?

'Onegéim [Please  (tell me)!]

They're, they're kinda like hip hop. Japanese,
they used to play rock n roll, but now hip.hop.

I don't know, I've only heard them a couple of
times. Umm, soo, how would you.. If I was to
like speak Japanese.. Um, I guess I want to brush
up some of my skills.It's been a while since I've
studied,so, um, how would I,

how would I like, uh, if I was staying

somewhere, like, are you §E§X}HSMQPHQNEQ§F
family, or..

Right now?

Uh me? At dorm.

Uh, you're staying at the dorms. Say, like, I
visited Japan, and I went to your house, this is
just a hypothetical situation, ‘like, how would I
thank you fer letting me stay at your house?
Like, like, say you live with a host family, you

know, like for 'one month, just visiting, and you
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62 A
CC 63 B

op 64 A
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would say, 'Thank.you for letting me stay at your
house, you know, how would you say that in

‘Japanese?

Or like 'thank you for your, ah, kindness, or

‘taking care of me, kind of..

'Ahhhh, ahh, I don't know that many..

Would you just say Doomo ‘arigatou? [Thank you?]

Yeah, un, Doomo arigatou gozaimasu, So! Taihen

osewa ni narimashita. Yeas, yeah, thank you very.

mgch. Right! You've taken good care of me.]
‘Téihenm [Very..] Say that more slowly.

Taihen..

Taihen..

Osewa ni [..cared for..]

Osewan.. Can you write that down? "Cause,

it's it'd be easier if I could see it. You could
write it ‘in hiragana. I can read hiragana.
Hirdgana? Okay. (writes) Yeah. This is thank

you for your, everything.

So, taihen, that's like a like a,

You know? |

'So much', or or like, yeah just kinda’like,

'overwhelming', so it's kinda like saying
osewa ni what's osewa? : '

Yeah, yeah, yeah! "Take care'.

And then narimashita is 'become'? - Kind of.

Yéah,'yeah, kind of ummm. Yeah, 'become'. Um.
This is very polite. Yeah, yeah, yeah. (writing)
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In Tim ahd Asuka's conversation, line 22 gives ah.
interesting example of seif correction through code
switching. Ashska was unsure of her English, so to be safe
she gave the statement again in Japanese.. This waé
acceptable and actually desirable from her partner's
perspective given his own intereét in learning and using
Japanese, as his Japanese reply in line 23 exhibits.

Perhapé.encouraged by-his partner's willingness to
falter and struggie, Tim then aftempts a more difficult
construction in Japanese, and though he failed‘to generate
a grammatically complete sentence, his meaning was clearly
understood by Asuka. There was less shame in using both(
languages and the chance of being understood was doubled
with the acceptability of using either English or Japanese.
This crOss—lihguiStic collaboration was evident again in
lines 24 & 25, 29 & 30, and in the longer exchange from
lines 47-64.

In addition to code sWitchingL'the above examples also
highlight the explicit language teaching and learning that
was taking place. Specific language questions were posed
regarding both Japanese lénguage usage (lines.47, 57, ©61)
and English (line 24). Though neitherAparticipants are
llanguage.teachers, both are fully cépable of explaining and

conveying the requested information satisfactorily.
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Example.6: Discussion about music & language

(Please refer to Example #1 for explanations of coding
abbreviations and terminology.)

99 Pete: QOkay, okay, I gotcha, gotcha. A lot of .
Japanese singers, are starting to use a
lot of English, like Japanese singers,
rap-pop-whatever, (rapper) they're
using English, like, in the songs.

FB 100 Yasu: Yes. Do you understand? !

101  Pete: _ A little bit. Yeah, yeah, some parts,
um.. like Tada Hikako, I listen to that
a lot so I, like, know when she's
speakin' English a whole lot, so.

FB 102 Yasﬁ: Why... don't.. dbﬁ’t you understand?
CF/prl103 Pete: Why don't I understand...?
op 104  Yasu: Japanese rappers' ... Ddddzzzddd
105 Pete: - Too fast sometimes.
106  'Yasu: Not good pronunciation..
107 Pete: Yeah.. No, the English is easy to

understand, sometimes (laughs) but
sometimes they go too fast and there
are other parts, Japanese I guess.

FB/pr So, what else do you do? Just..
FB 108 Yasu: I like Japanese song. Do you like
Japanese song? (Pete nods 'yes')

What kind of..? ..Can you sing?

109 Pete: I've only listened ta ... A small
amount . .
Like, small .. (Small?) Yeah, small,
instead of like...
: 110 Pete: Can I sing (laughs) ©Oh, no! Oh, no.
I'm white. No, um, I can't sing.

FB 111 Yasu: Do you remember that?
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CR 112 Pete: Do I remember what?
113 _Yasu: ~ The .. ss you listened song.,
CF 114 Pete: Listened'song? No. (No?) No.

(laughs) Just pretty much old songs,
like aaa remember "Sukiyaki"? That's

about it!
FB 115 Yasu: Ahh, "Sukiyaki"! Can you sing?
116* Pete: Uh, I don't want to! (laughs)

"Sukiyaki™, vyeah, that's about it..
‘ITt's, like,one I know fairly well.
Yeah. Sensei used to play it a lot..

FB 117 Yasu: Do you know who ss, who sings some
song? "Sukiyaki"..

117 Pete: Yeah; Hiro Sakamura!

118  Yasu: Oh!!! Yeah! (laughs)

—

This 1s an example of a conversation that doeé,not
exhibit explicit Japanese or English language instruction,
but theré iS~a‘lively cultural exchange taking place in
which both partne;s demonstrate an interest in each other
and~a desire to learn more about each other through a
prolonged coﬂversation (lines 100,‘108, 111), as well as
explicit questions pertainiﬂg to language in general (lines
106 & 111).

When é stimulating topib was discussed, in'eacﬁ dyad

the inhibitions seemed to lessen and intrinsic motivation

would take over. There was less care or concern given to
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grammatical accuracy and a more typical native speaker type
of eXchange taking place with rapid turn taking and
“ exuberance. Conversations also extended over loﬁger periods

of time (Swain, 1985).
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- CHAPTER FIVE -

5.0 Significant Findings

The tables presented at the end of this chapter are
representativé of the types-and terms of negotiation
éeqﬂénces. ‘Table #2 illustrates the distribution of
English and Japanese usage, and réflects who was s?eéking
and to what degree. Tabie #3 shows thé'instances of
initiated negotiation (please,refer back to coding'egamples
in Chapter 3, page 41). Table #4 represénfs‘the numbers
gnd ﬁypes of speech modification that were documented, and
also shows the’number of utterances in each language.
Samples of dialogS’ffom.each dyad are also included in the

appendixes for reference.

5.1 Summary of Résults

As a preliminary look into linguistic and culturail
'negotiated interaction in dyadé paired with an effort to
bélance languége abilities and cultural intereéts; the
results of this study support the basic assumptions put
forth by Nakahama et al., (2061), and Swain, (1985), that
in‘conversational activities of this type,'the focus is oﬂ
"overall discourse, or textual cohereﬁce, the creation of

shared schema and frame, the maintaining of face and the

building of fapport, and the exchange of information
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(Nakahama et al., 2001, p.388)."

It is a challenge to find balanced abilities across
different languages and cultures and my strongest critique
of this research would be that despite attemptiné to
conduct é non-ESL biased study (Kachfu,,1994), ESL remained
the predominant ianguage-and influence in three.out of four
dyads. More complete screening of abilities'and
personalities is needed to achieve the desired balance, as
well as a more extensive population of participants.

Switéhing languages most frequently occurred when there
was a breakdown in communication that required concerted
negotiating efforts, or, occasionally, familiar words were
slipped in and "borrowed" (Tarone, 1981).

Affective factors'appeéred to be réduced, based on
participants' comments, once the dialogs got underway, .and
ail participants stated that they feit they had had a .
worthwhile'and positive-learﬁing'experience. There was
pérticular interest in continuing the éaftnerships beyond
this study informally. |

Spontaneous collaborafive conversational interaction
provides an opportunity for gecond language development and
cﬁltural exchange in a more natural environmént with
reduced affective factors and greatef individual autonomy-

(Richards, 1980), provided the participants are at
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comparable stages of language ability. Unfortunately, as
seen in the review of literatﬁre, many studies pair NS
with NNS in a one-way exchange that may inadvertently
intimidate the secoﬁd languagé learner. Likewiéé, NNS are
often'paired with NNS of either the same or different
language backgrounds, with neither being flueht in the
faréet language, thus reducing the role of "expert" to an
unknown level of expertise and accuracy (Gasé & Veronis,
1985; Doughty & Pica, 1986).

All these configurétions can lead to a disconcerting_
degree of bias, whethér it be ESLidominating consideration
of other second languages, or in an_unbalan;ed distribution
of poWer/kqowledge with ﬁegard to participanté themselves
(Kachru, 1994). lIn addition, a £remendous resource and

opportunity for dual exchahge is often overlooked,

‘especially in the United States, where studies. have

revealed a serious deficieﬁCy in foreign language skilis
and world knowledge among American students (Hadley, 1993;
Stewart, 1985).

Participants in conversation dyads that balance -
linguistic and cultural knowledge have an added dimension -
of communication available to them. NS—NNS pairings are
relatively limited iﬁ sc§pe, comparatively (Chun et al.,

1982). This is particularly true as it pertains'to native
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English spéakers in the United States. According to
Hadley, "American students' inadequate knowledge of the
world is reflected not only in their lack of foreign
language skills, but in their general ignorance of basic
information about other ﬁations.and peoples (p. 355)."
NNSs of English are able to gain valuable language skills
and knowledge bf American culture through conversational
interaction. Through cross-cultural discussions and
negotiation of bilingual conversations, native speékers
from both sides are given a unique opportunity to learn
about another culture. "Other people}s views, yalues,
traditions, feelings, cultures, are as-valuable as our own"

(Brown,(1990, p. 14).

5.2 Implications for Future Research

Given'£he popularity of these conversation partner
programs, -and the many studies which support the value of
informal conversational interaction, more studies are
needed to provide tangible incentives for échools,
communities; and institutioné to actiﬁely promote and
provide theée opportunities, not just to ESL learners, but
‘to native English speakers as well; as a way to improve our
exposure to other cultures and‘iaﬁguages (Hadley,1993)ﬁ

Future research is needed to examine and compare the
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types of negotiated.interaction across a broader range of
participants, to include groups and pai;s who are capable
of utilizing both ianguages and cultural knowledge to
determine conclusively, if indeed, there is a significaht
difference in language learning outcomes based on language
backgrounds and combinations.

An ethnographic s£udy of this topic would alsé providé
important information in the case of long term conversation
partner interaction énd the associated cultural and
linguistic implications over_time~and.woﬁlé be a valuablé
:addition to this growing body of knpwledge.

More studies with more participants and more language
combinations at all skill levels are needed to truly
understand all the intricacies of negotiated interaction in

language acquisition.

5.3 Implications for Teaching and Learning Languages
Studies of negotiation, both pedagogically agd oufside
the classroom, have much to offer the field second language
acquisition, multigultural arenas, and students themselves,
who would greatly beﬁefit from hearing the resﬁlts_of such
stﬁdies inla medium that would be more accessible to them.
Such research would provide much needed data about'ﬁhat

types of learning are really available through informal
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negotiated conversation in small groups or pairs; and it

can contribute to the development of teaching practices
which can more_éucceésfully capture and fepresent the reél
world around us and our students.

If research legitimizes and pubiicizes‘the benefits of
conversation programs like the one presented in this study,
more schools and programs will find ways to allocate the
necessary fundiﬁg, support, and staffing to make
collaborative conversational opportunitiés available to
more. students. American students will have more
opportunities to interact with populations from varied
cultural and linguistic backgrounds, and interest inv
foreign language stﬁdy and cross-cultural experiences here
in the US could be purtu;ed and developed.

Pedagogically speaking, facilitators of conversation

programs need to have practical, -proven tactics and tools

to put to use in their programs in order to help students
successfully and comfortably access each other's linguistic
and cultural gifts. Informal conversation, as this study

demonstrated, is fraught with variables. A guided, yet

still relatively unstructured protocol for partners could

.be established to help balance the 'language exchange

opportunities so one partner -is not being taken advantagé

of or being‘left out of the interaction. Scheduled or
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timed opportunities for\each language to be used could
felieve some bf the pressﬁre students felt and expressed
regarding skill comparisons and perceptions or potential
problgms in balancing shy versus outgoing personality
types. |

Use df audio and vidéo recording devices are also
another way to extend the.learning opportunities.. The
students in this study expressed a strong. interest in
viewing their own performances on video tape, as well as
appreciating the oppbftunity to review the items they had
discussed with their partners? Yasu actually requesﬁed a
copy of the tape because he said he wanted to "take it home
and practice”"! This is a student who.has struggled in his
ESL classes and has exhibited very few’outward_signs of
interest in learning English in.the classroom environment,
yvet was Veryvengaged and initiated numerous feedback
requests when given the chance to speak with a peer
informally.

In conclusion, before embarking on a conversation
partner program, teachers and administrators should be
aware of the risks as well as the time commitment. Schools
must take care to protect their students and provide safe
and supervised meeting areas, as well as fo guard aéainst

language exploitation. Though this study presented data
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collected from mixedlgénder dyads, in practicé,‘the

language school and college campus where. this research took

place does not mix genders when matching conversation

A

partners. There are ample opportunities fof male and
female studenté to interact socially on or off campus if -
they wish. Experience and information shared by other
conversation program facilitators has been the basis for
this decision at the language school. However, once again
more research is needed to assess the risks, liabilities,

and benefits before educated decisions can be made.
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5

Coding Abbreviations & Terminology

(Note: All examples and terminology taken from Shi, 1998, pp. 60-68)

Initiating Negotiation:

CC= Comprehension Checks
("Do you understand me?")
FB = Feedback Requests
("Is this your idea, Kim?")
CF= Confirmation Checks
("Lower?")
(Often repeats info. in question form...)
CR= C(larification Requests
("What's that?")

Modiﬁcatioh:

s¢ = Self-correction
(Makes adjustments to own output)
oc = Other-correction
(Makes adjustments to another's output)
pr = Completion Requests
("and in some...")
(Incomplete sentence with the expectation
that another will 'fill in the blanks')
op = Other-completion
(Fills in the blanks, or gaps, for another)




FB 66

67
pPr
op 68
CR 69

op 70

71
72

sc 73

CF 74

sc 75

76
77

78
FB

79
80
81

82

83

BRETT

SACHI

BRETT
SACHI

BRETT

SACHI
BRETT

SACHI

BRETT

SACHI

BRETT

SACHI

BRETT

SACHI
BRETT
SACHI

BRETT

SACHI

76

Do you have a conversation partner right
now? :

Someone you speak English with regularly?
Yeah, but I didn't I didn't met her.
Because I, actually I I don't like the,
like a nani, feel like..

Kind of, not not personal?

Nan to iu ka naa.

It's kind of almost, you're not
friends, maybe? Or it's not like a real
conversation? ‘

Yes, but I like with friends. Um.
Yeah

So, nanka, yakusoku? Yakusoku means
promise

Promise

Yakusoku koto ga sugoi.. I don't
like.

Ah, okay.

Sooo, nanka.. 1 have a pressure.

Yeah, like you have to be there at a
certain time. Um, so what would make it
easier for you to um have more English

conversation?

I don't know.

'Maybe becoming friends with..

Yes, maybe..

Like making it not not an educational
thing, but kind of like a social thing,

Yes. Good.




292
293
FB 294
295
CF 296

297
ccC

CF 298
299
op 300
301
CR 302
303
CF 304
305
CF 306

307

308

309
FB 310
311
pr 312

313

RIE

5AM
RIE
SAM
RIE
SAM
RIE
SAM
RIE

SAM

RIE

SAM

RIE

RIE

SAM

RIE

77

I haven't spoken Japanese in so long,
Ah, But you can speak good Japanese!
So, What do you like to eat?

Ummmm, I like Japanese snack.

Yeah? Like sembei?

Not sembei. Unn. Ofu? You know, Ofu?
And black sugar. You know black sugar?

Ahh, Kuro-kuro kurozato?

Black sugar.. Soo, so so! KUrozafo!
Kurozato ami!

Kurozato no naka ni white ofu?

Ofu?

Ofu. Hai.

- Madam*?

No, dry..
Kaki?

Nooco, um I don’t know, I don’t know how
to explain, but very, very good!

Yeah, I love ku-kurozato ami!
Really? Really? Really? I mo!
What about 1like real food, though?
I don’"t know.. Un. Yappa ah..
Tabemono..

Japanese foodo. Mmmm. I miss very much!




