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ABSTRACT

Thi s study explored Kor ease ofmi ddlI e
communicative functiongnd argument structure constructions(ASCs) in
Englishspeaking interactions.

A total of 5 eight graders participated in this study. They carried out five
pairs of taski n Kor ean and in English. After
was recorded and transcribed, theposrdata were coded in terms of types of
utterances, communicative functions dfglish ASCs. First, all utterances
were classified into either fragmental or Aosgmental utterances. Second,
they werealso categorized bycommunicéive functions provided in the
SeventhNational Curriculum. Third, the L2 noffragmentalutterances were
further analyzed by types of ASCs.

The results provided significant findings related to the gap between the
use of communicative functions in L1 and it®eractions and to the use of
ASCs in L2 interactions. First, the most frequently occurring function in the
L1 interactions was the sharing of information, while the function of
expressing emotion appeared mésiguentlyin the L2 interactions. The
comparison between the L1 and L2 interactions revealed that the function of

sharing information decreased the most dramatidaith in thefragmental



and nonfragmental utterances That is, students expressed their
communicative intents related to sharimgformation significantly less
frequentlyin L2 than in L1. Second, as to the use ofgksh ASCs, the
students relied on limited types &ASCs, andsimple transitive [V+NP] was

the most frequently used. The number afgish ASC types, however,
formed a stastically positive correlation with the number of utterances in a
sentential syntactic structure. Lastly, the function in which the most various
types ofEnglish ASCs were employed was the sharing of information. With
regard to these findings, the studyncluded with some pedagogical

implications and suggestions for future studies.

Key words: L2 spoken language, Communicative functions, English

argument structure constructions, Communicative intents,

Sentence production, Construction grammar

StudentNumber: 201223486
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CHAPTER 1.
INTRODUCTION

This study aims to explothe use of communicative functions and
argument structure constructionsfirst language (L1) and second language
(L2) interactions focusing onKorean middle schodEnglish as a foreign
language EFL) | ear ner s6 spoken | anguage produ
this chaptemprovides the research issues andtivation for the study. The
next section presentgsearch questis and the last sectioprovides an

outline of the organization of the thesis.

1.1.Purposes of the Study

Among a variety of theoretical and pedagogical frameworks for
secondlanguagelearning and teachingommunicativelanguageteaching
(CLT) approach hasttracted the most serious attent®n nce t he 1970
CLT highlights | earnersdé6 WAcommunicat.i
which refers to | earnerso6 absifori ty to

meaningful communication in rebfe situations through target language



(Lightbown & Sada, 1999; Savignon, 2002
The mastery of L2 speaking skills has been given a priority in CLT
based Englisiprogramsandthe effectiveness of languatgachingis often
evaluated fAon the basis of how wel |l [
their spoken profi ci engrowingtrénd towanda r d , 19
the CLT approach anthore focus orL2 speaking in secondnd foreign
language pedagogy (Can#eSwale, 1980; Canale, 1983; Bachman 1990),
Ministry of Education in Korea (MOE) has adopted CLT as a central
framework for the national English cioulum (Kwon, 2002).English
speaking proficiencyhas been given primaryocus since the Sixth
Curriculum, and Korean EFL students, who rarely have opportunities to
employ communicative functions in real context®ve beentaught to
practicecommunicative functions provided in the Curriculum in classroom
settings.
Still, many Korean EFlIstudentshave been known tbave serious
difficulty in expressing their thoughts and feelings in spoken Enghlsh (
Lee, 2003, 2009H. Lee, 2012; Hwang, 2012Yhe present study aims to
explore some details of this difficujtipcusing on the use of communicative
functions andargument structure constructiof&SCs) in Korean middle

school spdakind mtaracson.



1.2. Research Questions

The present study poses the following research questions:

a) What types of communicative functi®are frequent in

L1 and L2 speakinmteractiors?

b) What types of ASCs are frequent in L2 speaking
interactiors?
C) In what types of ASCs are communicative functions

realized in L2 speaking interactisih

The first research question concernthe st udent s o
communicative functions in L1 and? speaking interactian focusing on
possible differences ifitequencie®f each communicativiinction between
L1 and L2 spaking.

The second research questiompleres the use of iiglish ASCs in
L2 interactiors, to uncovemwhich types of Bglish ASCs students are good
at and wihat reldion exists betweerthe use ofEnglish ASCs andthe

production ofsentential utteranse



The last research question investigates how communicative
functions are realized in terms ofn@lish ASCs and underscores the
notewothy statusof constructional knowledge in delivering a challenging
communicative function which will be detected through the first research

guestion above.

1.3. Organization of the Thesis

This thesis is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the
purposes of the current research with the statement of the problgrossd
the research questions. Chapteprgsentsa theoretical background to the
present studwith referenceéo communicative functions anfinglish ASCs
Chapter 3 outlines the methods of therentstudy. Chapter 4 reports and
discusses the results found in the data. Chapter 5 concludes the study with

some pedagogical implicatioandsuggesbns for furtherstudies.



CHAPTER 2.
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents a body of literatpestaining to the present
study The first section reviewsthe previousliterature on communicative
functions The secondexctionoutlinesenglishASCs relyingonGo | dber g6 s

(1995) construction grammahe mainframeworkfor the presenstudy.

2.1. Conceptualization of Communicative Functions

2.1.1.Communicative Functions of Language

There are avariety of definitions onthe tem communication but
most of theexplanations involve sharing informatioRor instanceBuhler
(1934) emphasized that the speaker nemdpass ommessage, a piece of
information to thelistener Communicatiorwasconceivedas a relation that
requires the speaker of the message,listenerof the message, and the
topic of communication. Given the communicative orientatitm®&e basic
communicativefunctions were revealed representational, expressjvand

appellative  functions Among many communicative functions



representationalfunction of language is the one fimost generally
acknowledged as important(Wendy, 1989 p.135). Its sb-functions
involve description, instructiondeclaration,explanation or classification

(Nord, 2007)

2.1.2. Communicative Functions in Second Language
Acquisition

In the field of language teaching and learni@4. T wasformalized
in the1970s partly in response to the theories of functidirejuisticswhich
investigaed how speakerschieve thie purposesAustin, 1962;Firth, 1957
Halliday, 1978, 1984; Searle, 195%-or instance Halliday presentegeven
basic functiondor children learning theitl. These are (1the instrumental
function (2) the regulatory function(3) the interactional functign(4) the
personal function(5) the heuristidunction; (6) the imaginative function(7)
the representational functiomhese classificatianreflecting hisfunctional
account of language us&trondy influenced the development of funatinal
syllabusesn CLT.

To outline a taxonomy of concepts for a functional syllabus,

Wilkins (1972, 1976) presented a semantic classification of communicative



functions as inTable 2.1

Table 2.1

Communicative Functions by Wilkins (1976)

No. Category Sub-category
_ certainty, necessity, conviction, volition, obligatiol
1  Modality
tolerance
Moral discipline and _
2 _ judgement, approval, disapproval
evaluation
3 Suasion persuasion, recommendations, predictions
exchange of information and views, informati
4  Argument asserted or soughaigreement, disagreement, den

concession

Rational inquiry and author's notesimilar in subcategories to argumei

exposition and evaluation

6  Personal emotions positive and negative

7  Emotional relations greetings, flattery, hostility, etc.

Interpersonal politeness and status, degree of formality .

relations informality

Although these categories ofcommunicative functioh arefit h e mor e
original partof the framework (Wilkins, 1972 p. 23), Wilkins himself
admittedthat fithere is nointrinsic ordering tothe categorie® nor any

intrinsic way oflinking one unit to the neat(Coulthard 2014, p. 98). Even

so, he attempt to describe theore of languagevas undertaken not by



traditional conepts of grammabpr vocabularybut by the conmunicative
uses of language

Finocchiaros & Brumfit (1983) also suggested the categorical
systemof communicative functions, as presented in Table 2.2, aathiled

explanations omanysub-categories

Table 2.2
Communicative Functions by Finocchiaro & Brumfit (1983)

No. Category Sub-category

- expressing orte thoughts or feelingée.g.,love, pleasure
surprise likes, dislikes distressanger fear, sorrow)

1 Personal - communicating moral intellectual and social concerns
- expressing everydafeelings of hungerfatigue cold, or

warmth

- greetings and leavakings

- introducing people to others

5 Interpersona - extendingandaccepting invitations
- apologizing
- indicating agreemerdr disagreement

- etc.

- makingrequests
- making suggestions
o - persuading someone to change their point of view
3 Directive _ _
- asking for help responding to a plea for help
- giving andresponding to instructions

- etc.




No. Category Sub-category

- asking for a description of someone or something
- defining something or a language itewn asking for a
_ definition
4  Referential _ _
- requesting factabout events or actions
- evaluating the results of an action or an event

- etc.

- discussing a poem, a story, a piece of musiplag, a
painting, a film, a T\program
o - expanding ideas offered loghers or bylistening or reading
5 Imaginative
passage
- creating rhymespoetry stories or plays

- etc.

This functionatnotional approachhada significant impacbn a Council of
Europeproject(Richards &Rodgers, 1986).

A Council of Europeprojectexploredwhatlearnerseed to do with
a target language (e.go ask for help, to invite somebody, to express
agreemenbr disagreement and the answerswere providedin terms of
basic functionslearnerss houl d be abl e to handl e at
(Yalden 1983 Richards& Rodgers 1986 Johnson2001]). The objectives

were toteachlearnerdsit o éciompeeveryday situtheti ons €

! Referentiafunctionis often termed the metalinguistic functisimce it involves not only
talking orreportingabout thingsactions events or peoplebut alsotalking about langage
(Jacobsk Kline Liu, 1996)



foreign country, or with visitors to their own country, and estabdisd
maintain social contaaigvan Ek& Alexander,1980) The followings are
inventories of functions (van ER975) targetingthe needs of thaverage

adult learner within the Europe&tonomic CommunityRivers 1983)

Table 2.3
Communicative Functionsin A Th e T hr e $lvanlEH, 1975 v e

No. Category Sub-category
- identifying
L Imparting and seekin¢ - reporting(includingdescribing andharrating
factualinformaton - correcting
- asking

- expressing agreement and disagreement
- inquiringabout agreement or disagreement
- denying something, a@epting an offer o
Expressing and invitation
2  finding out intellectual - declining an offer or invitation
attitudes - inquiring whether offer or initation is acceptec
or declined
- offering to do something

- etc.

- expressing andniquiring about pleasure, liking
Expressing and - expressing ad inquiring about displeasure
3 finding out emotional dislike
attitudes - expressingand inquiring about sprise, hqe,

satisfaction, dissatisfaction

-10-



No. Category Sub-category

- expressiig and inquiring about intention
- expressing anéhquiring about want and desire

- etc.
- apologizing
Expressing and - granting forgiveness
4  finding out moral - expressing appra or disapproval
attitudes - inquiring about approval or disapproval

- expressing appreciatipregret indifference

- suggesting a course of action
- requesting, inviting, oradvising others to d
. _ something
5  Getting things done ) _
- warning others to take care tw refrain from
doing something

- instructing or directing others to do something

- to greet people

- when meeting people

- when introducing pede and being introduced
6 Socializing - when taking leave

- to attract attention

- to propose a toast

- when beginning a meal

Along with six main categoriesixty-eight subfunctionswerepresented in
a descriptivemanney andyet van Ek himself emphasized the fact thatsthe

lists were reitherdefinite nor exhaustivél975.

-11-



2.1.3 Communicative Functionsin Korean EFL Context

The classifications of communitee functions reviewed isection
2.1.2 were adopted as part dhe Severth National Curriculum, which
reflects the overall situation of English education iKoreg e.g, the

countryods soci al dKnGE, 2611, MOE)I20GH point of

Table 2.4

Communicative Functionsin the SeventhNational Curriculum 2

No. Category No. Category

Delivering and requesting

) i 7 Expressing moral attitude
informaton P 9

2 Expressingattitudes toward fact |8  Getting things done (Suasion)

Expressing knowledge, memory,

3 . 9  Socializin
andbelief 9
4  Expressing modality 10 Structuring discourse
5  Expressing volition 11 Repairingcommunication

6  Expressing emotion

Along with the aboveommunicative functions Table 2.4the Curriculum

2 For more detailssee pp. 3639.

-12-



presents sufunctions and exemplary expressions orsentences as

illustrated inthe following

(1) Example oExpressiongsiven in6th CommunicativeFunction
6. Expressing emotion
6.1. Expressingleasure
-That 6s great!!
-l 6m/ 1 f elappy/dlad.er y/ s o)

-l dm (very) tg.l ad/ del i ghted

The given expressions @entences serve as a reference for L2
speaking activitie$MOE, 2011). Sinceexemplaryexpression®r sentences
for communicativd uncti ons are #Af i &dng,&Kim, f or mul
& Sung, 2014, [A.03), speaking skillsare commonly practiced amte
memorization of text dialogs containiegrtainfunctions(Lee, 2009 Todd
2014).

Language use however, does not alwaysinvolve a set of
predictableutterancesn recurrent situationgndeed,finot all language® is
stereotyped (Swan, 1985, p. 82and, apart from the given expressions or

sentenceslo students want to say new things sucliiMg guinea pig died

-13-



with its legscrossed ( O & N 29i77)%I Not only the actuacommunicative

situations cannot be completely foresebnt alsodo the EFL settings

which feature a depriveeixposure td_2 input and meaningful interacti@n

make it even more difficult fostudentsto produceutterancesot practiced

in language classroanihose unpredictableeatencesanonly be generated

Ain accordance with t heonstwetiod(®mars r ul e s

1985, p. 82)

2.2. Conceptualization ofEnglish ASCs

2.2.1. Constructionist Approaches

In recent years, a number of studies in linguistotsld language
and cognitive science havendorsedGol dber gos (1995, 20
constructionist approachds languagelevelopmen{Bates & MacWhinney,
1987; Bencini & Goldberg, 2000; Boyd & Goldberg, 2009; Culico&ger
Jackendoff, 2005; Ellis2013; Ellis & Ferreirgunior, 2009; Fillmore, Kay

& Oo6Connor, 1 9 8 81999, GED3, @OE, PQL3; Gdlddedg5 |,

% According to the article, the sentenfely guinea pig died with its legs crossedas
uttered by an eighgear old girl in a tapeecorded interviewT he authorcriticized that no
communicative syllabus designer could predict théd¢aanerwould want to tellsuch a
sentence.

-14-



Casenhiser &Sethuraman, 2004; Lakoff, 1987; Langacker, 1987; Ninio,
2006; Robinson & Ellis, 2008; Schulze & Penner, 2008; Sethuraman, 2002;
Tomasello, 2000, 2003 These approaches assume that language learners
have the knowledge of linguistic constructions which iaterrelated with

one another in a vast network (Goldberg, 2003, 2006).

Constructionist approaches point out that the essential function of
language is to express the intended meaning and thus, to attain specific
communicative goalsGoldberg, 2013 Lakoff, 1987. In much the same
vein as functionalist frameworkst h e y p rthe pioventory of

constructions is maximized for communicative purpos&gldberg, 1995,

p. 67).

2.2.2. Notion ofEnglish ASCs

In constructionist approaches, the temonstruction means a
corventional formmeaning mappint (Goldberg, 2013).Many scholars
(Bencini & Goldberg, 2000; Ellis & Cadierno, 2009; Goldberg, 2006;

Goldberg, Casenhire, & Sethuraman, 2004; Gries & Wulff, 2004) point out

* Formin a construction is understood as the combination of syntactic, morphological, or
prosodic patterns whilmeaning in a broad sense, includes lexicafrgntics, pragmatics,
and discourse structure, meaning (Family, 2014).

-15-



t hat A[ t h e ]morpholagcad, rleiicale and syhtactic form are
associated with particular semantic, pragmatic, and discourse furctions
(Ellis, 2011, p.141).
Then how do syntactic patterns, in particular, sentence patterns,
come to be associated to thagage? Accordingp Goldberg 1995, p. 3,
argument structure constructionfASC) 8 i a speci al subcl
constructions that provides the basic means of clausal expression
Englishd allows speakers to use verbs in syntactic contexts where they are
not conventionally usedzor example, the versneezecould be used in the

following sentenceéGoldberg, 2009Sung, 2013

(2) Examples oEnglishASCs Containing the Same Verb
a. Pat sneezed.
b. She sneezed that tooth across town.
c. She sneezed a terrible sneeze.
d. She sneezed herself silly.
e. She sneezed onto the computer screen.

f. She sneezed her way to the emergency room.

The verbsneezas typically intransitive but takes multiple argents in the

-16-



given examples. Not the individual verb liskeeezebut ASCsdetermine
the number and type of the arguments amhtribute the change in
meanings.More details ondifferent types of ASCs will be discussed in
Section 2.2.3.

In addition,ASCs a&e basic means of communication in our yail

life, as described in the followingypothesis

(3) Scene Encoding Hypothesis
Constructions which correspond to basic sentence types
encode as their central senses event types that are basic to
humanexperience.

(Goldberg, 1995p. 39)
ASCs possess meanings that reflect recurrent types of everyday experience
(e.g., moving along a path, bringing about a resatig transferring an

object) and thus, can be employed to express scenes essential to human

experiencesn English

2.2.3. Types oEnglishASCs

-17 -



Each type of English ASCs hasits own range of meanings and
meaning relations,producing a unique semantic structurBable 2.5

presentshe forms, meaningsnd example sentences of bas8Cs.

Table 2.5
Types of English Argument Structure Constructions

ASC Meaning Form & Example
Intransitive Subj V Obl

) X moves 'Y ]
Motion The bottle floated into the cave.
Intransitive Subj V Xcomp

_ X becomes Y
Resultative She got upset.
N Subj V Obj

Transitive XactsonY

| took the watch.

_ - _ Subj V Obj Obj
Ditransitive X causes Y to receive Z
He faxed me the letter.

Caused Subj V Obj Obl
_ X causes Y to move Z .
motion She sneezed the napkin off the tat
Transitive ~Subj V Obj Xcomp
_ X causes Y to become . _
Resultative He wiped the table clean.

(Adaptedfrom Goldberg, 1995; Rah, 2018ung, 2018

Intransitive motion constructionsare intransitive sentences

expressing motion without an external cause for the movement (Goldberg,

-18-



1995). The subjectthe entity that carries out an activity, is a theme
argument and the oblique is a directionale The external cause of the
movement is not present.

Intransitive resultative constructionsconsist of a verb and a
resultative phraselacking a direct objectwhich transitive resultative
constructions have. They describet he st ate of an ar gumeil
the action denoted by the ver{Boas, 2003, p. 1).

Transitive constructionkave two prototypicaairgumentroles (i.e.,
agent and patient) linked to the subject and object of the clause (Hopper &
Thompson, 1980). Beingelated to a wide variety of sudmnstructions, the
transitive construction itself also shows a wide range of forms (e.g., SVOC,
SVOA, SVO +toinfinitive, SVO+ bare infinitive SVO +-ing clause SVO
+ -ed clausg and meanings (Bybee, 1995; Davis, 1996; Diessel, 2004;
Dowty, 1991; Goldberg, Casenhiser, & Sethuraman, 20@dpper &
Thompson, 1980, 1984; Nee ss, 2007; Talmy, 198%0ng them, theisiple
direct object pattern (i.e., SVO) is frequently usgdspeakers in everyday
conversational interactiorfgltenberg, 1993; Scheibman, 2001)

Ditransitive constructionsare syntactically instantiated by three
arguments (i.e., agent, recipient, andigrd), expressinghe scene where

f{a]gent successfully causes recipient to receive patiguldberg, 199,

-19-



p.38. The double object construction is often compared with the
prepositional dative constructidine., the prepositional object construction).
For instance, in the traditional lexical approach (Levin, 1993), the latter is
derived from the former. These seemingly semantically equivalent
constructions are understood be two separatdSCs in construdionist
approaches  Whi | e t he ditransitive constrt
transfer between a volitional agent and a willing recigi€¢@bldberg, 1995,
p. 151), a transfer expressed in the prepositional dative construction could
be unsuccessful To be more specific, prepositional dative constructions
express the change lafcation, beinga metaphorically extended version of
causeemotion constructions.

Causedmotion constructionsequire threeargumentroles (i.e., the
causal argumeftthe patient/th@e argument, and the path argument) and
express that Athe causer argument dir
move along a path designated by the directional phrase exf@ssberg,
1995, p. 152)This prototypical meaning X causes Y to move 8 is

extenad to several related meaningsX enabl es (é&/g.,S3am move .

® Besides the semantic properties, the two constructions involve different structural
properties of the constituen{g.g., syntactic complexity and phonological weight¥
syntacticaly complex or heavily stressed constituents tend to appear in the end, the
ditransitive construction is preferred with heavy themes and the prepositional dative
construction with heavy recipients (for details, see HawkKii84, 2004).

® Thecausal argumertan be an agent or natural force, but not an instrument.
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allowed Bob out of the roong &X prevents Y from raving Z (e.g.,Harry
locked Joe into the bathrooy@.oX helps Y to moveZ (e.g.,Sam helped
him into the caja
Transitiveresultative constructiontakea subject, a verb, an object,
and a resultative phrasé,ndi cati ng ASUBJ causes OFE
VERBIng ito (Ettlinger, 2005, p. 2). While they display a great deal of
syntactic and semantic variation (for details, see SW@l3), the
construction basically involves a secondary predication and designates a
change of state (Goldberg & Jackendoff, 2004; Iwata, 260fpaport

Hovav & Levin, 2001).

2.2.4. Relations oEnglishASCs

Goldberg (1995) discussed relations among argument structure
constructions in English based on formal and functional structures, which
were called alternations in formal and functional models of language (Levin,

1993), by using the terimheritancelink such as polysemy linKs subpart

"For exampl e, a wide variety of seausesfs the di't
toreceiveZ p6 XausesY to receiveZ @mplying conditions of satisfactiard >enablesy to

receiveZ PO XcausesY not to receiveZ 6 ; inténdsto causeY to receiveZ 0 ) can be
consideredeingextended via polysemy linksdim its prototypical sense.
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links®, instance linky and metaphorical link& Through inheritance links,
ASCs are connected to oanother in hierarchical relations, as illustrated in

Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1
Hierarchical Relations of English ASCs

( Subject-Predicate Construction }

Intransitive Transitive

I Iy Iy

[ Intransitive Motion ]

I

I}I

Caused-Motion J { Ditransitive J

[ Intransitive Resultative ]

I)I
Iy
Transitive Resultative J

* |, = instance linksl,, = metaphoricakxtensiorlinks

(Adapted fromSung & Yang, 2015)

® Theintransitivemotion constructionshows such a links beinga subpart of theaused
motionconstrution. The onlyabsent part in the former is the cause argument.

° Instance links are obtained whene congruction specifies another in more detglg.,

the relation betweetheintransitive andheintransitivemotionconstruction

% One example is the connection between the caused motichemcnsitiveresultative
constructios. The latter can be viewed as being originated from the former via the
metaphorical interpretation of states as locations.
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Here, a construction at a lenevel inherits all shared information from the
one at ahigher level. This inheritance netwoskowsgeneralizationsicross
ASCs (Goldberg, 1995, 2006, 2013; Rah, 20IBhe significance of
relatedness cASCs hadeen revealeth empirical research on the language
development (Akhtar & Tomasello, 1997; Bates, Bretherton & Snyder, 1988
Clark 1990, Constructions are acquiréd a certain order from simple to
complex,and the ones acquired earlier are assumed to assist learners in

learning more compleASCs.

2.2.5. English ASCs in Speaking

In teaching, learning and measuring L2 speaking, fluency has been
consideredasanmport ant construct of [ earners
Richards et al.,, 1985In a number of studies on oral fluency, what
provided a conceptual basis is the operation of automatic, not controlled,
processing in speaking (Anderson, 1983; Levdl®#89; McLaughlin,

Rossman, & McLeod, 1983), suggesting tHa&t fluency is greatly

' For example, the transitive wmstruction, which is placed at the higher nodk
inheritance hierarchy, was developed and entrenched as a strong mental representation over
time, so even verbs that were heard in other syntactic contexts were employed as the
transitive Akhtar & Tomasellg 1997).
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enhanced by the control of large numbers of formulaic sequ¢Raedey
& Syder, 1983; Wood, 2m; Nattinger & DeCarric, 1990)Thus, taking
control of broad andighly aubmatized repertoires for delivering certain
communicative functioneas been emphasized

To facilitate L2 speaking devel opme
speech ( Fi | | mor e, 1979), Amor e i s needed
grammatical rules and a lexicon fofed word and phrasegFillmore, Kay
& O'Connor, 1988p. 534. SinceASCse mbody | earnersdé c¢comn
intentions directly andencode basic scenes our daily life under the
integration of form, meaning and useP r i ot Magirhized Expressive
PowebD (Goldberg, 1995 p. 67 endorsesASCs as an appropriate

framework for the L2 spoken language analysis.
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CHAPTER 3.
METHOD S

This chapterdescribe methodsandresearch design for thaurrent
study. The first section introduces participamisd the second section
presentstasksemployed for the present studyhe third sectiomprovides
data collection procedureadopted in thestudy and the fourth section

contains the process of data coding and analysis.

3.1. Participants

A total of 29Koreanmiddle school EFL studengarticipatedn this
study. They were akighth gradersf the same classconsising of 15 male
and 14 female studentsThe participantswere dividedinto six groupsby
their scores in the natiewide English assessmentfive groups offive
studentsandone group ofour students. They were seatedmixed-ability
and mixed-gender groups with the purpose of improving tipairticipation

and interaction.
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3.2.Tasks

Thecurrent study was conducted as a part of regular Engbsises,
witht he participantsd consent obtained i
maximizethe interactiorandthe amount of spoken language production by
the students, tasks eve implemented as a form gfoup activity. There
weremainly two differentsets ofspeaking taskone is done in Korean and
the other inEnglish. Eachset of taskshas five subtaskswith different

topics(i.e., school life, pople food, travel, and career).

3.21.Tasksin Korean and English

As instruments,pairs oftask in Korean (Task) and in English
(TaskE) were developecdtach pair otasks requirethe students to employ
similar types of communicativunctiors. These tasks ate exploredwvhich
types of communicativéunctiors students frequentlysein the L1 and
avhat types of communicatiieinctions students are able tsein thelL24

respectively.

3.22. Tasks by Contents
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The conterd of the taskswere developed mainly based dtroject
sections in English textbooks, speaking assessment types suggested by
Luoma (2004), and communicativieinctions presented in the eSenth
Curriculum Onthe basis of these componerise types of contents were

chosenandfurther differentiated in terms dthe language medium(Table

3.1).
Table 3.1
Tasks by Language Mediuns and byContents
LanguageMediums
Contents

Korean (Task-K) English (Task-E)
School SchoolRulesOutside the SchoolRulesinside the
Life Classroom Classroom
(Task-1) (TaskK-1) (TaskE-1)

Show and Tell aboudly Show and Tell about My

People . :
Task.2 Family Friends
(Task-2)  1askK-2) (TaskE-2)
Food New FoodContest New FoodContest
(Task-3) (TaskK-3) (TaskE-3)
Travel Plan Our Field Trip Plan Our School Camp
(Task-4) (TaskK-4) (TaskE-4)
Career Career Fair Career Fair
(Task-5) (TaskK-5) (TaskE-5)

To prevent thanterference between a pair daskK and TaskeE,

-27-



amongfive pairs of tasks, three pairs (i.e., Td6KL and Taske-1, TaskK-2
and Taske-2, TaskK-4 and Taske-4) containedsimilar contentsbut not
exactly identicalone In orderto improveinternal validity TaskE-3 and
TaskE-5 had the same conterds Task-K-3 and Task-5, respectively
TaskKs were implemented dring the first and seconaeek,and TaskEs

duringthethird and fourth weekTable 3.2.

Table 3.2
Task Procedure

Time Task Type
Week1l TaskK-1, TaskK-2, TaskK-3
Week?2 TaskK-4, TaskK-5
Week3 TaskE-1, TaskE-2, TaskE-3
Week4 TaskE-4, TaskE-5

3.22.1. Tasks orschool Life

Tasks related to studefbtschool life (i.e.,TaskK-1 and TaskE-1)
derivad from a decisiontask which involves discussing an issue from

differentviewpoirts and negotiating a final conclusifcuoma 2003) The
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students weragequiredto make a list of rules outsid€i.e., TaskK-1) or

inside (i.e.,TaskE-1) the classroon(APPENDIX 1.1).

3.22.2. Tasks orPeople

Tasksregardingst udent s 6 f akna2) dr yriendsi(e.e . ,
TaskE-2) weremodified from a description taskwhich isvery common in

all kinds of speaking testtuoma, 2003)The sudents were asked to bring

a picturerelated to theifamily or friendsprior to the class sessioDuring

the class, theghowedit to their group membe@nddescribé it in as much
detail as possible. After they asked group members to comment on their

description or the picture, the group members talked about their own

impression oaskedspecificquestionfAPPENDIX 1.2).

3.22.3. Tasks orrood

TaskK-3 andTaskE-3 were the adapted version ofade-play task
in which social or service sittimnsaresimulateal, e.g.,buying something or
going to a restaurar(Luoma,2003. In the tasks for the current study, the

students performed theles of buyer and seller while exchanging the foods
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they had drawn on the cards. With the food thagl exchanged, they were
requiredto create a new recipe ammtroducetheir own food(APPENDIX

1.3).

3.22.4. Tasks orfravel

Reacting in situationtasks(Luoma, 2004) weremployed for tasks
onstudent sd s c hieoTaskK-4 angpTaskEM dThestaderys
were giventhe social situatiorwhich they could encounter during their
school trip or campThey were asked tamaginethemselves to be the
given situationsandthensayhow they wouldreactin the given situatiors.

For example, thestudents wereaskedto complain aboubad hygieneor
poor room facilitiesand to further express what they would do with given

instrumentse.g., a wipe, a can of paifAPPENDIX 14).

3.225. Tasks orCaree

TaskK-5 and Taske-5 were the mixture of aarrative task and a
comparingcontrasting taskLuoma, 2004. The narrative taskwhich is

often based on picture sequences that guide shaild be saidaskedthe
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studentgo recount a sequence of events based on the given pjctinieb
portrayed careefrelated scenes.On the other hand, theomparing
contrasting taskequired the students thiscusssimilarities and dierences
andto make a list ofnteresting growing, or disappearing job6APPENDIX

15).

3.3 Procedures

Considering that regular English clasgook place hiree times a
week for 45minute class sessiqna total of tensessios for the present
studywere allotted acrossour weeks Each sessiortook 25 minutes inthe
current study One sessiorconsisted of threghass: a prespeaking a
while-speaking, and a poespeaking phaseAs pre-speakingand post
speaking phasetogether toolkabout 5 minute®n averagetwentyminute

interaction proceeded mwhile-speaking phase

3.31. Prespeaking Phase

The teacher introdudeand defind the topic ofthe given taskTwo
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students in a groupwnere assignedo the role ofrecorder andne student
was chosen aa timekeepel’. The students with the role oécorderwere
instructed tarecordtheir groug@ speaking interactiowith their cell phone
Ther cell phonesvere placedn the desk anthe students were tolibt to
stop it until the session was ové&herole oftimekeepewas toensure that
the groupwould work within the time limit Prior to the speaking session,
the teacher esured that the students understodbeir roles andtask

instructionsfor each session

3.32. Whil e-speaking Phase

In groups, the studentsompleted the given task for each session
while talking and listening to one anothAs every taskequireda groupto
submit a task output(Table 3.3),the studentglid their utmost duringhe
while-speakingohase, pointing out the ideas they waed to include in their

final work.

Table 3.3
Final Products by Tasks

12 The same students were assigned to each pair ofkTaskl TaskE.
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Task Final Product Task Final Product
A list of rulesoutsidethe Alist of rules inside the
TaskK-1 TaskE-1
classroom classroom
A collage made of A collage made of
TaskK-2 . . TaskE-2 . .
as pictures: Our Family as pictures: Our Friends
TaskK-3 A new food recipe TaskE-3 A new food recipe
A drawingof our new A drawing of our new
TaskK-4 : TaskE-4
room for school trip tent for school camp
A leaflet to introduce A leaflet to introduce
interesting jobs, growing interesting jobs, growinc
TaskK-5 . : : TaskE-5 . . .
jobs, and disappearing jobs, and disappearing
jobs jobs

3.33. Postspeaking Phase

Together with the students, theacheridentified the best group's
work, and rewardd the best group bpresenting theioutputin the school
hallway After each session of Tagk about fivestudentshadan interview
with the teacher on difficulties theyad in the process of L2 speaking
production. In addition, thewere asked tthink-aloud theirinner atterpts

to delivertheir communicative intents.
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3.4. Data Coding and Analysis

This section outlines the procedurescotlingutterance spoken by

studentsaanddescribs the statistical devices for analyzing the data.

3.41. Data Coding

The recordings ofthe t udent s6 production wer e
Microsoft Word and Microsoft Excel programhefirst stepin investigating
t he student s dbegnp witk eategotizang gterantyes by
their structural propertiesSecong the corpus data werodel in terms of
communicative functiom The final stepwas to codetypes of ASCs

manifestedn thes t u d 2 speexid productio

3.41.1.Utterancelypes

All utterances were classified into eithélagmental or non
fragmental utterancedn the case athe L1 data, theypes ofsubsentential

utterancs (e.g., an interjection, an adverb, an unconjugated adjective, a
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noun phraseor a nominal) were counted as FRAGMENT. The other
utterances wereategorizecasNON-FRAGMENT (adapted from Seo, et al.,
2002).In a similar mannerthe L2 utteranceghat were partial constituerst
of a sentence andsyntactically norsentential werecategorized as
FRAGMENT, while the other utterancethat demonstrateda sentential
syntactic structurevere categoried as NON-FRAGMENT (adapted from
Foster, et al., 2000_ee, 2012) Thus,a studeris utterancdilLike.0 in the
TaskE-1 wascoded asK-1, F) while il think thas okayo in the TaskE-4

wascodedas (E4, NF) (adapted from Sung, 2012)

3.41.2.CommunicativeFunctions

In order to code the L1 and L2 corpus datan terms of
communicative functionsa list of communicative functiorrovided inthe
Seventh Q@rriculumwas employed as shown in Table'3.4MOE, 2011).
The aforementioneditterancesfiLike.0 and fil think thafs okaydo were

furthercoded asK-1, F, CF9 and (E4, NF, CF2), respectively

3 These eleven communicative functionsll be abbreviatedas CF1, CF2é CF11
throughout this paper. (e.g., CF1 indicates the first communicative funbDidirering and
requesting information
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Table 3.4
Communicative Functions of theSeverth Curriculum

No. Category No. Category
1 Delivering and requestinginformation 7 Expressing moralattitude

- Identifying and defining - Expressing moral obligation

- Reporting, describing and narrating - Expressing approval

- Expressing disapproval
- Enquiring aboutdis)approval

- Asking for confirmation ; X
Asking for inf . - Expressing or accepting blame
sking for information - Rejecting blame

Seeking identification - Apologizing

- Answering questions for confirmation - Accepting apology
Answering questions for information
Answering questionseeking identification

- Correcting

2 Expressing attitudes toward fact 8  Getting things done (Suasion)
- Expressing agreement - Expressing suggestion
- Expressing disagreement - Offering assistance
- Enquiring aboufdis)agreement - Requesting assistance
- Denying something - Reacting to assistance, suggestion, requesthefs

- Advising others to do something
- Seeking advice

- Expressing warning

- Seeking permission

- Reacting to permission request
- Expressing ban
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No.

Category

No.

Category

3

Expressing knowledge, memory, belief

- Stating that on&nows something or someone

- Enquiring whether one knows something or someone
- Expressing curiosity

- Stating that one does not know something or someone
- Expressing memory or oblivion

- Enquiring about memory or oblivion

- Reminding

- Expressing how (Ueertain one is of something

Socializing

- Attracting attention

- Greeting people

- Asking after

- Reacting to being asked after
-Requesting someone to gi
- Addressing somebody

- Introducing oneself

- Introducing someone

- Reacting to being introduced

- Enquiring whether someone need introduction of anot
one

- Greeting invited people

- Offering food

- Reacting to being offered food

- Expressing gratitude

- Reacting to being appreciated

- Congratulating

- Encouraging

- Reacting to being congratulatemplimented, or
encouraged

- Expressing hope

- Saying goodbye
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No. Category No. Category

4  Expressing modality 10 Structuring discourse
- Enquiring about possibility - Introducing a topic
- Expressing possibility - Expressing opinion
- Enquiring whether one is obliged to do something - Enquiring about opinion
- Expressing one is obliged to do something - Enumerating
- Expressing one is not obliged to domething - lllustrating
- Seeking permission - Emphasizing
- Giving permission - Defining
- Stating that permission is withheld - Summaring
- Enquiring about ability - Changing a topic
- Expressing ability - Signaling understanding
- Expressing inability - Interrupting dialogue

- Making or answering a call

5 Expressing volition 11  Repairing Communication
- Expressing wananddesire - Asking to slow down
- Enquiring about waranddesire - Asking for repetition
- Expressing intention - Repeating

- Asking for confirmation

- Asking for clarification

- Asking to spell something
- Spelling something

- Looking for expression

- Providing expression

- Checking understanding

- Enquiring about intention
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No. Category

6 Expressing emotion

- Expressing pleasure

- Expressing sorrow - Enquiring about liking or dislike

- Enquiring about pleasure or sorrow - Expressing preference

- Enquiring about the cause sdrrow,dissatisfaction, or - Enquiring about preference

disappointment - Expressing satisfaction

- Comforting disappointed one - Expressing dissatisfaction

- Expressing regret - Enquirin_g_abou(dis)satisfaction
- Complaining

- Expressing hope

. . - Expressing anger
- Expressing disappointment P gang

- Reacting to anger of others

- Expressing worry or fear - Expressing interest
- Enquiring about worry or fear - Expressing indifference
- Reassuring someone - Enquiring about interest
- Expresing relief - Expressing surprise

- Expressing liking - Enquiring whether one is surprised

- Expressing dislike
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3.41.3.EnglishASCs

Since the focus of theurrent study concernsuslent$use ofASCs,
the L2 utterance<lassifiedas NON-FRAGMENT were analyzed further
Types ofASCs coded in the current study were given in Tabl&*3Each
sentenceontaining a ASC wascodedas one independent unitlso, both
grammatical and ungrammaticséntence were counte@s long asASCs
could beidentified (e.g.,thegrammatical utterancé L e t 6 s coowaso r
coded asCx18 andheungrammaticaltteranceil do aball.0 asCx7). Thus
the final coding fornof the exemplaryutterancefil think thats okayo was

extendedas(E-4, NF, CF2, Cx10) whiléLike.0 wasnot included in further

analysis
Table 3.5
Types ofEnglish ASCs"
No. Category No. Category No. Category
IntransitiveMotion 5 Transitive 1 Perceptive
[V+Particle] [V+NP] [V+NP+V-ing]

4 These eighteenriglish ASCswill be abbreviatedas Cx1, Cx2 Cx18 throughout this
paper. (e.g., Cxlindicates the first Bglish ASC, Intransitive Motion Construction
[V+Particle] .)

!5 Traditional structures are presentediuare brackets.
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No. Category No. Category No. Category

5 IntransitiveMotion 8 Transitive 14 Causative
[V+PP] [V+to V] [V+NP+V]

3 Existential g Transitive 15 Caused Motion
[there+be] [V+V -ing] [V+NP+Particle]

4 Evaluative 10 Transitive 16 Caused Motion
[it is ADJ to] [V+that-clause] [V+NP+PP]

5 IntransitiveState 1 Ditransitive 17 ;ﬁsnusllg\t/i?/e

+adi + +

[V+ad] [V+NP+NP] [V+NP+Particle]
Intransitive Prepositionh Transitive

6 Resultative 12 Dative 18 Resultative
[V+adj] [V+NP+PP] [V+NP+adj]

3.42. Data Analysis

(Adapted fromRah 2014)

Prior to performingan analysis the spoken data of four students

were excluded because the data missed some parts of their interddimns

utterances of theemaining25 studentsvere coded irparenthesetne by

line, Excel files corresponohg to each student (e.g., studentl.xls,

student 2.xIsé student 25.xIs) were implementedof a systematic analysis

What were coded into the files are as follows:the number of (noi)
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fragmentary utterances, theefjuencies of communicative functions in the
case of each language medium varialsled the number ofASC types
(APPENDIX2).

Along with the observed absolute frequencies of communicative
functions andASCsin the L1 and L2 corporathe relative frequencies
which were normalized as frequencies pémundred utterances were
cdculated As a frst step in the data of each studetite proportions of
utterances for each communicative function &8C were countedThen,
by adding the proportions ahe all students and dividing by thtotal
number of students, thenweighted averageof communicative functions
andASCs werebtained.

After the absolute and relative utterafi@muenciesvere calculated,
the analysis of thelatawas conducted through the Statistical Packet for
Social Science (SPSS 19 for Windows)dMicrosoft Excel programTable
3.6 summarizes statistical devicasd proceduresadoptedin the current

study
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Table 3.6

Statistical Procedures

Type of Independent Dependent
RQ. Statistics  Variable Variable Purpose
o Use of To find W.hlcl.‘l types qf
Descriptive ... communicative functions
. - communicative .
statistics . were frequent in L1
functions (L1) . .
speaking interactian
o Use of To find V\(hlchtypes Qf
Descriptive ... communicativefunctiors
a) o - communicative .
statistics ) werefrequent in L2
functions (L2) o .
speaking interactian
To comparghe
Paired Typeof Use of frequencieof
sample language communicative communicativefunctiors
t-tests medium  functions betweerL1 andL2
speaking interactions
Descriptive To find which types of
. .p - Use ofASCs  ASCs were frequent in
statistics — .
L2 speaking interactian
b)
Pearson Use ofASCs, To examine relatiomn
correlation - and NON amongASCsandNON-
coefficient FRAGMENT FRAGMENT
Use ofASCs  To find whichtypes of
0 Descriptive i in ASCswerefrequent in
statistics communicative which mmmunicative

functions

functiors
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CHAPTER 4.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter provides the main results of the present study,
addressing the research questions raise@€hapterl. The first section
reportsthe use of communicative functions in the studentsl and L2
speakinginteractiors. The secondsectionexploresthe use ofASCs inL2
speakinginteractiors. The final sectiorpresentsa detailed analysis athe

use ofASCs anccommunicative functions

4.1. Analysis of Communicative Functions

4.1.1.Use of Communicative Functions in L1 Speaking
Interactions

This section describebe frequencies of communicative functions
in the L1 speech data. The total number of utterances was 21,372,

comprised of 8,861 fragmeait utterances (41.5%) and 12,511 non



fragmenal utterances (58.5%) Table 4.1provides the absoluterequencies
of fragmenal and norfragmenal utterances for each communicative
function.

The three most frequent communicative functionkl interactions
were CF1(Delivering and requesting informatipAbsoluteFreq. = 3,971,

Ratio= 18.8%), CF6(Expressing emotigr{AbsoluteFreq. =3,340, Ratio=
15.6%), and CF4Expressing modali)y(Absolute Freq. =2,222 Ratio =
10.%%). These functionswere most frequent in nofragmenal utterances:
CF1 AbsoluteFreq. = 2640, Ratio= 21.1%), CF6 (AbsoluteFreq. = 1814,
Ratio = 14.9%), and CB (Absolute Freq. = 1409, Ratio= 11.3%6). In

fragmenal utterancespn the other handCF6 was found to be the most

frequent Absolute Freq = 1526, Ratio= 17.26), followed by CF1

(AbsoluteFreqg = 1,331, Ratio=15.0%) and CF10 (Structuring discourse

(AbsoluteFreq = 1,154, Ratio= 13.0%0).

'8 Theratios of fragmeral and norfragmenal utterances for each communicative function
(CF) are as follows:

CF1 CF2 CF3 CF4 CF5 CF6
FRAGMENT 33.%% 45.3% 34.1% 36.6% 32.%% 45.
NON-FRAGMENT | 66.5% 54. %% 65.9% 63.4% 67.6% 54.3%
CF7 CF8 CF9 CF10 CF11
FRAGMENT 33.%% 45.3% 34.1% 36.6% 32.%%
NON-FRAGMENT | 66.5% 54. %6 65.9% 63.%% 67.8%
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It is also noteworthy that CFl(Repairingcommunicatiol, which
usually occurs after communication breddwn,was the least frequent both
in fragmenal (Absolute Freq = 341, Ratio= 3.8%) and nonfragmenal

utterancegAbsoluteFreq = 320, Ratio= 2.6%).
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Table 4.1

Useof Communicative Functionsin L1 Speaking Interactions Absolute Frequencies

Communicative FRAGMENT NON-FRAGMENT TOTAL
Functions Freq. Min Max M SD Rank | Freq. Min  Max M SD Rank | Freq. Min  Max M SD Rank
CF1
(Delivering and | 1331 2640 3971
requesting (15.0%) 39 69 532 82 2 (21.1%) 85 126 1056 121 1 (18.6%) 124 189 158.8 156 1
information)
CF2
(Expressing 714 862 1576
attitudes toward | (8.1%) 19 40 286 55 7 (6.9%) 21 51 345 72 7 (7.4%) 52 79 630 76 7
fact)
CF3
(Expressing 375 726 1101
knowledge, (4.2%) 9 22 150 36 10 (5.8%) 13 46 290 73 8 (5.2%) 31 57 440 68 9
memory and
belied)
CF4

. 813 1409 2222
(Expre_ssmg (9.29%) 20 45 325 6.7 5 (11.3%) 28 75 564 113 3 (10.4%) 61 104 889 93 3
modality)
(CI:EEgressing 641 47 36 256 46 8 |30 33 69 534 77 4 |7 53 95 791 93 5
y (7.2%) : ) (10.7%6) ’ ) (9.3%) : )
volition)
CEF6 i 1526 39 82 610 93 1 1814 50 92 726 111 2 3340 122 149 1336 79 2
énfgtriiff'”g (17.2%) 09 (14.5%) : : (15.6%) 6 7
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Communicative FRAGMENT NON-FRAGMENT TOTAL
Functions Freq. Min  Max M SD Rank | Freq. Min  Max M SD Rank | Freq. Min  Max M SD Rank
CF7
(Expressing ?fé%) 9 25 160 42 9 ?3?3%) 11 34 196 58 10 ?f%%) 28 46 356 56 10
moral attitudg ' ’ '
CF8
(Getting things ?;g%) 20 47 338 7.1 4 (181&) 20 68 447 142 5 (152;) 55 103 785 153 5
dong : : :
CF9 720 714 1434
ooalizing g 10 41 288 76 6 | T 10 41 286 87 o | SO 24 76 574 117 8
CF10
(Structuring (1113?‘(‘%) 27 59 462 87 3 (180232) 9 66 433 147 6 (2125’?%) 63 110 894 134 3
discoursg ’ ’ ’
CF11
(Repairing ?:fé%) 9 24 136 37 11 (3222%) 5 29 128 55 11 ?3?1%) 18 38 264 47 11
Communicatiof ' ’ )

8861 12511 21372
Total Goowy © 82 322 163 (oowy 5 126 455 271 ooy 18 189 777 307
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4.1.2.Use of Communicative Functions in L2 Speaking
Interactions

The total number ofitterances inthe L2 speechdatawas 14582,
comprised of 8,186 fragmenal utterances 56.1%) and 6,396 non
fragmenal utterances43.9%)"". Table 42 provides theabsolutefrequencies

of the communicative functions in the L2 speaking interastion

' The ratios of fragment and norfragmenal utterances for each communicative function
(CF) are as follows:

CF1 CF2 CF3 CF4 CF5 CF6
FRAGMENT 37.3% 86.7%% 34.3% 29.8% 29.1% 41.%%
NON-FRAGMENT | 62.7% 13.3% 65.%% 70.2%0 70.9% 58.68%
CF7 CF8 CF9 CF10 CF11
FRAGMENT 82.%% 56.2% 82.1% 82.7%%0 86.™0
NON-FRAGMENT | 17.6% 43.8% 17.%% 17.3% 13.3%
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Table 42

Useof Communicative Functionsin L2 Speaking Interactions Absolute Frequencies

Communicative FRAGMENT NON-FRAGMENT TOTAL
Functions Freq. Min Max M SD Rank | Freq. Min Max M SD Rank | Freq. Min  Max M SD Rank
CF1
(Delivering and | 598 1007 1605
requesting (7.3%) 8 59 23.9 141 7 (15.7%) 0 151 40.3 523 3 (11.0%) 8 163 64.2 551 3
information)
CF2
(Expressing 892 137 1029
attitudes toward | (10.9%) 18 50 357 9.2 4 (2.1%) 0 28 55 7.7 10 (7.1%) 18 63 412 136 8
fact)
CF3
(Expressing
knowledge, | 222 3 25 114 64 11 |2 0 49 218 167 6 |1 10 54 332 121 10
(3.5%) (8.5%) (5.7%)
memory,and
belief)
CF4
. 426 1004 1430
(Expre_ssmg (5.2%) 3 47 17.0 14.7 9 (15.7%6) 0 92 40.2 330 4 (9.8%) 12 95 572 228 6
modality)
Eoressi 420 3 46 168 125 10 [10%% o g9 410 327 2 | 19 92 578 232 5
(Expressing | (g 104 : : (16.0%) Oos (9.9%) ' '
volition)
CF6
. 923 1304 2227
((:"Iri:(gtrii;smg (11.3%) 9 69 36.9 20.4 3 (20.2%) 2 112 522 396 1 (15.3%) 53 123 89.1 215 1
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Communicative FRAGMENT NON-FRAGMENT TOTAL
Functions Freq. Min  Max M SD Rank | Freq. Min  Max M SD Rank | Freq. Min  Max M SD Rank
CF7

. 463 99 562
(Expressing (5.7%) 6 32 185 6.2 8 (1.5%) 0 18 40 52 11 (3.9%) 6 39 225 95 11
moral attitudg
(Cei?tin things | 829 11 45 332 94 5 |95 o g 258 280 5 |[¥4 o5 101 500 215 4
dond 91tINgs 1 (10.10) : : (10.19%) : : (10.1%) : :
CF9 770 168 938
(Socializing (9.4%) 17 47 308 7.9 6 (2.6%) 0 30 67 97 9 (6.4%) 17 69 375 144 9
CF10

) 1176 246 1422
(Structuring (14.2%) 19 87 470 16.3 2 (3.8%) 0 50 98 164 7 (9.8%) 19 108 569 264 7
discoursg
CF11

- 1404 216 1620
(CRepalrln_g _ (17.2%) 25 93 56.2 19.3 1 (34%) 0 46 86 114 8 (11.1%) 25 128 64.8 28.0 2
ommunicatioh

8186 6396 14582

Total (100%) 3 93 29.8 186 (100%) 0 151 23.3 315 (100%) 6 163 53.0 305
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The most frequentommunicativefunctions were CE& (Expressing
emotion) (Absolute Freq. = 2,227, Ratio= 15.3%), CFL1 (Repairing
communicatiop (Absolute Freq. = 1620 Ratio= 11.1%), and CH
(Delivering and requesting informatipriAbsoluteFreq. = 1605, Ratio =
11.0%). Thefirst two communicative functions were also found to be most
frequent in fragmeml utterances: CHL(AbsoluteFreq. = 1404, Ratio=
17.26) and CP (Absolute Freq. = 923,Ratio= 11.3%6). CF1 was not
included on the list of the top three frequent functionsfragmenal
utterances but was included ni nonfragmenal utterances In non
fragmenal utterancesCF6 was found to be the most frequertbéolute
Freg = 1,304, Ratio= 20.%%), followed by CB (Expressing volition
(AbsoluteFreq. = 1,024, Ratio26.0%) and CR (AbsoluteFreq. = 1,007,
Ratio =15.7%6). CF11 did not rank among the top three frequent functions
in nonfragmental utterances

The leastfrequenly employedcommunicative functiorwas CF7
(Expressing moral attitudeboth in total AbsoluteFreq.= 562, Ratio=
3.9%) and noAfragmentalutterancegAbsoluteFreq. = 99%, Ratie 1.5%).

In fragmentalutterancesCF3 (Expressing knowledge, memory, and bglief
(AbsoluteFreq. = 285, Ratie 3.5%) was the most infrequent

It is also noteworthy that the greatest standard deviation in the total

-52-



L2 utterances was observed with CFED = 55), showing that this
communicative function is a specific area of difficulty for some of the
students. For example, studenproduced onlyeight utterances expressing
CF1 throughout the whole tasks while another student expressed the
function 163 times.

The above results of the absolute frequencies, however, may not
reflect theoverall utterance patterof all individual participantspnly a
small minority of studens who demonstratettigh absolute frequencies
could become the major determinants of how overall communicative
functions occur in the whole populatioFhus, as descriloen Section 3.4.2
we providethe relative frequencies of tlttammunicative function§ the
mean proportions of utterances for each communicative function produced
by individual student® in the L2 speakg interactionsWhile Table 4.3
showsthe results which are generally consistent with thossed on the
absolue frequenciesthe relative frequenciesof CF1 were ranked lower
thanthe raw frequenciegFor the analysisn the relativefrequenciesf the

L1 data,seeAPPENDIX 3).
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Useof Communicative Functionsin L2 Speaking Interactions: Relative Frequencies

Table 43

Communicative
Functions

FRAGMENT

NON-FRAGMENT

TOTAL

M (%)

Min Max SD

Rank

M (%) Min Max SD

Rank

M (%)

Min

Max

SD Rank

CF1
(Delivering and
requesting
information)
CF2
(Expressing
attitudes toward
fact)

CF3
(Expressing
knowledge,
memory,and
belief)

CF4
(Expressing
modality)

CF5
(Expressing
volition)

CF6
(Expressing
emotion)

7.2

11.0

3.5

51

51

11.3

26 159 38

55 159 2.7

10 85 20

11 143 41

1.0 116 35

31 210 63

11

10

9.4 00 247 75

1.3 00 71 1.7

11.3 0.0 500 114

161 00 333 83

16.8 0.0 50.0 115

309 104 100.0 18.8
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9.2

7.4

59

9.9

9.9

16.4

2.6

5.2

3.3

51

54

12.0

18.5

111

8.8

14.3

11.8

224

51 7

1.7 8

14 10

21 5

16 4

33 1



Communicative
Functions

FRAGMENT

NON-FRAGMENT

TOTAL

M (%)

Min Max SD

Rank

M (%)

Min Max

SD

Rank

M (%)

Min Max

SD Rank

CF7
(Expressing
moral attitudg

CF8
(Getting things
dong

CF9
(Socializing

CF10
(Structuring
discoursg

CF11
(Repairing
communicatiof

5.6

10.1

9.4

14.3

17.2

26 93 18

3.7 138 26

52 137 2.2

58 25.0 45

85 289 6.0

0.9

7.4

1.4

2.0

2.6

0.0 29

00 17.0
0.0 46
00 7.2

0.0 82

0.9

4.8

15

2.5

2.6

11

3.8

10.3

6.6

9.5

111

25 55

8.2 135
45 89
56 123

8.2 18.0

0.7 11

12 3

11 9

14 6

19 2

Total

100%

100%

100%
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4.1.3. Comparison of Communicative Functions between
L1 and L2 Speaking Interactions

This sectioncompares t u d e randd.Zspeékcksin terms ofthe
frequenciesof communicative functionsin light of absolute frequencies,
the students expressed their communicative intents less frequently in the L2
(M = 53.0, SD= 30.5) than in the L1(M = 77.7, SD= 39.7). The total
frequency of utterancegsroduced by all the studentiecreased by 31.8%
betweenthe L1 (AbsoluteFreq.= 21,372 and L2 interactiors (Absolute
Freq.= 14,582).

As to relative frequenciesaseries of pairedtests were conducted
on the proportionalfrequency dat#éo examineif therewould besignificant
differences in the use @ommunicative functionbetween thd.1 andL2

oral production data

Table 44

Paired Sample FTests between L1 and L2 Speaking Interaction

Con';lrjnnucr;iiggtive Utterance II\D/Ii?fzrr]ence df  Sig. (2-tailed)
FRAGMENT 7.57 7.6 24 .000***

(CI:DFeﬁvering and NON-FRAGMENT 12.15 6.8 24 .000***
requesting informatiopTOTAL 943 77 24 000***
CF2  FRAGMENT -3.05 5.2 24 000
nggﬁsfigg auudes NON-FRAGMENT 5.69 15.4 24 .000*++
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Communicative Mean . .
Function Utterance Difference T df  Sig. (2-tailed)
TOTAL 0.01 0.0 24 .983
FRAGMENT 1.36 3.0 24 .006**
CF3
(Expressing kn(_)WIedgNON-FRAGMENT -5.94 -2.5 24 .019*
memory,andbelief) TOTAL 072 26 24 016"
FRAGMENT 3.91 4.2 24 .000***
CF4 . NON-FRAGMENT -4.77 2.7 24 012+
(Expressing modalidy
TOTAL 0.50 1.1 24 291
FRAGMENT 2.51 2.9 24 .008**
CF5 ] - 2.7 24 .012*
(Expressing volitioh NON-FRAGMENT 6.31
TOTAL -0.68 -2.0 24 .059
FRAGMENT 5.65 3.9 24 .001**
CF6 __ NON-FRAGMENT -16.04 -4.4 24 .000%**
(Expressing emotign
TOTAL -0.67 -11 24 278
FRAGMENT -1.19 -2.6 24 .015*
CF7
(Expressing moral  NON-FRAGMENT 3.08 15.2 24 .000***
atitudg TOTAL 0.34 23 24 032
FRAGMENT -0.77 -1.1 24 .302
CF8 ) 1.8 24 .085
(Getting things done NON-FRAGMENT 1.52
TOTAL -1.18 -3.0 24 .006**
FRAGMENT -1.23 -2.7 24 .012*
CF9 ] 9.0 24 .000***
(Socializing NON-FRAGMENT 414
TOTAL 0.10 0.3 24 745
FRAGMENT -1.52 -1.4 24 .185
CFi0 NON-FRAGMENT 6.62 12.3 24 .000%**
(Structuring discourge
TOTAL 0.88 2.9 24 .008+*
FRAGMENT -13.46 -10.7 24 .000***
CF11
(Repairing NON-FRAGMENT 0.05 0.1 24 .933
communicatiol - oraL -8.01 207 24 000+
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Table 44 showsthat there were significapiroportionaldifferences
in the use ofcommunicative functions between thelL1l and L2 oral
production In total, the proportion of CF1 (Delivering and requesting
information) reducedfrom 18.6% (in the L1 dataYo 9.2% (in the L2 data)
showing a decrease &4 percent points whilehat of CF11 (Repairing
communicatioh increased from 3.1%0 11.1%displaying a gainof 8.0
percent pointsExceptthese two functionsGQF1 and CF1), the proportions
of the other communicative functionshich displayed thestatistically
meaningful datad CF3 (Expressing knowledge, memory, and bekefF7
(Expressing moral attitude CF8 (Getting things done and CF10
(Structuring discourged changedn the range of 2.percent pointn total.
It is also noteworthy thahe proportionof utterancedor CF6 (Expressing
emotion, which waghe most frequeht usedfunctionin the L2 interaction,
did not change in theimproportionsin total but increasedmost in non
fragmental utterancdsetween the L1 and L2 data

Specifically the absolutefrequency ofutterances related to CHl
which showed the most dramatic decline in telativefrequencies between
the L1 (M= 186, SD= 1.6) andL2 oral productionM = 9.2, SD=5.1);
t(24)= 7.7, p = .000 0 decrease by 59.6% in total(Absolute Freq. =

2,366); 55.1% (AbsoluteFreq. =733 in fragmental utterancesand61.9%
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(Absolute Freq. =1,633 in nonfragmental utterances.In contrast,the
frequency of utterances related @11 increased by 145.1%Absolute
Freq. =959) in totaland 311.7% (AbsoluteFreq. =1,063) in fragmental

utterancedn the L2 corpugsee Figurel.l).

Figure 41
Change inAbsolute Frequenciesof Communicative Functionsbetween
L1 and L2 Speaking Interactions
1,500

1,000

500

0 -

-500 -

-1,000 -

-1,500 -

-2,000

-2,500

CF1 CF2 CF3 CF4 CF5 CF6 CF7 CF8 CF9 CF10 CF1l1

®FRAGMENT ®NON-FRAGMENT ®=TOTAL
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4.14. Discussion

The analysis of t h ¢he L4 tspeeck datas 6
reveakéd that CF10 the sharing ofinformation, was the most frequent
(AbsoluteFreq. = 3,971, Ratie 18.6%)in the L1 interactioa In the L2
speechdata, however, CF1 was found to be much less freqiddrgolute
Freq. = 1605, Ratio = 11.0%), exhibiting a significantL1-L2 gap (Mean
differences= 94.6) amonghe eleven communicative functions. The most
frequent communicative function the L2 interactiors was CF6, followed
by CF1l and CH.

The finding that CF1 was the most frequenthie L1 interactiors
suggestthat CF1 is the most important funcb n [conmmunficang] € on
familiar and general topiéMOE, 2008 as cited inYang, Kim, & Sung,
2014, p99). This appears to be consistent with gevious research (Buhler
1934, which presented the representational or referential function, a core
attributeof information sharing, as a primary communicafection.

The significant decrease of Ckn the L2 data on the other hand,
indicates that the students had trouble imsing the most important
communicative function. When interacting in their L1, the students

describeddetailed characteristicef the topic (e.g., color, size, number),
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while in the L2 they often abandonedxpressingdetailed information.
Accor di ng thiok-aleutl eanenents,sthey often gave o
expressing such information to avoid potential risks or difficultiethéni 2
production. In particular, a reference to or reflection on an activity/event
was rarely observed in the L2 speech. For example,gliaskK-3, topic
related events were frequently introduced such as lunch menus or home
economi cs gilhagesa kkéuenangyeon gajeongsigane beigeul
saendeuwichi mandeulgeorae [ | heard that webr e
sandwiches in home economicsass afterthe e x a m%. ]Ind contrast,
during TaskE-3, st u d e n t didhotenonompeassachtopic-celated
events.

The most frequent use of CF6 in the L2 speech may be attributed to
the fact that the faoction is presented with the highest number of -sub
functions, i.e., 28 sufunctions (Table 3.4in the Curriculum As a series of
expressions relevant to these albegoriesare taught inlanguage
classroom, the students appear to have leamadethe functionto express
their emotion These expressionbeingoften familiar, fixed, andsentential

the studentdad less difficulties producingelatively more norfragmental

'8 Korean is romanizedollowing the Yale system and italicized. English translation is
given in square brackets (adapted from Lee, 2012).
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utterancedn their L2 than in the L1 to express emotions
The significantincrease of CEL in the L2 corpus is attributable to
the fact that the studentepailed communicationmore frequently in their
target language than in the native language. However, a sentertialvas
infrequently employed to deliver GQE Many of theutterances related to
CF11 had fragmentary forms suchas-sue nt ent i aNosp¥lkthg 0( e . g .
fiNo understand’®) or i di omati c rOod norewrnerod, uni t ¢

fiSlow down 0 ) .

% These examples were producedas e meahi mM@gsn 66f kfiow hdw tio spe
dondt wun.d&®rwhemdcdrts iedsefintedhctionn t he con
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4.2. Analysis of English Argument Structure
Constructions

4.2.1. Use ofASCsin L2 Speaking Interactions

This sectionrepors the frequeries of English ASCs presented in
st u d e2nspescbeorpus As illustrated in Figure4.2 and 43, the most
frequently usedASC was Cx7 Transitive [V + NP] (Absolute Freq. =
3,418), which constitutedhe highesunweighted averagef nonfragmental
utterartes (RelativeFreq.= 49.3. The otherASCsthatappeared more than
500 times in the L2raw data were Cx5Intransitive State[V + ad]]
(AbsoluteFreq. =835 RelativeFreq.= 25.7); Cx6, Intransitive Resultative
[V + ad]] (AbsoluteFreq. =547, RelativeFreq.= 7); and Cx8 Transitive[V
+ to V] (AbsoluteFreq. =751, RelativeFreq.= 9). It is interesting to note
that whenthe actual frequency aftterance (Figure 42) wasreplaced by
the corresponding proportion of the total numbeuttérances (Figure 43),

the proportion of CxSintransitive State [V + adjjncreasedn total ASCs.
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Figure 4.2
Number of Absolute Frequenciesof EnglishASCs
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Figure 4.3
Number of Relative Frequencief EnglishASCs
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ASCs

E Cx1 Intransitive Motion [V+Particle] B Cx2 Intransitive Motion [V+PP]
u Cx3 Existential [there+be] B Cx4 Evaluativ [it is ADJ t0]
H Cx5 Intransitive State [V+adj] u Cx6 Intransitive Resultative [V+adj]
B Cx7 Transitive [V+NP] B Cx8 Transitive [V+to V]
m Cx9 Transitive [V+V-ing] m Cx10 Transitive [V+that-clause]
m Cx11 Ditransitive [V+NP+NP] m Cx12 Prepositional Dative [V+NP+PP]
m Cx13 Perceptive [V+NP+V-ing] m Cx14 Causative [V+NP+V]

Cx15 Caused Motion [V+NP+Particle] m Cx16 Caused Motion [V+NP+PP]
Cx17 Transitive Resultative [V+NP+Particlc]Cx18 Transitive Resultative [V+NP+adj]
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Since Cx7 was the most frequentin the L2 speaking interactions,
the frequenies of verbs belonging t&€x7 wereexaminedurther. Table 4.5
shows the frequencies of theight most frequentverbs inthe smple

monotransitiveconstruction

Table 45
Top Eight Most Frequent VerbsUsed in Cx7
Rank X/aét)b Category) No. \Z’ggm Rank X‘/aer:)b Category) No. \Oé/\;)ggm
1 \(’,\\/AA;':‘]tTaD 329 96% |5 (ngmunicaﬁom 297 8.7%
2 ?R)AgfaEtionship 315 92% |6 gavity) 291 85%
3 '(\"'Qﬁty) 310 91% |7 (Tl\;'é':gb 287 8.4%
4 a(ztivity) 304 89% |8 FMNS:ZD 242 7.1%

The verbs listedin Table 4.5 were categorized intdour semantic domains
(adapted from Biber et al. 1999Activity, Mental, Communication, and
Relationship. These restricted sets of ¢éght verbs were repeatedly used

(AbsoluteFreq. = 2375 Ratio =69.5%) when the students expresgexir.
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4.2.2. Discussion

The analysis of th st udent soO0 W2 $peechadata e s
revealedthat many students heavily relied o€x7, i.e., thesimple direct
object patternThis finding is partlycongruous with theeports on the use of
constructions bynative speakerin spontaneous speehltenberg,1993;
Scheibman, 201) 8 i mo n o t r wsetypicallyi constitutes the greatest
proportion of occar e n dBbsret al, 1999 p.390).

When producing Cx7in the L2 speaking interactisnthe students
usedrelatively few verbsActivity, mental communication andrelationship
verbs seem toreflect the natureof conversational interactiorin which
speakers usually talk about what they do, what they think orvdelt they
say andwhat they havelt is alsofound to be considerably related ttoe
phenomenothat ER learners tend to cling on fisome basic verbs that are
used again and again in discourse and consequently turn up early in
frequency liste (Altenberg& Granger2001, p.1).

Since the studentsvere armed witHimited, not varied, types of
verbs inthe simple recurrent syntactic structures (SVC, SM&gy had hard
time to effectively delivertheir communicative intents. hile utterances

represented byhe frequently usedASCs (Cx5, Cx6, Cx7, and Cx&)ere
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often not enough to fully convethes p e a k emdédsmeadning; so that
hearergequiredadditional contextual informatiof-or example, in Task-
4, a student produced the sentefiéd wantedé Yeaeunface painting 0
and failed to deliver the meaning that sheended to draw gicture on
arother studends face. Another student wheuccessfully expresseda
similar meadnilngraai d lower opiugi.og ESujlé
Access to a variety #dSCsappears t@ssist the studenis delivering their
intended meaning.

In addition, constructimal knowledge is closely associatedth
sentencdevel production. As depicted Figure4.4, the number oEnglish
ASC types formed a statistically positive correlation with the number of
nonfragmentalL2 utterancegr = .960, p = .000). That is, vihen the number
of ASC types increaseghat of utterances having sentential syntactic
structure increase§.he employment of differerASCs seems to strongly
correl ate wousdEnglisheentartial utteranges i meaningful
interactions, one mportant aspect of basic communicative competence
which is aimed atintheCthased nati onal English cur
& Sung, 2014 p. 109. The positive relation betweethe number ofASC
types and that of sententialutterancesappears to beonsistentwith the

assumption that sentence production ability b@nacquired by learning
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ASCs (Goldberg, 1995, 2006, 2013).

Figure 4.4
Distribution of Students according to English ASCs and NON
FRAGMENT 2°
800
S21
700 O
05160511
56
0
600
oSl
[
% 500
=
2
Os17
;400 sz =
% R 8 g S22
g 300 O si8
I
OSB Os23
200 O
OSS
54
100 5240
s5 525 s1afg519
0 s 6 ~sa
~ 520
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18

#of ASC TYPES

% The dots in the diagramepresent individual participantd.he twenty-five student
participants werabbreviatedasS1,S2 08 S25

-68-



43. Relation between English ASCs and
Communicative Functions

4 3.1. Use of ASCs in Communicative Functions in L2
Speaking Interactions

This section reposttheanalysis orEnglish ASCs used to express
communicative functions in the studendL2 speech. e absolute
frequences of ASCs used to express each typecofmmunicativefunction
are showrnn Table 46. A relative frequency distributiorsialso presented in
Table 46; the numbers in parentheses indicateuteeighted averagé's

When delivering and requesting informati¢@F1), the students
empbyed the most various types AECs, i.e., 17 types. Of these, 14 types
were usedo expresknowledge memoryandbelief, modality; andvolition
(CF3, CF4, and CF5, respectivelyThe other 7 functionsd CF2
(Expressing attitudestoward fact) CF6 (Expressing emotign CF7
(Expressing moral attituge CF8 (Getting things done CF9 (Socializing,
CF10 (Structuring discourge and CF11(Repairing communicatioh &

were expressely fewer than 10 types &SCs.

2L To calculateunweighted averagethe proportions of utterancéseach celbf Table4.6
were countedccording tahe data okach individuaktudent. Thernthe cell proportions of
the entirestudents were summed and divided by the number of students.
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Among various types oASCs, only 3 typesi.e., Cx7 (Transitive

[V+NP]), Cx5 (Intransitive State [V + adj]), and Cx6 (Intransitive
Resultative [V + adj]), were employedto express allcommunicative
functionswhile Cx13 (PerceptivdV + NP + \ting]) was not used to express

anyfunction
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Table 46
Useof English ASCsby Communicative Functions?

Construction

Communicative Functions

CF1 CF2 CF3 CFKF4 CF5 CF6 CF7 CF8 CF9 CF10 CF11

1 Int. Motion 22 0 1 13 8 0 0 0 0 0 0
[V + Particle] (0.29% (0.0%9 (0.0%9 (0.1% (0.1%9 (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.0% (0.09% (0.0% (0.0%

> Int. Motion 107 0 2 98 88 0 0 0 0 0 0
[V +PP] (1.2% (0.0% (0.0% (1.6% (1.9% (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0%

3 Existential 25 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
[there+ be] (0.2% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0%

Evaluative 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
litis+ADJ+to] (0.099 (0.09%9 (0.0% (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.09%9 (0.0% (0.0% (0.09% (0.0% (0.0%

5 Int. State 112 37 104 62 52 437 12 5 8 4 2
[V + ad]] (1.5% (0.3% (1.2% (0.8% (2.5% (19.2% (0.1% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0%

6 Int. Resultative 81 9 66 90 16 271 5 3 2 2 2
[V + ad]] (0.9% (0.1% (0.8% (1.1% (0.1%9 (4.0%9 (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0%

7 Transitive 439 73 319 669 310 538 67 488 113 214 188

[V+NP] (3.89%9 (0.8% (8.9% (11.9%9 (5.0%9 (7.2% (0.6%9 (6.0% (1.0% (1.8% (2.4%

3 Transitive 50 13 1 22 463 15 11 138 38 0 0
[V +to V] (0.4% (0.19% (0.0% (0.2% (6.5% (0.2% (0.1% (1.2% (0.3% (0.0% (0.0%

9 Transitive 35 3 5 7 8 9 0 0 1 1 0
[V + V-ing] (0.3%9 (0.0%9 (0.0%9 (0.1% (0.1% (0.1%9 (0.0% (0.0% (0.09% (0.0% (0.0%

22 For details, see APPENDIX 1~4.11
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Construction

Communicative Functions

CF1 CF2 CF3 CF4 CF5 CF6 CF7 CF8 CF9 CF10 CF11
10 Transitive 39 2 38 0 16 19 0 4 0 21 19
[V +thatclause] (0.3%) (0.09% (0.4% (0.0% (0.1%9 (0.1% (0.0% (0.09%9 (0.0% (0.19%9 (0.1%
11 Ditransitive 19 0 1 3 18 0 0 0 1 0 0
[V + NP+ NP] (0.29% (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.0% (0.1%9 (0.0%9 (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.09% (0.0% (0.0%
12 Pre Dative 21 0 1 32 37 0 0 0 2 0 0
[V + NP+ PP] (0.29% (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.3%) (0.4% (0.0%9 (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.09% (0.0% (0.0%
13 Perceptive 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
[V+NP+V-ing] (0.0%9 (0.09%9 (0.0%9 (0.09%9 (0.09% (0.09%9 (0.09% (0.09%9 (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.0%
14 Causative 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
[V + NP+ V] (0.0% (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.0% (0.0%9 (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% 0.0%
15 Caused Motion 5 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0
[V + NP+ Particle] (0.099 (0.09%9 (0.099 (0.0%9 (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.099 (0.0% (0.0%)
16 Caused Motion 20 0 2 2 1 0 0 3 1 2 1
[V + NP+ PP] (0.29%9 (0.09%9 (0.0%9 (0.09%9 (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0% (0.0%
17 Tran. Resultative 6 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
[V + NP+ Particle] (0.099 (0.09%9 (0.0% (0.099 (0.099 (0.09% (0.0% (0.09%9 (0.0% (0.09%9 (0.0%
18 Tran. Resultative 22 0 2 4 6 12 3 1 2 2 3
[V + NP+ adj] (0.29% (0.0%9 (0.0% (0.0% (0.0%9 (0.1% (0.0% (0.0% (0.09% (0.0% (0.0%
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4 3.2. Discussion

The greatestnumber of English ASC types employed for CF1
indicaies that the function of delivering amgquesting information is
associatedvith a variety ofASCs Although language learners have been
encouraged to memorize and practice formulaic expressions (Chambers,
1997; Chambers & Richards, 1995; Nation, 1989; Nattinger & DeCarrico,
1992; Richard, 198 Wood, 2001) CF1 could not beeasily conveyed
through fixed expressiongrovided in a serie®f subfunctiors of the

Curriculum

(5) Example of EpressiongGiven in Sub-functions of CF1
1.2. Reporting, describing and narrating
- I met ... (yesterday).
- There is a store on the corner.

- The train has left.

(5) shows the xemplaryexpressions provided itme subfunctiors of CF1.

In the L2 corpus of the studentspwever these were difficulto find

because the students were abte toemploy memorizeeé@xpressionsuch
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as those described by CF#e most frequery usel functionin the L2
corpus.This lack of formulaic expressionslated to CF1 necessitates that
ASCs whichassociateneaning to clauskevel expressiondye incorporated

into L2 speakingcompetence

(6) ExcerptSuggesting the Importance Gbnstructional Knowledge
STUDENT1: #AMy pen! Where?o0
STUDENT2: dAlt é €& moved. OO

STUDENTfIdofiwint t o the front. o

As seen in(6), CF1 could be successfully delivered through
constructional knowledgesi t h  fimost ¢ o mm@®@iberdtalx i c al v
1999, p.373)Although STUDENT?2 reporteth a postspeaking phase that
he was aware of the meaninfj @ach word spoken bTUDENT3, the
studentcould not collatethe individual part(i.e., fell, down, front) into a
structure (i.e., Cx2)As shown inthe excerptstudents whaisedcomplex
ASCs inthe L2 speaking production showedtandency to exress CF1
successfullyThis suggests thathe ability to creatively generasentence
level utterances through a varieify ASCsis importantin expressin@nes

communicative intents.
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CHAPTER 5.
CONCLUSION

This chapterconcludesthe present studigased orthe results of the
data analysis. Thiirst sectionsummarizes the findings of the present study
andsuggest their implications. Theecondsectionpresens the limitations

of the study and provides suggestions for further research.

5.1. Major Findings and Implications

This study examined Koreamiddle £ h o o | Engl i sh | e
spoken productian focusing on the distribution and frequencies of
communicativefunctionsandASCs.

The first research questionconcers the frequencies of
communicativefunctionsin L1 and L2speakinginteractios. Inthe L1 data,
the most frequently occurringpmmunicativefunctionwas CF1in total as
well as in noAfragmental utterances. In fragmental utteran€#® was the
most frequenaind CF1 the secondost frequentin the L2 datg the most
frequenly usedfunctionwasCF6 in total and nodragmental utterancesn

fragmental utterancesCF1l1 was the most frequenhowever, it was
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infrequentin nonfragmental utterances. The comparidmtween the L1

and L2 datarevealed thaCCF1 decreasethe mostdramati@lly across all
utterance types. Students expressed the communicative intents of delivering
andrequestingnformation far less frequently in their L2 than in the L1.

The secondesearch questioaddressethe use of BglishASCsin
the L2 spokenproductionby the studentsThe most fregently usedtype
was Cx7 consistingof 57.1% of norfragmental utteranceslThe other
frequently used\SCs wereCx5, Cx6, andCx8, accounting fofl3.1%, 8.6%,
and 11.%o, respectively. Although many students relied on limited types of
English ASCs, the Rearson correlation coefficiershowed that whenhe
numberof ASC typesused by the studeniscreases, that of utterances
havingsentential syntactic structuirgcreases.

With regard to the lastresearch questionwhich concerns
distribution of ASCs acrossommunicative functiosy, only threeEnglish
ASCs (Cx7, Cx5, and Cx6) were employed across all types of
communicative functionsThe function in viich the most various types of

ASCs wereemployed was CF1.
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Based on these findings, the present study suggests the following

pedagogical implications light of L2 speaking

(6) Pedagogicalmplications
a. Students havmore difficulty delivering communicative
intents in the L2hanthe L1.
b. Thecommunicative functiothat the students have the
most difficulty expressing in the L2siCFl, which is
presented with a very fesubfunctions In addition,ready
made expressionstedin the Curriculum seem insufficient
to perform his communicative function.
c. The ability to usevarious ASCs is important for EFL
learners to produce sententmvel utterances and to

express the most challenging function (CF1).
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5.2. Limitations and Suggestions for Further
Research

There areseverallimitationsin the present studyFirst, the findings
of the present study may not be entirely applicablether foreign language
learning contextsAs the data of the current study were collechexhn
students of the sanwassin a Koreansecondary schopmorestudiesfrom
various contextarerequiredto confirm the significanceof EnglishASCs in
L2 speaking.
Second the limited number of thepeakingtasks resulted in the
absence of somesibuncti ons i n thes(Eg,msimgnt sdé L2
after, reacting to being asked aftenaking or answering a caltequesting
someone t o gi.Weatheoneseach empleyng a dariety of
interaction taskwould provide moreeomprehensive anprecise diagnosis
of L2 speakingompetence.
Finally, the positiveinfluence of ASCs on L2 spech production
needs to be further examined. In particular, future research should
investigateeffects of teaching EnglishSCson EFL | ear ner sd s pe

competence.
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Task-K-1

APPENDIX 1.1

Task Materials: Tasks on School Life

School Life

Make Our

School Rules
“Fules Outsick the Classroom”

Do you like our school rules? What should we do outside the
classroom? What shouldn't we do? Write down Do's and
Don'ts.

Now, you can make new rules outside the classroom! What do
(don't) you want to do? What do (don't) you want your friends
or teachers to do? Talk with your group members.

Make a list of rules outside the dassrooms.

Task-E-1

School Life

Make Our
School Rules

fmmwmm:f'

Do you like our school rules? What should we do inside the
classroom? What shouldn't we do? Write down Do's and
Don'ts.

STEP 2
Now, you can make new rules inside the classroom! What do
(don’t) you want to do? What do (don't) you want your fiiends
or teachers to do? Talk with your group members.

Make a list of rules inside the classrooms.
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APPENDIX 1.2

Materials: Tasks on People

Task-K -2

Showand Tell:
My Family

You have a picture of your family. In a group, put the pictures
together and share feeiings or thoughts about them.

STEP 2

Take wms and tell about your picture. (e.g., “When”, "Wherg”,
“Who", “What you did” and “What happened”)

Make a collage with the pictures.

Task-E-2

Showand Tell:
My Friends

You a picture of your friends. In a group, put the pictures
together and share feelngs or thoughts about them.

STEP 2

Take tums and tell about your picture. (e.g., “When”, “Wherg”,
“Wha", “What you did” and “What happened)

STEP 3
Make a colage with the pictures.
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APPENDIX 1.3

Task Materials: Tasks onFood

Task-K-3 & Task-E-3

Draw a picture of any food on the cards.
Food Give your cards to other group members and get the new ones.

@ stTeP2
NewFood —

i With the cards, think of & new food recipe and its nams.
;Contest Talk how to make it, 1o whom you want to give it and why.

Choose the best new food with your group members.

-90-



APPENDIX 1.4
Task Materials: Tasks onTravel

Task-K-4
You have a list of things you might want to bring to the field trip.
What do you want to do with them? To which person? Or to
Travel which thing? Share ideas with group members and fill in the

Plan School
Trip

(your own)

I )
Si\ English
)/

s
| Eh

/ Name Name
A~ What What
To whofwhich: Towhofwhichc
- Why: Why:
Task-E-4
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