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ABSTRACT
An abstract of the thesis of Bill Stevenson for the Master of Arts in Teaching English to
Speakers of Other Languages presented September 21, 1994
Title:

Peer Correction by Non-Native Speakers of English in Oral
Group Work

This research is observational and descriptive. Its primary purpose is to provide
data on the extent to which, and how, Non-Native Speakers (NNSs) of English engage
in error correction of their peers when participating in classroom oral group work. In
addition, it shows to what extent these learners self-correct their own errors in the same
situation. The over-arching focus of the study is to examine the role of second language
learners to determine whether they possess the potential to play a more active and
productive part in their own language learning.
Nine beginning level adult university ESL students are the subjects of this
research. They were placed in small groups and asked to perform specified classroom
tasks designed to generate maximum oral interchange among the participants. The
ensuing discussions provided the basis for the data which were collected via tape
recording each group's proceedings. The data samples were listened to and coded per
an error typology and any correction that took place. The data were then statistically
analyzed via SYSTAT.
The findings are consistent with the results of other research and indicate that
while many errors are not treated, a significant number of them are corrected clearly and
accurately. These results lend credence to the idea that second language learners may
have much more to learn from each other than they think, and that they do have the
potential to play a greater role in their own language learning. Much more research is
indicated in order to better understand the multi-faceted phenomenon of second language
learner error and its treatment.
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CHAPTER I

RESEARCH PROBLEM AND QUESTIONS

INTRODUCTION

Error treatment is a subject of continuing interest to educators and researchers in
second and foreign language acquisition. It has been examined at some length and over
an extended period of time both inside and outside the classroom. A relatively recent
focus of interest in this field has been upon the role learners themselves play in this
process. This research seeks to examine the behavior of Non-Native Speakers (NNSs)
of English relative to their engaging in error correction: what types of errors are made
and corrected, and how, how often, how accurately, and particularly by whom such
corrections are made.
Motivation for this study is found in the fact that despite having received
considerable attention over many years, the issue of second language learners' errors
has not been dealt with in any definitive fashion; thus it remains an open field of
inquiry. As Hendrickson ( 1978) points out, much of the literature on this subject is
speculative and needs to be validated with much empirical experimentation--a
remarkable observation, particularly considering the interest the subject has generated
for such a long time. From the literature, it is obvious that the nature of the error
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correction activities of learners themselves is particularly inconclusive--though a few
specific and relatively recent studies highlight the significant potential that this area has
for language acquisition. Further motivation for this study is found in the juxtaposition
of scant research data with abundant evidence of language learners engaging in a wide
variety of error correction activities; in classes this writer has taught, it is readily
apparent that in addition to self-correction, learners do, indeed, correct each other and
often in very clear and direct ways.
If learners can and do accurately correct each other, such activity would seem to

carry significant implications for a number of aspects of second language acquisition.
First, and in view of the inconclusive and haphazard nature of teacher-centered
correction, as corroborated by Carroll and Swain (1993), who state that correction is not
often or systematically available to second language (SL) learners, dynamic peer
correction may have the potential of becoming another meaningful engine to help drive
second language acquisition. Language learners appear to benefit by corrective
feedback (Spada & Lightbown, 1993) on errors as they develop their individual
interlanguage along the route to full-fledged second language acquisition. If this can be
received within the "safety" of a peer relationship rather than "handed down" from the
authority of the teacher, it may be more readily absorbed or utilized from the standpoint
of affective considerations. Second, as indicated by Bruton and Samuda (1980), the
learners themselves should be considered as potential sources of treatment although they
would need to be specifically instructed concerning techniques for error correction in
order to maximize effectiveness of the error correction feedback process. And third,
such a process has implications not only for what transpires in the classroom, but in
how teachers are prepared and trained to enter those classrooms, and the relative
amounts of teacher versus self reliance that would exist regarding error correction.
Such developments would appear consistent with the generally prevalent orientation
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toward a communicative classroom approach that seems to exist in the United States at
least. But in more traditional venues--whether in the U.S. or abroad--considerable
adjustment may be required in the wake of this sort of change. For those teachers
comfortable with a student-centered classroom, this form of student empowerment will
be welcomed and seen as beneficial, while those threatened by a perceived diminution of
authority will have a contrary view.
DEFINITIONS
Error

When discussing a concept a logical starting point is to arrive at some generally
accepted definition of terms. Relative to "error" everyone seems to know what one is
when--and if--they hear it, but there is wide variation in actually defining the term. And
some simply do not define it; for example, Chaudron ( 1977) launched his "Descriptive
Model of Discourse in the Corrective Treatment of Learners' Errors" by alluding to
various categories of error without providing any specific definition of what was to be
treated. In a later study Chaudron ( 1986) did outline six different error types, giving
examples of phonological and morphological errors and more specific definintions for
errors of syntax, content, discourse and lexicon, although he gave no over-all definition
of the concept of error. He acknowledged that "the determination of errors is clearly a
difficult process ... that depends upon many factors," (p. 68) such as the context of the
utterance, understanding the lesson's content, teacher and student intent, and prior
learning of the students. All wright (1975) states that "we are forced ... to adopt
George's (1972) definition of an error as a form unwanted by the teacher or course
designer" (p. 101).
Chun, Day, Chenoweth and Luppescu (1982) "... use the term error to indicate
the use of a linguistic item in a way, which, according to fluent users of the language,
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indicates faulty or incomplete learning" (p. 538). Lennon (1991) takes issue with this
approach, indicating that errors are not as easily recognizable a feature as might be

imagined; he goes on to say that there are great problems in unambiguously defining
error with much variation even among native speakers relative to what constitutes an
error. His definition is more cautious, namely:
a linguistic form or combination of forms which, in the same context and
under similar conditions of production, would, in all likelihood, not be
produced by the speakers' native speaker counterparts. (Lennon, 1991,
p. 182)
Corder ( 1967) states that a distinction should be made between mistakes--performance
errors such as a slip of the tongue, and errors, which "... refer to the systematic errors of
the learner from which we are able to reconstruct his knowledge of the language to date,
i.e. his transitional competence" (p. 167).
Thus it is seen that there are many gradations among researchers concerning
their perceptions of what actually constitutes the term error. However, for purposes of
this research an error is defined as "the use of a linguistic item or discourse structure in a
way, which, according to fluent users of the target language, indicates faulty or
incomplete learning" (Chun et al., 1982, p. 538). In this study each utterance by a
subject that met this standard was counted as a separate error, including repetitions of
the same incorrect utterance. The typology containing the six different kinds of errors
noted in this research will be further defined below.

Correction
Compared to the term "error", there seems to be somewhat greater consensus
among researchers as to what "correction" means. Chun et al. (1982) use it to indicate
that an appropriate item is supplied in response to what is perceived to be an error. Day,
Chenoweth, Chun and Luppescu ( 1984) have essentially the same definition of the
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term, referring to it as corrective feedback, which they regard as a subset of a larger
category titled "repair," although they point out that the two items could also be

considered separate phenomena with corrective feedback referring to an error response
and repair being a response to communication breakdown not caused by error.
Chaudron (1986) considers correction to be "... any reaction by the teacher which
transforms, disapprovingly refers to, or demands improvement of, a student's behavior
or utterance ... "(p. 66), while Murphy (1986) says that correction is a form of feedback
to learners on their use of the language.
As indicated earlier this study embraces the distinction made by Chun et al.
( 1982) and Day et al. ( 1984) and considers correction and/or corrective feedback to be
synonymous labels for a separate phenomena. Thus correction represents the opposite
of the above definition of error; that is, the use of a linguistic item or discourse structure
in a way which, according to fluent users of the target language, indicates accurate and
complete learning, as perceived by this researcher. Once an error as defined above is
uttered by a NNS, then correction, also termed corrective feedback, occurs with the
supply by an interlocutor of an appropriate item from the array of all correct forms.
This term is further divided into two types of correction.

Self-correction. This term, unlike error, would seem less subject to wide
variations regarding its meaning. In this study it means when the person making the
error replaces the incorrect utterance with a correct one. For example, one of the
subjects initially mispronounced the word "coffee", saying only /kaf/, but shortly
afterward stated the word correctly.

Other-correction. To Gaskill (1980), "correction" refers specifically to
"other-correction" rather than

"self-correction" and is broadly defined as the

substitution of one utterance for another; "other-correction" occurs when one speaker
corrects an utterance of another speaker. Gaskill's definition seems somewhat limited,
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as corrections can take many forms and be either statements or questions; the latter more
expanded approach pertains in this study and all such corrections are categorized as

either direct or indirect.

Direct correction.

A direct correction is one that provides corrective

feedback clearly and with declaratory intonation and cannot be regarded as anything
other than a correction. It can be given outright by a subject or in response to a question
as in the case when one of the subjects said "special" using only the "s" sound, not
"sh". He then asked his partner how to say the word and she responded clearly and
directly with the correct pronunciation. Another example is seen when the Spanish
speaker uses "he" rather than "they;" the Chinese speaker clearly and with declaratory
intonation issues the correct form, "they."

Indirect correction. An indirect correction is more ambiguous and can be
interpreted either as corrective feedback or as a continuing contribution to the
conversation (Chun, et al. 1982); often it is in the form of a question which is intended
to indicate to the erring speaker that s/he has made an error, or in a correct rephrasing of
what the speaker said incorrectly.

An instance of this is seen in examining an error of

fact made by one of the subjects who stated that a certain item was not cheaper, when in
fact it was cheaper. Another subject asked him, "why not cheaper?" When an indirect
correction takes the form of a correct rephrasing, it is issued in a modulated tone of
voice. An example of this type of indirect corrective feedback is seen in the Chinese
speaker's mispronunciation of sweater as "sweeter;" the Spanish speaker correctly
restates the word, but without declaratory intonation. Voice tone is a key factor in
determining whether a correction is direct or indirect.

Typoloay of Errors/Codin&
This study employs a typology of errors based on a combination of those used
by Bruton and Samuda (1980) and Chun et al. (1982).

It includes errors in fact or
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factual knowledge (F), discourse (D), word choice (W), syntax (S), pronunciation (P),
and omission (0).

Fact (F). Errors of fact are those concerning the factual knowledge or truth

value of an utterance; an illustration of such an error is seen if a subject refers to
Portland as a state rather than a city. An instance of such an error occurred when one of
the subjects stated the wrong price for rice because she did not note that one price was
based on five pounds and another based on one pound; another participant pointed this
out, thus correcting an error of fact.
Discourse (D). Discourse errors are those beyond the sentence level, such as
inappropriate openings and closings or incorrect topic nominations or switches; there
were not many of these apparent in these discourse samples, but this error type can be
seen in the following illustration. One of the groups was at work on the exercise
questions dealing with items that compared prices for rice, lettuce, and ground beef;
suddenly one of the subjects exclaimed, "why is the Ducky Market coffee most
expensive?" The latter was one of the example items--already answered--to demonstrate
to subjects how to proceed with the exercise. None of the other group members
responded to the question so the discourse error was not dealt with.
Word (W). Word choice errors can be seen in the incorrect choice of a noun,
verb, adjective, adverb, preposition, question word, and all other types of function
words (Chun et al., 1982). An example of this can be seen in the statement that it is a
"beauty" day rather than a "beautiful" day. An instance of this type of error from the
data is seen in a subject's use of the cardinal numeral "the three" rather than the ordinal
numeral "the third one."
Syntax (S). Syntactic errors include but are not limited to those of tense
agreement, morphology, word order, or the addition of inappropriate words; for
purposes of this study, included here are words from a subject's first language which
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are made in their statements. For example, one of the Italian subjects said "acordo"
which was coded as a syntactic error. Another instance of this error type can be seen in
one of the subject's saying "woman what?", rather than "what woman?"

Pronunciation (P). While pronunciation errors seem self-explanatory, an
example of this is seen in one of the subjects saying "iza" for "is;" or another subject
saying "fiva, sixa" for "five and six."

Omission (0). Finally, omissions involve the incorrect omission of nouns,
verbs, auxiliaries, articles or any other type of word required by the rules of standard
English grammar; this error is illustrated by one of the subject's asking another group
member a question as follows: "is correct?," leaving out the word "it."

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This study examined errors and corrections made in oral discourse while
subjects were engaged in group work.

The research is observational and descriptive

and sought to determine what actually takes place, and how, in the error making and
correcting process; in examining the latter, this study sought information that will, at
least with regard to this one set of subjects, shed additional light on a number of
significant points, including the part that language learners themselves play in their
language acquisition process. Because research indicates that corrective feedback can
enhance one's language learning, learners engaging is such activity can play an
important part in the language learning process and thereby make a significant
contribution to each other's learning. The over-arching focus of this study is an
examination of the corrective feedback second language learners provide to each other in
oral group work. Thus the principal research question is as follows.
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Research Question 1 What is the extent to which, and how do, second language
learners correct the errors of peers in oral group work? Additional research questions
that follow and make it possible to fully answer this question include:

Research Question 2 Which types of errors are made most frequently?

Research Question 3 Which types of errors are corrected most frequently?

Research Question 4

How many errors are self-corrected?

Research Question 5 How many errors are other-corrected?

Research Question 6 How many other-corrections are made (A) Directly?
(B) Indirectly?

Research Question 7 How many errors are other-corrected accurately by NNSs?

Research Question 8 What correlation, if any, exists between first language and
research questions 1 through 7?

Research Question 9 What correlation, if any, exists between gender and research
questions 1 through 7?
In order to answer these questions, data were collected by tape recording small
groups of beginning level adult students in an intensive ESL program. The tapes were
reviewed and analyzed for types of errors and corrections made by members of the
groups. The data were analyzed using SYSTAT. Chapter 3 of this thesis describes the
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subjects and research procedures; Chapter 4 presents results of the statistical analysis,
and Chapter 5 offers some possible explanations of those results.

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This section will examine relevant research on several aspects of error and its
correction. First to be noted is a brief summary of how error has been viewed from the
standpoint of approach to language teaching, followed by a discussion of Second
Language Acquisition (SLA) theory, negotiation and input, and the role of correction, or
corrective feedback. Lastly to be discussed will be the process of correction--that is,
whether or not it should be employed and if so when, upon which items, how, and by
whom. The latter will be particularly scrutinized as it relates to other-correction by
peers.
ERROR AND PHILOSOPHICAL APPROACH

Hendrickson's ( 1978) comprehensive treatment of theory, research and practice
in the field of error correction in language teaching points out that foreign language
teachers' notions of error and correction have generally been predicated upon the
approach or underlying philosophy relative to foreign language teaching prevalent at any
given point in time. For example, in the 1950s and 1960s teachers adhering to the
tenets of audiolingualism regarded errors as something to be avoided and/or prevented.
Subsequently, structural linguists introduced the mechanism of contrastive analysis
based upon the idea that first language interference led to student errors in the target
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language; however, evidence demonstrated that while first language interference was the
major source of phonological errors, there were many other types of errors that could

not be so attributed.
Since the late 1960s studies in transformational-generative grammar, first
language acquisition, and especially cognitive psychology have
contributed to a trend away from audiolingualism and toward making
language teaching more humanistic and less mechanistic. (Hendrickson,
1978, p. 388)
Since that time the emphasis has been upon a communicative approach to
language leaming--the goal of which is to encourage students to speak and listen using
the target language without undue concern about errors. The latter are regarded as a
natural consequence of language learning which are considered to provide insight into
the general process of language acquisition as well as the specific language development
of individual students. In addition, errors provide feedback to both learners and
teachers as they engage in the language learning/teaching process.

SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION THEORY

The question of how language is acquired or learned has received great attention
and inspired many theories over the years. The present discussion of error and its
treatment will include some consideration of theory of SLA. The following concepts
will be discussed: Dulay and Burt's Creative Construction Hypothesis; the idea of
Universal Grammar; Krashen's Input Hypothesis; and the Interaction Hypothesis.

Creative Construction Hypothesis
Creative construction is:
the process in which children gradually reconstruct rules for speech they
hear, guided by universal innate mechanisms which cause them to
formulate certain types of hypotheses about the language system being
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acquired, until the mismatch between what they are exposed to and what
they produce is resolved. (Dulay & Burt, 1974a cited in Gass &
Selinker, 1994, p. 80)

This concept of creative construction was based on the idea that first and second
language acquisition processes were the same.
Importantly, emphasis is placed on the centrality of mental processes and
the innate propensity for language that all humans have. Given that
innateness is at the core of acquisition, it is further assumed that children
reconstruct second languages in similar ways regardless of their NL
(native language) or the language being learned. (Gass & Selinker,
1994, p. 80)
Longitudinal studies of morpheme order in prepubescent children conducted by Dulay
and Burt in the 1970s sought to establish that if the development patterns were the same
between first and second language acquisition this would help substantiate the view that
first and second language learning processes were similar. The outcome of their
research, and related studies using adult subjects, seemed to support the idea that native
language influence was not important. If native language influence was not significant,
"... behaviorism could not be maintained to account for the process of SLA." (Gass &
Selinker, 1994, p. 87)

Universal Grammar
The concept of Universal Grammar as it pertains to second language acquisition
is prompted by the recognition that children acquire language in a rather short time and
without much difficulty. The input they receive, both positive and negative, is not
regarded as sufficient to permit the construction of their language grammar from those
sources alone. The fact that they do develop language quickly and easily points to the
existence of language universals that limit the extent to which languages can vary. If
those universals exist relative to one's first language, it would be illogical to say they
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did not also exist regarding a second language. Thus advocates of the Universal
Grammar approach maintain that whatever innate language faculty that exists functions
in second as well as first language acquisition (Gass & Selinker, 1994).

Krashen's Acguisition-Learnin1: Hypothesis
Krashen's Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis is one of five related hypotheses
relative to language acquisition/learning. It proposes that language acquisition is
subconscious and is the process used by children in acquiring their first language, while
learning is a conscious process developed by formal instruction and is thought to be
helped by error correction (Krashen, in Long & Richards, 1987). In their interpretation
of Krashen's view Gass and Selinker ( 1994) point out that the two types of processes
are internalized and used differently, the acquired system being for language production
and the learned system serving as a control on the acquired system to help ensure the
correctness of what is said. The latter concept, which explains how these two systems
interact, embodies the idea of the Monitor Hypothesis. The Natural Order Hypothesis is
a related feature which says that people acquire grammatical structures in an established
order that cannot be altered by instruction. In addition, the Affective Filter Hypothesis
deals with the role of affective variables such as anxiety, motivation and self-confidence;
if the affective filter is high it creates a mental block and makes acquisition more
difficult. The ideal situation is to have the affective filter be low. The Input Hypothesis
is central to Krashen's view and deals with how we acquire language. That is, some
sort of innate language acquisition device is activated upon receiving appropriate input,
which he describes as being a bit beyond one's current level of competence; i + 1 is the
formula used to express this desired input (Krashen, in Long & Richards, 1987).
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Gass and Selinker (1994) point out that while Krashen's five hypotheses have
spawned much research in the field of second language acquisition, "... there is reason
to be skeptical of the substance of these hypotheses and the power attributed to them."
(p. 151)

Interaction Hypothesis
The theoretical framework which provides the strongest explanatory support for
this study is the Interaction Hypothesis. Gass and Selinker (1994) indicate that this
hypothesis, which is attributed to the work of Long, is based upon three concepts.
(1) comprehensible input is necessary for acquisition, (2) conversational
interactions (negotiation) make the input comprehensible, and (3)
comprehensible output aids learners in moving from semantic processing
to syntactic processing. (p. 219)

Negotiation of meaning refers to the need to interrupt conversation in order for the
participants to understand what they are talking about. Negotiation is significant
because it requires the learner's involvement and attention thereby increasing the
importance of the input and allowing it to "sink in" more. There is a distinction between
comprehensible input--what is available, and comprehended input--what the learner
understands and actually takes in. Finally, another reason that negotiation is important
is that it leads to metalinguistic awareness, or the "... ability to consider language not just
as a means of expressing ideas or communicating with others, but as an object of
inquiry" (Gass & Selinker, 1994, p. 220), which is associated with the ability to learn
language.
The findings of Pica, Young and Doughty ( 1987) support the idea that
interactional modifications resulting from negotiation, especially redundancy of input,
help make input comprehensible. Quantity of input is also important, but mainly as a
vehicle for redundancy. Two studies investigating negotiation in NNS-NNS discourse
found that because NNS-NNS interactions offer non-threatening forums that permit
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participants to receive comprehensible input via negotiation, such contexts facilitate
second language acquisition (Varonis & Gass, 1985), (Gass & Varonis, 1985). Both
studies indicated that, based on their findings, NNS-NNS discourse should receive
much more investigation.
Gass and Selinker (1994) state that errors should not be seen as only the result
of imperfect learning; rather, they represent an effort on the learner's part to figure out a
system and establish it with some sort of regularity on the target language. "In some
sense, this is the beginning of the field of second language acquisition .... " (p. 66)

Role of Corrective Feedback
Correction would appear to have two primary purposes. First, and most
important, to provide the learners guideposts about how they are progressing in their
pursuit of language learning; more specifically, it is felt that as the learners develop and
test hypotheses about second language usage, corrective feedback is one of the means
employed to help bring about language acquisition. The second function of corrective
feedback is to let the teacher know how successfully s/he is doing instructionally based
upon the students' progress.
There is not unanimity regarding the first purpose, although many teachers and
researchers intuitively respond positively to such a concept. Gass and Selinker ( 1994)
state that learners are made aware of their errors through negotiation and interaction and
this greater awareness gives them opportunities to make modifications; they then engage
in comprehensible output--that which requires them to make greater effort--via
producing what they know. Such output permits learners to test their hypotheses
concerning the target language and receive the feedback necessary to maintain the
process of language acquisition.
Seliger ( 1983) states that "the most important ingredient in aiding the learner in
evaluating hypotheses about the new language is feedback." (p. 258) Day et al. ( 1984)
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express reservations noting that future research should seek to determine if corrective
feedback really is integral to successful second language acquisition; they further note

that just because such "... feedback is given does not mean that it necessarily plays a role
in subsequent learning" (pp. 42-43). Brock, Crookes, Day and Long (1986) also
express doubt noting that the small number of errors that receive any type of response
that is potentially destabilizing suggests "... prima facie, the weakness of corrective
feedback as an aid to acquisition." (p. 234) Carroll and Swain ( 1993) appear to be more
in the middle on this issue commenting that, while the direct empirical evidence for the
application of feedback in SLA is not good, they tentatively conclude that both direct
and indirect forms of feedback can help adult second language learners develop abstract
linguistic generalizations.
More researchers join this discussion as follows. Chenoweth, Day, Chun and
Luppescu (1983) acknowledge the claims of one theory of second language acquisition
that learner hypotheses about the target language are continually being tested and revised
according to input; but they conclude by stating that the "... role of error correction in
second language acquisition has not been determined" (p. 85). On the other hand, in a
study that encouraged teachers to provide corrective feedback, White, Spada,
Lightbown and Ranta ( 1991) found that the changes in students' oral performance was
" ... evidence that input enhancement can bring about genuine changes in learners'
interlanguage systems" (p. 429). And in a recent study Spada and Lightbown (1993)
secured results which support the hypothesis "... that form-focused instruction and
corrective feedback within the context of communicative interaction can contribute
positively to second language development in both the short and long term" (p. 205).
Such a wide array of opinion points to error correction as an open and not yet
conclusive field of inquiry, but one in which more evidence seems to be accumulating
on the positive rather than the negative side.
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PROCESS OF CORRECTION

As this review moves from the abstract concept of the role of error treatment to
the more concrete process by which such activity is actually made operational, several
questions naturally arise. First, should learners' errors be corrected? And second, if
so, when should that take place? Which errors should be treated? How should the
corrections be made? And who should, or does, provide such corrective feedback? In
seeking answers to these questions this portion of the study will also discuss othercorrection, specifically that provided by the learners themselves, as well as the
environments within which such corrective feedback is optimally provided.

Should errors be corrected?
Against the backdrop of the inconclusive nature of the role of corrective
feedback, the question of whether or not learners' errors should be corrected will be
considered. Woods (1989) asks, "if error correction does so little good, why do we
persist in doing it?" (p. 66). His answer is two-fold. First, he indicates that our culture
retains vestiges of behaviorism relative to forming good habits and eliminating bad ones;
and second," ... because, every once in a while, in a memorable way, correcting an error
does seem to work" (pp. 66-67). Learners' opinions on this question were sought by
Cathcart and Olsen ( 1976), who found that all students in their study wanted to be
corrected when they made oral errors, and a majority of them wished to be corrected all
of the time; such a course of action is, of course, at variance with actual practice due to
the problem of variability in correction as well as the physical impossibility and/or
inadvisability of a teacher responding to every learner error.
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When. which. and how to treat errors
In discussing questions of "when," which," and "how" relative to error

treatment, it is helpful to refer to Hendrickson's ( 1978) review. He says that there is no
consensus on when to treat learner error and when to ignore it but that teachers need to
try to foster the type of supportive classroom environment that permits students to be
open and expressive without fear of embarrassment or concern that each and every one
of their errors might be noted. Nystrom (1983) comments that for adult ESL learners
explicit, immediate intervention may be the most appropriate form of correction. The
choice of when to treat error depends upon the situation. Some errors may need to be
treated immediately, while others could wait for treatment so as not to interrupt
communicative flow.
Closely related to the question of when to correct is that of which errors to treat.
Burt (1975) devised the dichotomy of "global" and "local" errors; the former hinder
communication by interfering in a significant way with comprehension of some aspect
of a message, while the latter block only a small or single element of a message and thus
do not impede its essential meaning. Hendrickson ( 1978) observes that his review
provided consensus that there are three general categories of errors which should be
corrected: those that impair communication in a major way, those which have highly
stigmatizing effects on the listener or reader, and errors which occur frequently in a
given student's speech or writing.
How learner errors should be treated also prompts divergent views, although
most researchers would no doubt concur with Brown ( 1987) and Bailey ( 1985, in
Brown, 1987) who state that a sensitive and perceptive language teacher needs to
develop the intuition, through experience and solid eclectic theoretical
foundations, for ascertaining which option or combination of options is
appropriate at given moments. Principles of optimal affective and
cognitive feedback, of reinforcement theory, and of communicative
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language teaching, all combine to form those theoretical foundations. (p.
195)

Who should/does treat errors?
Learners' errors are either not treated, or are corrected by one of several
sources:

self, or if by another person, a teacher, peer, or other interlocutor.

Traditionally the function of providing corrective feedback to language learners has
fallen to teachers and as a result much of the research focus has been upon that source of
error treatment. However, in the last fifteen to twenty years the scope of investigation
has broadened to include other sources and contexts of corrective feedback. This
section will first address teacher correction followed by self-correction and then turn to
other-correction as provided by individuals in conversational settings, and peers as seen
primarily in classrooms as learners engage in group work using the target language.

Teacher correction. Most researchers acknowledge that there is a wide range
of application concerning correction, which is not surprising considering the different
approaches that individual teachers have to the conduct of their classes; however,
individual teachers also exhibit much variation and inconsistency in their personal
corrective feedback practices.
Nystrom ( 1983) says that "... there is little consistency in teacher treatment of
learner error" (p. 170), noting that teachers typically are not able to sort through the
feedback options available to them and arrive at the most appropriate response.
Chaudron ( 1986) speaks of the problem of variability in correction and points out that
inconsistency on the part of the teacher in correcting at one point and not correcting at
another can create misunderstanding on the part of students. Fanselow (1977) refers to
the lack of consistency in treating errors stating that "... they (teachers) treated some
errors one minute and ignored them the next" (p. 591). Woods (1989) also refers to the
great amount of ambiguity in treating errors and comments that it is thus not surprising
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that teachers and researchers have found that error correction does not lead to error
eradication. Lastly, Allwright (1975) says that " ... teachers are not only imprecise, they

are also inconsistent in their treatment of learner error" (p. 98). Clearly, there is a
problem of variability in teacher treatment of error.

Self-correction. Schegloff, Jefferson and Sacks ( 1977) examined self and
other-correction as it occurred in natural conversation.

They found, from an

organizational standpoint, that self-correction occupies a "preferred" status compared to
other-correction; that is, the opportunity for self-correction takes place before that for
other-correction. A possible exception to such a sequence is in the case of adult-child
interactions wherein other-correction by adults may happen more often and be less
restricted; this would be particularly true for parent-child interaction, but could also
perhaps be generalized to apply to the not-yet-competent in any given domain without
respect to age. In addition they found that other-correction is accompanied by a number
of characteristics which are coincidental with its "dispreferred" status; for example, it is
often preceded by a pause, in order to provide the speaker greater opportunity for
correction, and it also tends to be "modulated" to signal uncertainty on the part of the
person offering correction.
In his study to explore the general nature of correction in NS--NNS English
conversation, Gaskill 's ( 1980) findings generally concurred with those of Schegloff et
al. ( 1977) and led him to conclude that ".. .in conversation, other-correction is an
infrequent and highly restricted phenomenon" (p. 136). In examining conversations of
second language learners, Schwartz (1980) noted that the participants did give speakers
the opportunity to correct their own speech, but when the trouble source involved a lack
of competence in syntax, lexicon, or phonology other speakers also made repairs. She
suggests that second language learners may fall into the category of the not-yetcompetent;
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the teaching nature of repair work was evident in their conversations
with each other, especially during other-repair. This might suggest that
second language learners can learn more from one another than they
think they can. (p. 152)

Other-correction. Porter ( 1986) points out that "... a brief review of relevant
studies of input shows clearly just how little is known about how learners talk to each
other," (p. 201) noting that input in the form of language produced by other learners in
and outside the classroom has not been extensively researched. Two studies that were
done relative to the topic follow. First, Chun et al. ( 1982) examined the extent of error
correction in NS-NNS conversations outside the classroom; they found that NSs did
correct their NNS friends, but only a relatively small percentage of the time--8.9% of
total errors. They found it particularly interesting that 66% of those corrections were
"on record" or direct and were given clearly and unambiguously. In a similar study of
how and the extent to which NSs correct NNSs in conversations, Day et al. (1984)
secured results very similar to those of Chun et al. ( 1982), except the percentage of
errors for which corrective feedback was given was even lower--7.3% of total errors-prompting the researchers to posit the question of whether or not NS corrective
feedback really is an integral part of successful second language acquisition.
The two studies on NNS-NNS discourse referred to earlier, while not
specifically focused on error correction, do offer insight in a closely related vein to the
subject being explored here inasmuch as negotiation provides the opportunity for, and
includes, corrective feedback. Varonis and Gass ( 1985) and Gass and Varonis ( 1985)
stated that NNS-NNS interactions facilitate second language acquisition.

Peer correction. That second language learners do, indeed, correct each other
there can be no doubt, but this phenomenon has generally received little attention.
Fanselow (1977) noted that "students in the lessons in this study treated errors that their
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fellow students made just as the teachers did" (p. 591 ). Similarly, Chaudron (1977)
alludes to the positive potential and usefulness of having learners be involved in the

"corrective Exchangeffransaction" (p. 44 ). Hendrickson ( 1978) concludes his research
with a comment regarding the inapplicability of teacher correction of learners' errors for
every student, and states that "peer correction or self-correction with teacher guidance
may be a more worthwhile investment..." (p. 396) of both teacher and learner time and
effort.
In a significant study Bruton and Samuda ( 1980) took direct aim at the implicit
assumption that the teacher is the only one to isolate and treat errors. Not unexpectedly
a large number of errors went uncorrected; yet they found much evidence that learners
were capable of correcting each other successfully via a variety of strategies even though
they had not been instructed on how to do so. Moreover, the learners almost never
miscorrected each other. The researchers concluded by noting that learners can take
responsibility for "minor" product-centered errors (Burt's "local" errors) but that this
activity needed to be balanced by the teacher's focus on those that are "major" processcentered (Burt's "global" errors). The researchers also pointed out that the subjects did
not pick up many errors from each other, so the process was not counter-productive
from the standpoint of negative modeling.
Porter ( 1986), in studying how learners interact in task-centered discussions,
found that they accurately corrected about 1.5% of each others' errors; in addition only
0.3% of learners' errors were miscorrected. It was also determined that learners
repeated only a very small amount of the faulty input they received, so from a
pedagogical standpoint she noted that "... teachers need not be concerned about learners
picking up each others' errors or miscorrecting each other" (p. 219). Lastly, Murphy
( 1986), investigating communication and correction in the classroom, states that
correction is not the sole province of the teacher, noting that ".. .in communication
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activities it will come just as appropriately (if not more so) from fellow learners" (p.
146).

Optimal environments. If learners are to feel secure and comfortable about
using their interlanguage to test hypotheses as they acquire linguistic competence, the
environments within which they do so become a significant factor. Whole, or large
class activity, coupled with lock-step methods, often foster reticence among students
who may be reluctant to speak out erroneously and experience embarassment for having
done so. Learner anxiety of this type seems particularly relevant in second language
learning classrooms where such inhibitions are seen as running strongly counter to an
atmosphere that should encourage the risk-taking needed for learners to develop and test
hypotheses in the target language. In addition, whole-class activities minimize both the
amount of student talk and opportunities for negotiation of meaning--the latter being a
key component in effecting comprehensible input (Gass & Varonis, 1985). On the other
hand, Long and Porter ( 1985) argue that in addition to increasing language practice
opportunities and improving the quality of student talk, a small group of peers provides
a relatively more intimate and a safe, supportive environment for learners to try their
developing language skills, thereby promoting a positive affective climate. Gass and
Varonis (1985) appear to concur noting that ".. .it is precisely NNS-NNS pairs that offer
NNSs the greatest opportunity to receive comprehensible input..." (p. 161).
Having examined the philosophical backdrop of the notion of error and its
treatment, and the processes by which the latter occurs, it is clear that an evolution of
sorts has taken place particularly concerning who should and/or can provide corrective
feedback to second language learners. Although in actuality the shift has just begun to
take place, based on the studies to date, it seems clear to this researcher that the role of
the learner him/herself in the correction process will no doubt expand significantly as the
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communicative language classroom continues to precipitate an adjusted equilibrium
between learner and teacher. The new balance should be of benefit to all.

Chapter III
Research Procedures
This research is observational and descriptive. Its primary purpose is to provide
data on the extent to which, and how, NNSs correct each others' errors in oral
communication with their peers; in addition, it shows to what extent NNSs self correct
their own errors in the same situation. The setting for data collection was a public fouryear university intensive ESL program during the summer session of 1992.

Subjects
The data were collected from nine adult NNSs enrolled in the above-mentioned
program; they were all Level 1 (beginning) Listening/Speaking students who were
attending this class two hours each day four days a week; most were also attending one
or more additional classes such as reading, writing, and grammar. At the time of data
collection they had been in the United States from one week to five months, with most
in the one to two month range. The extent to which they had previously studied English
had not been determined. On the Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency the
nine individuals scored as follows: 54, 50, 48, 47, 46, 45, 43, 36, and 34. Scores
between 38 and 48 would generally place individuals at the first level; however, factors
other than these test scores are taken into consideration in actual class level placement.
Two individuals received less than 38 which is considered uninterpretable on the
particular version of the test given and hence considered appropriate placements for the
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first level. There were five women and four men. Their countries of origin, first
language and gender follow:

TABLE I
SUBJECT DATA
Number

Countn:

Language

Gender

1

Brazil

Portuguese(P)

M

1

China

Chinese(C)

F

1

Honduras

Spanish(S)

M

1

Italy

Italian(!)

M

3

Japan

Japanese(J)*

2F/1M

2

Korea

Korean(K)

2F

*One of the women from Japan was ethnic Korean, but her first language was
Japanese.
Although specific ages of individual subjects are not indicated, they were all young
adults, ranging in age from upper teens to one person who was in his mid-to-late
thirties, who was a Spanish speaker from Honduras.

Method of Data Collection
During the two days of data collection the subjects were variously placed in three
groups of three and one dyad; each person in each grouping spoke a different first
language so that the target language (English) was required for communication. The
data were collected on two consecutive days during class sessions, utilizing similar
tasks which will be subsequently explained. The two days of data collection occurred
near the end of the summer term, so the subjects were well acquainted and comfortable
with each other. On the first data collection day three groups were constituted; on the
second day, four groups were formed. The groups were separated as much as possible
in one relatively large room and each provided with a cassette recorder and tape upon
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which the data were collected. From a total of approximately 295 minutes of taped
proceedings, approximately 46 minutes ( 11.5 minutes from each of the four groupings)

was listened to and coded by this researcher and constitutes the basis of this research.
The discourse samples were selected based on the abundance or quantity of their
communicative interaction.

Student-centered communicative tasks
On the first day of data collection the subjects were asked to examine a set of
two pictures, "A Supermarket Aisle," in the Look Again Pictures by Judy Winn-Bell
Olsen, a copy of which is included in Appendix A. This item contained two similar
pictures which had eight differences between the two pictures; the subjects were asked
to find those differences and indicate them by writing a word or two in the margin of the
page. On the back of the page with the pictures was a table that compared the prices of
various items at three different markets (also included in Appendix A); the subjects were
asked to complete an exercise based upon this information that required them to
complete five sentences after determining among themselves which particular items were
cheaper than others or the cheapest, or more expensive than others or the most
expensive.
On the second day of data collection the subjects were given another set of
pictures, "A Clinic Waiting Room," in the Look Again Pictures series (also included in
Appendix A) and asked to find the eight differences between the two pictures. On the
back of this page were one of the pictures and a vocabulary/picture matching exercise,
also included in Appendix A, in which the subjects were asked to match a list of
statements with what was identified in the picture. Because those two tasks could be
completed in a relatively short time span, another part of the activity was for the subjects
to unscramble five sentences that each pertained to the clinic scene described in the
picture; these sentences were composed by this researcher and a copy of them is also
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included in Appendix A.

Each day's tasks were designed to foster as much

communicative interaction as possible in order to produce the study's discourse

samples.

Type of Data Collected
In listening to the four approximately eleven and one half minute taped discourse
samples selected as the basis for this research, each error uttered by a participant was
noted and entered onto a code sheet; a blank copy and a completed copy are included in
Appendix B. A transcription of eight minutes of one of the discourse samples used in
this research is found in Appendix C. For each error made there was recorded its type,
the first language and gender of the person making the error, and whether or not the
error was corrected; if the error was corrected, it was noted whether it was selfcorrected or other-corrected. If it was other-corrected information was recorded
indicating the first language and gender of the subject offering the correction, and
whether the correction was accurate; if the correction was accurate further notation was
made relative to how it was done, directly or indirectly.

Data Codin2 Process
As indicated earlier, the error types examined in this research were analyzed
based upon a system created by combining those of Bruton and Samuda ( 1980) and
Chun et al. (1982). The latter examined five categories of error: fact, discourse, word
choice, syntax and omission; they excluded pronunciation errors because they found it
"... difficult to distinguish them from systematic nonnative phonological patterns which
prevail throughout the speech of NNSs" (Chun et al., 1982, p. 539). Bruton and
Samuda (1980) classified errors in four broad categories--lexical, syntactic,
pronunciation, and understanding.
This present research utilizes elements from both of the above studies and
examines errors of fact, discourse, word choice, syntax, pronunciation, and omission.
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Although not all researchers would agree with the choices made here, the error typology
employed in this study is as follows: errors of Fact (F) are those concerning the factual
knowledge or truth value of an utterance; discourse (D) errors are those beyond the
sentence level, such as inappropriate openings and closings or incorrect topic
nominations or switches; word choice (W) errors can be seen in the incorrect choice of a
noun, verb, adjective, adverb, preposition, question word, and all other types of
function words (Chun et al., 1982); errors of syntax (S) include but are not limited to
those of tense agreement, morphology, word order, or the addition of inappropriate
words, including words from a subject's first language; pronunciation (P) errors include
spoken language which is either not understandable or which indicates faulty or
incomplete grasp of English phonology; and omission (0) errors involve the incorrect
leaving out of nouns, verbs, auxiliaries, articles or any other type of word required by
the rules of standard English grammar. The four taped discourse samples were coded
according to the above typology in the following manner. Each taped sample was
rewound often and listened to very carefully numerous times in order to (a) understand
the conversation as clearly as possible and (b) discern the subjects' errors and any
corrections that were made.
The actual coding process can be described by referring to the data for Group 1
collected on August 11, 1992, which is transcribed and included in Appendix C; this
group consisted of one Japanese woman (B), one Korean woman (A), and one
Portuguese man (C). The first recorded error occurred when the man said "tres",
which, per this study's typology, was considered syntactic because it was the addition
of an inappropriate word; upon hearing the error the inappropriate word itself was
written in the left margin, after which an "S," indicating syntactic was placed in the grid
under "error type." In the column headed "Ll speaker" the letter "P" for Portuguese
was recorded, and an "M" for male entered in the column titled "Gender speaker." As
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the error was not corrected the only other notation for this item was to mark a check in
the box under "Not corrected."

The second error occurred when the Korean woman said "sixa" when she meant
"six." In a similar fashion the actual error was written in the left margin; a "P" for
pronunciation was entered under the "Error type" column, a "K" for Korean in the "Ll
speaker" column, an "F" for female under the "Gender speaker" column, and nothing
again until the "Not corrected" column was marked, because the error was not
corrected. A similar pronunciation error was made by the same speaker, as the third
recorded error, when the subject said "fiva" for "five." All of the same notations were
made relative to error type, first language and gender, but the subject then stated the
correct utterance by saying the word "five;" a check mark was placed in the column
headed "Self corrected."
Later in the discussion, the Korean subject mispronounced "coffee" as
"coppee." Under "Error type'' a "P" for pronunciation was recorded after writing the
error itself in the left margin and a "K" for Korean under "Ll speaker" and "F" for
female under the "Gender speaker" column. However, this error was corrected by the
Japanese woman. Thus the "Self corrected" column was left blank and the columns
under "Other corrected" utilized; the first notation was to put a "J" for Japanese in the
"L 1 speaker column, an "F" in the one labeled "Gender speaker," a check mark in the
box headed "Accurate," and another check in the box headed with "Indirect" because
she made the correction by simply pronouncing the incorrectly uttered word correctly,
but with a voice tone that was not declaratory, but moderated as if making a polite
suggestion.
The listening and coding process was subjected to a test for inter-rater reliability.
Table II below shows the differences in the findings of each rater for each category of
error--F (Fact), D (Discourse), W (Word choice), S (Syntax), P (Pronunciation), 0
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(Omission), as well as for total number of errors. Another person (B) was shown the
transcribed part of the discourse sample, and instructed on the coding typology. She

then independently listened to and coded another discourse sample that had been
previously listened to and coded by this researcher (A). A comparison of the two sets
of coding sheets shows that the two raters identified nearly the same total number of
errors, but disagreed on classifying types of errors, particularly errors in syntax and in
pronunciation. This difference in classification may be due to the fact that rater B may
have regarded syntactic and/or word choice errors as generally being included in the
pronunciation category. An example of different classification is seen in rater A terming
"injure" spoken by a subject as a word choice error, because the correct word would
have been "injured;" rater B considered this to be a pronunciation error. Another
instance can be seen in a subject making an error of fact when he indicated that the
people in the picture were at work when, in fact, some of them were not working but
were patients. Rater B termed this a pronunciation error, perhaps thinking that
"working" was the correct word.

TABLE II
INTER-RATER ERROR COMPARISON

F

D

w

s

p

0

Total

Rater

2

0

2

4

27

0

35

A

1

0

1

0

32

0

34

B

33
The above examples demonstrate how the coding was actually done. All of the
coded data contained on the coding grid sheets were then given numerical values in the

following manner:
Error type:

1-Fact/2-Discourse/3-Word/4-Syntax/5-pronunciation/6-0mission
LI speaker

1-Chinese/2-Italian/3-Japanese/4-Korean/5-Portuguese/6-Spanish
Gender speaker

1-male/2-female
Error corrected

0-no/l-yes
Self corrected

0-no/l-yes
Other corrected accurately

0-no/l-yes
Other corrected directly

0-no/l-yes
Other corrected indirectly

0-no/l-yes
These values were then entered onto a spreadsheet which provided the basis for the data
to be statistically analyzed using SYSTAT in consultation with a statistician. The results
obtained from this process are presented in Chapter 4.

CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
INTRODUCTION
The data were statistically analyzed via SYSTAT in consultation with the
Portland State University Statistics Consulting Laboratory. In general terms the
findings of this research bear out the observations of Bruton and Samuda ( 1980), as
well as the anecdotal observations made by this researcher prior to this study, relative to
the fact that NNSs do correct each other in oral group work, and often in clear and direct
ways. Although in this study many errors went uncorrected, all of the corrections--both
by self and by others--were accurately made. Each of the research questions will be
restated here and pertinent data given. Research questions one through seven deal with
error and its correction, including how it is corrected--either by self or others, and if
such correction is accurate; questions eight and nine ask what correlation, if any, exists
between first language and gender respectively. The relevant aspects of the issues of
first language and gender will be dealt with as each question is considered below, rather
than necessarily being discussed as separate items. All figures provided in this chapter
give actual numbers rather than percentages; any percentages are discussed in the text.

Research Question 1 What is the extent to which, and how do, second
language learners correct the errors of peers in oral group work? Learners provide
corrective feedback to each other to a significant degree and do so both directly and

35
indirectly. A more complete and detailed answer to this question is found by reviewing
the data provided in response to questions two through nine.

Research Question 2 Which types of errors are made most frequently? A
total of 205 errors were made by the subjects within the discourse samples utilized for
this research. Slightly more than 80 percent of all the errors made fell into two
categories--pronunciation and syntax; when word choice errors were included the
percentage rose to nearly 91 percent. A Pearson Correlation Matrix indicated that there
was no significant correlation between the types of errors that were made and either first
language or gender. However, in terms of total numbers and percentages the four men
made 145, or 71 percent of the errors, while the five women made 60, or 29 percent of
them. Figure 1 shows the breakdown by error type.

140
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Figure 1. Error type frequency.
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Research Question 3 Which types of errors are corrected most frequently?
As Table III indicates, errors of pronunciation, fact, and syntax are the three categories

of error that were corrected; the remaining three categories received no correction
whatsoever. Of the error types corrected it is seen that errors of fact are corrected 12
times, errors of syntax are corrected 7 times and pronunciation errors receive corrective
feedback 22 times. Again, the Pearson Correlation Matrix showed no correlation
between first language or gender and the types of errors most often corrected.

Table III
ERROR TYPE AND CORRECTIVE FREQUENCY
Error Type
Not Corrected
1
Fact
Discourse
1
16
Word Choice
Syntax
30
Pronunciation
111
Omission
5
Total
164

Corrected
12
0
0
7
22
0
41

Total
13
1
16
37
133
5
205

Research Question 4 How many errors are self-corrected? Ten out of the
205 errors made were self-corrected; this constitutes 4.9 percent of total errors made.
Of this number and percentage, 8 errors, representing 3.9 percent of total errors made,
and 80 percent of self-corrections, were pronunciation self-corrections. One error of
fact and 1 error of syntax were the other 2 items that were self-corrected. In terms of
first language the Portuguese speaker self-corrected 4 times for 40 percent, the Italian
and Korean speakers 2 times each for 20 percent each, and the Chinese speaker and
Japanese speakers 1 time each for 10 percent each. The Spanish speaker engaged in no
self-correction. Figure 2 shows these results.
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Figure 2. Self-correction by first language.

Relative to gender, men engaged in self-correction on 6 occasions, or 60 percent
of the total self-corrections, and women self-corrected 4 times or 40 percent of the total
self-corrections. Figure 3 below indicates these results.
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Research Question 5 How many errors are other-corrected? This question
was designed to demonstrate how often, and in what percentages, NNSs correct the
errors of their peers. Of the 205 errors found in the discourse samples, 31, or 15
percent, of total errors made, were other-corrected. Of these 31, the following error
types received other-correction: 11 errors of fact for a 35 percent share, 6 syntactic
errors for 19 percent of the total other-corrections, and 14 pronunciation errors
accounting for 45 percent of the total number of other-corrections. No other-corrections
were made for errors of discourse, word choice, or omission. Table IV below indicates
these data.

Table IV
OTHER CORRECTION BY ERROR TYPE

Error Type

Number

Percentage

Fact

11

35 %

Syntax

6

19 %

Pronunciation

14

45 %

Total

31

99%

In examining the 31 other-corrections from the standpoint of first language the
findings revealed that the three Japanese speakers made a total of 15 other-corrections
for 48 percent of the total other-corrections, while the two Korean speakers othercorrected 7 times at the rate of 23 percent of the total other-corrections. The single
Chinese speaker peer-corrected 5 times for 16 percent, the lone Portuguese speaker 3
times at a rate of 10 percent, and the one Spanish speaker once for a 3 percent
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contribution to the total other-corrections.

The Italian speaker made no other-

corrections. Figure 4 shows these results.
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Figure 4. First language and other-correction.

In viewing the data from the perspective of gender it is seen that the five female
subjects issued 24 other-corrections which amounted to 77 percent of the total othercorrections, while the four male subjects made 7, or 23 percent of the 31 othercorrections. Figure 5 displays these findings.
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Figure 5. Gender and other-correction.

Research Question 6

How many other-corrections are made (a) directly?,

(b) indirectly? Of the 205 total errors, there were 31 other-corrections; 20 or nearly 10
percent of this total were issued directly, while 11 errors representing slightly more than
5 percent were made indirectly. An example of a direct correction can be seen when the
Portuguese speaker says there is a box on the counter; in correcting an error of fact, one
of the Japanese speakers says with very clear and declaratory intonation, "there isn't a
box on the counter." An example of an indirect correction is seen when the Chinese
speaker mispronounces sweater, saying "sweeter;" the Spanish speaker provides
corrective feedback indirectly simply by pronouncing the word correctly, but without
declaratory intonation, and in a modulated manner. When viewing only the 31 othercorrections as an entity, it is seen that the 20 which were made directly constitute 65
percent of that total number and the 11 represent 35 percent of the total othercorrections. Table V presents this information below.
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Table V
DIRECT/INDIRECT CORRECTION

Type

Number

Percent/205

Percent/31

Direct

20

10%

65 %

Indirect

11

5%

35 %

Total

31

15 %

100%

In looking at the 20 direct other-corrections from the standpoint of the first
language of the individuals making those direct peer corrections the results were as
follows: the three Japanese speakers made 10, or 50 percent; the one Chinese speaker
made 4 for 20 percent; and each of the Korean and Portuguese speakers made 3 each for
15 percent apiece of the total other-corrections. No Italian or Spanish speaker engaged
in direct other-correction. Figure 6 shows these data.
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Similarly, from first language vantage point, the 11 indirect other-corrections
were made as follows: Japanese 5, or 46 percent; Korean 4, or 36 percent; and Chinese

and Spanish 1 each, or 9 percent apiece. No indirect other-corrections were made by
either the Italian or Portuguese speaker. Figure 7 shows these data.
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Figure 7. Indirect other-correction by first language.
The matter of gender in other-correction is reflected as follows. Direct othercorrections were made by female subjects on 15 of the total 20 occasions, or 75 percent
of the total; male subjects engaged in direct correction 5 times for 25 percent of the total
direct other-corrections. Figure 8 provides this information.
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Figure 8. Direct other-correction by gender.

Relative to indirect other-corrections per gender the following was found. Men
made 2 indirect other-corrections for 18 percent of the total, while women othercorrected 9 times, or 82 percent of the total indirect other-corrections. Figure 9 displays
these results.
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Figure 9. Indirect other-correction by gender.

Research Question 7 How many errors are other-corrected accurately by
NNSs? On all 31 occasions, both direct and indirect, that the subjects engaged in peer
correction they did so accurately. Figures 10 and 11 below indicate how this was
manifest relative to first language and gender of those individuals making the othercorrections. As indicated, the members of both genders from the five language groups
represented in making other-corrections all did so accurately. Although not directly
relevant to this particular research question, it is appropriate here to note that all of the
self-corrections were also made accurately by those subjects doing so.
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The results of these findings will be discussed in Chapter 5.

Total

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

As stated in Chapter 1, the over-arching focus of this research is to assess the
potential that second language learners have for providing peer correction to each other
in oral group work. The research questions were designed to elicit that information, and
when considered as a unified whole they clearly show that learners are capable of giving
accurate corrective feedback to their peers. As such there is a strong role for second
language learners to play in their own learning--even those at lower linguistic levels.
Each of the research questions will be restated here and discussed relative to possible
reasons for the findings that occurred.

Research Question 1 What is the extent to which, and how do, second
language learners correct the errors of peers in oral group work? Learners do, indeed,
provide corrective feedback to each other to a significant degree and do so both directly
and indirectly. Their doing so appears to bear out the processes inherent in the Input
Hypothesis referred to earlier in this study. A more complete and detailed answer to this
question is found by reviewing the data provided in response to questions two through
nine.

Research Question 2 Which types of errors are made most frequently? As
presented in the findings, of the 205 total errors 133 or 65 percent were pronunciation
errors. Such an outcome is not surprising particularly when considering the beginning
level of the subjects, who were just starting to use English. The 37 syntactic and 16
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word choice errors, representing 18 percent and 8 percent respectively, of the total 205
errors are no doubt also attributable in large measure to the modest linguistic competence
of the subjects. The 13 errors of fact, representing 6 percent of the total errors made
could also be based on linguistic misinterpretation or simply different perceptions by
different individuals. The fact that discourse and omission errors did not occur in any
great numbers is not unexpected considering the not-yet-competent linguistic capabilities
of the subjects; discourse norms and techniques would not seem to be highly developed
in linguistic beginners.

Research Question 3 Which types of errors are corrected most frequently?
The only categories of errors treated were 12 errors of fact, 7 errors of syntax and 22
errors of pronunciation; these represent 6 percent, 3 percent, and 11 percent respectively
of the total errors made. This is somewhat at variance with the results of the nonquantitative Bruton and Samuda ( 1980) study which found that lexical items were most
frequently treated by NNSs and that syntactic and pronunciation error treatments did not
occur very often. The over-all correction rate, including both self and other-correction,
per category is as follows: 12 out of 13 errors of fact corrected for a 92 percent rate of
corrective feedback; 7 out of 37 syntactic errors corrected for a 19 percent correction
rate; and 22 out of 133 pronunciation errors corrected for a rate of 17 percent. If only
other-correction is considered, the corrective feedback rates in the present study are as
follows: 11 out of 13 errors of fact treated for an 85 percent corrective feedback rate; 6
out of 37 errors of syntax corrected for a 16 percent rate; and 14 out of 22 pronunciation
errors treated for a rate of 11 percent. The latter figures are not greatly different than
those cited for over-all correction--92 percent, 19 percent, and 17 percent.
Although Chun et al. ( 1982) did not include pronunciation errors in their study,
the other two categories were employed. Errors of fact were corrected at a rate of 89 .5
percent, a result very similar to that in the present study; a possible explanation for this
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result is that although errors of fact can be precipitated by linguistic difficulties, they can
also perhaps be described as "extra-linguistic." That is, their treatment is not necessarily
limited by linguistic competence, because each person possesses a view of what is or is
not based on cognitive processes that exist apart from language. Syntactic errors
received corrective feedback at the rate of 7 percent, somewhat below that found in this
research. It should be noted that the Chun et al. ( 1982) figures were all othercorrections made by NSs, rather than NNSs. In this connection it is interesting to note
the ".. .low percentage of NNS errors which were corrected by the NSs--8.9 percent."
(Chun et al. 1982, p. 541); moreover, the Day et al. (1984) study's over-all correction
rate of 7 .3 percent of total errors was even lower. The present study has an over-all
correction rate by NNSs of 20 percent including both self and other-correction, and an
other-correction rate of 15 percent--a significantly higher percentage than found by
either Chun et al. (1982) or Day et al. (1984). Even the 15 percent rate suggests that
NNSs may have greater potential than NSs to provide corrective feedback and hence
comprehensible input in the language acquisition process; as Schwartz ( 1980) noted,
perhaps second language learners have more to learn from each other than they know.
Possible reasons for this study's higher rate of corrective feedback may be threefold. First, among the peers in the present research there may not have been the same
reticence to correct prompted by politeness factors as existed on the part of the NSs in
Chun et al. (1982) study. As indicated earlier in this study, at the time these data were
collected the subjects had known and been in class with each other for approximately
two months, so the social distance between them seemed to be at a minimum. Second,
this study's subjects may inherently acknowledge being part of the "not-yet-competent"
in the second language domain of English that Schwartz ( 1980) discussed, and hence
more willing to offer and accept corrective feedback among their peers. And third, a
positive affective climate in the classroom, which this researcher believes integral to
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optimal language learning, may also have contributed to the subjects' comfort in
engaging in corrective feedback. As a teacher this researcher has paid great attention to
affective variables in the classroom and has sought to establish the lowest possible
affective filter as posited by Krashen (1987). In the class from which the data were
taken the group dynamics and camaraderie were such that it is this researcher's
impression that interpersonal inhibitions were at a minimum; the subjects appeared to
enjoy each other and often would kid and tease each other good naturedly. As a result
the subjects in this study exemplified the NNSs referred to by Gass and V aronis ( 1985)
as persons most able to give and receive comprehensible input.

Research Question 4 How many errors are self-corrected? Ten, or 5
percent of the total 205 errors made in this study, were self-corrected; of the 41 total
error corrections, this represents a rate of 24 percent of total errors treated. These
findings are at odds with the notion of the "preferred" status of self-correction as posited
by Schegloff et al. ( 1977) and Gaskill ( 1980); in fact, these results point toward the
opposite result--the "dispreferred" status of self-correction, or perhaps the exception of
the "not-yet-competent" in some domain as suggested by Schegloff et al. (1977) is
much more operative than those researchers thought and not primarily an exception
among NNS language learners.
Relative to Krashen's ( 1987) Monitor Hypothesis, perhaps the subjects'
Monitors were not operating at sufficient capacity to do more self-correction. That is, in
order to be potentially operative the Monitor has two required, but not necessarily
sufficient, conditions that must be met:

focus on form and knowing the rule.

According to Krashen ( 1987) if either of these two conditions are not exercised by the
learner the Monitor will not function, and self-correction will not occur. Another
possible reason for the subjects in this study not engaging in more self-correction was
that they simply may not have been paying enough attention to their own speech, or
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monitoring as described by Gass and Selinker ( 1994), and which is to be distinguished
from Krashen's theoretical Monitoring.

Research Question 5 How many errors are other-corrected? As indicated
earlier, 31, or 15 percent, of the 205 errors in this study received other-correction by a
peer. When compared to the total 41 corrections made in this study, this represents a 76
percent rate, clearly not a "dispreferred" status as alluded to above. Reasons for these
results have already been given above. In addition, as stated by Varonis and Gass
(1985), "... NNSs do not lose face by negotiating meaning in the same way they might
with native speakers " (p. 85) ; as other-correction takes place within such a context, it
may also be stimulated by the freer interaction.

Research Question 6 How many other-corrections are made (a) directly, (b)
indirectly? Of the total 205 errors made, 20 other-corrections, or 10 percent of that
total, are made directly; when comparing those same 20 with the 31 total othercorrections made, it is seen that 65 percent of other-corrections are made directly. The
latter figure is nearly identical to the 66 percent of corrections made "on-record" by NSs
cited in Chun et al. ( 1982). Of the total 205 errors made, 10 other-corrections, or 5
percent of that total, are made indirectly; again comparing those same 10 indirect othercorrections with the 31 total other-corrections issued, it is seen that they represent 35
percent of total other-corrections made. Reasons cited in research question 3 above
regarding affective considerations could also have played a part in the extent to which
the subjects in the present study were not inhibited in making clear and direct
corrections.

Research Question 7 How many errors are other-corrected accurately by
NNSs? Regardless of gender or first language all of the other-corrections made by the
subjects in this study are made accurately. This result is very similar, but compares
more favorably, to Porter's ( 1986) finding that only 0.3 percent of learners' errors were
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miscorrected. Bruton and Samuda ( 1980) also noted that learners almost never
rniscorrected each other; in addition it was noted in that research that the subjects did not

pick up many errors from each other. The present study made no assessment of the
latter issue. Regarding the accuracy of other-correction generally, reference can be
made to the Interaction Hypothesis discussed by Gass and Selinker ( 1994 ); its three
concepts are comprehensible input, interaction, and comprehensible output. The
activities of this study's subjects included all three of the activities associated with these
concepts. The subjects were interacting in small groups on communicative tasks; as
they did so, they produced comprehensible output in the process of testing hypotheses
about the target language; when an error was made, recognized and corrected by a peer,
comprehensible input was provided by the person providing correction. Perhaps
because the person providing the corrective feedback had already tested his/her
hypothesis relative to the specific item that was corrected, and had incorporated the
correct form into their interlanguage, they had moved beyond the point where they were
prone to acquire an incorrect form and were impervious to doing so. Such a result
would not be unreasonable assuming the validity of the processes associated with the
Interaction Hypothesis.

Research Question 8 What correlation, if any, exists between first language
and questions 1 through 7? Regarding questions 2 and 3 above, a Pearson Correlation
Matrix indicated that there was no significant correlation between types of errors made,
and corrected, and first language. Research question 4 deals with how many errors are
self-corrected. The number of errors, 10, is relatively small so the breakdown by first
language does not appear to be very definitive: with 4 instances the Portuguese speaker
self-corrected twice as often as any other subject, while the Spanish speaker made no
self-corrections. The reasons for these results are not apparent. Relative to research
question 4, which deals with other-corrections, again, the results do not appear to be all
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that definitive; all first language members engaged in other-correction except the Italian
speaker. The three Japanese speakers led with 15 other-corrections, an average of 5

each, while the other subjects ranged from 1 to 5 other-corrections each. Why this
result occurred is again unclear. One interesting aspect of this issue is that the Japanese
students in this study, often generally thought to be reticent to speak out, demonstrated
that they do not fit this perception and/or misconception. Perhaps their willingness to be
at least as assertive as their peers was a function of a low affective filter in the classroom
and/or their own personal linguistic strengths.
On the issue of direct other-correction it is seen that neither the Italian nor the
Spanish speaker engaged in that practice; the other language group members as
individuals all shared about equally in providing direct corrective feedback. Similarly,
indirect other-correction finds the two speakers of Italian and Portuguese not engaged in
that process. The four remaining language group members all participate but there
appears to be no correlation between indirect other-correction and first language. The
issue of accuracy in other-correction appears to have no correlation with first language.

Research Question 9 What correlation, if any, exists between gender and
research questions 1 through 7? A Pearson Correlation Matrix shows no significant
correlation between gender and research questions 2 and 3, that is, to the types of errors
made and the types of treatments rendered relative to those errors. However, in terms
of total numbers and percentages the four men made 145, or 71 percent, of the errors,
while the five women made 60, or 29 percent, of the total errors. Such a result appears
to be consistent with one of the findings in Gass and Varonis (1986) that "... men
dominated the conversation in terms of the amount of talk." (p. 341) Ironically, one
could add, even if the talk is in error. Self-correction was nearly evenly divided with
men making 6 self-corrections and women making 4. On the issue of other-correction
the results are that women made 24, or 77 .5 percent of all of the other-corrections made,
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while men made 7, or 22.5 percent of all of the other-corrections. Very interestingly,
contrary to Gass and Varonis ( 1986), women dominated the corrective feedback
process; stated another way, while men made 71 percent of the total errors in this study,
women issued 77 .5 percent of the other-corrections that were made. In a related vein,
concerning both direct and indirect other-correction, women accounted for 75 percent
and 82 percent respectively of these types of other-correction. Clearly, women
dominated the other-correction process. Why this was so is not clear. In addition it
should be pointed out that all five women were from Asian nations traditionally
considered to be male-dominated. Perhaps because all of the women in this study were
relatively young, they possessed a more non-traditional vision of the role of women and
that attitude was reflected in their more assertive linguistic behavior.
As previously indicated this study's subjects clearly demonstrated that they were
capable of providing accurate corrective feedback to their peers; as such they have also
shown their key role in the process described in the Interaction Hypothesis in which
comprehensible input, conversational interaction, and comprehensible output combine to
assist language learners develop their interlanguage along the route to full mastery of the
target language. Thus learners have a strong part to play in their own learning.

LIMITATIONS
There are a number of limitations inherent in this study. First, the sample size is
rather small--nine persons. Also, the setting for data collection was not optimal; that is,
too many students were being taped in one large room, which created more background
noise than was desirable when it came to listening to and coding the data. Ideally, each
group should have been taped in a separate room. Another limitation was the relatively
low level of English linguistic capability of the subjects; because of that factor, some
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error types received no treatment whatsoever. Also, all non-verbal aspects of correction
were not accounted for in this study due to the audio-taping format. More training

and/or discussion among raters would be desirable in order to increase inter-rater
reliability. Lastly, the research drawn upon for this study consists primarily of that
found in linguistics; however, particularly with regard to the issue of optimal
environments, there is a large body of literature in the field of education concerning
cooperative learning which was not investigated.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Many aspects of peer-correction need to be researched from many different
standpoints; the field of inquiry is almost limitless at this point, in view of the minimal
amount that has been done to date. As Chenoweth et al. (1983) note, "... the role of
error correction in second language acquisition has not been determined" (p. 85). That
statement is still true today, and it is particularly true for the corrective feedback
activities of learners themselves. Specifically, subjects of different proficiency levels
need to be studied. In addition, subjects who have been instructed relative to the
process of error correction need to be studied in order to determine the potential that
exists for a stronger learner corrective feedback role. Research is also needed relative to
what learners actually do with the corrective feedback that is provided, as well as on
whether or not they pick up from each other any errors. "It is also important to learn if
there are differences toward error correction between men and women" (Chenoweth et
al., 1983, p. 79), as appears to be the case in the present research. There are many
aspects of that issue, touched on in "Sex Differences in NNS/NNS Interactions," (Gass
and Varonis, 1986) that need much more research. Lastly, future research should
examine the link between cooperative learning and the NNS/NNS interactions referred
to by Gass and Varonis.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHING
This research points toward several implications for teaching and/or second
language acquisition. First, all teachers need to give conscious focused thought to what
their philosophy and practice is regarding error treatment in the classroom, and once
having arrived at this to implement their program in a thoughtful and consistent manner.
Learners should be taught to use the tools and techniques of corrective feedback so they
can play a stronger part in their own learning. Such empowerment would have
implications for the respective teacher/learner roles in the classroom, so an adjustment in
the balance of those roles would have to be anticipated and, indeed, would be an ongoing process. Also, there are implications for the way teachers are trained; everything
that has been stated above relative to learners would need to pertain to the training of
new teachers. Perhaps specific courses or parts of courses would need to be created
dealing with the subject of error treatment in its many aspects, in order to maximize the
effectiveness of corrective feedback activities in the language acquisition process. In
addition, teachers would need to be trained relative to how to teach learners the concepts
and techniques necessary for them to recognize and treat their own and others' errors.
The present study, when taken in concert with other research, can be taken as
one more piece of empirical evidence that suggests that second language learners
possess the capacity to play a more significant role in their language acquisition process
by being more involved in corrective feedback activities and hence comprehensible input
and comprehensible output. Moreover, they can do so in a clear and direct manner,
unencumbered by inhibitions which may exist in teacher/NS contexts, and in the
security and acceptance of mutually supportive peer group environments. While what
has just been described is neither immediate nor a panacea, to this researcher it clearly
is, or at least should be, a significant part of the future in second language acquisition.
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S2.19

.79c
Sl. 89

I

. 93e
Sl.30

Mountain Sisters 2 lbs . . S4.89
. 69c
Willard's Pick 1 lb. box
. 99c
2 heads Boston redleaf ..
S lb. package ........... S7. 99
. 67c
Snafu Brand 1 qt ........
Aurora Brand 8 jars ..... $2.00

Webonne 2 1bs ....... SS.19
. 89c
Pam's Best 1 lb .....
.75c
1 head Romaine ......
2 lbs ............... 53.05
Wezin Oil 1 gal. .... $3.59
Molly's Munch 1 jar . . 29c
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~
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FILL IN THE BLANKS BELOW. USE PHRASES LIKE CHEAPER THAN ANO THE CHEAPEST; MORE EXPENSIVE THAN AMJ THE MOST EXPENSIVE.
FIND THE ANSWERS IN THE ADVERTISEMENT ABOVE. THE FIRST TWO HAVE BEEN DONE FOR YOU.
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1. The coffee at Safe-Bet Store is cA1a41&
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2. The coffee at Ducky Market is
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Pa.Y"'ay Super.
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3. The rice at Ducky Market i s - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

:.-:

4. The ll:!ttuce at Safe-Bet Store is

~

l

5. The ground beef at Ducky Market is~-------------------------------~

~

....

6. The oil at Safe-Bet Store i s - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 7. The baby food at Ducky Market is
Safe-Set Store.
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Pa.Y"ay Super a n d - - - - - - - - - - -

I

HOW MAY.E THREE SENiENCES OF YOUR OWN. USE THE ADVERTISEMENT ABOVE.
8.

9.
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N
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9
A Clinic Waiting Room

Look Aga.in Pictures

Con you find EIGHT differences between ftlese pictures?

LOOK AGAIN PICTUR.£5. <: 1714 ~Ti..- Af..,..."Y Prns. IUvi-v•d. CA f'rrm•~~" p..,.tnf
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NAME

CLASS

Vocabulary-Picture Matching
MATCH THE STATEMENTS BELOW WITH WHAT THEY IOHITIFY IN THE PICTURE.
FINO THE Nt."1!3ER OR NUMBERS IN THE PICTURE THAT GO WITH EACH STATEMENT.
WRlTE THE Nt."1BERS ON THE LINE NEXT TO THE STATEMENT.
(Note: Some statements may be matched with more than one person.
and a person may be matched with more than one statement.)

a. They are injured.
b. She is pregnant.
c. They are busy.
d . T hey a re at work.
e. She is filling out fonns.

f. She is being measured.
_ _ _ g. She is answering thE!
phone.

_ _ _ i. This person has strii:>ed
pants.
_ _ _ j. This person has plaid

pants.
___ le This person has a

paisley print dress.
___ 1. ihis person has an
argyle sweater.

h. It means "no smoking."

l.OOK AGAIN 1•1ctu1u:s. •'.' l'fll~ '"' .,.,... At.-111.11111 ,., •.,., •• ....,,......1. Cl\ ,., ....,,,.,,. .., .0:'""'''' ,,. ,,.,.,••,...... ,,., ..,,,,...,,.. .," ......
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Additional Exercise
Look Again Picture # 9

August 12, 1992
1. are doctor's office. in the waiting room All of these people of a

2. has The man an injured eye with the crutch too.

3. is next to the man The pregnant woman with the injured arm. sitting on the couch

4. no smoking? the sign Does on the wall mean

5. on the telephone. is talking at the front desk The woman

sia3Hs aao:>
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Error
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Gender

P /carras

.
K

F

P /carras

K

F

P /carra

K

F

P /carrra

K

F

S/wage

p

M

P/wearin

J

F

P /sleev-es J
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P/wearin J
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P/fiva

K

F

P /sixa

K

F

P /tee tee? p

M

K

F

p

M

J

F

P /special
snot sh
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Group I, 8/11/92, Ss A, B, C
1 C
2 A

One I two I three I four I five// now look
One /two

3 C

One I two I three

4
5
6
7
8
9

three I four
four I five I five
mmm//fiveCun)
the same
one
one I two I three II tres (S by Ll-P/M no Cor.)
three I four I five
maybe I (un)
three I four, five, six
sixa I one I two I the I three I four I fivea I sixa I five (P x 3 by Ll-K/F; 1 SelfCor.)
five huh?
one I two I three
(un) here I here// ah// ah(AC) I one I two I three I four I fiva I sixa I seven (P x 2
by Ll-K/F; no Cor.)
the boy
ohuh
seven I one I two I three II four I fiva I sixa // secon (P x 3 by Ll-K/F; no Cor.)
See you wanna make sure you write the words on the side that tell what the
differences are
OK
only one different (S by Ll-K/F; no Cor.)
(un) two? four I box
boxes?
box
uh-huh
box
box
(un) // bosa I boxa? (P x 2 by LI-PIM; no Cor.)
box (un all)
a box I uh I box I
but a there
a box (F by Ll-P/M; Cor. by Ll-J/F; see line 34)
here I there isn't a box on that counter
(un)
no box
no box// no box I one I the gir--the I boy I girl (P by Ll-P/M; Self-Cor.)
umm

A
C
A
C
A
C
10 A
11 C
12 B
13 A
14 C
15 B
16 A

17 C
18 B
18 A
20 T
21 C
22 A
23 C
24 A
25 C
26 A
27 C
28 B
29 C
30 B
31 C
32 B

33 C
34 B
35 C
36 B
37 C
38 B
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the boy next to (un all)
boy?
boy
a boy? mhuh
boy ? 11 no boy
no boy
7C
coffee? presca (P by Ll-P/M; no Cor.)
what is this? what is this?
8A
9 AB (laughter)
10 C no I coff I pres coff (P x 3 by Ll-P/M; no Cor.)
11 A coff I coffee (P by Ll-K/F; Self-Cor.)
12 C prace I price (P by Ll-P/M; Self-Cor.)
13 A uh-huh price, coffee price
14 B coffee price I coffee price I is high
15 A carras I uh price I carras price carra carra (P x 4 by Ll-K/F; Cor. by Ll-J/F,
Dir.)
16 B carrot mmh carrots
17 C price
18 A carrots price eh
19 B for carrot price II carrot
20 C price
21 B mm-huh
22 C price
23 B (un)
24 C which (un) I which which which
25 B I don't know I mm II uhh I do you know? (chuckle) weight
26 A (un)
27 C wage I OK (S by LI-PIM; Self-Cor line 29)
28 A weight I uh
29 C wage different
30 B weight I uh operate I operator (chuckle)
31 C weight machine
32 B weight machine?
33 C yeah
34 B (chuckle) I don't know
35 C weight machine
36 A (chuckle) weight machine
37
this is a new word II uh II we weight
38 B uh-huh I new word I weight
39 AB weeiight
40 C one two three four five
number six
41
1C

2B
3C
4B
5C
6B
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1A
2B
3A
4B
5C
6B
7C
8B
9A
10 B
11 A
12 B
13 A
14 B
15 A
16 B
I7 A
I8 B
I9 C
20 A
2I C
22 BC
23 B
24 C
25 A
26 C
27 A
28 B
29 B
30 A
31 B
32 A
33 C
34 B
35 A

uh I five I uh I five, six I (un) I who
the man wearing I uh I no sleev-es shirt and I uh (P x 2 by L 1-J/F; no Cor.)
aah!
man wearing// sleeve It-shirt (P by Ll-J/F; no Cor.)
different t-shirt?
mhuh different t-shirt
different I t I shirt
ti shirt
t-shirt I only one I two I three I four I fiva I sixa (P x 2 by LI-KIF; no Cor.)
seven
mm-huh
seven I mm /II
necktie I necktie
tie I necktie
tie I and last one
last one
last one
uuhh //I don't find out I yet
tee? tee? (P by Ll-P/M; Cor. by LI-KIF, Dir.)
necktie, necktie, tie
aah, tie
different from tie
uuuhhh I
one I two I three I four I five
ah! special plate
special (spec--not spesh) I the (P by LI-PIM; Cor. by Ll-J/F, Dir.)
ah! ah! (chuckle)
special
special plate bottom
yeah
not special plate //
uh I we finish (un) finish finish
two I three I four I five// seven I eight
and then
compare
This is all of the Look Again Picture 7, A Supermarket Aisle.
(done to# 86 on counter; 4:23--4:31=8 minutes)
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TRANSCRIPTION GUIDE
I
II
Ill
(un)
?

short pause
longer pause
very long pause
unintelligible
two or more speaking together
asking a question

