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Abstract

This study of L-2 Russian interlanguage production examined tensalof
phonetic, lexical and syntactical features for L-1 listenerlligitality, based on L-2
recitation of written scripts (Part I) and also unreheaspedch (Part 1l). Part Il of the
study investigated strategies used by native-speaking teamh&usssian as a Second
Language and experienced Russian host families to facititatgorehensibility of L-2
Russian speech.

The respondent group consisted of 51 native-Russian speakers plus a 20-membe
ethnic Russian control group, whose speech samples were also ratesl informant
group. The 51 respondents comprised four sub-groups based on residency/S)ssi
profession (teacher/non-teacher of Russian as a Second Langesgeiience with
Americans and knowledge of English.

Part | participants listened to eight L-2 American speakersRuegsian of
beginning, intermediate, advanced and superior proficiency levelsaréaxt in Russian
and noted which aspect(s) of L-2 speech affected intelligibilityPart II, participants
listened to the same L-2 speakers spontaneously speak in Russiathabofamilies,
and then recorded which non-nativelike productions in grammar, pronunclaiaan
and syntax were salient. In Part 1ll, 18 L-2 Russian Teach®is8 Russian home-stay
family hosts were surveyed regarding both effective and inaféestrategies used to
facilitate comprehensibility with American speakers of Russian.

The results of Part | revealed the salience of L-2 pronuncigispecially of
paired consonants) by speakers of all proficiency levels forlistdner intelligibility.

However, data revealed that native Russian listeners rateddfi@rkotional expression”



[intonational contours] as having most interfered with the intbiligy of speakers in the
control group.

Part 1l findings confirmed that, although ratings across differespondent
groups varied regarding L-2 proficiency levels and degree ompeehensibility, non-
nativelike pronunciation by L-2 speakers of all levels resultedthe greatest
incomprehensibility for L-1 listeners. Six of the eight respondemtips determined that
incorrect word choice by Level 1, 2 and 4 L-2 speakers resulteccamiprehension.
Four of the eight respondent groups identified non-normative produatidn® syntax
by Level 1 and 2 speakers as salient. Hesitation devices ad tibed by L-2 speakers
also resulted in L-1 listener incomprehension.

The results of Part lll showed that inter-active strategiesd to clarify or
improve poor L-2 pronunciation or grammar knowledge are most effechiea students
are highly motivated, have low inhibition, and make a concerted éff@dmmunicate

with their teachers, as well as with home-stay hosts.
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Introduction

When analyzing the speech of non-native adult learners of angrfdeenguage,
it is important to consider the hierarchy of language productionod@irs, which is
commonly represented by the inverted pyramid of the Interageamoyuage Roundtable
(ILR) proficiency scale. As one might expect, the lower auageg learner's knowledge
of a foreign language, the lower s/he is on this hierarchy. Students who have jusbbegun t
learn another language, for example, often lack sufficient kngeletfithe correct use of
lexicon, grammar and collocations to make themselves comprehenmsibie target
language on the lexical level, which is the critical componentnfast communication at
the novice (0) level. On a phonemic level, however, novice-level speeghbma
comprehensible to native speakers, despite occasionally mispronounced sodnds
incorrectly placed word stress.

As one might expect, as learners continue to speak and understafiodetge
language, they begin to move beyond memorized words and phrases fu &itereate
with the language on the level of the sentence, taking linguiskis aisd experimenting
with their yet-incomplete knowledge, which often results in theorrect use of words
and sentence structures in the L-2. In addition, certain sounds ithé&e stifficult for
beginners to articulate. As a result, native speakers, aocedtto dealing with
foreigners, may comprehend L-2 speech and its meaning, but experifrozdtydiin
understanding certain sounds, words and phrases. In addition, beginningpksietrs
are easily recognizable and may require a degree of linguistic acmdetion.

As learners progress further up the scale of L-2 production andtleatedvanced

stages of learning, they gain a deeper understanding amehigrgdegree of control and
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automaticity for the patterns of native use of words and phragesh is sometimes
called a “feel” for the language. Thus, unlike less proficient spealtee production of
advanced learners more clearly resembles the native model #mmghl it contains
phonetic inaccuracies, they are fewer in number than with lefisipnt learners, and do
not complicate comprehension for most native speakers. However,ayaiBsincorrect

word choice or slightly imprecise pronunciation distinguishes advameset-Epeech
from the professional level.

Learners who manage to reach the superior or professional levahgfage
learning speak effortlessly and smoothly, exhibiting good control ofegsional
discourse and a broad range of communication skills across ediffesocial and
professional situations. The pronunciation of superior-level speakeiss vgireatly,
however, with some individuals having an accent closer to the native thasebther
speakers. Nevertheless, regardless of how correct a superior-tpedker’'s
pronunciation is deemed to be, it is rarely, if ever, mistaken for native.

Just as a learner’s speech characteristics reflect higler of proficiency, so
also does the native speaker’s comprehension of non-native speech deperseveral
different factors. For instance, native speakers accustomed toatiga-speech have
little difficulty processing and comprehending the speech of begideus) students
representing certain language groups that are familiar to dgssHowever, native
speakers with limited or no contact with foreign learners eaerience a great deal of
difficulty understanding the novice or intermediate-level speakeioihe groups of
potential native informants for whom comprehension of native and inteateexpeech is

generally non-problematic are individuals who teach their né&ivguage to foreigners,
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native speakers who host foreigners and may be familiar withatnee language of the
learner, and people who have contact with foreigners on a regular basis.

In order to make sense of the factors that contribute to the itpadiil native
speakers to understand non-native speech, it is necessary to fodhe awe that
intelligibility and comprehensibility play in this equation. For exéenis it possible to
identify and describe the conditions under which non-native speech becuelkgible
and incomprehensible to native speakers? In order to answer thi®guektave decided
to research the role played by structural precision (phoneticalexyrammatical) in
comprehension by native speakers of the L-2 speech production of adulicdme
learners of Russian at various levels. Specifically, mgaieh focuses on the relative
importance of lexical, phonetic and intonational correctness in naipeaker
comprehension of non-native speech in Russian. My reason for choosesgéoch the
grammatical and phonetic accuracy of non-native speakers is cetndgth the need to
strengthen understanding of the variables that weigh most haaviiative speaker
reactions to non-native speech in order to establish valid teachordigs for second
language learners.

It is important to begin by focusing on language as a whol¢hanele it plays in
the communicative process. Schiffrin (1987:6) claims that human spakay$ has a
recipient, either immediate or eventual,” and that the addresdele, decoding the
verbal message, must know how to interpret the words and their mearingiso the
speaker’s intentions. ThuBpw a speaker pronounces words is just as importamhas
the speaker says. In the case of communication between nativemmative speakers

tolerance for ambiguity stretches across ethnic boundaries aied dae to individual
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differences and previous experience that listeners may havenwaoating with

foreigners. However, not only does listener comprehension vary, bdbesothe L-2
speech of language learners range from near-native to nelglaratlear to completely
unintelligible.

Smith and Nelson (1985) link comprehensibility with utterance meanihtge w
James (1998: 212) states that it “is concerned with the communiedteat of non-
native like production.” Deetz (1994: 303) provides a more detailedamipbn of
comprehension when he asserts, “comprehension, involving a set ofivegnilcesses,
is the product of constructing meaning by implementing a sdtaikegies for selecting,
retrieving and integrating a number of information sources (e.ggbmmd knowledge,
textual features, memories and emotions) to form a mental repagse of the discourse
that sufficiently captures the gist of the source’s intent.”
It should be added that comprehension is a dynamic and changeablenfuridiuman
understanding in which the source, context, message and receiptayadl role in the
message’s overall correct interpretation.

Although comprehension is connected with word and utterance meaning,
intelligibility, according to Smith and Nelson (1985: 334) deals withrtl and utterance
recognition.” Jenkins (2000: 71) expands on this idea by defining gibdlily as “the
production and recognition of the formal properties of words and utteramzksin
particular, the ability to produce and receive phonological form.t dascomponents
such as source, context, message and receiver all play a patieiroverall
comprehensibility of a message, intelligibility also derivesrfrdifferent sources, which

are both linguistic and non-linguistic (Fayer and Krasinski 1987: 313)eXample, the
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linguistic aspect consists of matters of style, such as speéesitations, intonation,
word stress and rhythm, or matters of linguistic form, such ascluse the form of the
message is to the target language. The non-linguistic cohtawever, stems from the
relationship with the speaker and what the speaker is saying, @icalhgharacteristics of
the speaker or environment that are distracting (Fayer and Kaa$®®&7: 313). Thus,
variables other than the ability to simply recognize words andaattes influence the
intelligibility of a message.

It is also worth noting that a speaker who is unintelligiblene listener might be
understood quite well by a different individual depending on the levsyrmapathy the
listener has for the speaker, how familiar the listener ik thie speaker or with other
speakers from the same L-1 background, as well as how farhifidistener is with the
topic in discussion. (AMEP: 1) In addition, other variables such asstieadr’'s attitude
to the speaker and the speaker’s ethnic group, and the listener'ssbemgbility of a
speaker’s accent may also influence intelligibility.

Hongyan (2007: 10) provides experimental evidence of the relative badman
of pronunciation to speech comprehension and thereby shows that proounceatter
than grammar or vocabulary, affects comprehension. Moreover, stgsathat it is the
second language learner’s transfer of structures fronmdkigee language to the target
language that affects pronunciation the most

Johannsson (1978) and Ludwig (1982) are of the opinion that native speakers
most often judge nonnative pronunciation in terms of the speaker’s lanégHigibility,
the irritability of the accent, or its acceptability. The mrabehind this focus on a second

language speaker’'s correct pronunciation is clear — withounhtamaing at least a
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threshold level of pronunciation, communication is difficult at besham-existent at
worst.

Pronunciation, like the other speech components, will draw attentiorsetid it
through the 2 and 2+ level, although native speakers can almost alha#gsatnleast
some sense out of incorrect utterances produced by L-2 learnersinBiation and
grammar control are, to quote Schumann and Stenson (1974: 48), “linketutbeatand
social structure. Deviancy from grammatical or phonological noohsa speech
community elicits evaluational reactions that may classifyeesson unfavorably. Our
speech, by offering a rich variety of social and ethnic cdeglaeach of which has
attitudinal correlates in our own and our listener’s behavior, is aansby which we
remind ourselves and others of social and ethnic boundaries, and is pauscd the
process of social maintenance.” Therefore, speech tells volaboeg who we are as
individuals and, in the case of second language learners, itsevgetat deal about their
attitude toward the target language and culture. For that rezeifill monitoring of L-2
grammatical and phonetic production requires on-going attention bynssuaied second

language instructors.
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Chapter 1
LITERATURE REVIEW

1.0 Description of Factors Affecting L-2 Comprehensibility and Intellgibility

A review of the pertinent literature in the field of comprehenigybibnd
intelligibility in adult second language production shows two mai@ctions of inquiry:
description of L-2 production using the rigorous tools of L-1 phonetidgpaamunciation
analysis to compare in detail the features of L-2 speech Imi 6§ comparable L-1
models. A second and more recent trend in the literature furthenireesl-2
production from the point of view of its salience in actual communicatiotis native
speakers: interlocutors or native speaker observers are asked toytdedtures that aid
or detract from communication with the non-native subjects and tofymaupirically
which speech components (segmentals, super-segmentals, syllialdires, voice
settings, etc) contribute to intelligibility and comprehensibility, ahéctvones do not.

Intelligibility and comprehensibility of L-2 learner speech féeeted both by
linguistic and non-linguistic factors. Linguistic factors incluab# only phonetic, but also
lexical and grammatical variables, which relate to the degwewhich L-2 speech
approximates the target norm. The present study will make uskeotiescriptive
tradition to analyze and interpret salience in actual commuwvecatts of the research

subjects. The research tradition itself is quite rich, as the review withitedi
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1.1 Phonetic Variables That Influence the Intelligibility and Comprdnensibility of

L-2 Speakers

Several phonetic variables that are used to gauge the acafrdc? learner
pronunciation with respect to an ideal native-speaker model wtlbi®xamined. These
categories include: segmentals, super-segmentals, syllabletust and learner
preference for one sound over another based on socio-linguisticorairatthe native

language (L-1) that is transferred to the second language (L-2).

1.1.1 Segmentals

Segmentals comprise one major phonological level at which non-regaech
pronunciation may be tested for intelligibility: consonants and vo(felsexample, the
substitution of one sound for another or the modification of a sound), voiewraethg,
vowel reduction and paired consonants (Anderson-Hsieh et. al.: 530).rtlaula,
sounds that are phonetically different from those in the L-1 arky likeprove the most
difficult to produce, at least initially, due to the fact tha tearner must learn to activate
articulators in new ways. In a survey of 317 languages, Keys (200@o8%) that the
phonemes /i, u, a/ appeared in more than 250, the phoneme /m/ in over 300, but /x/
occurred in only 76 and /ts/ in 46. Based on his findings, he makedtathe that less
frequent sounds are more difficult for learners to acquire (Keyes 2000: 85).

Conversely, a similarity between phonemes in the L-1 and L-2e=aritrin the
learner’'s assumption that the two sounds are in fact the saoss dbe two languages
(Jenkins 2000: 8). In Scovel's (1976) opinion, interference is rampant in pharalogi

development, especially when it seems to the learner that sounds in2t resemble
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those in the L-1. The explanation for such overgeneralization ishidearner is guided

by categories that have been established for the L-1 (Bond&9%s 449), thus resulting

in difficulty establishing new phonetic categories for the L-2. Dldécome is that
learners, in relying on their already-established L-1 phonetisgoges, often pronounce
sounds in the L-2 just as they would those in the L-1, if they abl@rno distinguish a
phonetic difference between them. Sounds which are new, however, and do nat have
perceived counterpart in the L-1 are likely to be acquired mccarately because “they
escape the limiting effect of previous phonetic experience” =gl Hillenbrand 1984:
198).

As a result of learners incorrectly identifying new sounds in liHg their
pronunciation may become inaccurate. Flege concluded that the “phdrsttace”
status of the phones involved provides a reliable predictor of the langeage accuracy
with which phones will be realized in the L-2 (1987a: 324). For examplen a phone
does not exist in the L-1 but is found in the L-2 learners often kesee difficulty
producing it than phones that learners believe are “similarhdset in the L-1. Flege
(324) concluded that such phones are produced with non-target values.

Flege and Hillandbrand (1984) confirmed this claim by conductintu@dy sn
which six male and six female English native speakers of beginning Fremetasked to
assess the vowel contrast between the French syllablesulyar(@ /tu/ (tous). The
researchers concluded that native speakers of English may preglugghones in an L-2
more accurately than those phones that have a clear countergaetnative language.
These researchers thus concluded that the inexperienced Ameriakerspg@oduced the

new vowel /y/ more accurately than /u/, which has a counterpart in English.
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Beebe (1984) came to a different conclusion than Flege and Hillawadbra
regarding pronunciation inaccuracies and phoneme substitution. Slechese the
pronunciation difficulties of 25 English as a Second Language (E&Idents from
Japan, China, Korea, Thailand and Indonesia and found that most of theegstduan
her subjects produced non-native like sounds did not involve substitution phoneme
or another. In fact, they did not involve confusion of phonemes at alheRahey
involved phonetic approximation or overgeneralization of a target souncexgample,
91 percent of the linguistic inaccuracies her subjects made amywximations of
English /s/, and 43 percent of their inaccurate production of /i/ aggeoximations of /i/
(56). Beebe also asserts that in most cases instances of nenkatipronunciation do
not involve transfer of a native language variant. She makes #dms bhsed on the fact
that many phonetic variants in L-2 learner speech cannot be foundhém &ie native
language or the target language, since they are actually apptmas of target language
variants.

One may argue that learners need not produce all sounds perfazlysb the
context may compensate for any deficiencies made in individual sododsver, in
studies done by Jenkins (2000: 12) involving phonetic substitutions of Englisdssby
Japanese, Taiwanese and Korean speakers, she found that thetifoonmgeegularly
led to intelligibility problems for those listeners who did notrehthe speaker’'s L-1,
although in the majority of cases a clear context was avaitbilee time the deviant
form was produced.

Consonant deletion may also impact on a second language leartedligibility.

In a study done by Suenobu, Kanzaki and Yamane (1992), 48 Americamedisb
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speeches made by 80 Japanese students and transcribed pavtcdéaand sentences
exactly as they had heard them. The researchers found that condeletion had the
highest rate of unintelligibility — that is, the words that corediinstances of consonant
deletion were the hardest for the L-1 English speakers to understand. Thus, Suehobu et a
concluded that these results support O’Connor’s view (1980: 24) that corssenand

not vowels — contribute the most to making English oral speech understandable.

Pronunciation of vowels and vowel reduction must also be considered for the
heavy weight they carry in affecting the intelligibility mon-native speech. It has been
argued (Best 1993) that the incorrect pronunciation of vowels, which tisster
intensity and duration than consonants, should be more detrimental taiioitesili than
the incorrect pronunciation of consonants. Elsendoorn (1983) even contendeddhat a
authentic pronunciation of vowels is to blame for a foreign accent.

The pronunciation of Russian voiced consonants presents a particul@anpifobl
native speakers of English due to the fact that L-1 Engpglalers tend to substitute
semi-voiced consonants for voiced ones (Fedyanina et al. 1985: 532). Russidins
other hand, regard semi-voiced consonants as voiceless. Native Epgh&lers need to
remember that when speaking Russian, the tenser the sound, thededstusj which is
the opposite in English. Pronouncing Russian voiced consonants with theegmae of
tension characteristic of their English counterparts autontigticdevoices them
(Fedyanina et al., 1985: 532).

In an effort to determine how native speakers of Spanish evalubhted t
comprehensibility of non-native speech samples, Schairer (1992: 317)hdrad

participants evaluate the samples with respect to: 1) compieitignsagreeableness or
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disagreeableness of voice; and 2) nativeness of accent. She ctdmaectmclusion that
the comprehensibility of L-2 speech might be best improved by ntmatiag first on the
native-like pronunciation of vowels, then on the appropriate linking of waoad-fi
consonants and vowels, and finally on the production of consonants. Inulastic
Schairer’'s data showed that her participants rated speakeananative when they did
not stress over 60 percent of Spanish vowels.

The pronunciation of Russian vowels and vowel-reduction in the speech
production of non-native learners can also be influenced by the Risg®Hing system,
which does not uniformly follow the principle of one symbol for one souiitierefore,
instructors and students alike must pay close attention to Russian phyohkaepging in
mind those automatic changes affecting Russian pronunciation (forpkxawowel
reduction, voicing/devoicing of consonants, etc.) which are not redlect¢he written
forms of the words. In research done by Ogorodnikova (1993: 179) on American
learners of Russian and vowel reduction, she determined that Amstuckmts are more
likely to round the unstressed “0” (calle@dx4nne” in Russian) in reading than in
speaking. She explained this discrepancy by the fact that speakuiges L-2 learners
to retrieve phonological representations from long-term memoryewéading is, to a
great extent, based on recoding and varies depending on the rgadéciency level.
Thus, she determined that inaccuracies in recoding cause the roundneguoistressed

“0,” which reflects the reader’s proficiency level and is not governed by pbdaetors.
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1.1.2 Super-segmentals

A second dimension of phonology that impacts on the intelligibility-8fspeech
is known as the super-segmental, or prosodic domain. It referess stithin syllables,
words, phrases and longer stretches of speech, intonation and spedétremaiagton
and Richards 1986: 210).

Exactly how much do super-segmentals influence intelligibil@g!dman et al.
(1980: 157) and Prator (1971) assert “as far as phonology is concerned,treesd-s
rhythm and intonation have a fundamental function in communication and must be
assigned ‘the highest of all priorities™ (Prator, 1971: 68). Jad@mis (1978) study on
the effects of prosody and segmentals on pronunciation judgments logadative
speakers support Prator’s assertation. In particular, he found th&ritish English
judges consistently rated extended speech samples of SwedisHe&®krs more
severely than they did word lists and sentences, therefore ssunggehat super-
segmentals weighed more heavily than did segmentals in judgmeks oy native
speakers. Additionally, Johansson found evidence for less tolerance foissgpeental
deviance in a comparison between a speaker with correct superrsaignmend poor
segmentals and another speaker with poor super-segmentals andssgmentals, with
the ratings being higher for the former.

In focusing on one type of super-segmental, i.e. word stress, BenrE2d) (
showed how incorrect stress placements lead to intelligibilitly tis study of Indian,
Nigerian and Algerian speakers of English, whose monologues giwaza to British
speakers to analyze. He learned that when native listeearsl hearners pronounce

suitable as “suiTAle” they claimed to have heard “the level;” when they heard
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secondarypronounced as “seCQIdry” they thought the speaker had said “country,” and
forgot pronounced as “FORgot” was thought to be “forelock” (161). Based on thiese da
Benrabah concluded that when native speakers must try and understamdcilycor
stressed words, they do not produce patterns randomly; rather thegridnterpretation
based on the pattern produced by the non-native speaker. As éit¢h394: 83) stated,
“A hearer is in a similar situation to someone trying to cobepke partially solved
crossword puzzle: a few pieces of word are likely to be in pladgethe rest has to be
guessed with the help of diverse clues. Thus, when trying to sehassword puzzle of
incorrectly stressed words, native speakers impose their owhvatekpectations on to

a sketchy outline to make the unintelligible at least somewhat intelligible.

Just as Benrabah found that incorrect word stress is correldatenhtlligibility,
so Magan (1998) and Major (1986) determined that super-segmentalscaceranected
with global foreign accent. In their study, they removed alireedal information from
speech and discovered that judges were still able to distinguisbdreEnglish passages
spoken by native speakers and native speakers of Mandarin. Supentdgnthen, are
not just moderately important in influencing foreign accent, buedas Anderson-
Hsieh, Johnson and Koehler's (1992) research done with English le&orardifferent
L-1 backgrounds, they are more important than segmental and syllablarstfactors.

It is worth mentioning how differences in Russian and Engligssisystems may
cause Russian native speakers to misunderstand Americans speaksignR One
primary difference between the two systems lies in thetfadt Russian words do not
receive multiple stresses; instead a single stressseci@ated with a given syllable based

primarily on lexical information (Kalenchuk and Kasatkina 1993, Coats 1d@Be
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1973). Moreover, stressing the correct syllable is critical ussi&n colloquial speech,
according to Zemskaya (1983: 43-44) because it is often charadtbyizgeformation or
complete loss of syllables, with the exception of the stresskdblgy An example is the
word zasoésvisame [zavojovyvat], which takes a null morpheme in the fourth syllable,
thus resulting in the pronunciation as “zavojov_vat'.”

The situation, however, is quite different for English words, which omagain
several stressed syllables of differing amplitudes and lengitlading one syllable with
primary stress, e.gpara’phrase (Hayes 1995). American students studying Russian,
therefore, would be hypothesized to incorrectly stress Russiatsviorkeeping with
their established English word-stress parameters. In ordes¢arch mistakes made by
American students learning Russian stress, Hart (1994: 269) ammadisn oral test to
Russian students from six American universities who were inettend to fourth year of
their studies. After recording their speech and extractingssttata from the recordings,
he confirmed that one word out of every four or five had incorrect sstaesl,
subsequently, incorrect pronunciation due to stress.

If we consider how American students of Russian might apply Engliress
patterns to the worgaraphraseit is clear how misunderstandings may arise. In the
Russian wordiapaghpas [paraphrase] stress falls only on the second syllableppes:
[phrase]. However, if American students tried to pronoungeigpas [paraphrasejn
keeping with English stress rules, they would probably says"dpa3,” which could be
interpreted by a Russian native speaker as two wotdgagppas [a pair of phrases].

In a second study conducted to verify stress tendencies among English spkakers

Russian, Hart (1994) developed a test of Russian dialogues and paragraphsus
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difficulties and administered it to intermediate and advanced stideRussian from six
American universities. The results were not surprising — incostegss placement made
in multi-syllabic Russian words by American students were foundldsely match
English stress patterns for words the students did not know (Hart 2B9%:This study
illustrated that students do not simply guess randomly about whersttess in an
unknown Russian word should fall; rather, they base their judgments orstEstkss
rules.

Like word stress, intonation is also responsible for facilitattmgimpeding
whether L-2 speech is intelligible to native speakers. Withsiisg and falling contours,
intonation indicates which part of the information is new versus knealient versus
less salient or topic versus comment, and makes connectethesrefcspeech coherent
and interpretable by the listener. Dirven & Oakeshott-Taylor (1383) expressed their
opinion of the importance of intonation, saying, “To interfere with ssiréiming,
fundamental frequency [and other aspects of prosodic continuity in disfostglly has
more drastic consequences for comprehension than removing the cagsadicular
[phonological] segment.” According to Chun (1988: 297), intonation plays &egredée
in intelligibility than other types of linguistic inaccurasieSome of the problems that
native speakers of any language have in understanding non-native speakpossibly
in the realm of “wrong” (or “foreign”) intonation in sentences aadin the non-native
like speech production of word stress or pronunciation.

Intonation consists of highly habitual patterns of which L-1 speakersat
consciously aware and operates at a subconscious level, resultimg transferring of

native-speech patterns into the L-2. Very often L-2 speakers sidophot realize that
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certain aspects of their native intonation may be regardedf@ssiok when they are
speaking an L-2. For example, Gumprez (1982: 173) described how recesdlyrigian
and Pakistani cafeteria staff working at a British airportenmgerceived as “surly and
uncooperative” purely on the basis of their intonation patterns. Whemgfignavy they
would say the word “gravy” with a falling tone instead ofsang tone normally adopted
by L-1 speakers of English when making offers of this type. Whais interpreted by the
cargo handlers they served as a statement of fact, and thaoativediof indifference

rather than a polite offer.

Van Els and De Bot (1987), who had nine Dutch and nine foreign women (three

English, three French and three Turkish) read a story in Dutsb, salught to learn
whether L-1 intonation is audible in L-2 speech. In particular, treglten experienced
listeners indicate whether the speaker’s L-1 was Dutch. Tharobsgs discovered that
the judges correctly identified the Dutch native versus non-ngteakers 94 percent of
the time. Van Els and De Bot therefore concluded that aspectslointonation do
indeed transfer to the L-2 and a foreign accent shows in a folaiguage speaker’s
intonation (154).

A third type of super-segmental that researchers have inatesti¢gs speech rate,
which has led to intriguing conclusions about the correlation betwssstls rate and
comprehension, and speech rate and audibility of non-native accentsdiRggeon-
native speaker L-2 comprehension and rapid speech rate, Flowerdewllend §1i992)
research determined that L-1 Cantonese speakers were unanim@ismgnspeed of
delivery as the greatest obstacle to understanding lectures iislEriggsearchers have

also discovered, however, that comprehension may be equally diffmulnédtive
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speakers when listening to non-natives speak “before learners hanesl galequate
control of the L-2 phonology system” (Schairer 1992: 317). For advancddie¥e
speakers who use slower speech a different picture emergeatias speakers do not
have difficulty comprehending them (317).

Slower does indeed seem to be better when the issue at hangpihension, as
Anderson-Hsieh and Koehler’'s (1988) findings illustrate. In pa#di¢uhey confirmed
that on passages read by both natives and non-natives, comprehensigsnwarere
significantly higher when the passages were read at slotes, thus leading them to
conclude that slower rates enhance comprehension. Likewise, Aronson310pdaises
a valid point against L-1 speakers of English escalating $peich rate in Russian. In so
doing, he thinks, they may apply English patterns to Russian wordsdskamnce, instead
of pronouncingeonosa [head] as [galva], by increasing their speech rate English L-1
speakers may eliminate the middle vowel, thus saying [galva]. Anoolers a second
example withoasams [t0 give], which, he contests, English speakers may shorten to
[dvat’]. Factors such as these make it likely that an incneafb@ency may in some cases
result in decreased, rather than increased, intelligibility of non-nativetspee

When the focus shifts to ease of identifying non-native pronunciatidrspeech
rate, it seems that L-2 speakers shauitibe encouraged to speak slowly if they want
their foreign pronunciation to be less audible. Munro and Derwing (1898} that L-1
Mandarin learners of English were considered more non-native gked & speak their
L-2 more slowly. A later study by Munro and Derwing (2001) réagtdhat non-native

speech needed only slight speeding-up to be perceived as legs.f@ased on these
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findings, it would seem that L-2 learners should strive to incriesespeech rate and in

this way make their speech closer to the native model.

1.1.3 Syllable structure

Syllable structure makes up a third dimension of phonology that hefeahan
the pronunciation of L-2 speech. According to Tarone (1980), Anderson (1983),
Broselow, (1983, 1984), Sato (1984) and Karimi (1987), the incorrect production of
syllable structure involves the addition of a segment or sylli@e]eletion of a segment
or syllable, or the recording of segments in syllables, sucbre®oant deletion or vowel
insertion.

It cannot be argued that syllable structure, like segmemdis@per-segmentals,
also plays a crucial role in how learners identify and produ2esaunds. The transfer of
syllable structure rules from the L-1 to the L-2 may causapiciation inaccuracies,
such as when learners insert epenthetic vowels into L-@uxgltlusters in order to force
target language structures to conform to native language rutasgydEing 2007: 35).
Such a process is known @genthesislf, for example, learners must produce segmental
units such as Consonant+Consonant+Vowel (CCV) or CVCC, which do noirexst
L-1, the non-native speaker may break up these units with a neatval /schwa/, thus
making the patterns easier to pronounce but still preserving the base form.

Examples of epenthesis, in particular the tendency to insert a betveéen the
first two consonants of an English cluster, have been documented eXieasiong L-2
speakers of English with L-1's of Arabic, Viethamese, TurkishsiBerand Hindi.

Broselow (1983: 269), in her study of epenthesis and L-1 speakers ot Aiand that
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speakers of Egyptian Arabic inserted an [i] between the fitsacond consonants of an
initial two-consonant cluster, which resulted in them pronouniow as [filoor] and
translateas [tiransilet]. Similarly, Sato (1984), in her study of L-1 transfeYiggnamese
speakers of L-2 English, pointed out that the learners in his stady found to have
more difficulty with initial as opposed to final clusters duette tact that Viethamese
allows final but not initial clusters.

L-1 English speakers of Russian may also use epenthesis intorbdezak-up
clusters that do not coincide with normal English segmental unitsheéoikov and
Chistovich (1965) speculate that American students learning Russignhave a
tendency to pronouncea:cemo [letter] as /pis-i-mo/ andienosenue [instant] as /mygno-
ven’e/, with the reason lying in the different types of consonhusters permitted in
English and Russian. In American English, there are more consonaters! word-
finally than word-initially. Russian, however, has more (and moraptex) clusters
initially than finally (Aronson 1964: 317). Such attempts to convert Bossounds into
American-English patterns could result in unintelligibility for native $taus speakers.

In attempt to modify word-final consonants to which they are unammest, L-2
learners may also use deletion. Suenobo et al. (1992) determinedothsiyprisingly,
deletion by Japanese speakers of English was found to cause Hesthigte of
unintelligibility by English native-speaker listeners. How arftere it occurred in words
also played a part in native-speaker overall comprehension. Ircyparti when it
occurred in isolation and in word final position it had a slightlssl serious effect than
when it occurred in word-initial position where it was far mdkely to cause a

comprehension problem. Researchers such as Weinberger (1987) have guigeste
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deletion is most common among beginning L-2 learners, but as thaicigmcy
increases they rely less on deletion and more on epenthesis. Int@ddelp students
develop phonetically accurate speech from the beginning, it seemsrapief to
discourage both beginning and proficient learners from using either deletioendhegs
when they encounter new consonant clusters.
Learners may also avoid blending sounds across word boundaries, thtisgresul

in yet another example of non-native like production of syllable strest If an L-1
English speaker is asked to read a sentence such as “Givera stbdek,” s/he will not
pronounce each word and phoneme separately, but instead will blend the tegetiaksr
to produce “GI-VA-STUDENA-BOOK.” Tarone (1972) stresses thaP Ispeakers,
however, may avoid such blending in order to maintain the separaterezghdanguage
unit and even try to preserve it by inserting neutral vowels ssiéii between the word

boundaries.

1.1.4 Voice settings

Different types of articulatory characteristics are dpedo every language.
Speakers have a tendency to adopt certain positions of articutaspeech, resulting in
a characteristic voice quality, which can be described mgeaf voice-setting features.
Such features comprise what are referred to as voice quabiye quality settings
(Esling & Wong: 1983) or phonetic settings (Laver: 1980). Examplesiaf features,
according to Laver (1980: 2) are keeping the lips in a roundedigmositroughout
speech, as is typical for L-1 German speakers, speaking with a closepijead lips and

palatalized tongue position, as do L-1 Russian speakers, or using spéwhiitype of
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phonation, as is heard in French. L-1 learners may inadvertenlsfdrathese voice-
setting features into the L-2, which contributes to their pronupnaiaéind overall

intelligibility of their speech.

1.2 Lexical, Grammatical and Socio-Linquistic Factors

Lexical, grammatical, and socio-linguistic variables aféecathe comprehension
of L-2 speech by native speakers. In particular, incorrsttlictured phrases as well as
incorrectly chosen words in the L-2 may interfere with comprebansf non-native
speech. For example, a native English speaker would certainly idjased by the
incorrectly formed phrase “I dropped my eyes,” instead of “I put diopsy eyes,” just
as a native Russian speaker would have difficulty compreheMbiigpam pabomaem
kax npogeccop [My brother works like a professor] due to the incorrect usé@fatord
kax [like] in this sentence.

Grammatical accuracy or lack thereof in the L-2 is anotheable that affects
native speaker comprehension. The inability of L-2 students of Russ@orrectly use
such elements of Russian grammar as aspect, case endingsfees pes also lead to
native speaker incomprehension. A student who says, for exatfipl@uucmun
xonoounvnuk [l cleaned out, i.e. robbed, the refrigerator] insteadofiouucmun
xonoounvruk [| cleaned the refrigerator], will confuse a native Russian speaker.

Advanced- and superior-level L-2 speakers are the ones mogttdiketoduce
non-native syntax and, although such inaccuracies may not lead to incongprahéey

do alert the listener that the interlocutor is not a native speAkeexample is if a L-2
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Russian speaker says zoorio kywams [l love to eat] as the verkywams [eat] is
avoided when speaking about oneself for the stylistically pompous air it conveys.

Formality of task and transfer of L-1 socio-linguistic vamato L-2 may affect
pronunciation in the L-2. Research has shown that learners cleaitythat certain tasks
in the L-2 call for more formal pronunciation of certain sounds thharst Gatbonton
(1978) and Wenk (1979, 1982) showed that the more formal the speech gyle (e
minimal pair reading as opposed to free speech), the grbaterumber of target-like
realizations ofd/ and /d/ by L-2 French speakers. Sato (1985) noted a strong jwoport
of target-like realizations of English word-final consonanttelissby an L-1 Vietnamese
speaker as the task shifted from free conversation to the onitatiwords and phrases.
Laferriere (1979: 607) revealed that even L-1 speech style ma&y dépending on the
formality of the situation. In particular, he noted that the mormél the speech style,
the greater the tendency for ethnic Irish and Jewish speakeise iBoston area to
pronounce /o/ instead ob/, its dialectal variant, as they associate the former img be
more closely connected with standard English.

Socio-linguistic variation in the L-1 also affects how leangronounce sounds
in the L-2. Beebe (1974: 384) elaborated on the case of L-1 Thai speakerglish who
pronounce final position English /r/ more accurately in word lists thidial position /r/,
of which their accuracy rate was only nine percent. The reasothit difference in
pronunciation accuracy, she ascertained, is due to interference framlIf particular,
the pronunciation of initial position /r/ in that language has a consdearsied social
meaning, with speakers using variants of that sound depending onriditip of the

situation. Final position /r/, however, does not exist in Thai exodpanwords, and thus
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it has no social value. Thus, she surmised that her subjects, wihdeckdjating data in

L-2 English as a formal context, used different variants aialnir/, which resulted in
their low accuracy pronunciation rate. On the other hand, the subjects didn’t attdch any
1 value to final position /r/ and pronounced it as closely to thetdr@et as possible.
Beebe’s study clearly indicates that where there is sson@l value attached to certain
aspects of the L-1 phonology learners may inadvertently regartd-Zhpronunciation

similarly.

1.3 Other Variables That Affect Listener Comprehension of L-2 Speak's

While it is necessary to consider which phonetic elementstaif@c speaker
intelligibility, it is equally important to investigate which ablles may facilitate or
hamper L-2 speaker intelligibility and comprehensibility for naspeakers. To this end,
three variables will be explored: context, familiarity (witihheign accents, the individual
speaker and his/her voice, and the topic) and the language proficiency of the L-2.speaker

One cannot ignore the significant role that context plays in iscrga
intelligibility. Chastain (1980: 212) hypothesized that “the more cetalyl understood
the context and the universe of discourse, the more likely the rseaker will be to
grasp the non-native’s intent.” Indeed, a message can be 12 mekAniore intelligible
when a context is supplied (Fry 1955:15). Based on their discoussdraiat L-1 Dutch
learners of English, Albrechtsen, Henriksen and Faerch (1980: 390) proyppering
evidence that context aids in the interpretation of incorrectlgt aeatent words. In one
instance a learner claimed, “In 1933 the boys and girls geth&gie one corpse but, er,

mostly there are girl troops or scouts and boy scouts.” Despiténtioerect use of
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“corpse” instead of “corps,” the subjects understood the mesisagles to context words
such as “scout organization” and “patrol.” In research done by Suenohaak{aand
Yamane (1992: 148) with L-1 Japanese speakers of English, theyryikalBrechtsen,
Henriksen and Faerch, also determined that context plays aaghifole in increasing
comprehensibility. In particular, they determined that the ratendérstanding for words
out of context was 41.6 percent, while the rate of understandingpfals in context was
66.48 percent, which translates into a 25 percent increase in aancestanding. This
finding supports the concept that even words with phonetically simitad a
interchangeable alternatives are understandable when their gneanite inferred from
the context.

Alternatively, Albrechtsen, Henriksen and Faerch (1980: 390) revealed ldek
of contextual support impedes listener comprehension. In their afotiemsd study of
Dutch learners of English, a learner used the paraphrases'tthag er, comes, er, every
week,” for the expression “television serial.” The interlocutoekilag a context for the
meaning of “things,” could not comprehend the message. However, hdweaite the
word “program” or “show,” the meaning would have been clear.

Just as comprehensibility can be increased when a context isesljgaliit may
also improve when the interlocutor is familiar with the topic belisgussed and the L-2
proficiency of non-native speakers. Intelligibility, on the other haray be improved
when the interlocutor is familiar with foreign accents, the imtlial speaking and his/her
voice. These variables will now be considered in more detail.

For both native and non-native speakers, understanding accents takesmdime

patience. Due to the fact that the intelligibility of utteranrseongoing, it improves over

34



time as speakers become more familiar with the pronunciation aedtao which they
are unaccustomed. Trask (2000:1) reiterates this point with an amekttbostated, “In
my case (as an American), the first time | met a vedaaspeaker from the English city
of Newcastle-Upon-Tyne, | could not understand a single word heayagysand | was
not even sure he was speaking English. But after a few dayamhgdjusted and | could
understand everything he said, apart from the odd, unfamiliar wordgeyAelement,
then, in understanding speech is one’s level of experience listening bodeed,
researchers such as Brodkey (1972), Smith and Rafiqzad (1979) and &anBisazza
(1982) all agree that the more familiar native speakers idnenan-native pronunciation
the better they can comprehend L-2 speech. Interestingly, howesensEsin and Verdi
(1985) found that a negative attitude toward the speaker of aytert@riety of English

will tend to decrease intelligibility in spite of the listener’s fannitiawith that variety.

In summary, the literature on L-2 comprehension demonstratedychkbat
different types of listeners can be shown to react diffgreéathon-native pronunciation.
Research demonstrates that it is clearly not sufficientirtot Ithe study of L-2
comprehension to L-2 speech production alone. L-2 speech reception, dadtdne
affecting it, are also an important part of the communication equakior example,
within a formal instructional context the L-1 teacher-listaeacts to non-normative L-2
speech with a variety of correction behaviors. Some languagertanay correct L-2
speech well beyond the requirements of basic comprehension or even ddeante
comprehension. This “perfectionist” stance, as exhibited by songudge teachers

engaged in training activity, is opposed to a broad range of nateadrs, including
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some teachers, who generally avoid correction in all but the nxésinee cases of
potential mis-understanding or total unintelligibility. For non-ekpative listeners, the
salience value of non-nativelike L-2 speech resides alongmidele portions of a
continuum between the perfectionist and the non-interventionist starstesoted. In
fact, non-expert native speakers typically neither correct namatore speech, nor even
register it as non-normative. The following portion of the litgn@treview addresses the

state of research on L-2 speech reception.

1.4 Interlocutor-Based Factors: The Reception and Uptake of L-2 Speech

Prior exposure to the speech habits of an individual L-2 speake&r? @peech
group, can significantly ease the ability of L-1 listenersuhderstand that individual.
Similarly, familiarity with a specific speaker’s voicarc also affect intelligibility in a
positive way. Brodkey (1972) used dictation to measure intelligibdityhaving L-1
English, Spanish, Vietnamese and Indian speaking lecturers racdedture or an
interview. Thereafter, L-1 English and Spanish/English bilingual stedesténed to the
tapes and wrote down what they heard. Brodkey’s results demodgtrate&knowing the
voice of the speaker aided comprehensibility more than simphg bamiliar with the
speaker’s accent-type. Thus, those subjects who had listened to tixetanstpreviously
scored higher than those who had not.

Beyond voice familiarity, familiarity with the subject mattaddressed in L-2
speech can similarly affect native speaker comprehension. To stldedsarger issue of
L-2 speech reception, Gass and Varonis (1984) investigated whath#iafity with

topic, non-native speech in general, a non-native accent in particuapasticular L-2

36



speaker contributed most to listener comprehension. The resealadwersvo L-1
Japanese and Arabic speakers read a story in English, and gl$hEspeakers then
listened to the readings and answered questions about them. Basedlifierttieces in
comprehension by learners of pre- and post-text readings, G@3sgagonis determined
that familiarity with the topic of discourse facilitates coetpension more than
familiarity with non-native speech in general, non-native prontinoiaor a particular
non-native speaker.

An L-2 speaker’'s proficiency level also plays a role in veatispeaker
comprehension. As is often the case, beginning-level language studesmsmore
difficulty accurately pronouncing words and producing correct gramimthe L-2 than
do more proficient learners. Therefore, one may assume that a Lespkaker’s
pronunciation will play a critical role in native speaker compreloensihis hypothesis
was verified when the Research Committee of the Interagkeaonguage Roundtable
(Higgs and Clifford: 1983) asked fifty foreign-language teachers the CIA Language
School to rate the importance of vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation amayflée
each proficiency level on its Hypothetical Model of Relative @buations. The
instructors judged pronunciation as the most important factor at Leweith its
importance tapering off thereafter and not rebounding at the igm#s. Such a finding
suggests that native speaker comprehension of beginning-level L-Respean be
greatly aided when those learners use correct pronunciation.

Various subjective factors, such as prejudice and predisposition, also influence the
degree to which L-1 listeners are able to comprehend the pronunaétimon-native

speakers. A native speaker who, for one reason or another, regardsers of a non-
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native-speaking ethnic group negatively may, in turn, judge the L-2 lsp&esuch
individuals as incomprehensible. On the other hand, an individual who holds the
members of a different ethnic group in high regard may claim thair L-2

pronunciation not only does not impede comprehension, but also sounds very pleasant.

1.5 Predicting Errors

Before elaborating on sources of L-2 errors, it is necegeadgfine “error” and
distinguish between “error” and “mistake.” Lightbound (2005: 79) defineadreas “a
form or structure in the learner’s production, which is identifi@idéeing deviant, to a
greater or lesser extent, in comparison to a native speakefluwena user of the L-2
attempting to say the same in an identical, or similar, lingustd communicative
context.” According to Corder (1981), errors differ from mistakeshat mistakes are
unsystematic and are of no significance to the process of lanfpageng; even native
speakers may make them. They occur due to memory lapses, slipg ¢dbngue,
tiredness, etc, and do not show that there is a defect in the lartbatbeas been learned.
Unlike mistakes, errorare systematic, Corder argued, and indicate that the L-2 learner
has incomplete knowledge of a target language structure. Sarsescaf learner errors
derive from L-1 influence and transfer, the perceived languagendie between the L-1

and L-2, borrowing from the L-1 or other languages, and avoidance.

1.5.1 L-1 Influence and Transfer

L-1 influence and transfer is a very significant source of non-ativen speech

production. Odlin (1989: 27) defines language transfer as “... the in#usssulting
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from similarities and differences between the target langaadeany other language that
has been previously (and perhaps imperfectly) acquiréchfisfer may be of two types —
positive and negative. In positive transfer, phonology, syntax and lexidbe in2 that
resemble those variables in the L-1 will be easily learnesirbple transfer. In negative
transfer, however, the linguistic elements that differ from thoste L-1 will be the
most difficult for L-2 learners. Nevertheless, it is incorreatcording to Wode (1980:
136), to automatically assume that all instances of negatwesfar are due to L-1
influence. In the acquisition of English /r/ by German-speakinddrem he found
evidence that “only certain L-2 elements are substituted by lerhemts, namely, those
meeting specifiable similarity requirements... Those elentéatsdo not... are acquired
via developmental sequences similar to L-1 acquisition.”

When considering the amount of transfer that occurs in L-2 productios, i
important to remember that non-native speakers move through thres atiagn learning
an L-2 (Archibald 1998: 174). In Stage One the L-1 setting governssiadding and
production. In Stage Two the L-2 setting governs comprehensibilityhbut-fl setting
governs production. In Stage Three the L-2 setting governs production
understanding. Thus, one may presume that transfer will occur imoidicantly at Stage
One, gradually taper off at Stage Two, and occur very seld@tage Three. However,
even at Stage Three, that is, the highest stage of languadjecpon, a learner may still
possess a foreign accent in the L-2. Flege (1981: 443) assertghihaits “the
consequence of the establishment of stable phonological represenfatisnends and

words in the native language.” L-1 phonological transfer, therefotsesalearners to
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perceive sounds in the L-2 as being phonologically identical to timo#eeiL-1, which
results in inaccurate L-2 pronunciation.

Which aspects of language are most susceptible to L-1dransflis (1994: 62)
contends that transfer errors are more frequent on the phonologiclxaral levels.
loup (1984: 13) even went so far as to claim that “transfehasntajor influence on
interlanguage phonology.” Richards (1974), Dulay and Burt (1974) suppoairtjusient
by maintaining that transfer is a factor only in the acqaisiof phonological features
such as syllable structure and vowels. Hecht & Melford (1982), Jalrand®73),
Macken & Ferguson, (1981) and Tarone (1980) argue that the concepistéitrextends
beyond the limits of individual phonemes to include syllable structiveedl as prosodic
and voice-setting features. Resyllabification of syllables wlaserved in Broselow’s
(1984) research done on L-1 English speakers learning Arabic. Sakgifie found that
the students restructured syllables in Arabic to conform to Engbsditions and rules.
Hecht and Mulford (1982) also determined that transfer occurswitfels. Based on
their study of an L-1 Icelandic-speaking child learning Englidtese researchers
determined that transfer processes predominate in the rendering of L{8.vowe

L-1 transfer can also occur with grammar, vocabulary, styted order and
syntax. Regarding transfer of grammar, vocabulary and stylenGred Hecht (1985)
separated instances of non-native-like production into differengaa¢s in order to
investigate their level of interference in L-2 speech. Thegrdenhed that grammar was
used incorrectly 69 percent of the time, vocabulary - 26 percenstgled- 5 percent.
Dushkova (1969) found that incorrect use of word order and syntax wereloééa L-1

influence, while non-normative use of morphology is least affected by therdsdrrie
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1.5.2 Perceived Similarity Between L-1 and L-2

L-2 speech may also be incorrect depending on the degree to wehictens
perceive the L-1 and L-2 to be phonologically similar. Such intemfgg is common in
human learning, according to Brown (1980: 159) who asserted, “Trasgfegdter when
items to be learned are more similar to existing items taen items are entirely new
and unrelated to existing items.” Therefore, L-2 features the sianilar counterparts in
the learner's L-1 will be hard to learn because the leawikrautomatically and
unconsciously analyze them as identical. However, the learnetemillto be conscious
of L-2 features that are very different from the L-1, and sessalt, make a greater effort
to overcome L-1 interference and pronounce the L-2 variant as correctly ddgyoss

Researchers and linguists have analyzed L-1 interferenceaansdietr and arrived
at similar conclusions. One such example involved experienced remxgerienced
German speakers of English. Bohn and Flege (1992) found that théeegpdrspeakers
did not produce /ig/ (i.e. vowels similar to those in English) more accurately than
inexperienced speakers. On the other hand, the experienced speakearsdotioetinew”
vowel /ee/ closer to the native-speaker variant than did the inerped speakers.
Another instance involved L-1 Brazilian Portuguese speakers ofsEngho were asked

to produce /ee/. Major (1981, 1985) determined that, due to the absence ofjlisé E
vowel /ae/ but the existence aof in the L-1, beginning students typically substitute
Portuguesee/ for both Englishd/ and /ee/. Advanced students, on the other hand, often
master the new /se/ sound, but continue to substitute an L-1 vowak thamilar to
English £/. Thus, Major surmised that these learners immediately nibtatePortuguese

has no /ee/ sound, resulting in their attempts to pronounce it as lgoaggbossible.
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However, since they are unable to distinguish the difference betweeh\beél sounds
in the two languages, they pronounce it incorrectly in the L-2.

A similar analogy of interference can be found in the spedch-1 English
speakers of beginning Russian. Learners at this level carkemstahink the i/ sound
in Russian is the same as the English /sh/, thus causing thenortoupce it/ in
wupoxuu [wide] just as they would /sh/ shoes On the other hand, they are aware of the
difference in pronunciation between Russian and English /r/ becasssotmd is trilled
in Russian, unlike in English, in which it is produced deep in the thwnbladut any part

of the tongue touching the mouth.

1.5.3 Analyzing Non-Native-Like Production

In order to better understand incorrect L-2 production by learnersmuse
analyze possible reasons for the occurrence of incorrect usexiobrl, grammar or
morphology. According to Brooks (1964: 58), three reasons are: 1) tlenstudy make
a random response, that is, s/he may simply not know which of mgmynees is the
right one; 2) the student may have encountered the model but not haveedréca
sufficient number of times; 3) the student may have made a resfiatgollows a sound
general rule but is incorrect because of an anomaly in the mgudge. Additionally,
non-normative speech production may be attributed to student lazinesls,cd ilaterest
in the subject, an incapacity to learn using the instructor'sitegenethod, inadequate
teaching materials, or the teacher’s inability to preseninéerial in a clear and concise
manner. Regardless of the reason for the incorrect form, how@kssign (1972) asserts

that non-native like L-2 production should not be seen as something teolmed
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because “we may look upon errors as a necessary ingredienbimddanguage learning.
The implication is that the learner progresses while testimjremodeling hypotheses
about the linguistic materials s/he is handling.”

When examining non-native like production on a general level, inclyrrect
produced forms are considered as either careless errors i gpedaction or errors in
incomplete mastery of the language system. Tomiyama (1980:ef@yimg to learners
of English, asserted that errors in incomplete mastery ofathgulge systems violate
rules involving the overall structure of a sentence, are typitadbted within clauses or
longer stretches of discourse, may be multiple in number, and mest woitolve
connectors, relative pronouns, tense, word choice or word order. On thehatid
careless errors in speech production are found within a spelafisecand involve a
specific item such as articles, verb and noun agreement, etc. Another impoféaahdd
between these two types of non-native speech production is who rhakeslhe speech
of second language learners, for example, may contain indgrused linguistic forms
due to an incomplete mastery of the language system, whitgpé#ezh of L-1 learners is
free of such inaccuracies. However, both first and secondidgeglearners are capable
of making careless errors in speech production (Schumann and Stenson 1974).

Which type of non-native speech production has been found to impact the mos
on the comprehensibility of L-2 speakers? Burt collected emoasglult discourse made
by several thousand English learners from all over the wohle.I&rned that sentences
with non-native linguistic forms had incorrect word order suchEagglish language use
many people,” contained missing, wrong, or misplaced sentence tarsngach as, “He

will be rich until he marry,” and unobserved restrictions on cet&dical items. (Burt
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1975: 56-57). Sentences with careless errors in speech production, hoveenamed
non-native speech forms in noun and verb inflections, articles, aiesliand the
formation of quantifiers. Based on the results of her researchdBietmined that errors
in incomplete mastery of the language system affect the owangdinization of the
sentence and hinder successful communication because they causeetiee or reader
to misinterpret the speaker or writer's message. Carelesss in speech production, on
the other hand, only affect a single element of the sentence anddthust hinder
communication.

A study conducted by Tomiyana (1980: 71) supports Burt’s findingethats in
incomplete mastery of the language system cause greateemsoloh comprehension
than careless errors in speech production. After having nativeskrgpeakers correct
articles and sentence-connectors used by ESL students, Tomstmenided that her
subjects judged connectors, i.e. errors in incomplete masteryedaiguage system,
more negatively than incorrect article usage, i.e. carelems @énrspeech production, due
to the increased demand on their processing ability to understand the intehtloas.-2
speaker.

Stenstrom’s (1975) findings on global versus careless errors inhspeaduction
and comprehensibility correspond to those of Burt and Tomiyana. Spégifibal
investigated the reactions of four L-1 English speakers to 316ngaHoally incorrect
sentences produced by Swedish teaching trainees and found that 2%icesenteh
careless errors in speech production, such as incorrect vers, ioarrect article usage
and subject-verb agreement were rated as less seriousidisansentences that contained

errors in incomplete mastery of the language system.
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However, at least one study has determined that careless émrcspeech
production play a greater role in comprehensibility than errors omptete mastery of
the language system. In research conducted with L-1 speakenglefh who were asked
to rank the acceptability of L-2 oral discourse, Browning (1982) leahadoth trained
and untrained L-1 English-speaker judges of natural non-native speeglesaeyarded
local grammatical errors as less acceptable than errargenall incomplete mastery of
the language system. Nevertheless, it is difficult to emplany Browning’s findings
appear to contradict those of his predecessors without first knowang about the
proficiency levels of his subjects.

Incorrect use of lexicon has also been found to play a significénin native-
speaker comprehension of L-2 speech. In his analyses of word addcembinations
and their effect on comprehension, Bacon (Wallace 1978: 109) noted thall ‘d@hd
unfit choice of words wonderfully obstructs meaning.” Although differamguages
have been used to research the affect of incorrect vocabutage on listener
comprehension, the results have been strikingly similar. Chastain @983):using 35
Spanish sentences containing non-native like production by students, had 3@anish
speakers in Madrid rate each non-normative speech form as “comgidbeand
acceptable,” “comprehensible but not acceptable,” or “incomprehefiditdeconcluded
that comprehension was most severely limited by word usage, tloé aseong word or
the addition or omission of words. Moreover, the use of word forms playatth less
significant role in the communicative process than the correctofisthe words
themselves. Chastain explained the reason for this finding dad¢h#hat native speakers

can supply correct word forms much more easily than they can actual words.
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In research done to determine the reactions of L-1 German spdak&k non-
normative speech forms used by native English speakers, P{L&&8) also found that
incorrect vocabulary usage caused the most interference, ramsngdiore incorrectly
used verb morphology, word order, gender confusion, phonology or case ending forms.

After asking 20 L-2 English-speaking subjects to record two corti@nsawith
their NS friends, Chun, Day, Chenoweth and Luppescu (1982: 542) analyzednthe
normative speech production of L-2 speakers and classified the fummadsiced as
incorrect use of discourse, vocabulary or word choice, syntax or omigsib English
speakers then listened to the recordings and noted the forms thdedgmmprehension
the most. Of all the incorrectly produced forms, the researclsrsvered that incorrect
use of word choice and vocabulary were corrected the most, or 15 percent of the time

How do the evaluations of non-normative L-2 forms differ betweerésaand
non-teachers, native and non-native speakers? Researchers whoaohgwered the
reactions of teachers and non-teachers to non-native-like L-2 praduociwnd that
teachers are more critical than non-teachers. In one studyl3%apanese teachers and
41 L-1 Japanese non-teachers compared the grammar, fluency, approgsjatene
vocabulary, comprehensibility and pronunciation of four L-2 elemgnf@apanese
speakers. Okamura (1995: 29) confirmed that the teachers judgetwrh@rmative
speech forms more unfavorably than did the non-teachers. Schaité2: (311)
research findings with 28 teachers and non-teachers of Spanisha@mwith those of
Okamura, as the teachers in Schairer’s study were alsoanitical in their evaluation of
the comprehensibility of L-2 taped speech samples than the acmets. Researchers

such as James (1977), Santos (1987) and Porte (1999) claim thislaliggim teacher
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and non-teacher attitude to L-2 speech is due to the differaute group places on
separate linguistic elements. Teachers, for example, pay atigcttion to the forms and
structures of the discourse, at the same time judging thaptdzlity in each utterance.
Native speaking teachers, on the other hand, look more closely pted@nsibility and
tend to be more lenient in their critique of L-2 speech.

When investigating the reactions of non-native teachers and matn/eachers
to non-normative linguistic forms, Galloway (1980: 430) and Ervin (1979: 333) both
concur that native speakers who do not teach their L-1 are marantodd incorrect L-2
speech than are teachers. Galloway, for example, concludeddhmiared to non-native
teachers, native Spanish-speaking non-teachers are more totera&xieat more empathy
toward students who struggle with that language. In addition, she fbanthé group of
non-teaching native Spanish speakers living in the US showeddeserc for correct
pronunciation by the students and more tolerance for overall comrtivaiparformance
than did the non-native and native Spanish teachers and the non-teathmgpeakers
living in Spain. Hughes and Lascaratou (1982: 179) claim that ngteesksg non-
teachers are so tolerant of non-normative speech production bdesséndividuals are
“linguistically naive,” and, thus, less likely than teachergotus on inaccuracies in L-2
speech. Like Galloway, Ervin (1979: 333) also discovered that non-tgachative
Russian speakers demonstrated the most “tendency toward leniematihg students of
mid- and higher-level communicative proficiency. However, unlikkar@ura and
Schairer, he found that non-native speaking Russian teachergheenest lenient when

rating subjects.
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1.6 What Is Accent and What Causes It?

Whenever second language learners begin to speak, accent is tmetHat
determines whether their speech is comprehensible to the tisiiat is meant by
“accent” and its role in communication? Before answering thasstions, it is necessary
to make the distinction between L-1 and L-2 accent. A local/regional amckfit accent
is characterized by pronunciation differences that identifysipeaker’'s geographical
background, socio-economic class, ethnic identity or educational (ldeelgyan 2007:
10). Every L-1 speaker has some kind of accent. Foreign or L-2 abocsvever, is the
result of the speaker substituting phonemes and/or allophones of thelaaguvage (L-
1) for sounds that are needed in the L-2 (Hongyan 2007: 10). Such speechdiffends
from those produced by native speakers.

Accent is a manner of pronunciation that differs from standarelchpalthough
the grammatical, syntactical and lexical levels are cangistith the standard (Giles and
Powesland 1975) and is made up of phonological cues, either segmersigbens
segmental, which identify the speaker as a non-native user laintpeage (Scovel 1969:
38). Jenner (1976: 167) takes this definition one step further, calling accent a “complex
interlingual or idiosynractic phonological, prosodic and paralinguiststesns, which
characterize a speaker of a foreign language as non-nailifeat causes non-native
speakers to have an accent in the L-2? According to researaheglgeasons exist.
Scovel (1981: 37) claims that after the critical period the Hoses its plasticity, which
results in a “loss of flexibility in the programming of neuromuacutoordination
mechanisms.” Although it may seem unusual that the criticabgb@ffects pronunciation

and not other linguistic elements, such as grammar or syntax, 888 101) insists

48



this is because “pronunciation is the only aspect of language marioe that has a
neuromuscular basis, requires neuromotor involvement and has a physical reality.”

Van Els and De Bot (1987) put forth yet another explanation whyv#se
majority of adults are unable to speak without an accent in theln{2articular, they
state that adults have lost the ability to listen to speech somndslation, but rather
concentrate only on the “higher” semantic levels, as they haweel@ to do in their L-1,
in which the “lower” level phonological activities have, for the magsirt, been
automatized (148).

Different researchers have identified different variables pradict accented
speech. Purcell and Suter (1980), for example, determined that L-tldaptor oral
mimicry, length of time in the L-2 environment and strength for proatioa accuracy
all affect the strength of an L-2 speaker’s accent.

Mispronunciation of segments, as when L-2 speakers of English ssipk“t0,”
or “I put my car in the barking lot,” is certainly one variablatt contributes to
intelligibility of accent. According to the results of a study Brennan, Ryan and
Dawson (1975: 32), the frequency of segmental substitutions in sherpexof speech
produced by L-2 speakers was highly correlated with judgmentsceh@ness by L-1
speakers. However, segmentals alone do not determine the perceswngthsof an L-2
speaker’s accent. Instead, Flege (1981: 445) claims, L-1 listereeraore likely to base
a judgment of foreign accent on some combination of segmental, sudrgagrand
super-segmental differences.

Even though the odds seem stacked against adult L-2 learnerspaaking

without an accent, Klein (1995) and Krashen (1973) insist that aequ@unciation by
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L-2 learners depends, in large part, on a combination of factorsasuck input and
motivation. Klein (1995) insisted that although massive and continued access to L-2 input
IS necessary, by itself it is not sufficient for native-lfg®nunciation; rather, it must be
combined with motivation. He insisted that only if learners hawgcgent access to L-2

input and they think sounding like a native speaker of the L-2 isingyortant can they
attain a native-like accent, despite learning the foreignukaag after the critical period

has ended. Krashen (1973) also shares this opinion and maintains thamntieciation
accuracy of L-2 learners depends largely on the degree of ootieeyr have for their

accent; that is, how motivated they are to sound like native speakers of the L-2.

1.6.1 Accent, Comprehension and Intelligibility

The connection between intelligibility, comprehension and accent has been
investigated at length. Munro and Derwing (1995a, 1995b) and Derwing andoM
(1997) found that the intelligibility scores given to L-2 Cantondapanese, Polish and
Spanish speakers by L-1 English speakers were higher than congioéitgrscores,
which were both higher than accent scores. From these data,réiseltesearchers
determined that non-native speech may be highly intelligible evtre iEpeaker has a
strong foreign accent. Thus, foreign accent alone is not nedgssa@ood predictor of
intelligibility.

The degree to which L-1 and L-2 listeners are familiar withadicular accent,
among other things, has been found to greatly influence theingitigity of native and
non-native speech (Derwing and Munro 1997: 3) Gass and Varonis (1984)ideterm

that L-2 accents were more intelligible to L-1 speakers whie iemiliar with them,
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while Tauroza and Luk (1997) found that L-2 speakers were bettetaabtemprehend
accents with which they were familiar. Smith and Bisazza (198#%ked with L-2
speakers and had them listen to varieties of English spoken byicamemdian and
Japanese speakers. The researchers learned that, althoughrtlegraptss understood
the L-1 English speaker, this did not mean they could automatioaterstand the
accents of the non-native L-2 speakers.

Another variable that strongly influences listening comprehensiontisgenand
non-native speaker stereotypes toward a particular accent. Pihko (€88%¥®d Finnish
ESL learners, for instance, accepted native-accented variétiesgish as authentic,
while perceiving non-native L-2 English accented speech aantgr English.” It also
seems possible that L-1 speakers who hold prejudices against oddaok upon a
certain country, its citizens or the particular way they spéaklt2 may also have
difficulty understanding L-2 accented speakers from that area.

Speech rate and accent also affect native-speaker comprehensammnative
speech. In Anderson-Hsieh and Koehler's (1988: 561) study, three nptakess of
Chinese and one native English speaker read passages at threatdsfberaking rates.
The recorded passages were then played to L-1 American lEsgiskers who took a
listening comprehension test and rated the speech samples. Andsisbraktl Koehler
(1988) found that the increase in speaking rate from regulastadsulted in a greater
decrease in comprehension of the most heavily accented speakerth&guspncluded
that a slower speaking rate is very important for listenerpcehension of heavily-

accented speech.
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1.6.2 L-1 Speaker Stereotypes of Different Ethnic Groups Based on Accent

Undoubtedly, any non-native speaker would like to believe Ortego’s (7&j0
opinion that “an accent is merely a dialect...Linguistic s@dmas pointed out that we all
speak differently, that we all speak with a dialect of some kirahother.” Nevertheless,
the general finding in the literature is that, not only are man/e accents downgraded,
albeit for some ethnic groups more than others (Anisfeld, Bogonsbkeat 1962) (Mulac
et al. 1974) (Samarin & Kalmar 1979) but, in some cases, they sirapiforce
preconceived stereotypes that native speakers have about L-2 spEake&rsle (1970),
for example, claims that after just 10-15 second of listening2sheech native speakers
can make an assessment about the speaker based on the accertt @pdicda. Clearly,
when gauging the non-native speaker’'s command of the L-2, native speaksider not
only how muchthe person says, but how much dbeeign accenthat individual has.

Speaker accent type is connected to listener stereotypes aboiiic sgthnic
groups. According to Ryan, Hewstone and Giles (1984) speakers of ‘trighdwerful
speech styles are rated highly on traits related to inteliiyeand social status, while
speakers of “low” or powerless speech styles are regardadeshicated, unintelligent
and relatively poor (Ryan 1983: 155). However, when speakers of “lojéssare
evaluated for traits related to kindness and attractiveness,rthejten rated much more
favorably (Ryan, Hewstone and Giles 1984).

Studies have investigated both native speaker stereotypes dueatiwanithin
an accent type, and non-native speaker L-2 accent. Studies donain &mnistereotypes
within accent types have established that overriding prestigétrisuted to Received

Pronunciation (RP) over regional and lower class accents. A &tydgiles (1970)
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compared status ratings of 13 UK accents and determined that besthigtings were
given to RP, while urban varieties received the lowest ratinigs.a study done to
compare evaluative reactions by northern and southern English Issteriéorkshire and
London accents, Strongman and Woolsey (1967) found significant wariathong
reactions by listeners. In particular, the London accent prodetatively high ratings of
speaker self-confidence, while the Yorkshire accent enhanced ratings lefrspaaestly,
reliability, and generosity. The northern judges also gave highggato the Yorkshire
speakers for good-naturedness, kind-heartedness, and industriousness. C8é@he (
compared the reactions of Scottish and English listeners to difgsan Scottish and
English accents and concluded that both groups of listeners gaweelglatgh ratings to
the English accent for prestige, status and intelligence, w@eScottish accent was
rated more highly for friendliness and likeability. Researchaiss been done in the US
to evaluate how northern and southern listeners react to accextioveamong black and
white speakers (Tucker and Lambert 1969) (Buck 1968).

Researchers have determined that the ethnicity of non-natiekespealso
influences how L-1 speakers evaluate different types of accentgieS¢1982)
investigated personality judgments made by Anglo-AustraliahsIoftalian speakers in
English and found that the same male speaker was evaluated asagoed-ut lazy
and ineffective with a General Australian English accent, incanpéut friendly with
Liverpool-accented English and incompetent, unsure, somewhat unattiaatiteghly
sociable when he spoke with Italian-accented speech. Ethnicity eewolt dave also been

studied in the US using Spanish and German speakers. In researchitticsteraotypes
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and social class, Ryan’s (1983: 154) both middle- and lower-classelistdowngraded
speakers with Spanish accents but not individuals with German-accented English.
Listener stereotypes about one accent as more preferablartbdrer in certain
social settings plays yet another role in their evaluation of ntwenapeech. A
University of Michigan study (Ayala and Bell 1995) sought to leavhether
undergraduates rated the same nine non-native speakers diffdsasdgl on unlike
circumstances. Listeners in one group were told to assess the accerits@itdpeakers
on a video tape as if they were International Teaching Asgsst(ITAs) delivering a
lecture in a math class. Listeners in another group, however, toldré¢o assess the
accents they heard as if the speakers were people the rbsteat just met and with
whom they were engaging in friendly conversation. Curiously, digests in the first

group scored the speakers much lower than those in the second one.

1.7 Factors Accounting for Variation in L-2 Speaker Accents

1.7.1 Innate Learner Qualities

First and foremost, it is necessary to ask which factorg learner phonetic
accuracy when speaking an L-2. Moreover, some learners have aatioeable foreign
accent than others. What causes such variation in L-2 accert2®otype of accent
produced by a non-native speaker and its similarity to the L-1 depand on a range of
variables that differ for each individual. Innate learner qualitedainly account for

much variation in how well learners mastery an L-2 accent. Suchtiggiahclude:
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aptitude, personality, gender, differences between adult and child phahdity, L-1
ego permeability/empathy, oral/auditory capabilities and pitch.

Language aptitude, or the ability to mimic sounds, has been cited as a contributing
factor in one’s ability to develop an accurate L-2 accent. PuandllSuter (1980) found
aptitude for oral mimicry to be the second most important determaigmbnunciation
accuracy. In Skehan'’s Bristol Follow-Up Study (1986b) he studied 12&ehiin the
first few years of life, and then re-tested these sanérehil0 years later when they had
begun learning an L-2 in school. His findings revealed a connectionedetfirst
language development and aptitude for other languages. In addition,rhedl¢hat,
although language aptitude is a stable trait in individuals, ials® influenced by
experience. In other words, both nature and nurture determine language leartidg.apt

Personality is defined as “those aspects of an individual's behatibudes,
beliefs, thoughts, actions and feelings which are seen as typitalistinctive of that
person and recognized as such by him/her and others” (Richaatisaid Platt 1998:
41). Personality is also a determinant of degree of accentablesi connected to
personality, such as self-esteem, risk-taking, anxiety andvexsion affect the rate at
which a language is learned and the ultimate level of achievefdeges 2002: 78).
Foreign language learners who feel anxious and think that their&at pronunciation
will cause ridicule or mockery by native speakers are unlitelygke risks and try and
improve it. On the other hand, those individuals who have low anxiety angilang to
take risks are more likely to keep working in order to improve deeent. Additionally,
learners who are extroverted are more likely than introvertedé& spportunities to

practice the L-2 and in so doing also improve their pronunciation.
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The gender of the L-2 learner has been found to indirectly consittna@straint
on the variety of L-2 speech learned. In an experiment with amaldemale subjects and
accuracy of accent, Weiss (1970) found that the L-2 pronunciation ferttedes was
closer to the L-1 variant than that of the male subjects. In addiéiostudy by
Gussenhoven (1979) showed that female learners were more favosgigged! toward
learning and using a “prestige accent” in the L-2 than males.r&searcher explained
this finding by claiming that it is perhaps due to women’s stroogentation toward
prestige speech in the L-1, which carries over into their learning of other lasguage

Obviously, age is a strong determinant in explaining the stresfgthspeaker’s
accent in the L-2. However, is it fair to claim that childrenenmore ability than adults
to pronounce sounds accent-free in a foreign language? Can adultkeesiap an L-2
accent that is as correct as that produced by children? Exétipgical evidence does
not support the notion that there is a true difference in howackédtren, as opposed to
adults, learn foreign languages. Researchers such as (&a@8#) claim that a foreign
accent can sometimes be detected in children, while Williams (E80Neufeld (1980)
assert that some adults appear capable of producing foreigchspéhout an accent.
Moreover, adults have indeed been found to excel over children in cepartsaef L-2
pronunciation. Snow and Hoefnagel-Hohle (1978), for example, determined|dieat
children and adults may be, at least initially, more succesiséul young children in
accurately pronouncing an L-2 accent. Other studies indicate that aidéren and
adults can imitate words in an unfamiliar foreign language ro#tgen young children.
Additionally, imitation skills may actually improve with age (Ra¢r and Weiss 1969).

Pronunciation of a foreign language by both adolescents and adultslseilimprove

56



with exposure (Asher and Garcia 1969). Thus, when speaking about thendiéer
between adult and child phonetic ability, it is important to remertiier adults are
indeed capable of acquiring very accurate L-2 pronunciation, but, unlikirezhionly
with hard work and a conscious effort.

Differences in L-2 accents have also been explained in teremdthy (Guiora,
Brannon and Dull 1972) (Taylor, Catford, Guiora and Lane 1971) and egogielitye
(Guiora et al. 1975). In a study done with empathy and L-2 pronunciaBuiora,
Brannon and Dull (1972) found that learners of Japanese who wereempeghic (i.e.
saw more changes in facial expressions in a film clip) soumieck authentically
Japanese than those who were less empathic. Ego permeabititkr{algn as “flexible
ego boundaries” or “language ego states”) has also been found ect &fH2
pronunciation achievement. Guiora (1972: 427) considered an individual withébamh
permeability” as someone who is able to relax and change thesonadity when
speaking a foreign language, while someone with “low ego perhtgahas difficulty
relaxing and changing their personality when speaking another language.

Several studies were conducted to learn whether ego permembddyrelated to
L-2 accent. Schumann, Holroyd, Campbell and Ward (1978) showed that deeply
hypnotized subjects performed significantly better on pronunciati&s than less well
hypnotized subjects, which the researchers took as evidence fegamérmeability”
hypothesis, i.e. the deeply hypnotized subjects were less inhibited about spleakir)
In Guoira’s et al.’s alcohol study (1972), he chose to test egoeadility by having
some of his subjects drink one, two or three ounces of alcohol, or noheAdtealvard,

he tested their Thai pronunciation and accent accuracy. The nestdtded that those
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individuals who had no alcohol did not change their pronunciation, those subjexts
had one or two ounces improved slightly, while those who had three dusdegorse
pronunciation. Guiora interpreted these results to mean that tléohklgvas not
connected with lowering ego boundaries. Rather, he claimed, foregignage learners
must address fundamental issues about themselves and their lewglilofion to
successfully mimic the L-2 accent and develop an alter ego when speakiky an
Individual variations in oral and auditory capabilities also contritutae ability
of learners to accurately produce an L-2 accent. Each learndiffeasnt capabilities for
adjusting the configurations and movements of the lips and tongue, and the tegr
one can correctly do this will influence the strength or weakoéss foreign accent.
Locke (1968, 1969) showed that individuals differ in their capacity faurate
understanding of spatial configurations within the mouth (also known aal “or
stereognosis”) and offered evidence of a correlation between tconacstereognosis
and the ability to correctly learn and pronounce L-2 sounds. Withrd-@gaauditory
capabilities, Helmke and Wu (1980) argued that the accuracy ohdc@nt mastery
achieved by learners may correspond to their individual abilitresauditory
discrimination. Researchers such as Schneidermann and Wescheh@g8@stablished
a connection between right- or left-brain hemisphere procesanug L-2 phonetic
accuracy. In part, they found that the more a learner’'s L-2 mioces concentrated in
the right hemisphere, the better the learner can detect differences in.sounds
Researchers have begun to investigate the possibility thabilitg o learn to
imitate an accent in the L-2 may be related to the abilitgisgriminate pitch. In

Dexter's (1934) study of high school students learning Frenchvamted to examine
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whether 1Q or pitch discrimination was more important to corrdetlyn an L-2 accent.
He found that comparatively low 1Q accompanied by good pitch dis@atron helps
learners to accurately produce a foreign accent, while lowcéQnapanied by low ability

to discriminate pitch does not lead to phonetic success in the L-2.

1.7.2 Qualities Dependent on Attitude of Individual L-2 Speaker

What is one reason why two foreign language speakers with the degnee of
linguistic ability who begin learning an L-2 under identical candg may ultimately
achieve very different levels of proficiency? The answer is oukarge part, to whether
the learner possesses integrative or instrumental motivation. i bggexamining the

role that integrative motivation plays in ultimate L-2 learner proficiency

1.7.3 Integrative Motivation

According to Archibald (1998: 16), integrative motivation is connectéth w
wanting to learn an L-2 in order to learn more about a particulture or fit into it
better. Gardner and Lambert (1959) hypothesized that ultimate hi2vament is
dependent upon the same type of motivation that was necessary itodeen the L-1
— namely, the desire to become a member of a language comnumitydividual who
finds Russian culture fascinating, for example, may want to karfRussian language.
Similarly, a foreigner who lives in Russia and does not wahéetconsidered an outsider
will be guided by integrative motivation to learn to speak Russiasedehers such as
Ramage (1990) have found that the role culture plays in the motivational level aitstude

to a language cannot be ignored. He maintains, for example,nthategest in the L-2
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culture can influence whether students want to continue or stop leaning. In
Gardner’s (1968: 149) opinion, an interest in a foreign culture, combinbdawdiésire to
become one with native speakers of the L-2, is a recipe for lirggsistcess. He also
contends that it is the truly successful student (i.e. the one wHoaequire
communicational facility in the L-2) who is motivated to becomegrdted with the
target community.

While it is true that a desire to integrate into a partrcaildture is not enough for
a learner to automatically produce very accurate L-2 $pestiength of motivation has
been shown to correlate with phonological attainment, particularypfofessional
orientations for L-2 learning (Moyer 2004: 40). Klein (1995) suggestsatmetive-like
accent may be attainable for late L-2 learners, provided itvgafimportance for them
to sound like native speakers and if they have continued access teemasthentic L-2
input. A study by Bongaerts (1999) determined that late leacessrindeed develop
native-like pronunciation in the L-2. For his research, 11 highly sg@gdeand very
advanced L-1 Dutch learners recorded several phrases irsti;nghich were judged by
native British English speakers. Five L-1 Dutch speakers weee tated as having
native-like pronunciation in English. Bongaerts (1999: 154) concludedthbsé late-
learners were able to achieve such success in their Engtishnmiation because they
were all highly motivated individuals who reported that it was waportant for them to
speak English without a Dutch accent.

Learners who have a strong degree of integrative motivation lsaypa guided
by their attitude toward the L-2 culture and their desireay Bt the country where the

L-2 is spoken. Spolsky (1969), Schumann (1975, 1978) and Brown (1980) claim that a
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determinant of success at all levels of second language ynasthe learner’s attitude
toward the society and culture of the people who speak the L-2sé&anch done with
immigrants to Germany, Moyer (2004: 135) determined that thtnde and sense of
belonging in the L-2 culture were closely tied to motivation, whichy&ft hypothesized,
may actually exert the greatest influence on the sociakagditive strategies used by
language learners to enhance L-2 input and fluency. In the samg Btoger also
discovered that desire to reside in the host country was semify linked to both
motivational intensity and strategies taken to improve non-native priationc He thus
concluded that a learner who decides to permanently stalyastaountry must improve

his/her pronunciation in order to increase comprehension and fully function in it.

1.7.4 Instrumental Motivation

Unlike integrative motivation, instrumental motivation involves wanting to laarn
foreign language for a specific goal or reason, such as neeulipgss a language
requirement for college credit or to get a job with a governmgancy (Archibald 1998:
16). When individuals are taking language classes to fill ataedeceive a job, one can
guess that achieving accurate pronunciation and sounding like a natie lve of little
or no importance, as the chances are slim that the learnecasmtinue studying the
language in the future. In order to learn whether increasindest instrumental
motivation is correlated to increased L-2 proficiency, Dunkel (192f&red to pay
monetary bonuses to certain groups of students for unusually high achievement
language tests. He paid all of his subjects at an hourly radeoféered certain subjects

additional money should they achieve exceptionally high scores on lantesigein

61



Persian. Dunkel later found that the differences among the various gnerpsas
expected — the bonus-incentive group had scores that were sonfeghet than the

non-bonus groups.

1.7.5 Identity

The desire or lack thereof that L-2 speakers experience for aglaptiareign
accent may also be due to sociological reasons. Speaking anflareggiage is, after all,
much more than simply using different words — it is also deeply ctesh¢o identity
because when learners are asked to change the way they souradetheked to change
themselvesin essence, to speak a second language is to take on a nety.idékei
motivation, identity is specific to each particular learner, gdmehanging depending on
one’s interlocutor and situation, and critical to ultimate L-2imatt@nt. Guiora (1992)
claimed that because pronunciation performance is controlled [affdotive ego, which
protects the self, foreign speakers are subjected to a “domaiseairity” that interferes
with their sense of identity.

A foreign accent can be used by sojourners as a way tot élssg foreign
identity, thereby rationalizing their linguistic and culturaluXa pas and L-2
incomprehension. Ervin-Tripp (1969) mentioned that language learners trnyghd
preserve their native accent in the L-2 in order to protect theessdrom the
consequences of sociolinguistic mistakes. Seemingly, as longeas recognized as a
non-native learner, failure to modify register, select the prépens of address, or
behave appropriately could all be attributed to one’s ignorance ofatigpage and

culture, rather than to sheer stupidity or rudeness. In three stwitle Spanish- and
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German-accented English, researchers found that native speakedeed overlook the
impolite behavior of accented speakers (Ryan & Bulik 1982) (Ryan, tsahaGrillot
and Kennedy 1980). Respondents heard a tape-recorded conversation imeahet
speaker behaved in a neutral manner or violated a sociolinguistic. ribne
sociolinguistic violations (i.e. failure to say “Hello” when ialing a telephone
conversation and interrupting another speaker) were selected orsthehlad they were
viewed as highly impolite, occurred among native speakers, and cowtribeited to
cultural differences. The researchers found a moderate amountidehee for the
hypothesis that an accent can protect a speaker from theofigégquences of impolite
behavior. Moreover, a foreign accent also guards against nativkespeaaistakenly
thinking the non-native is fluent in the L-2 because when one uses haiticgnted
speech natives immediately adjust their speech to make it slow, clear anstamibeble.
The opinion that native speakers have about foreign accents maglepending
on different circumstances. In situations where languages corfigeten multilingual
communities), for example, second language speakers may be avorably regarded
based on the degree to which their accent conforms to the native nothes ludarer
(Brennan and Brennan 1981). In other circumstances, however, a \wahmsucceeds in
acquiring an accent that is considered “very good” may eliciutravelcome response
from natives. Bailey (1978) explained this phenomenon in terms ofothestatus of
“phony-correctness,” and the expectation among native speakatsthe foreign
speaker’s pronunciation should be somewhat incorrect in order to rbeflear her

“outsider” role (Clyne 1981).
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Giles et al. (1995) focused on prestige and ethnic minority accepésadkers in
Southern California to learn in what ways national identity interacts with speakeent
and positions on the English-only-Movement (EoM). To conduct this reseheghhad
Anglo-undergraduates who initially favored the EoM listen to theEoi message,
while those who initially opposed the EoM listened to the pro-EoM rgessa addition,
the participants heard the message delivered either with an Anglo or Hispaant. a

The results of this study showed that the respondents who listetieel Anglo-
accented speaker showed a significant attitude change from prestttest. However,
only when the source speaker argagdinstEoM he was successful in reducing support
for that issue. Arguments favor of EoM left the attitudes of the participants unchanged
(Giles et al. 1995: 114). The respondents who listened to the Hispaeitted speaker
also showed attitudinal change depending on whether they heard arpaati-EoM
message. Curiously, the Hispanic-accented speaker who airgdador of the issue
produced significant attitude change among the listeners, while wiasarguedgainst
EoM produced no attitude change (Giles et al. 1995: 115). It is wotthdtigng that, in
both cases, the speakers were not influential when they producedjesessasidered
matching with their social group membership. Based on these findiregsesearchers
concluded that, as far as influence on listener opinions is concernedh gysterns and
accent have a very potent, probably underappreciated and perhaps @vger sble than

stereotypes.
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1.8 Intelligibility and Comprehensibility Testing

1.8.1 Research Findings on Hierarchies of L-2 Error Gravity

Different researchers have sought to determine which types oehoramative
speech forms produced by L-2 speakers complicate L-1 listener dwengiiility. Based
on their findings, it is clear that the non-native-like formsuoe due to incorrect
grammar, phonology or lexical use. | begin by examining the conclusgsesrchers
have made that incorrect grammar usage causes the most negathi@ns among native
speakers.

In a study of the attitudes that L-1 French listeners have tonamn-native-like
production by American L-2 French speakers, Ensz (1978) determinechdhaé
speakers of French are more sensitive to incorrect graminasiage than to incorrect
use of phonology or vocabulary. On the other hand, Guntermann (1978) awth Olss
(1972) came to a different conclusion. Although Olsson worked with L-1 Stvedi
speakers learning English and Guntermann researched the effentsn-normative
speech in Spanish, both individuals found that incorrect L-2 grammge wgas not a
source of serious impediment for native speaker comprehensionrticulaa, Olsson
reported that her L-1 English listeners comprehended 75 percéhé gentences that
contained non-native-like forms (24). Likewise, Guntermann, who hdd Spanish
speakers listen to tape-recorded non-normative speech samplesL{ior&nglish
speakers of Spanish, discovered that the native Spanish speakers oodderst
grammatically incorrect statements even without a situaticcw@itext. Instead,

Guntermann ascertained, sentences that contained multiple sournes-pétive-like
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production were the most often miscomprehended (in 32 percent of thg talsesed
by incorrect usage of substitutions (27 percent) and omissions (14 percent) (251)

Although researchers may have different opinions regarding whethet oative
speakers consider incorrect grammatical usage as greadgtiedf comprehension,
several individuals have come to agree that one particular elehgrammar plays a
key role in comprehension — namely, word order.

In her research with L-1 English speakers learning Frenaelaz&i(1980) had L-1
French speakers listen to language samples and rate any exarhplen-native-like
speech production they heard that caused incomprehensibility and negstever|
reactions. Based on the results of her study, she determinealtth@igh native speakers
did not consider non-native word order to be very distracting, it carertheless,
severely jeopardize comprehension. Similarly, in their work wnttive speaker
comprehension of non-native speech, Burt and Kiparsky (1972) learneth¢betect
word order hinders native speaker comprehension more than the incaseecbf
determiners or quantifiers by learners (Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982: 190).

Researchers have also looked at native speaker attitudes tomandative
pronunciation. In research done to determine the ability of non-natigksErspeakers
to comprehend one another, Jenkins (2000) revealed that out of a totalaohgless 27
of the communication breakdowns she noted among the non-natives were due to incorrect
pronunciation. This finding led her to rank “pronunciation” as the leadingecatis
breakdown in her study, followed by “lexis,” “grammar,” “worlchdwledge” and

“ambiguous” (84). Thus, in her opinion, the transfer of L-1 pronunciahtm the L-2
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results in more instances of incomprehension on the part of theeligtean other types
of non-normative speech.

Other studies have focused on determining which particular aspeift(s)
pronunciation causes the most frustration for interlocutors. Bansal (1DB8itrijevic
and Djordjevic (1971) and Browning (1974, 1982), for example, found suprasegme
deviations to cause greater frustration than phonemic deviations. &ageKrasinski
(1987) established that word-by-word delivery, i.e. the failure tkensansonant linkage,
may be distracting and result in the interlocutor losing hidher train of thought.
Moreover, they also ascertained that hesitations appear to dmteefrom the message
than does non-standard grammar. However, research undertaken by (G9&ahn to
learn about the attitudes of US bilinguals and Spanish-speakingerigeaoh English
toward native and non-native speech samples revealed that inameect morphology
is more salient than phonology in the speech of beginning seconthtgdparners. At
the intermediate level, Gynan found that no non-normative speecls fafrrmany kind,
either phonological or morphosyntactic, are salient (164). Therefooentduded that an
error hierarchy that gives more importance to morphosyntax thphatology is valid
for beginning L-2 students.

Still other research has determined that neither non-normativergitécal, nor
pronunciation forms most impede interlocutor comprehension. Instead,cressasuch
as Nickel (1973), Chastain (1980), James (1977), Johansson (1978) and Dordick (1996)
found that non-native like lexical forms were more crucial fdiveaspeaker message
comprehension. Politzer (1978) arrived at similar results fromdsiearch with native

German speakers and their ability to comprehend non-native speechic8peche
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discovered that native speakers found non-normative lexical formsimpeoegtant than
those of grammar or pronunciation for comprehension of non-native speeclHythere
giving additional credence to the necessity of providing studertls avstrong lexical

base in the L-2.

1.8.2 Types of Tests Conducted to Determine L-1 Speaker Inteibility and

Comprehensibility of L-2 Accents

What is the most effective way to test whether L-2 spsa&ee intelligible and
comprehensible to native speakers? Although researchers may fiakentianswers to
this question, no one seems to disagree that the method(s) a hesames to test
intelligibility and comprehensibility will depend on the objectives tbke study.
Kenworthy (1987) asserts that the easiest way to assessntiibgibility and
comprehensibility of L-2 speakers is to simply ask someone & list the non-native
speech samples and then judge how difficult it is to understand themcl&ms that
such impressionistic and subjective assessments are both aanulatkependable. In
order to ease assessment of intelligibility and comprehensilthibiyever, she argues that
spontaneous speech be used because it reflects what is heard‘ontsie world”
(Kenworthy 1987: 20).

Hongyang takes a more objective stance on the subject of iridéitygiand
comprehensibility testing, asserting that either opinion or functieséihg can be used.
Opinion tests ask the listener to subjectively rate a stretspexch along one or many
rating scales (Hongyang 2007: 25). For instance, an opinion tesebigibtlity might

ask the listener to assign a score to a foreign-accentednatebetween “1” and “7”
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along a scale of intelligibility, with “1” meaning “I think isiimpossible to recognize
even a single word,” and “7” meaning “I think it would be veryyemsrecognize all the
words in this utterance perfectly.” Research has shown that native kstexver excellent
intuitions on the relative intelligibility of (foreign-accented) sgeatierances (Hongyang
2007: 25). Using opinion tests may allow researchers to rank foaempnted utterances
or speakers, but they will not provide information about the percentagermfcity
recognized words. To this end, it is useful for researchers tfunsgonal tests, which
require the listener to recognize words (when the goal isato bout intelligibility) or
to grasp the meaning of sentences (when comprehension is targeted).

Researchers such as Bansal, Tiffen and Elanani employieds&uinctional tests
to analyze the intelligibility of non-native speech for L{iegkers. In an attempt to
investigate whether Indian speech is intelligible to L-1 Ehgdiseakers, Bansal (1969)
played recordings of connected speech, reading passages, seateheesd lists to his
L-1 English listeners who were then supposed to repeat anddesite what they had
heard. Tiffen (1974) used a similar test but slightly variedshigject group and test
method. Using recorded test material comprised of segments andsegpeents in
connected speech, reading passages and words and sentencesoliffiet to measure
how intelligible Nigerian Educated English is to L-1 BritiEhglish speakers. He had his
native English speakers listen to the recordings and write downtidiathought they
had heard, as well as respond to a reading passage. Working with I®rtdhian
speakers of English, Elanani (1968) also investigated the iftéitig of non-native

speech for L-1 British speakers. Specifically, he wanted to deterthe linguistic
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variables that caused interference in L-2 Jordanian English andnex#me points at
which intelligibility breakdowns occur in speech.

In a test to determine whether native-speaking German judges coukttly
identify natives and non-natives, Moyer (2004: 68) had 25 non-native-spea&intp®
immigrants participate in functional tests that consisted of lioguistic tasks. They
included: 1) reading 38 words aloud in list format; 2) reading agpspa aloud at a
natural tempo; 3) using spontaneous speech, and 4) reciting a 1i6t sifort German

sayings or proverbs.
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Chapter 2
METHODOLOGY

2.0 Determining the Intelligibility and Comprehensibility of L-2 Speakers of

Russian - My Research Design

My research is divided into three parts, and for each one | pmsgokcific
research question.

Research Question I. — In the spoken language of American lkeaiBussian,
which phonetic, lexical and syntactical aspects of their speetehfare with the
intelligibility to a native speaker of Russian?

Research Question Il. — In the spoken language of AmericaargeafrRussian,
which phonetic, lexical and syntactical aspects of their speetenfere with the
comprehensibility for a native speaker of Russian?

Research Question Ill. — Which strategies used by native-spéa&aigers of
Russian as a Second Language and Russian host families ofcamégarners of
Russian facilitate comprehensibility of learner speech?

Because of the multiple categories of native informant grogpgee for this
study, | shall also summarize here as well how these grougscesstituted in order to
respond to the questions above. A total of 51 native-Russian speaker2plaseanber
ethnic Russian control group, whose speech was also rated by thendier informant
group for comparative purposes, took part in this study. The oveoalb @f 51 primary
informant subjects were then re-configured by the researthdifferent points in the

study into eight different background groups (or clusters), based oncthaitry of
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residence, professional background, experience with American stdehtenowledge
of English.

1) Residency Russians in Russia (N = 31) and in the US (N=20). Russians in
Russia live in St. Petersburg or Vladimir, Russia. Respondents idSheere born in
Russia or the former Soviet Union and lived there for at leadirgtel7 years of their
life before immigrating to America. All of these individuals haween living in the
United States for at least the past five years.

2) Professional Teachers of Russian as a Second Language (N=19) and non-
teachers (N=32). The instructors teach Russian to AmericansragidState University
in St. Petersburg or at the KORA Center of Russian Studi®asimir, Russia. The
group of non-teachers reside in Moscow, Vladimir, or Orekhevo-Zuevo, Russia.

3) Experience with AmericansRussians who have had prior contact with

Americans (N=15) and Russians who have not had prior contact with ZemgriN=36).
Respondents in both groups live in St. Petersburg or Vladimir, &ussiividuals who
have interacted with Americans have done so through work (e.@uagytides), by
hosting American students or being paired with them as Russian language tutors

4) Knowledge of EnglishEnglish-speaking Russians (N=29) and non-English-

speaking Russians (N=22). Participants in both groups live in MoscoRetgtsburg or
Vladimir, Russia. Most of the individuals who know English are studiiag an L-2 at
universities in the aforementioned cities.

In order to respond to Research Question Il above, 18 teachers s)ariRas a
Second Language (out of the overall cluster of 19) as well lsome-stay family hosts,

selected from Cluster 3 above, were additionally asked to desamitbecomment on
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effective strategies they had used to increase intelligibility anghimansibility with the
American L-2 Russian speakers they either taught or hosted inhtimees. All of the
home-stay family hosts live in Vladimir, Russia and have hosted Americd@nss for at
least one academic semester.

In order to compare L-1 and L-2 Russian speech, a further control grode,upa
of 20 ethnic Russian speakers from outside the capital cities, ingl&dissians from the
former Soviet republics, was created for Part | of this stidjhese speakers read the
same text as the L-2 speakers and their speech was alsoteVdbyathe 51 native
Russian listener group.

A total of eight L-2 subjects took part in this study. All weested at the outset
using the Oral Proficiency Interviews (OPI) in order to identifiyo beginners, two
intermediate speakers, two advanced speakers and two supezicsgeakers. Subjects
ranged in age from 19-45. All have an L-1 of English and liveéUS. For purposes of
analysis, the beginning and intermediate learners were thduiremnto a group called
“Intro Level 1 & 2,” while the advanced and superior-level speakers wombined into
a second group called “Advanced Level 1 & 2.”

In Part | of the study, each L-2 speaker was recorded reathmgiatermediate-
level text in Russian taken from the textbd@kyrtu. Recordings were then played for all
L-1 respondents who were asked to rate and identify non-normatines fthey heard
speakers produce. Forms were classified as three non-tectatiegbries: 1) sounds; 2)

words; and, 3) speech (sentence structure). Respondents wereoaskedetich form on

1| did not create a control group for Part Il of stydy because native speakers, unlike non-natiles,
not make errors in L-1 grammar, word choice, état tesult in incomprehension for other native
listeners.
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a scale of 1-3, with “1” being a frequent or highly frustrgtierror, “2” occurring
occasionally or causing mild concern, and “3” occurring infrequently orcaasing
significant concern. Errors were then evaluated based accaodgrgmmatical type (i.e.
sounds, words or speech/sentence), L-2 learner-level and listener group.

In Part Il of the study, each L-2 speaker spontaneously spokassiaR for no
more than three minutes about the topic “My Family,” for which hgled everyone
with five questions to ensure that each narration had the sangestvasture. | chose the
topic “My Family” not only because it can be explored at vitjuany level of
proficiency, but also because it applies to everyone, instead ofaoséfect group of
individuals. The five questions the students were asked to address were:

1) Kro B Bameii cembe? (Who are the members of your family?);

2) Ko stu mrosim o npodpeccun? (What do they do for a living?);

3) ['ne onu xuByT (Where do they live?);

4) Yro onu mo0AT Aenath, Korma ectb cBobomHoe Bpems? (How do they spend

their free time?);

5) Pacckaxxute 00 OZHOM CMENIHOM cCiydae, KOTOpPbIA mpou3omén B Bameit
cembe (Tell about a funny story that happened in your family). | chosesé spontaneous
speech for this task because it most clearly resembled aptaaker performance in real
communication situations. With that said, however, | realize thatsamyples of
spontaneous speech were not completely natural due to the fattytpatticipants were
taking part in an experiment. With regard to speaker performancertain situations,
Pennington and Richards (1986: 217) asserted, “...performance conditaynsibit

access to automatic processing. In such cases, the learnenaveyo resort to the
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domain of conscious processing and so plan and monitor speech more. dibsslya
learner’s performance may differ in the controlled and automadabtes of processing. In
particular, performance may suffer when it must be consciousintained under
stressful conditions.” Nevertheless, | would argue that the speeuli pérticipants was
as natural as possible due to the fact that they were askgmba about themselves,
which something they do regularly in the L-2.

| chose to use recorded L-2 speech samples in Parts | ams$tdad of live
speech, and to limit both the textbook reading and spontaneous speeck sampl
approximately three minutes in length due to researcher reendations. Gill (1994:
352), for example, claims that by using taped messages onaatbsiother cues (i.e.
facial expressions, gestures, etc.) from influencing listeaprpeehensibility. She also
advocates limiting taped messages to approximately three mimuiesgth because
“texts must be long enough for a clear message to be developeshoyeenough for
listeners to have little difficulty, due to length and complexity of thesaggs, in recalling
the information presented” (352).

After recording each of the eight speakers perform the tasRartis | and I, |
sought native-Russian speakers who were willing to take pary research. Participants
first provided demographic information about regarding age, genderofcigsidence
and profession. Respondents then completed Part | of my test, in thiaichstened to
the eight recordings of the L-2 Russian speakers read theroextB myrtu. After
listening to each recording, they placed a check mark next toegamhthey had heard,
and rated them on a scale of 1-3, with “1” being a frequent or higidyrating error, “2”

occurring occasionally or causing a mild concern, and “3” ocayinfrequently or not
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causing significant concern. The non-normative forms that eaciven&ussian
participant had to choose from were divided into three categoriemiuhds; 2) words;
and, 3) speech. Under the rubric of “sounds” the following errors weskeidied:
“swallowing” of sounds, adding of extra sounds in words, adding of ‘®éra
prepositions, e.g:o cemwvéli [SO sem’oy], substitution of one vowel for another, softening
of hard consonants, hard pronunciationzef[l'] and other consonants where softness
was needed, incorrect pronunciation of hushers, retention of unstfessestention of
unstressed back voweiganse [akanje], “hard” pronunciation of soft vowels, absence of
soft consonants and substitution of one consonant for another. Under the afubric
“words” the following errors were included: alteration of words, paus words,
repetition of first syllable, pronunciation of words in separate pants stress. The rubric
of “speech” included the following categories: rate of speegthiré to pause, intonation,
and monotone speech. | developed these categories with the asscftaseeeral
phonetics instructors in Russia who listened to the student readifg® bhebegan
interviewing respondents, and noted the non-normative forms they heardrialkeen
Based on the findings by these instructors, | developed threeodatewith the above-
mentioned errors in each category.

After completing Part | participants were then engaged inlPlaytfirst listening
to the same eight L-2 Russian speakers speak spontaneously abopictbiy Family”
and then answering two questions to gauge their comprehension of eadngedlt is
important to note that the order of recordings played for eagomdent was varied in
order to control for speaker order effects.) The questions resperateswered were: 1)

Were there any instances when the L-2 speech was unclear cheot@dt grammar,
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incorrectly structured phrases, incorrect word choice, incopeetunciation or lack of
lexicon? If yes, please write down several specific exagblat you heard; and 2) If you
answered “yes” to question Number 1, please decide what irfapost with your
comprehension — incorrect grammar, incorrectly structured phrasesyeirtc word
choice, incorrect pronunciation or lack of lexicon? In your opinion, wi\tds variable
complicate comprehension more than the others?

In Part 11l | investigated which types of strategies teaxlé&iRussian as a Second
Language and Russian host families determined had most \effgctincreased
intelligibility and comprehensibility with American L-2 Russiapeakers. The teachers
were asked to think of two students — one with inadequate Russian patimeind
another with deficient Russian grammar — and comment on the strategiesdhsgtido
aid comprehension with these learners. These instructors wergskéxbto describe and
comment on effective strategies they had used to increasentiégibility and
comprehensibility of L-2 American speakers of Russian. Homefataily hosts were
also asked recall a specific American student who had livddthat individual or with
his/her family and describe one particular instance when comeerseith that student
broke down due to his/her incorrect pronunciation and/or grammar. Hiosts
commented on the strategies they had used to facilitate comphansi whether they
were effective or not and why.

| begin by presenting the statistical analyses of my quadingt research from
Parts | and Il of my study, and thereafter report on the seetiliny qualitative research

from Part Ill.
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Chapter 3
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

3.0 Analyzing the Intelligibility and Comprehensibility of Non-Native Russian

Speech

3.1 Sounds, Words or Elements that Interfere With L-2 Russian [Seaker

Intelligibility

Part | of this study addressed the question, “In the spokendgegof American
learners of Russian, which phonetic, lexical and syntacticalctssmé their speech
interfere  with  the intelligibility to a native speaker of Ras8”
Part Il posed the question, “In the spoken language of American lkeah&ussian,
which phonetic, lexical and syntactical aspects of their speetehtfare with the
comprehensibility for a native speaker of Russian?” In Pathé question researched
was, “Which strategies used by native-speaking teachersueid as a Second
Language and Russian host families of American learnerRudsian facilitate
comprehensibility of learner speech?” For the purposes of maroksel divided my
native-speaking Russian listener population into four groups, based oexiheirence in
interactions with foreigners and their own personal knowleddgengfish: 1) Russians in
Russia and Russians in the US; 2) Teachers and non-teacherss@nRas a Second
Language; 3) Russians who have and have not had prior contactmahcans; and 4)
English-speaking and non-English-speaking Russians.

My first hypothesis (Part I) is that all listeners, rethess of the category they fall

into, will react negatively to both rapid and unnaturally slow L-2 Russpeech, as well
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as to non-natives who fail to distinguish paired consonants in wordsexfmple,
pronouncing soft sounds with minimal or no palatalization.

My second hypothesis (Part Il) is that only Russians in Russia, Russians who have
not had prior contact with Americans, and Russians who do not know Englistave
difficulty understanding non-native speakers with both weak pronunciatidnword
choice. The other groups, however, are predicted to have less difimdayse of their
familiarity with English speech patterns or experience waykiwith foreigners.
Additionally, | further hypothesize that insufficient lexical awhtby beginning-level
speakers will complicate comprehension for listeners of all groups.

My third hypothesis (Part Ill) is that teachers of Russsm@m &econd Language
and Russian host family hosts will vary the types of stradegsed depending on the
language ability of the learner.

Participants in the control group read the same text Bonyru that my L-2
participants had read. Thereafter, 20 L-1 Russian speakers, some of residm in
Russia, and some who live in the US, listened to these recordiagedm check mark
next to each non-normative form they had heard, and then rated eaoh tme same
scale of 1-3 that had been used when rating the L-2 Russidkespdahypothesize that
Russian L-1 speakers will produce non-standard word forms containing’édkand
“akan’e” that will impact on native listener intelligibility.

In order to analyze the data for Part I, | combined all otdpé&s in the “sounds”
category (i.e. “swallowing” of sounds, adding of extra sounds in wai$ing of “o”
after prepositions, substitution of one vowel for another, softening raf d@sonants,

hard pronunciation afs (I'’) and other consonants where softness was needed, incorrect
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pronunciation of hushers, retention of unstressed “o,” retention of unstiesse vowels
axanve (akanje), “hard” pronunciation of soft vowels, absence of soft consonadts a
substitution of one consonant for another) into one group, which | then label&ddhe
total.” In this way, | was able to produce a general totaltisr ¢ategory. | did the same
for the second rubric “words,” (i.e. alteration of words, pauses in wapstition of first
syllable, pronunciation of words in separate parts, and stress), iWhlobled the “green
total,” as well as for the third and final category “speeck’ ailure to pause, intonation
and monotone speech), which | labeled “purple total.” However, in ocdevoid
confusion, hereafter | refer to each category by its rulitec (i.e. “sounds,” “words,”
“speech”) instead of its color name (i.e. “red,” “green,” “purple”).

In order to answer my research questions for Part |, | usedaseMéerent types
of statistical procedures such as: histograms, bar graphs, bexapldtmosaic plots. |
begin by describing the results from histograms that illustratethe data are distributed
based on speaker level and category (i.e. “sounds,” “words,” ‘Bf)eda addition, the
histograms display the distribution for speaker level in cpaedence with each of the
four categories — “Listener Home,” “Teacher/Non-Teache®ridr Contact with

Americans” and “English Speaker Yes/No.”

3.1.1 Histograms

When looking at the histogram for the “sounds” category as it relates to scores
for “Listener Home” one sees that the data are symmetricefeel 1 speakers. The most

error points that any of the listeners gave speakers were 2thamdinimum were 1.

80



Thus, the point-scale ranged from 23-1, with the middle scordslstrg between 6-12.

The median was 9.5.

Speaker Level =1 intro
“Sounds” by Listener Home

Quantiles
N 51
4@— . 100.0%  maximum 23.000
99.5% 23.000
97.5% 19.275
90.0% 14.700
75.0%  quartile 12.000
50.0% median 9.500
- — 25.0%  quartile 6.000
‘ 10.0% 4.000
] = 2.5% 1.575
0 5 10 15 20 25 0.5% 1.000
0.0% minimum 1.000

The distribution of data for introductory Level 2 speakers in the€hesr Home”
category is skewed to the right. The maximum number of errorspthiat listeners gave

was 21 and the minimum was 0. The middle scores ranged from 10-4, with a median of 6.

Speaker Level 2 = intro
“Sounds” by Listener Home

Quartiles

N 51

_W ' 100.0% maximum 21.000
99.5% 21.000

97.5% 20.000

90.0% 14.700

75.0%  quartile 10.250

50.0% median 6.000

25.0%  quartile 4.000

10.0% 2.000

N e 2.5% 0.575
0 5 10 15 20 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

81



One sees that the data distribution for the “sounds” categoiy raetates to
“Listener Home” is symmetric. A maximum of 17 and a minimun@ @frror points were
given. The middle scores ranged from 10-5. The median was 7.

Speaker Level 3 = advanced
“Sounds” by Listener Home

Quartiles
l]Zl N 51
100.0% maximum 17.000
— 99.5% 17.000
97.5% 15.450
90.0% 12.000
75.0%  quartile 10.000
50.0% median 7.000
25.0%  quartile 5.000
10.0% 3.000
T || '. 2.5% 0.550
0 5 10 15 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

Data that listeners provided after evaluating advanced Levgledkers are
skewed to the right. The maximum number of error points that aepdisin this group

gave was 14 and the minimum was 0. Scores for these speakerbetween 6-1.75

median of 4

Speaker Level 4 = advanced
“Sounds” by Listener Home

Quartiles

N 51

_EZI— . 100.0% maximum 14.000

- 99.5% 14.000

97.5% 11.425

90.0% 8.000

75.0%  quartile 6.000

50.0%  median 4.000

25.0%  quartile 1.750

10.0% 0.000

1T . 2.5% 0.000
T | | | | | 1
-2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
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When looking at the histogram of “sounds” as it relates to scoa¢sviere given
by Level 1 speakers by teachers and non-teachers of Russigdeasnd Language one
sees that the data distribution is skewed to the left. Th@maax number of error points
that listeners gave was 23, while the fewest was 1. The nsddles were 12-6 and the

median was 9.5.

Speaker Level 1 - intro
“Sounds” by Teachers/Non-Teachers
of Russian

Quiartiles

l ZE l . N 51
100.0% maximum 23.000

— 99.5% 23.000
97.5% 19.275

90.0% 14.700

75.0%  quartile 12.000

50.0% median 9.500

25.0%  quartile 6.000

10.0% 4.000

I __ — 2.5% 1575
0 5 10 15 20 25 0.5% 1.000
0.0% minimum 1.000

Data for Level 2 speakers, however, are skewed to the right.ddersees that
the maximum number of error points that listeners in the “Tesfen-Teachers of

Russian as a Second Language” group gave was 21, while the minimut Wwhe

middle scores were between 10-4, with a median of 6.

Speaker Level 2 =intro
“Sounds” by Teachers/Non-Teachers

of Russian Quantiles

N 51

—] """ 100.0% maximum 21.000
99.5% 21.000

97.5% 20.000

90.0% 14.700

75.0%  quartile 10.250

50.0% median 6.000

25.0%  quartile 4.000

10.0% 2.000

— LT B AT 2.5% 0.575
0 5 10 15 20 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000
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When analyzing the symmetric data distribution for errors aurigls” given to
Level 3 speakers by teachers and non-teachers of Russi&easral Language one sees
that the maximum number of error points given was 17, while themamiwas 0. The

middle scores ranged from 10-5, and the median was 7.

Speaker Level 3 = advanced
“Sounds” by Teachers/Non-Teachers

of Russian
Quantiles
N 51
(I 100.0% maximum 17.000
99.5% 17.000
97.5% 15.450
90.0% 12.000
75.0%  quartile 10.000
50.0% median 7.000
25.0%  quartile 5.000
— 1 10.0% 3.000
! I ' 2.5% 0.550
0 5 10 15 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

The histogram of Level 4 speaker “sounds” indicate that the datskawed to
the right. The maximum and minimum error point totals were 14 angjiectvely. The

middle range of scores was 6-1.75. The median is 4.

Speaker Level 4 = advanced
“Sounds” by Teachers/Non-Teachers

of Russian Quantiles
100.0% maximum 14.000
99.5% 14.000
97.5% 11.425
90.0% 8.000
75.0%  quartile 6.000
50.0% median 4.000
25.0%  quartile 1.750
10.0% 0.000

— = 2.5% 0.000

-2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000
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The “sounds” totals for Level 1 speakers as evaluated byd®tgsaiho have or
have not had prior contact with Americans are skewed to thélled maximum number

of error points that any listener gave speakers was 23, whilmitiiemum was 1. The

middle scores ranged from 12-6, with a median of 9.5.

Speaker Level 1 = intro
“Sounds” by Has/Has Not Spoken to
Americans

Quantil es
. N 51
100.0% maximum 23.000
—_— 99.5% 23.000
97.5% 19.275
90.0% 14.700
75.0%  quartile 12.000
50.0% median 9.500
25.0%  quartile 6.000
10.0% 4.000
] __ 2.5% 1.575
0 5 10 15 20 25 0.5% 1.000
0.0% minimum 1.000

According to the “sounds” histogram for Level 2 speakers, oneesotiat the
data are skewed to the right. The maximum number of error pointarthdistener gave

was 21, and the minimum was 0. The middle quartiles ranged fromak@4he median

was 6.

Speaker Level 2 - intro
“Sounds” by Has/Has Not Spoken to

Americans Quantiles

—EKZ]— ' 100.0% maximum 21.000
99.5% 21.000

97.5% 20.000

90.0% 14.700

75.0%  quartile 10.250

50.0% median 6.000

25.0%  quartile 4.000

10.0% 2.000

2.5% 0.575

' ! ' ! ' ! ' ! ' ! 0.5% 0.000
0 5 10 1520 0.0%  minimum 0.000
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The histogram of data distribution for Level 3 speakers is synun&cores in
this group ranged from 17-0, with median quartiles varying frorb.I0Dhe median was

7.

Speaker Level 3 = advanced
“Sounds” by Has/Has Not Spoken to
Americans

Quantiles
100.0% maximum 17.000
— 99.5% 17.000
97.5% 15.450
90.0% 12.000
75.0%  quartile 10.000
50.0% median 7.000
25.0%  quartile 5.000
— 10.0% 3.000
T I y 2.5% 0.550
0 5 10 15 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

The data for Level 4 speakers as evaluated by Russiansavbamhhave not had
prior contact with Americans are skewed to the right. Here oe® that the maximum
number of error points that any speaker received was 14, and tmeummwas 0. Scores
that extended from the 75-25 percent quartile were 6 and 1.75, reslyedthe median

was 4.

Speaker Level 4 = advanced
“Sounds” by Has/Has Not Spoken to

Americans Quantiles
100.0% maximum 14.000
99.5% 14.000
97.5% 11.425
90.0% 8.000
75.0%  quartile 6.000
50.0% median 4.000
25.0%  quartile 1.750
10.0% 0.000

T | | | _I_!_'_?— T 2.5% 0.000

-2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000
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The data distribution of “sounds” scores of Level 1 speakers asae@lby
English and non-English-speaking Russians is symmetric. Thenmaxnumber of error
points that any listener gave was 23, while the minimum wabhé. quartile range

spanned from 12-6, and the medium was 9.5.

Speaker Level 1 = intro
“Sounds” — English speakers — yes/no

Quantiles
100.0% maximum 23.000
99.5% 23.000
97.5% 19.275
90.0% 14.700
75.0%  quartile 12.000
— 50.0% median 9.500
[ ‘ 25.0%  quartile 6.000
- I e R 10.0% 4.000
0 5 10 15 20 25 2.5% 1.575
0.5% 1.000
0.0% minimum 1.000

The data distribution for Level 2 speakers is skewed to the Agtthe quantiles
indicate, the maximum error point total was 21 and the minimumwaisl0. Numbers in

the 75-50 percent quartiles spanned from 10-4. The median was 4.

Speaker Level 2 - intro
“Sounds” — English speakers — yes/no

Quantiles

— o " N 51
- 100.0% maximum 21.000
99.5% 21.000

97.5% 20.000

90.0% 14.700

75.0%  quartile 10.250

50.0% median 6.000

25.0%  quartile 4.000

SN F 5 A o o 10.0% 2.000
0.5% 0.000

0.0% minimum 0.000
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The histogram for Level 3 “Scores” indicates that the dataiatebuted symmetrically.
The maximum and minimum numbers of error points given to speaksged from 17-

0, respectively. The middle scores ranged from 10-5, with a median of 7.

Speaker Level 3 - advanced
“Sounds” — English speakers — yes/no

Quantiles

N 51

100.0% maximum 17.000

99.5% 17.000

97.5% 15.450

90.0% 12.000

75.0%  quartile 10.000

50.0% median 7.000

25.0%  quartile 5.000

10.0% 3.000

. || ] 2.5% 0.550
0 5 10 15 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

Similarly to the Level 3 totals, the data distribution of Lexetotals is also
symmetric. The total number of error points that any speakeivest was 14 and the

minimum was 0. The medium quartiles extended from 6-1.75 and the median was 4.

Speaker Level 4 = advanced
“Sounds” — English speakers — yes/no

Quantiles
100.0% maximum 14.000
99.5% 14.000
97.5% 11.425
90.0% 8.000
75.0%  quartile 6.000
50.0% median 4.000
25.0%  quartile 1.750
10.0% 0.000
S e = 2.5% 0.000
-2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000
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The histogram for “words” as it relates to “Listener Honseskewed to the right
for Level 1 speakers. The maximum number of error points thaspegker received
were 15, and the minimum number were 0. The medium quartiles spannegi 3;omith

a median of 6.

Speaker Level 1 = intro
“Words” by Listener Home

Quantiles
100.0% maximum 15.000
99.5% 15.000
97.5% 13.425
90.0% 11.000
75.0%  quartile 8.000
50.0% median 6.000
25.0%  quartile 3.000
10.0% 1.000
! ' ! ' ! ' 2.5% 0.000
0 5 10 15 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

The data distribution for Level 2 speakers is also skewed tadiie Here one
sees that the maximum number of error points that listeners wwasel5 and the

minimum was 0. The middle scores were between 8-1. The median was 3.

Speaker Level 2 = intro
“Words” by Listener Home

Quantiles

—|_ <> -
100.0% maximum 15.000
— 99.5% 15.000
97.5% 14.425
90.0% 11.000
75.0%  quartile 8.000
50.0% median 3.000
25.0%  quartile 1.000
1 10.0% 0.000
I T t , } 2.5% 0.000
0 5 10 15 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000
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The histogram for Level 3 speakers is symmetric and has maximum and minimum

numbers of error points ranging from 12-0, respectively. The mediahlggiapan from

5-2. The median is 3.

Speaker Level 3 = advanced
“Words” by Listener Home

Quantiles
100.0% maximum 12.000
99.5% 12.000
97.5% 10.000
90.0% 6.000
75.0%  quartile 5.000
50.0% median 3.000
25.0%  quartile 2.000
: : : : : I — 10.0% 1.000
2.5% 0.000
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

According to the Level 4 histogram, one sees that it isewly skewed to the
right. The maximum number of error points that any speakervestevas 10; the

minimum was 0. The median quartiles were very narrow, ranigorg just 2-0. The

median was 0.

Speaker Level 4 = advanced
“Words” by Listener Home

90

Quantiles

@7 T . N 51
100.0% maximum 10.000

! 99.5% 10.000
97.5% 8.425

90.0% 4.700

75.0%  quartile 2.000

50.0% median 0.000

25.0%  quartile 0.000

|_| D — 10.0% 0.000

— T T T T T T 1T 2.5% 0.000
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000



The histogram of errors in the “words” category for Levepéakers as rated by
teachers/non-teachers of Russian as a Second Language isl dkette right. The
maximum number of error points any speaker received was 15; thimum was 0.

Middle quartiles ranged from 8-3. The median for this data distribution was 6.

Speaker Level 1 = intro
“Words” by Teacher/Non-Teacher
of Russian

Quantiles
100.0% maximum 15.000
— 99.5% 15.000
97.5% 13.425
90.0% 11.000
75.0%  quartile 8.000
50.0% median 6.000
25.0%  quartile 3.000
1 10.0% 1.000
' ‘ 2.5% 0.000
0 5 10 15 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

Although the histogram for Level 2 speakers is also skewed togiieand the
maximum and minimum error points are the same as for Levieé humbers after O are
much more uniform than in the previous data distribution. The middle lggaspanned

from 8-1, and the median was 3.

Speaker Level 2 = intro
“Words” by Teacher/Non-Teacher

of Russian Quantiles
I:IZZI N 51
100.0% maximum 15.000
— 99.5% 15.000
97.5% 14.425
90.0% 11.000
75.0%  quartile 8.000
50.0%  median 3.000
25.0%  quartile 1.000
, [ = 10.0% 0.000
0 5 10 15 2.5% 0.000
0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000
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The data for Level 3 speakers are distributed symmetricalpxirum and
minimum error point totals ranged from 12-0, respectively. The middéezes were

between 5-2. The median was 3.

Speaker Level 3 = advanced
“Words” by Teacher/Non-Teacher
of Russian

Quantiles

_EKZI7 . N 51
L 100.0% maximum 12.000
99.5% 12.000

97.5% 10.000

90.0% 6.000

75.0%  quartile 5.000

50.0% median 3.000

25.0%  quartile 2.000

, , , — 10.0% 1.000

I | [
2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 2.5% 0.000
0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

The data distribution for Level 4 speakers is extremely skeéwvétk right. Here
one sees that the maximum number of error points that listeneesvgas 10; the
minimum was 0. Middle quartiles ranged from a mere 2 to 0. The media also very

low at O.

Speaker Level 4 = advanced
“Words” by Teacher/Non-Teacher

of Russian )
Quantiles
IZE* . 1 e o m N 51
. 100.0% maximum 10.000
99.5% 10.000
97.5% 8.425
90.0% 4.700
75.0%  quartile 2.000
50.0% median 0.000
|_| D 25.0%  quartile 0.000
— PP 10.0% 0.000
10 123456 78 91011 2.5% 0.000
0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000
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The data distribution for Level 1 speakers as evaluated byaRgssho have or
have not had prior contact with Americans is skewed to the riglet"ffaximum number
of error points that any listener recorded was 15; the minimum Ondkhe middle

guartiles ranged from 8-3. The median was 6.

Speaker Level 1 = intro
“Words” by Has/Has Not Spoken to
Americans

Quantiles
100.0% maximum 15.000
— 99.5% 15.000
97.5% 13.425
90.0% 11.000
75.0%  quartile 8.000
50.0% median 6.000
25.0%  quartile 3.000
| 10.0% 1.000
T T T T T ¥ 2.5% 0.000
0 5 10 15 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

The histogram for Level 2 speakers is very skewed to the rightawnaximum
error count of 15 and a minimum of 0. The middle score range was fori& median

was 3.

Speaker Level 2 = intro
“Words” by Has/Has Not Spoken to

Americans
Quantiles
<> N 51
— 100.0% maximum 15.000
99.5% 15.000
97.5% 14.425
90.0% 11.000
75.0%  quartile 8.000
50.0% median 3.000
25.0%  quartile 1.000
| : . : : II_I—. 10.0% 0.000
0 5 10 15 2.5% 0.000
0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000
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The data distribution for Level 3 is also skewed to the right.fiaeimum and
minimum number of error points given to speakers spanned from 12-0, neslyedihe

middle scores were between 5-2. The median was 3.

Speaker Level 3 = advanced
“Words” by Has/Has Not Spoken to
Americans

Quantiles
_EKZI7 ' . N 51
100.0% maximum 12.000
99.5% 12.000
97.5% 10.000
90.0% 6.000
75.0%  quartile 5.000
50.0% median 3.000
25.0%  quartile 2.000
S —_ — 10.0% 1.000
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 2.5% 0.000
0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

The fourth and final distribution for this group is also very skewethé right.
When looking at it one sees that the maximum number of error ppedkers received
was 10, while the minimum was 0. The middle quartiles were veryriging from 2-

0, and the median was 0.

Speaker Level 4 = advanced
“Words” by Has/Has Not Spoken to

Americans Quantiles
N 51
[ O— = v+ = - 100.0% maximum  10.000
1 99.5% 10.000
97.5% 8.425
90.0% 4.700
75.0%  quartile 2.000
50.0% median 0.000
25.0%  quartile 0.000
|_| I 10.0% 0.000
I B s e e o e 2.5% 0.000
-1 0 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 91011 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000
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The fourth and final listener category that will be examinedhm “words”

category is “English Speaker Yes/No.” When looking at listela¢éings of Level 1

speakers one sees that the data are skewed to the right.aXimeum number of error

points that a listener recorded was 15; the minimum was 0. Thearsddles ranged

from 8-3. The median was 6.

Speaker Level 1 = intro
“Words” by English Speaker — yes/no

]
T |
0 5 10 15

N
100.0%
99.5%
97.5%
90.0%
75.0%
50.0%
25.0%
10.0%
2.5%
0.5%
0.0%

Quantiles

maximum

quartile
median
quartile

minimum

51
15.000
15.000
13.425
11.000

8.000
6.000
3.000
1.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

The data distribution of Level 2 speakers is also skewed to the fitlet

maximum number of error points was 15; the minimum was 0. The nsddle range

was 8-1, with a median of 3.

Speaker Level 2 = intro
“Words” by English speaker yes/no

| I
, ——
0 5 10 15

95

N
100.0%
99.5%
97.5%
90.0%
75.0%
50.0%
25.0%
10.0%
2.5%
0.5%
0.0%

Quantiles

maximum

quartile
median
quartile

minimum

51
15.000
15.000
14.425
11.000

8.000
3.000
1.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000



The data distribution for Level 3 speakers as judged by English-speaking and non
English-speaking Russians is skewed to the right. Maximum and nmmignor counts
ranged from 12-0, respectively. Scores in the middle quarilasned from 5-2. The

median was 3.

Speaker Level 3 = advanced
“Words” by English speaker yes/no

Quantiles
_EKZI7 T . N 51
100.0% maximum 12.000
99.5% 12.000
97.5% 10.000
90.0% 6.000
75.0%  quartile 5.000
50.0% median 3.000
25.0%  quartile 2.000
__ 10.0% 1.000
T | I I I I I 1 2.5% 0.000
-2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

Level 4 speakers produced data that are very skewed to the hgherfbr range
for this distribution extended from 10-0, while the quartiles spanneéra two points

from 2-0. The median was 0.

Speaker Level 4 = advanced

“Words” by English speaker yes/no Quantiles
N 51
BZ'* =t 100.0%  maximum 10.000
! 99.5% 10.000
97.5% 8.425
90.0% 4.700
75.0%  quartile 2.000
50.0%  median 0.000
25.0%  quartile 0.000
|_| I] 10.0% 0.000
— PP 2.5% 0.000
1012345678 91011 0.5% N 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000
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Finally, | evaluate the “speech” category. Interestingly,ddi@ distribution is the
same for each level in all four groups (i.e. “Listener Honi€g€acher/Non-Teacher of
Russian,” “Prior Contact with Americans,” and “English Speakes/Ne”). The data
distribution for Level 1 is symmetric. The maximum number of guodnts that listeners
gave was 12 and the minimum was 0. The middle scores for spaakieislevel ranged

from 7-2. The median was 4.

Speaker Level 1 = intro
“Speech” — Same for all four groups

Quantiles
100.0% maximum 12.000
— 99.5% 12.000
97.5% 12.000
90.0% 9.000
75.0%  quartile 7.000
50.0% median 4.000
25.0%  quartile 2.000
[] 10.0% 0.000
T I I | | I | I T 2.5% 0.000
-2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 0.5% 0.000
0.0% minimum 0.000

The histogram for Level 2 is skewed to the right. The maximumbeurof
speaker error points was 12, while the minimum was 0. The middie soage for errors

at this level was from 7.7-1. The median was 4.

Speaker Level 2 = intro
“Speech” — Same for all four groups

Quantiles

. 100.0% maximum 12.000
99.5% 12.000

97.5% 11.000

90.0% 7.700

75.0%  quartile 4.000

50.0%  median 1.000

25.0%  quartile 0.000

: | | | | —] | : 10.0% 0.000
2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 2.5% 0.000
0.5% 0.000

0.0% minimum 0.000
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When looking at the data distribution for Level 3 speakers, whiskeiwed to the
right one sees that the maximum number of error points thatdisteecorded was 8 and

the minimum was 0. The middle scores fell between 2-0. The median was 1.

Speaker Level 3 = advanced
“Speech” — Same for all groups

Quantiles
o - : s1
— 100.0% maximum 8.0000
99.5% 8.0000
97.5% 6.0000
90.0% 4.0000
75.0%  quartile 2.0000
50.0%  median 1.0000
H H 25.0% quartile 0.0000
I Dp';.'glﬁl 10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
-1 01 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 0.5% 0.0000
0.0% minimum 0.0000

The histogram for Level 4 speakers, like that for that of L8ye also skewed to
the right but slightly more uniform. Once again, the maximum number of error points that
any speaker received was 8, while the minimum was 0. The middi@egiavere low at

2-0. The median was 0.

Speaker Level 4 = advanced
“Speech” — Same for all groups

Quantiles
<>'— ! : N 51
! 100.0% maximum 8.0000
99.5% 8.0000
97.5% 6.8500
90.0% 5.0000
75.0%  quartile 2.0000
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0%  quartile 0.0000
7 |—| I—I — O O _ 10.0% 0.0000
T ] ] L O AL 2 5% 0.0000
-1 01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0.5% 0.0000
0.0% minimum 0.0000
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3.1.2 — Mosaic Plots of Errors Within Each Category

In the next section of this statistical analysis | exanmener frequently as
recorded in each category and speaker level. Mosaic plotsusedefor this purpose, as
they clearly demonstrate the divisions between speaker Istddr@quency of errors by
using numbers and different color patterns. For example, areas onsh& plots where
no errors were made are shown with “0” and a dark blue color. Aveas errors
occurred but very infrequently are shown with “1” and a light blueorcaFairly
frequently occurring errors are shown with “2” and a light reldrg while very frequent
errors are shown with “3” and a dark red color. | begin by amajyzrrors made in the
“sounds” category.

The first error examined is “swallowing of sounds.” When lookingtree
frequency of “3,” or “very serious” errors, one sees that theyroed 16 times for Level
1 speakers, 10 times for Level 2 speakers, 5 times for [3egpkakers and O times for
Level 4 speakers. Thus, the total number of times that listenerseddhis error as “very

serious” was 31.
Swallowing of sounds

Count 0 1 2 3| Total
Swallowing of sounds Total %
1 Col %
5 |:| 1-intro 55 10 21 16| 102
8 0.75 ' ' 13.48 2.45 5.15| 3.92| 25.00
< — 1 |0 20.00| 21.74| 37.50| 51.61
a 53.92 9.80| 20.59| 15.69
5, L 2 - intro 67 12 13 10[ 102
£ 16.42 2.94 3.19| 2.45| 25.00
2 24.36| 26.09| 23.21| 32.26
g 0 65.69| 11.76] 12.75| 9.80
o 3- 73 10 14 5 102
advanced 17.89 2.45 3.43| 1.23| 25.00
26.55| 21.74| 25.00| 16.13
£ £ ks 3 7157 9.80| 13.73| 4.90
E £ g g 4- 80 14 8 0| 102
- ~ .- .- advanced 19.61 3.43 1.96| 0.00| 25.00
me ¥ 29.09 30.43 14.29| 0.00
Speder Level 78.43| 13.73 7.84] 0.00
275 46 56 31| 408
67.40| 11.27| 13.73] 7.60
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Regarding “adding extra sounds in words,” there were 4 instavieas this error

was considered as “very serious” among Level 1 speakers, €3 tamong Level 2

speakers, 3 among Level 3 speakers and 0 times among Level 4 speakersfaf 4@ot

Adding of extra sounds in words

Adding of extra sounds in words

1.00-

1-intr
2 -intro

3-

Speaker Level

4-

1

advanced
advanced

Adding of extra sounds in words

Count 0 1 2 3
Total %
Col %
Row %
1-intro 80 9 9 41 102
19.61| 2.21| 2.21| 0.98|25.00
23.39| 25.71| 42.86| 40.00
78.43| 8.82] 8.82] 3.92
2 - intro 87 7 5 3| 102
21.32| 1.72| 1.23| 0.74|25.00
25.44| 20.00| 23.81| 30.00
85.29| 6.86] 4.90| 2.94
3- 79 13 7 3| 102
advanced |19.36| 3.19| 1.72| 0.74|25.00
23.10| 37.14| 33.33| 30.00
77.45| 12.75| 6.86| 2.94
4 - 96 6 0 0| 102
advanced |23.53| 1.47| 0.00( 0.00|25.00
28.07| 17.14| 0.00| 0.00
94.12| 5.88/ 0.00| 0.00
342 35 21 10| 408
83.82| 8.58| b5.15| 2.45

Adding of ‘0’ after a preposition” was very seldom rated asy's&rious,” as the

mosaic plot illustrates. In particular, among Level 1 speake&vas given a rating of “3”

2 times, among Level 2 speakers 5 times, while among Level 3 andkkespéhe rating

was 0. In sum, listeners considered this error “very serious” a total of omhe3. ti

Adding of "0" after preposition

after preposition

Adding of "o"

1.00

0.75-

0.50

0.25

0.00 - |

advanced

3-

Speaker Level

advanced

Adding of "0" after p reposition

Count 0 1 2 3

Total %

Col %

Row %

1 -intro 88 10 2 2 102
21.57 2.45( 0.49| 0.49 25.00
25.96 22.22| 11.76| 28.57
86.27 9.80| 1.96] 1.96

2 - intro 76 10 11 5 102
18.63 2.45| 2.70| 1.23 25.00
22.42 22.22| 64.71| 71.43
74.51 9.80| 10.78| 4.90

3 - advanced 76 22 4 0 102
18.63 5.39| 0.98| 0.00 25.00
22.42 48.89| 23.53| 0.00
74.51 21.57| 3.92] 0.00

4 - advanced 99 3 0 0 102
24.26 0.74) 0.00| 0.00 25.00
29.20 6.67| 0.00f 0.00
97.06 2.94| 0.00] 0.00

339 45 17 7 408

83.09 11.03| 4.17| 1.72
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“Replacement of one vowel with another” was given a “very seticatsng 17
times for Level 1 speakers, 10 times for Level 2 speakerspikek tior Level 3 speakers
and only 1 time for Level 4 speakers. The total number of timesatimg was given was

39 times.

Replacement of one vowel with another
+ 1.00

Replacement of one vowel with another

|3 Count 0 1 2 3
2 Total %
L Col %
1 Row %
B 1 - intro 43 11 31 17 102

10.54 2.70| 7.60| 4.17 25.00
18.38 18.64| 40.79| 43.59
42.16 10.78| 30.39| 16.67
2 -intro 59 18 15 10 102
14.46 4.41| 3.68| 2.45 25.00
25.21 30.51| 19.74| 25.64
57.84 17.65| 14.71| 9.80

o
[—

Replacement of one vowel with anothe

advanced
advanced

. . 3 - advanced 60 12 19 11 102

« N 14.71 2.94| 4.66| 2.70 25.00
Speaker Level 25.64 20.34| 25.00| 28.21
58.82 11.76| 18.63| 10.78

4 - advanced 72 18 11 1 102

17.65 4.41| 270 0.25 25.00
30.77 30.51| 14.47| 2.56
70.59 17.65| 10.78| 0.98

234 59 76 39 408
57.35 14.46| 18.63| 9.56

Errors recorded due to “softening of consonants” were less fretjummtn the
previous category. For Level 1 speakers a “3” rating was assighédhes, 9 times for
Level 2 speakers, 7 for Level 3 speakers and only 1 time fael lespeakers. Thus, this

error was deemed “very serious” 28 times.
Softening of consonants

Softening of consonants By Speaker Level %’t‘;rl‘to ” 0 1 2 3
Mosaic Plot Col %
1.00— ) Row %
s 1-intro 55 10 26| 11| 102
ﬂ 2 I 13.48| 2.45| 6.37| 2.70| 25.00
£ 0.75-] - 21.40| 19.23| 36.62| 39.29
S |1 I 53.92| 9.80| 25.49| 10.78
S 2 - intro 62 17 14 9 102
+5 0.50 15.20| 4.17| 3.43| 2.21| 25.00
2 24.12| 32.69| 19.72| 32.14
5 0 60.78| 16.67| 13.73| 8.82
$ 0259 3 - advanced 63| 12 20 7] 102
15.44| 2.94| 4.90| 1.72| 25.00
24.51| 23.08| 28.17| 25.00
0.00"7=5 S e e - 61.76| 11.76| 19.61| 6.86
£ £ g g 4 - advanced 77 13 11 1 102
- ~ - - 18.87| 3.19| 2.70| 0.25| 25.00
©® ¥ e 29.96| 25.00| 15.49| 3.57
Speaker Level 75.49| 12.75| 10.78| 0.98

257 52 71 28 408
62.99| 12.75| 17.40| 6.86
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“Incorrect pronunciation of hard consonants” proved to be regarded asya “ve
serious” error among Level 1 speakers. In particular, individaaisat group were rated
as having committed this error 21 times, unlike speakers in the tbtlee groups who
were given scores of “3” 10 times (for Levels 2 and 3) and 4 @welL4). As a result,

this error was rated as “very serious” a total of 45 times.

Incorrect pronunciation of hard consonants Incorrect pronunciation of hard
 1.00— consonants
5 s [ Count 0 1 2 3
s ) I:I Total %
§0.75— L Col %
° 1 |:| Row %
2 B 1 - intro 48 8 25 21| 102
% 0.50 11.76| 1.96| 6.13 5.15| 25.00
2 19.75| 14.55| 38.46| 46.67
o 0 47.06| 7.84| 24.51| 20.59
2027 2-intro 60[ 16| 16 0] 102
5 14.71| 3.92| 3.92 2.45| 25.00
30'00_ | 24.69| 29.09| 24.62| 22.22
g 2 2 3 3 58.82| 15.69| 15.69 9.80
£ = = g g 3 - advanced 61| 17| 14 10 102
- o - - 14.95| 4.17| 3.43 2.45| 25.00
25.10| 30.91| 21.54| 22.22
Speaker Level 59.80| 16.67| 13.73 9.80
4 - advanced 74 14 10 4 102
18.14| 3.43| 2.45 0.98| 25.00
30.45| 25.45| 15.38 8.89
72.55| 13.73| 9.80 3.92
243 55 65 45| 408
59.56| 13.48| 15.93| 11.03

In the next category, “hard’ pronunciation of ‘I' and other consonamtériers
gave speakers many scores of “3,” which is evidenced by the &mount of red found
on the mosaic plot for this error. For Level 1 speakers this &rasr judged “very
serious” 43 times, while it was heard 28 times among Level 2 sige@detimes among
Level 3 speakers and 25 times among Level 4 speakers. figases resulted in 130

scores of “3” for this error.
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"Hard" pronunciation of "I" and other

consonants

ts
e
o
7

"Hard" pronunciation of "I' and other consonan

advanced

3-

Speaker Level

advanced

(|

"Hard" pronunciation of "I" and other

consonants

Count 0 1 2 3

Total %

Col %

Row %

1 -intro 13 11 35 43| 102
3.19 2.70| 8.60| 10.57| 25.06
14.77| 15.71| 29.41| 33.08
12.75| 10.78| 34.31] 42.16

2 - intro 24 23 27 28| 102
5.90 5.65| 6.63| 6.88| 25.06
27.27| 32.86| 22.69| 21.54
23.53| 22.55| 26.47| 27.45

3 - advanced 12 15 40 34 101
2.95 3.69| 9.83| 8.35| 24.82
13.64| 21.43| 33.61| 26.15
11.88| 14.85| 39.60| 33.66

4 - advanced 39 21 17 25| 102
9.58 5.16| 4.18| 6.14| 25.06
44.32| 30.00| 14.29| 19.23
38.24| 20.59| 16.67| 24.51

88 70 119| 130| 407

21.62| 17.20| 29.24| 31.94

Listeners gave Level 1, 2 and 3 speakers fairly similar rabfhgsery serious”

for “incorrect pronunciation of hushers.” In particular, this error Wwaard 7 times

among Level 1 speakers, 9 times among Level 2 speakers and $latimag Level 3

speakers. Among Level 4 speakers, however, this error was ratgdséreous” only 4

times. Thus, it was heard a total of 31 times.

Incorrect p ronunciation of hushers

5
|

Incorrect pronunciation of hushers

g
|

3-

advanced

Speaker Level

4-

advanced
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Incorrect pronunciation of hushers

Count 0 1 2 3

Total %

Col %

Row %

1-intro 53 12 30 71 102
12.99 2.94| 7.35| 1.72| 25.00
27.32| 15.58| 28.30| 22.58
51.96| 11.76| 29.41| 6.86

2 - intro 44 21 28 9| 102
10.78 5.15| 6.86| 2.21| 25.00
22.68| 27.27| 26.42| 29.03
43.14| 20.59| 27.45| 8.82

3 - advanced 44 21 26 11 102
10.78 5.15| 6.37| 2.70| 25.00
22.68| 27.27| 24.53| 35.48
43.14| 20.59| 25.49| 10.78

4 - advanced 53 23 22 4 102
12.99 5.64| 5.39| 0.98| 25.00
27.32| 29.87| 20.75| 12.90
51.96| 22.55| 21.57| 3.92
194 77| 106 31| 408
47.55| 18.87| 25.98| 7.60




Level 1 and Level 2 speakers made almost an identical numbegrgfserious”
errors in the category of “okan’e,” while such error counts foveLe8 and Level 4
speakers were almost the same. Specifically, Level 1 speakarsitted this error “very
seriously” 14 times, Level 2 speakers 13 times, Level 3 spedkenses and Level 4

speakers 0. Listeners gave speakers a rating of “3” or “very seriooisl! aft 30 times.

"Okan'e" "Okan'e”
1_00-— Count 0 1 2 3
-- = Total %
Col %
o.75— i Row %
1 1 - intro 48 19 21 14 102

11.76 4.66 5.15| 3.43 25.00
19.51| 25.33| 36.84| 46.67
47.06| 18.63| 20.59| 13.73
2 -intro 45 26 18 13 102
11.03 6.37 4.41| 3.19 25.00
18.29| 34.67| 31.58| 43.33
44,12 25.49| 17.65| 12.75
3 - advanced 68 19 12 3 102
16.67 4.66 2.94| 0.74 25.00

"Okan'e"

0.50—
- l. |
ooo— =T =

- o T o I - T ©
£ g 3 ] 27.64| 25.33| 21.05| 10.00
B D 8 8 66.67| 18.63| 11.76| 2.94
— o~ .= .=
n 2 < 2 4 - advanced 85 11 6 0 102
20.83| 2.70| 1.47| 0.00| 25.00
Speaker Level 34.55| 14.67| 10.53| 0.00

83.33| 10.78 5.88| 0.00
246 75 57 30 408
60.29| 18.38] 13.97| 7.35

Listeners did not give speakers a “3” or “very serious” rafiog “akan’e.”

Indeed, the only group that received this rating was Level dkepe who listeners heard

make it 3 times. "Akan'e"
Count 0 1 2 3
Total %
Col %
"Akan'e" Row %
1.00— - = 1-intro 85 8 6 3 102
= (= =] 20.83| 1.96| 1.47| 0.74| 25.00
22.85| 42.11| 42.86| 100.0
0.75] 83.33| 7.84| 5.88 0
2.94
fg 2 - intro 95 3 4 0 102
g 0.50 0 23.28| 0.74| 0.98| 0.00| 25.00
£ 25.54| 15.79| 28.57| 0.00
93.14| 2.94| 3.92| 0.00
0259 3 - advanced 94 5 3 0 102
23.04| 1.23| 0.74| 0.00| 25.00
0,00 ) S S I L 25.27| 26.32| 21.43| 0.00
T e e oo m o 92.16| 4.90| 2.94| 0.00
< < g g 4 - advanced 98 3 1 0 102
= ~ - - 24.02| 0.74| 0.25/ 0.00| 25.00
26.34| 15.79| 7.14| 0.00
Speaker Level 96.08| 2.94 0.98| 0.00
372 19 14 3 408
91.18| 4.66| 3.43| 0.74
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Although no speakers received a rating above “1” for “hard pronunciafigoft

vowels,” the mosaic plot and contingency table are still provided here.

"Hard" pronunciation of soft vowels "Hard" pronunciation of soft vowels
Count 0 1
o 1007 I7l Total %
g Col %
E 075 Row %
60 1-intro 100 2 102
5 24.51| 0.49 25.00
5 24.75| 50.00
§ 0507 0 98.04| 1.96
% 2 -intro 101 1 102
S Las- 2475 0.25|  25.00
o 25.00| 25.00
g 99.02| 0.98
* 0.00- L 3 - advanced 101 1 102
£ = 3 3 24.75| 0.25 25.00
= = £ g 25.00| 25.00
- ~ - Iy 99.02| 0.98
4 - advanced 102 0 102
Speaker Level 25.00| 0.00 25.00
25.25| 0.00
100.0| 0.00
0
404 4 408
99.02| 0.98

Similarly to the previous category, listeners did not assigakspe ratings of “3”
for “absence of soft consonants;” instead, only ratings of “0” ahav&e given. Despite

the lack of “very serious” ratings, the mosaic plot and contingtatdg are still provided

here.
Absence of soft consonants
Count 0 2
Soft consonants Total %
10T —_____ — Col %
Row %
@ 1 - intro 102 o| 102
8 75 2500/ 0.00| 25.00
g 25.06| 0.00
5 100.00|  0.00
£ 050 . 2 - intro 102 o 102
% 25.00| 0.00| 25.00
s 25.06|  0.00
o 100.00|  0.00
3927 3- advanced 101 1 102
< 24.75| 0.25| 25.00
24.82| 100.00
00—/ T T T - = 99.02| 0.98
= g § § 4 - advanced 102 0 102
4 & g g 25.00| 0.00| 25.00
» 8 <+ 8 25.06| 0.00
100.00|  0.00
Speaker Level 407 1 208
99.75| 0.25
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Listeners did not give high ratings of “3” for “substitution of ar@sonant for

another.” Level 1 speakers were heard to make this error 3, tlreesl 2 speakers 4

times, Level 3 speakers twice and Level 4 speakers once. THuBsteners rated this

error as “very serious” a total of only 10 times.

Substitution of one consonant for another

—

Substitution of one consonant for anothe

1.00

0.75+

0.50

0.25

0.00-

1-intro

2 - intro
advanced

3-

Speaker Level

4-

advanced

[—— ]

Substitution of one consonant for

analyzing the results of “changing of words.”

another

Count 0 1 2 3

Total %

Col %

Row %

1 -intro 91 4 4 3| 102
22.30| 0.98| 0.98| 0.74| 25.00
24.40| 26.67| 40.00{30.00
89.22| 3.92| 3.92| 2.94

2 -intro 95 2 1 4| 102
23.28| 0.49| 0.25| 0.98| 25.00
25.47| 13.33| 10.00{40.00
93.14| 196/ 0.98| 3.92

3 - advanced 92 5 3 2 102
22.55| 1.23| 0.74| 0.49| 25.00
24.66| 33.33| 30.00{20.00
90.20| 4.90| 2.94| 1.96

4 - advanced 95 4 2 1| 102
23.28| 0.98| 0.49| 0.25| 25.00
25.47| 26.67| 20.00{10.00
93.14| 3.92| 1.96| 0.98

373 15 10 10| 408
91.42| 3.68| 2.45| 2.45
by

| now examine the total number of errors in the “words” categod/ begin

Without question, the most frequent number of “very serious” or “3hgatin

this category were found among Level 1 speakers who comnhitedrtor 21 times. As

the speaker level increased, fewer and fewer errors weredeecan this category.

Specifically, Level 2 speakers were heard to make it 10 timbde Level 3 speakers

made it 3 times and Level 4 speakers only once. “Changing of iweedsheard a total

of 35 times.
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Changing of words

1.00-

0.754

Changing of words
o
[éa)
T

o
N
T

0.00-

1-intro

2 -intro

3-

Speaker Level

advanced

4-

advanced

Speakers made a similar number of errors in

Changing of words

Count 0 1 2 3

Total %

Col %

Row %

1-intro 47 13 21 21| 102
11.52| 3.19 5.15 5.15( 25.00
19.34| 23.21| 28.38| 60.00
46.08| 12.75| 20.59| 20.59

2 - intro 58 12 22 10| 102
14.22| 2.94 5.39 2.45| 25.00
23.87| 21.43| 29.73| 28.57
56.86| 11.76| 21.57 9.80

3 - advanced 53 19 27 3 102
12.99| 4.66 6.62 0.74| 25.00
21.81| 33.93| 36.49 8.57
51.96| 18.63| 26.47 2.94

4 - advanced 85 12 4 1| 102
20.83| 2.94 0.98 0.25| 25.00
34.98| 21.43 541 2.86
83.33| 11.76 3.92 0.98
243 56 74 35| 408
59.56| 13.73| 18.14 8.58

“pauses in wasdsiey had in the

previous category. In particular, the number of times this errermaade by Level 1 and

2 speakers differed by a mere two points — Level 1 speakersheiaré to have made it

16 times, while Level 2 speakers did so 14 times. A parallel mituatose among Level

3 and 4 speakers who made this error O times and once, respectivall. listeners

heard speakers insert pauses in words a total of 31 times.

Pauses in words

1.00-

Pauses in words

1- |ntro

2 - intro
advanced

3-

Speaker Level

4-

advanced

——
0.75—
0.50—
ocoo—/]0/7——=
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Pauses in words

Count 0 1 2 3

Total %

Col %

Row %

1 -intro 43 17 26 16| 102
10.54 417 6.37| 3.92| 25.00
15.93( 37.78 41.94| 51.61
42.16| 16.67 25.49| 15.69

2 - intro 67 8 13 14 102
16.42 1.96 3.19| 3.43| 25.00
24.81| 17.78 20.97| 45.16
65.69 7.84 12.75| 13.73

3 - advanced 79 9 14 0| 102
19.36 2.21 3.43| 0.00| 25.00
29.26| 20.00 22.58| 0.00
77.45 8.82 13.73| 0.00

4 - advanced 81 11 9 1| 102
19.85 2.70 2.21| 0.25| 25.00
30.00| 24.44 14.52| 3.23
79.41| 10.78 8.82| 0.98

270 45 62 31| 408

66.18| 11.03 15.20| 7.60




The frequency of “very serious” ratings for “repetition of tfis/llable” was

slightly lower than in the previous two categories. One seed éval 1 speakers were

given the rating of “3” 10 times, Level 2 speakers 7 times, wteleel 3 and 4 speakers

made it 4 and 2 times, respectively. Thus, listeners rateckittas as “very serious” a

total of 23 times.

Repetition of first syllable

1.00

0.75

0.50

Repetition of first syllable

o
N
T

0.00-

3-

Speaker Level

advanced

4-

advanced

[——

Repetition of first syllable

Count 0 1 2 3
Total %
Col %
Row %
1-intro 75 8 9 10 102
18.38 1.96| 2.21| 2.45| 25.00
23.89| 25.00| 23.08|43.48
73.53 7.84| 8.82| 9.80
2 - intro 79 5 11 7 102
19.36 1.23| 2.70| 1.72| 25.00
25.16| 15.63| 28.21|30.43
77.45 4.90| 10.78| 6.86
3 - advanced 78 8 12 4 102
19.12 1.96| 2.94| 0.98| 25.00
24.84| 25.00| 30.77|17.39
76.47 7.84| 11.76| 3.92
4 - advanced 82 11 7 2 102
20.10 2.70| 1.72| 0.49| 25.00
26.11| 34.38| 17.95| 8.70
80.39| 10.78] 6.86| 1.96
314 32 39 23 408
76.96 7.84| 9.56| 5.64

Unlike the other categories in “words,” Level 1 and 2 speakeevest many

“very serious” ratings for errors in “pronunciation of wordssegments.” Specifically,

Level 1 speakers committed this error 27 times, while Lewsgeakers did so 19 times.

Among advanced-level speakers, however, listeners did not hearrtrisrequently, as

it was heard once among speakers of both groups. Thus, “pronunciatioords i

segments” was given a rating of “3” a total of 48 times.
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Pronunciation of words in segments
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Pronunciation of words in  segments

Count 0 1 2 3

Total %

Col %

Row %

1 - intro 36 14 25 27| 102
8.82| 3.43| 6.13| 6.62| 25.00
14.40| 28.57| 40.98| 56.25
35.29| 13.73| 24.51| 26.47

2 - intro 60 6 17 19| 102
14.71| 1.47| 4.17| 4.66| 25.00
24.00| 12.24| 27.87| 39.58
58.82| 5.88| 16.67| 18.63

3 - advanced 75 13 13 1 102
18.38| 3.19| 3.19| 0.25| 25.00
30.00| 26.53| 21.31| 2.08
73.53| 12.75| 12.75| 0.98

4 - advanced 79 16 6 1 102
19.36| 3.92| 1.47| 0.25| 25.00
31.60| 32.65| 9.84| 2.08
77.45| 15.69| 5.88| 0.98
250 49 61 48| 408
61.27| 12.01| 14.95| 11.76

Without question, the highest frequency of “very serious” ratinghern‘words”

category occurred among Level 1, 2 and 3 speakers due to stress kisteners

assigned this rating to Level 1 speakers 26 times, Level Rexge28 times and Level 3

speakers 10 times. Among Level 4 speakers, however, this errtreas@sonly once. As

a result, it received a “3” rating a total of 65 times.

Stress

Stress

advanced

-
[9}
o
c
@

3
@

3-
4 -

Speaker Level

109

Stress

Count 0 1 2 3

Total %

Col %

Row %

1-intro 35 12 29 26 102
8.58| 2.94| 7.11| 6.37| 25.00
20.96| 15.00| 30.21| 40.00
34.31| 11.76| 28.43| 25.49

2 -intro 30 25 19 28 102
7.35| 6.13| 4.66| 6.86| 25.00
17.96| 31.25| 19.79| 43.08
29.41| 24.51| 18.63| 27.45

3 - advanced 21 29 42 10 102
5.15| 7.11| 10.29| 2.45| 25.00
12.57| 36.25| 43.75| 15.38
20.59| 28.43| 41.18| 9.80

4 - advanced 81 14 6 1 102
19.85| 3.43| 1.47| 0.25| 25.00
48.50( 17.50| 6.25| 1.54
79.41|13.73| 5.88| 0.98
167 80 96 65 408
40.93|19.61| 23.53| 15.93




| now analyze the frequency of “3” ratings made by speaikethe “speech”
category. | begin by examining errors in speech rate. As ose |@h errors were most
widespread among Level 1 speakers, with a frequency rate oY/ Serious” or “3”
errors were heard by Level 2 speakers 10 times. Advancedslezakers made this error
“very seriously” twice, while Level 4 speakers did so onceotalterrors in speech rate

warranted a rating of “3” 33 times.

Speech rate

Count 0 1 2 3
Speech rate Total %
100 T s I Col %
|3 Row %
1-intro 40 13 29 20 102
2
0.754 I L 9.80| 3.19| 7.11| 4.90| 25.00

15.15| 27.66| 45.31]60.61
39.22| 12.75| 28.43|19.61
2 -intro 69 10 13| 10| 102
16.91| 2.45| 3.19| 2.45| 25.00
26.14| 21.28| 20.31|30.30
67.65| 9.80| 12.75| 9.80
3 - advanced 80 8 12 2 102
19.61| 1.96| 2.94| 0.49| 25.00
30.30| 17.02| 18.75| 6.06
78.43| 7.84| 11.76| 1.96
4 - advanced 75 16 10 1 102
18.38| 3.92| 2.45| 0.25| 25.00
28.41| 34.04| 15.63| 3.03
Speaker Level 73.53| 15.69| 9.80| 0.98
264 47 64| 33| 408
64.71| 11.52| 15.69| 8.09

Speech rate
o
u
o
1

E I

3-

0.25

T
o [
[—— T |

0.00-

advanced
advanced

4-

Errors in pauses in speech were heard the most often, or 15 tinoesg dravel 1
speakers. Among speakers of the other three groups this error diccapasmften — 4
instances were heard among Level 2 speakers, 0 among Level 3rspgak® among

Level 4 speakers. The total number of “very serious” errors in this categsrg1.
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Pauses in speech Absence of pauses in sp eech

1.00

Count 0 1 2 3
Total %
Col %

Row %

1

1 -intro 64 7 16 15 102
15.69| 1.72| 3.92 3.68| 25.00
19.28| 38.89| 43.24| 71.43

21.08| 0.98| 1.96 0.98| 25.00
25.90| 22.22| 21.62| 19.05
84.31| 3.92| 7.84 3.92

1]
3]
[=|
0 62.75| 6.86]| 15.69| 14.71
2 -intro 86 4 8 4| 102

3 - advanced 94 1 7 0| 102
23.04| 0.25| 1.72 0.00| 25.00
28.31| 5.56| 18.92 0.00
92.16| 0.98| 6.86 0.00

ﬂ

advanced

Absence of pauses in speech
o
o
S
]
o -

advanced

3-
4-

4 - advanced 88 6 6 2 102
21.57| 1.47| 1.47 0.49| 25.00
26.51| 33.33| 16.22 9.52
86.27| 5.88| 5.88 1.96

Speaker Level

332 18 37 21| 408

Intonation received the highest number of “3” ratings in the “speeatggory,
with introductory-level students having made the largest number bfesuvars. Level 1
speakers were heard to have made “very serious” intonation erramnse®) while Level
2 speakers did so 11 times. However, advanced-level speakers didkeohrany “very
serious” intonation errors; Level 3 speakers made only 1 such erde Level 4

speakers made 3. Thus, listeners rated this error as “very serious” a 8idirés.

Intonation

Count 0 1 2 3
Total %
Col %
Row %
1 -intro 34 14 34 20 102
8.33| 3.43| 8.33| 4.90| 25.00
14.66| 26.42| 38.64| 57.14
33.33| 13.73| 33.33| 19.61
2 - intro 58 13 20 11 102
14.22| 3.19| 4.90| 2.70| 25.00
25.00| 24.53| 22.73| 31.43
56.86| 12.75| 19.61| 10.78
3 - advanced 61 17 23 1 102
14.95| 4.17| 5.64| 0.25| 25.00
26.29| 32.08| 26.14| 2.86
59.80| 16.67| 22.55| 0.98
4 - advanced 79 9 11 3 102
19.36| 2.21| 2.70| 0.74| 25.00
34.05| 16.98| 12.50| 8.57
77.45| 8.82| 10.78| 2.94
232 53 88 35 408
56.86| 12.99| 21.57| 8.58

Intonation
1.00

Intonation
o
n
o
1
[ o w—] |

advanced
advanced

3-
4-

Speaker Level
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“Lack of emotional expression” did not receive the same frequen@/ catings
as did speech rate or intonation. However, it did receive more “eenus” ratings than
absence of pauses in speech. Specifically, Level 1 speakerd thdsy serious” errors
in “lack of emotional expression,” while Level 2 speakers mdule e¢rror 9 times.
Conversely, Level 3 and 4 speakers used incorrect emotional expreasibriess than
introductory-level speakers, as this error was recorded once drewvaly3 speakers and

twice among Level 4 speakers. Therefore, listeners heard this errdrat gtdimes.

Lack of emotional expression Lack of emotional expression
1.00— Count 0 1 2 3
[ Total %
—k Col %
= Row %
! 1-intro 48 8 27 19| 102

11.76 1.96 6.62 4.66| 25.00
17.33| 22.22| 42.19| 61.29
47.06 7.84| 26.47| 18.63
2 -intro 72 7 14 9| 102
17.65 1.72 3.43 2.21| 25.00
25.99( 19.44| 21.88| 29.03
70.59 6.86| 13.73 8.82
3 - advanced 75 14 12 1| 102
18.38 3.43 2.94 0.25| 25.00
27.08| 38.89| 18.75 3.23
73.53| 13.73| 11.76 0.98
Speaker Level 4 - advanced 82 7 11 2 102
20.10 1.72 2.70 0.49| 25.00
29.60( 19.44| 17.19 6.45
80.39 6.86| 10.78 1.96
277 36 64 31| 408
67.89 8.82| 15.69 7.60

Lack of emotional expression

1

advanced

2 - intro -\;
T
o
[ ]

1 -intr
advanced

3-
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3.1.3 — Bar Graphs

By using bar graphs, one is able to clearly see which estenérs rated as the

most frequent among speakers within the “sounds,” “words” and “speatayories.
When examining errors in the “sounds” category “hard’ pronunciatioti and other
consonants” was rated as the most frequent and serious error bréospeakers of all

levels, while native speakers were heard to make the most errors in “akan’e.”

1-intro 2-intro 3- advanced 4 - advanced Native

Speaker Level

Y
- Mean(Sw allow ing of sounds)

-Mean(Adding of extra sounds in w ords)
-Mean(Adding of "0" after preposition)
-Mean(RepIacement of one vow el w ith another)
-Mean(Softening of consonants)
-Mean(lncorrect pronunciation of hard consonants)
Mean("Hard" pronunciation of "I'" and other consonants)
-Mean(lncorrect pronunciation of hushers)
-Mean(“Okan‘e")
Mean("Akan'e")
-Mean("Hard" pronunciation of soft vow els)
-Mean(Absence of soft consonants)

-Mean(Substitution of one consonant for another)
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The bar graph shows that listeners rated “incorrectly used stoeds” as the
most frequent and serious error in the “words” category amuangductory Level 1 and
2 and Advanced Level 3 speakers. However, among Advanced Level 4 spaader

natives “pauses in words” were heard slightly more often tharotter errors in this

category.

Y
- Mean(Changing of w ords)

- Mean(Pauses in words)

[y

Y

- Mean(Repetition of first syllable)
- Mean(Pronunciation of w ords in parts)

- Mean(Stress)

o
1-intro
2 - intro
3 - advanced
4 - advanced
Native

Speaker Level

The bar graph for the “speech” category” illustrates thaterers rated
“‘intonation” as the most frequent and serious error among speakead tdvels.
However, Level 4 speakers made almost as many mistalsgggeech rate as they did in

intonation. Natives were heard to speak the most often without emotional expression.

Y
. Mean(Speech rate)
. Mean(Absence of pauses in speech)

] I Vean(intonation)
] . Mean(Lack of enptional expression)

1-intro

2 - intro

3 - advanced
4 - advanced
Native

Speaker Level
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I combined the scores in the “sounds,” “words” and “speech” cag=gin order

to determine which error(s) listeners rated as “3” or “veryioss.” “Hard’

pronunciation of ‘I’ and other consonants” was rated as the most problematicreoroy a

all speaker levels. Among Introductory Level 1, 2 and Advanced Levgbedkers

“incorrect stress” was the second most frequent problematar, ewhile among

Advanced Level 4 speakers “incorrect pronunciation of hushers” heldse¢bend

position. Natives most often spoke without emotional expression.

1-intro

2-intro 3- advanced 4 - advanced Native

Speaker Level

Y
-Mean(Sw allow ing of sounds)

-Mean(Adding of extra sounds in w ords)
-Mean(Adding of "o" after preposition)
Mean(Replacement of one vow el w ith another)
-Mean(Softening of consonants)
-Mean(lncorrect pronunciation of hard consonants)
Mean("Hard" pronunciation of "I'" and other consonants)
-Mean(lncorrect pronunciation of hushers)
-Mean("Okan‘e")
Mean("Akan'e")
-Mean("Hard" pronunciation of soft vow els)
-Mean(Absence of soft consonants)
-Mean(Substitution of one consonant for another)
Mean(Changing of w ords)
-Mean(Pauses in words)
-Mean(Repetition of first syllable)
-Mean(Pronunciation of w ords in parts)
-Mean(Stress)
Mean(Speech rate)
Mean(Absence of pauses in speech)
-Mean(lntonation)

-Mean(Lack of emotional expression)



An inverted bar graph was used to compare the total standarized stdhe
“sounds” (“red total”), “words” (“green total”) and “speech” (“purpi&al”) categories.
Bars above the 0.0 line indicate scores that are above the ayeoddem scores, or
incorrect, while those below the 0.0 line are below the average praalere, or correct.
The results of this graph indicate that, although the scoresedday Introductory Level
1 speakers for “sounds,” “words” and “speech” errors were all above thegayeablem
score levels, “speech” errors were rated as the most frequehtserious. Among
Introductory Level 2 speakers only errors made in “sounds” and “werds® above the
level of average problem scores; “speech” scores were alyefa@ different picture
emerges for Advanced Level 3 speakers, however, whose “sounds” scorebaveréha
level of average problem scores, but whose “words” and “speech” seeredelow the
average problem score level, with the fewest errors heard irfisgeech” category.
Among Advanced Level 4 speakers “sounds,” words” and “speech” totaésadl below
the level for average problem scores with the best scoresdest in the “words”

category. Among natives scores in “sounds” were the highest.

1.0
4 Y
0.5 - - Mean(standardized Red score)
0.0 i - Mean(Standardized Green score)
4 - Mean(Standardized Purple Score)
-0.5
-1. 0 —
-1.5

1-intro

2 - intro

3 - advanced
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Native

Speaker Level
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3.1.4 — Box Plots

In the next section of my statistical analysis | use boxsptmexamine the degree
of distribution in the data within each of the four listener groups r@tates to speaker
ratings in the “sounds,” “words” and “speech” categories. Theotmotind top of the
boxes are the 35and 7% percentiles (also referred to as the “lower and upper
quartiles”), and represent roughly the middle 50% of values. The bantheeaiddle of
the box is the 50 percentile (also known as the “median”) and illustrates tmérale
value among the numbers. “Maximum” is the largest of all thtal tscores being
summarized (i.e. number of errors noted), while “minimum” is thellestal begin by
examining the number of error points in the “sounds” category giveinttoductory
Level 1 speakers by Russians in Russia and Russians in the US.

The box plot data for Russians in Russia illustrates that tgesanumber of
total error scores that listeners gave speakers for sounds pronaucmedctly was 18
and the minimum was 3. 50% of the speaker error scores fetebetl1.25-5.75%. The
50" percentile, or median, was 9.5. Alternatively, Russians in thgady8 speakers in
this group a maximum total error score of 23 and a minimum totat ecore of 1.

Middle error scores of speakers were between 13.75-7% and the median was 9.5.

“Sounds” by Listener Home - Speaker Level -1 intro
25

20—

154

Red total

0 T
Russia us

Listener Home
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Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
Russia 3 4 5.75 9.5 11.25 14 18
us 1 2.1 7 9.5 13.75 15.9 23

The largest of all the total error scores given by Russians in Russieottulrttyry
Level 2 speakers was 21 and the minimum was 20. The middle sfates speakers
ranged from 10-3.75% with a median of 6. Similarly, the largéstliathe total error
scores given by Russians in the US was 20 and the minimum wdm Oniddle error

score range extended from 11-4. The median was 7.

“Sounds” By Lis tener Home - Speaker Level 2 - intro

20~ : ——
15—
f_E 4
[e]
5 104 . .
) - [ ]
Q: ] r
5 . .
0_ - —,
T
Russia us
Listener Home
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
Russia 1 2 3.75 6 10 14.7 21
us 0 2 4 7 11 16.6 20

When analyzing the box plot of the number of errors Russians in Ruessie
made by Level 3 speakers one sees that the total error score was 17 andhtihennaias
1. The middle error scores of the speakers ranged from 10-S%awmhedian of 7.
Similarly, Russians in the US gave a maximum total escore of 16 and a minimum of

0. The middle score range was 10-4% and the median was 6.
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“Sounds” By Listener Home - Speaker Level 3- advanc  ed

15 Ty
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Russia us
Listener Home
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
Russia 1 2.3 5 7 10 12 17
us 0 3 4 6 10 13 16

The highest of all the total error scores given to Advanced lL&wspleakers by
Russians in Russia was 11 and the lowest number was 0. Speakesgmoup received
middle scores that ranged from 5.25-1.75%. However, the highest totaseore given
by Russians in the US was 14 and the lowest was 0. The rangedié rarror scores

extended from 6.75-1.25%. The median for both groups was 4.

“Sounds” By Listener Home - Speaker Level 4 - advan  ced

16
14- ——
12+

S
5 8-
]
g °]
4
2_ - -
o _ b I
-2 T
Russia us

Listener Home

119



Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
Russia 0 1 1.75 4 5.25 7.7 11
us 0 0 1.25 4 6.75 9.9 14

| now examine the range of scores that teachers and nonfeattussian as a
Second Language gave to listeners in the “sounds” category. Thmumaxotal error
score that teachers gave to Introductory Level 1 speaker2lyashile the minimum
error score was 1. The middle error scores fell between 12-5wil#g median score of
9. The maximum total error score that non-teachers gave ¢odist was 23, while the

minimum error score was 1. The middle range of error scored 2v@%o, with a median

of 10.
“Sounds” By Teacher/Non-Tea cher of Russian as Second Language
Speaker Level 1 - intro
25
20 1
B 154
9
=
[0) [} n
o 10 . -
5_
0 — . —
non-teacher teacher
teacher/non-teacher of
Russian as foreign language
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
non-teacher 1 4 7 10 12 15 23
teacher 1 2.9 5.75 9 12 14.2 21
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The maximum number of total error scores given to Introductorgll2epeakers
by teachers was 18 and the minimum was 0. The middle range e$ spanned from 10-
4%, with a middle score of 6. Non-teachers, however, gave fpeskers a maximum
total error score of 21 and a minimum of error score of 1. Middéx ecores fell between
11-3%. The median was 7

“Sounds” By Teacher/Non -Teacher of Russian as
Second Language - Speaker Level 2 - intro

20—

154

10 .

Red total

T
non-teacher teacher

teacher/non-teacher of
Russian as foreign language

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
non-teacher 1 2 3 7 11 16 21
teacher 0 2 4 6 10 14.1 18

Teachers of Russian gave Advanced Level 3 speakers a maximalneror
score of 16 and a minimum of 0. Additionally, the middle score réorghese speakers
stretched from 10-4. The median was 6. Non-teachers, converselyg gawamum total
error score of 17 and a minimum of 1. The middle error scores gw#rese individuals

ranged from 10-5, with a median of 7.
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“Sounds” By Teacher/Non-Teacher of Russian as Secon
Speaker Level 3 advanced

d Language -
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non-teacher teacher
teacher/non-teacher of
Russian as foreign language
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
non-teacher 1 2.5 5 7 10 12.5 17
teacher 0 2.8 4 6 10 12.2 16

The maximum total error score given to Advanced Level 4 spediketeachers

was 12 and the minimum was 0. Middle error scores for speaketssi group fell

between 6-1%, with a median of 3. The highest total error sceea thy non-teachers

was 14, while the minimum was 0. The middle scores were 6-2%. The median was 4.

“Sounds’By Teacher/Non-Teacher of Russian as Second

Langu age Speaker - Level 4 - advanced
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Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
non-teacher 0 0 2 4 6 9 14
teacher 0 0 1 3 6 7 12

| now describe the results of research done with Russians who haageonot
had prior contact with Americans and the data they provided forsdarrdsounds.” The
maximum total error score given to Introductory Level 1 spedkgiRussians who have
had prior contact with Americans was 18, while the minimum total esxcore was 1.
Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans, however, gaaiamum
total error score of 23 and a minimum score of 3. Middle-rarmge scores for Russians
who have had prior contact with Americans were 11.75-6%, with a mede of 9.
However, scores in this middle range were higher for individwhts have not had prior
contact with Americans, ranging from 14-7% with a median of 10.

“Sounds”By Has/Has Not Spoken to Americans —
Speaker Level 1 - intro

25

20

154

Red total
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has not spoken
has spoken ‘
to Americans

to Americans

has/has not
spoken to Americans
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Quantiles

Level Minimum 10%  25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
has not spoken to 3 4.1 7 10 14 17.8 23
Americans

has spoken to Americans 1 4 6 9 11.75 14 18

Russians who have had prior contact with Americans gave Introducog} 2
speakers a maximum total error score of 21, unlike Russians whonbavead prior
contact with Americans who gave a maximum total error scb2®. The minimum total
error score for Russians in the former group was 0, while itlwfas individuals in the
latter group. The middle score range of errors that both groupswasarsimilar — 11.25-
3% for participants who have had prior contact with Americans and lfo4#tose who
have not. Finally, the median was 6 and 6.5 for both groups, respectively.

“Sounds” By Has/Has Not Spoken to Americans -
Speaker Level 2 - intro
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has/has not
spoken to Americans
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
has not spoken to 1 2.3 4 6.5 10 12 20
Americans
has spoken to Americans 0 2 3 6 11.25 16.8 21
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The maximum total error score given to Advanced Level 3 spebidraissians
who have had prior contact with Americans was 17. The lowest numieeroo$ these
respondents gave was 0. 50% of the scores given by listeners grdabp fell between
10-5%. The median was 7. The maximum error score given by Rusdmnbkave not
had prior contact with Americans was 16, while the minimum scoseeOvdhe middle

scores given by listeners in this group were between 8.25-4%. The median was 6.5.

“Sounds” By Has/Has Not Spoken to Americans -
Speaker Level 3 - advanced
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has not spoken
has spoken
to Americans

to Americans

has/has not
spoken to Americans

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Media 75% 90% Maximum
n

has not spoken to 0 2.2 4 6.5 8.25 12.8 16

Americans

has spoken to Americans 0 3 5 7 10 12 17

Russians who have had prior contact with Americans gave Advanced 4.ev
speakers a maximum total error score of 14, while Russians whe rfavhad such
contact gave a maximum total score of 11. The minimum number of error scaedyi

respondents in both groups was the same at 0, as was the medibloweder, 50% of
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the error scores given by Russians who have had prior contdctAwiericans was

between 7-1%, while it was between 6-2% for their counterparts.

“Sounds” By Has/ Has Not Spoken to Americans -
Speaker Level 4 - advanced

16
14 .

12 _
10

Red total

‘;_'T’
F..

g, 5 &
c X O
2§ S5
38 o &
c £ % <
@ <é c 2
has/has not
spoken to Americans
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
has not spoken to 0 0 1 4 7 9.6 11
Americans
has spoken to Americans 0 1 2 4 6 7.8 14

The last group of participants who provided data about speakes énrdhe
“sounds” category are English-speaking and non-English-speaking Rusiansighest
error score given to Introductory Level 1 speakers by Enghehlsng Russians was 23
and the minimum score was 1. Middle-range error scores fell betdve.25-6% with a
median of 9. However, the highest total error score given by nghsB-speaking
Russians was 18 with a minimum total error score of 3. 50% ofrtbe scores were

between 12-7%. The median score was 10.
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“Sounds” By English sp

eaker - yes/no Speaker Level 1 - intro

25

20

154

Red total

10

no

yes
English
speaker - yes/no

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10%
no 3 4.5
yes 1 3

25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
7 10 12 15.5 18
6 9 11.25 14.1 23

The difference between maximum total error scores giweknglish-speaking

and non-English-speaking Russians for Introductory Level 2 speakersot as

pronounced as for speakers in the previous group. The maximum totas@re given

to Level 2 speakers by English-speaking Russians was 20, whit@nimaum score was

0. The middle quatrtiles for error scores ranged from 10.25-3%. Themeds 6. Non-

English-speaking Russians gave a maximum total error scoreasfd?d minimum score

of 1. Middle-ranged scores were between 10.75-4%, with a median of 7.
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“Sounds” By English spe

aker - yes/no Speaker Level 2 - intro

Red total

204

154

104

T
no yes

English
speaker - yes/no

Quantiles

Level Minimum
no 1
yes 0

10%

1.9

25% Median 75%
4 7 10.75
3 6 10.25

90% Maximum
15 21
14.3 20

The highest total error score noted by English-speaking Risstia Advanced

Level 3 speakers in the “sounds” category was 16; the minimone scas 0. Middle-

range scores were between 10-4%. The middle score was 6. Rwgls@ads not speak

English recorded a maximum total error score of 14 and a minirnara ef 1. Scores in

the middle 50% fell between 10-5% with a median of 7.

“Sounds” By English speaker

Level 3 - advanced

- yes/no Speaker

Red total

154

10

T
no yes

English
speaker - yes/no
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Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
no 1 4 5 7 10 12 14
yes 0 2 4 6 10 13 17

The highest total error score given to Advanced Level 4 speakeEnglish-
speaking Russians was 14, while the lowest was 0. The middlefaarsgores given by
these listeners was between 6-1%. The maximum total errog sisar non-English-
speaking Russians recorded was 11, while the minimum was 0. 8ctresniddle 50%

range fell between 5.75-2%. The median score for both groups was 4.

“Sounds” By English speaker -  yes/no Speaker Level 4 - advanced
16

14-
12+ —r—
10

Red total

2_ []
Jo 1 g —
-2 T
no yes
English
speaker - yes/no

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
no 0 1 2 4 5.75 7.5 11
yes 0 0 1 4 6 9.1 14

In the next section | analyze the data provided by differengénkst groups
regarding speaker level and the “words” category. | begin byniexag the scores

provided by Russians in Russia and the US.
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There was little difference between maximum and minimum éotat scores and
middle-range error scores given to Introductory Level 1 spsdkeRussians in Russia
and in the US. The maximum total error score given to speakdRaigsians in Russia
was 14, while Russians in the US gave speakers a maximureratascore of 15. Both
groups gave speakers a minimum score of 0. Middle-range eoxassextended from
7.25-2.75% with a median of 5.5 from Russians in Russia, to 9-3% with anm&dé.5
from Russians in the US.

“Words” By Listener Home - Speaker Level 1 - intro

154 R —

=
o
1

Green total

5_

Russia us
Listener Home
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
Russia 0 1 2.75 55 7.25 10.7 14
us 0 2 3 6.5 9 12 15

The data provided by both groups of Russian listeners for Introduictmsi 2
shows that the highest total error score was 15 and the minimurf.wéswvever, the
middle-range error scores were 8-0.75% from Russians in Russid.&nd % from

Russians in the US. The medians for both groups was 3.
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“Words” by Listener Home - Speaker Level 2 - intro

Green total

T
Russia us

Listener Home

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
Russia 0 0 0.75 3 8 10.7 15
us 0 0 1 3 7.75 11 15

The maximum total error score given to Advanced Level 3 spebkeRussians
in Russia was 12, while the minimum score was 0. The highest of all the totaceres s
given by Russians in the US was 8, and the minimum was alsoofesSgiven by
listeners fell between 2-0% in the middle range. The mediameofstores given by
Russians in Russia was 0.5, while it was 0 by Russians in the US.

“Words” By Listener Home Speaker - Level 3 - advanc  ed

14
12 .
10 -
T 8
9 R
S 6-
Q
O 44 —— .
5] ——
0 [ S R
-2 T
Russia us
Listener Home
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
Russia 0 1 2 3 4 6.7 12
us 0 1 2 3 5 6 10



The highest number of total error scores given to Advanced Uespeakers by
Russians in Russia was 10, while the minimum was 0. Russians i0Shgave a
maximum total error score of 8, and a minimum of 0. The middle rangeooés was
identical for both groups from 2-0%. The median of scores from &wsan Russia was

0.5, while it was 0 from the scores given by Russians in the US.

“Words” By Listener Home Speaker - Level 4 - advan  ced
11
10
9_
8_
7_
6_
5_ —_— —_—
44
3_
2_
l_
0_

-1 T
Russia us

Listener Home

Green total

Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
Russia 0 0 0 0.5 2 3.7 10
us 0 0 0 0 2 5.9 8

The highest total error score given to Introductory Level 1 speakeaeachers of
Russian was 12, while the minimum score was 0. The middle rang®refs sspanned
from 7.25-1%, with a median of 6. Non-teachers, however, gave speakesiraum
total error score of 15 and a minimum of 0. The range of middles@iven by these

participants fell between 9-3%, with a median score of 5.5.
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Quantiles
Level
non-teacher
teacher

“Words” By Teacher/Non -Teacher of Russ ian
as a Second Language Speaker - Level 1 - intro

15 R
T 10+
e
= i .
S .
o .
O 54 .
O_
T
non-teacher teacher
teacher/non-teacher of
Russian as foreign language
Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90%
0 1 3 5.5 9 12
0 1 2 6 7.25 9.2

Maximum
15
12

The highest total error scores given by teachers and non-tedohatroductory

Level 2 speakers were very similar — teachers gave a raaxitotal score of 14, while

non-teachers gave a maximum total score of 15. Both groups gaméam score of 0.

The middle range of scores given by teachers extended frib¥h &ith a median of 2,

and 8-0% for non-teachers with a median of 3.

“Words” By Teacher/Non-Teacher of Russian as Second
Speaker Level 2 - intro

Language

154

=
o
1

Green total

0 .

non-teacher teacher
teacher/non-teacher of

Russian as foreign language
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Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
non-teacher 0 0 0 3 8 11.5 15
teacher 0 0 1 2 8 9.2 14

The difference in maximum total error scores given to Advancedll3speakers
by teachers and non-teachers was greater in the previous twkerspeaps. Teachers
gave a maximum total error score of 8 and minimum score of Og wbil-teachers gave
a maximum total error score of 12 and also a minimum of 0. 50%eomiddle-range
scores given by the teachers fell between 5-2%, while thgerahscores given by the

non-teachers was 4.75%-2. The median scores for both groups were 3.

“Words” By Teacher/Non-Teacher of Russian as Second Language
Speaker Level 3 - advanced

14

12 .

10

Green total
(o]
]

-2 I
non-teacher teacher

teacher/non-teacher of
Russian as foreign language

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
non-teacher 0 1 2 3 4.75 7 12
teacher 0 0.9 2 3 5 6 8

There was not great variation between the maximum and middlet@tagerror
scores given to Advanced Level 4 speakers by teachers and nbersedthe maximum

total error score given by teachers was 10, while the minimas @ Among non-
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teachers the highest total error score given was 9, whileithenum was 0. Scores that
made up the middle 50% of values ranged from 2-0% from teacherg.25-0% from

non-teachers. The median scores were 0.5 and 0O, respectively.

“Words” By Teacher/Non-Teacher of Russian as Second Langua ge
Speaker Level 4 - advanced

11
10 .
9_ [ ]
8_ L] L]
s
S 67
5 57 —r— ——
3_
2_
1_
0_
-1 T
non-teacher teacher
teacher/non-teacher of
Russian as foreign language
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
non-teacher 0 0 0 0.5 2 4.5 9
teacher 0 0 0 0 2.25 5.1 10

Slight differences were observed in the maximum total eoores Introductory
Level 1 speakers received from Russians who have or have ngribadontact with
Americans. For example, Russians who have had prior contact withicame gave
Introductory Level 1 speakers a maximum total error score @ntba minimum of O.
The middle scores given by these listeners ranged from 8-3fo avimedian of 6.
Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans, however, gaaimum
total error score of 12 and a minimum of 0. Scores that represeraf38&ovalues range

from 8.75-1.25%. The median was 5.5.
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“Words” By Has/Has Not Spoken to Americans Speaker Level 1 - intro

154 A

[
o
|

Green total

()]
|
=

o
|

has spoken
to Americans

has/has not
spoken to Americans

has [not spoken to Americans

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
has not spoken to Americans 0 0.3 1.25 5.5 8.75 11.4 12
has spoken to Americans 0 1 3 6 8 11 15

Russians who have had prior contact with Americans gave Introductest R
speakers a maximum total error score of 15 and a minimum scOresabres in the 75-
25% quartile ranged from 8-1 with a median of 3. Russians withulit [grior exposure
gave a maximum total error score of 12, a minimum of 0, with middhged scores
between 7.25-0.25% and a median of 3.5.

“Words” By Has/Has Not Spoken to Americans Speaker Level=2 - intro

15+ R

H
T

Green total

[é)]
|
[

has spoken
to Americans

has/has not
spoken to Americans

has jnot spoken to Americans
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Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
has not spoken to 0 0 0.25 35 725 111 12
Americans

has spoken to Americans 0 0 1 3 8 11 15

Russians who have had prior contact with Americans gave Advancetl 3 eve
speakers a higher maximum total error score (i.e. 12) thanaRsssho have not had
prior contact with Americans (i.e. 7). The middle-ranged scoresngby the Russians
who have spoken with Americans fell between 5-2% with a medianvdii the scores
given by Russians who have not had such prior exposure to Americand feorged-

1.25% with a median of 2.

“Words” By Has/Has Not Spoken to America  ns Speaker Level 3 - advanced
14

124
104

Green total
o B [}
] |
=t

'
N

has spoken
to Americans

has/has not
spoken to Americans

has [not spoken to Americans

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
has not spoken to 1 1 1.25 2 4 6.4 7
Americans

has spoken to Americans 0 1 2 3 5 6 12
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The maximum total error scores Russians who have and have notibad pr
contact with Americans gave Advanced Level 4 speakers difféueu for Advanced
Level 3 speakers. In particular, Russians who have spoken with demerrecorded a
maximum total error score of 10, a minimum score of 0 and middle-suuoges between
2-0% with a median of 0. Alternatively, the highest total error fom@ Russians who
have not spoken with Americans was 5 and the minimum score as O \ddfesrange

scores falling between 1.75-0%. The median was 0.5.

“Words” By Has/Has Not Spokento A mericans Speaker Level 4 - advanced
11
10 .
g_
8_
7_
6_
5_ _—
4_
3_

Green total

29 =
1_ -
1 B
-1 0 T %)
15 2%
£ -
e &9
g. has/has not
*g spoken to Americans
8
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
has not spoken to 0 0 0 0.5 1.75 4.1 5
Americans
has spoken to Americans 00 0 0 2 4.9 10

| now examine the data provided by Russians who do and do not speahEngli
regarding error distribution in the “words” category within d@ealevels. It bears
mentioning that there is not a great difference between the shightal error scores

between Russians who speak English and those who do not. For instamsaxithem
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total error score given to Introductory Level 1 speakers byligngpeaking Russians
was 15, the minimum was 0 and scores in the 75-25% range were?8.24F8a median
of 6. The maximum total error score given by non-EnglishispgaRussians was 14,

with a minimum of 0 and middle-range quartiles between 7.75-3% with a median of 5.5.

“Words” By English speaker -  yes/no - Speaker Level 1 - intro

15 —_—
T 10
=
c
3
G 54
0_
T
no yes
English
speaker - yes/no
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
no 0 1 3 55 7.75 11.5 14
yes 0 1 3 6 8.25 10.2 15

The maximum total error score that English-speaking and nghsBrspeaking
Russians gave Introductory Level 2 speakers was the sathatagven to the previous
group. The differences between the scores recorded for both graugvident only
when examining the middle quartiles, as they are 7-1% for sgiwes by English-
speaking Russians, and 8.75-0% from non-English speaking participaatsaéldian of

the scores for both groups was 3.
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“Words” By English speaker -  yes/no - Speaker Level 2 - intro

15 .
T 10
=
G 5 . =
0 . S S—
T
no yes
English
speaker - yes/no
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
no 0 0 0 3 8.75 11 14
yes 0 0 1 3 7 11 15

English-speaking Russians gave Advanced Level 3 listeners a maxiotaim
error score of 12 and a minimum score of 0. The middle range pFssgven by this
group was between 5-2% with a median score of 3. Non-English-speRissians gave
this same group of listeners a maximum total error score of 18 amdimum score of 0.
Middle-range scores extended from 4.75-2% and a median of 3.

“Words” By English speaker - yes/ no - Speaker Level 3 - advanced

14
12+ .
10 . "
T 8 —r—
e
5 67
<
O 44 . .
2_
0 [ R S
-2 T
no yes
English
speaker - yes/no
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Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
no 0 1 2 3 4.75 6.5 10
yes 0 1 2 3 5 6.1 12

The highest total error score given to the Advanced Levetehéss by English-
speaking Russians was 9, while the maximum score was 10 fromoth&nglish-
speaking participants. The minimum score from both groups was 0.sSyvea by the
English-speaking participants in the middle quartile were l12e0% with a median of
0.5. Among non-English-speaking participants the middle-range sexteysded from 2-
0% with a median of O.

“Words” By English speaker - yes/no - Speaker Level 4 - adv  anced

11
10
9_
8_
s
S 6-
g o7 —
2 14 —_—
° ]
2_
l_
0_
_1 T
no yes
English
speaker - yes/no
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
no 0 0 0 0 1.75 3.5 10
yes 0 0 0 0.5 2 6.1 9

The next section of my research examines speaker evaluatitapeseth” scores.
| begin with data from Russians in Russia and the US. Both groupsliges@uctory
Level 1 speakers a maximum total error score of 12 and a minscore of 0. Scores

given by Russians in Russia within the 75-25% range fell betw&8a 64th a median
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score of 4. Scores within this same range as given by RussiinesWS were between 8-
3% also with a median score of 4.

“Speech” By Listener Home - Speaker Level 1 - intro
14

12 — —

10

Purple total
(2]
1

-2 I
Russia us
Listener Home

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
Russia 0 0 2 4 6 8 12
us 0 0.1 3 4 8 11.9 12

Although the maximum and minimum total error scores given to Inttoduc
Level 2 speakers were not identical as for the previous speatep,gthey were,
nevertheless, similar, as Russians in Russia gave speakersnaumatotal score of 11
and a minimum of 0. The highest total error score given by Russiahse US was 12
with a minimum score of 0. Middle-range scores given by Russmaiissia ranged
from 4-0% with a median of 2, while scores from Russians in thdell between 3-0%

with a median score of 1.
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“Speech” By Listener Home - Speaker Level 2 - intro

14
12
10
g 89
S
2 ] -
g 44
2_
O_
-2 T
Russia us
Listener Home
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
Russia 0 0 0 2 4 6.7 11
us 0 0 0 1 3 8 12

Maximum and minimum total error scores given by RussiansussiB and
Russians in the US were identical for Advanced Level 3 and &«eysedn both cases,
the highest total score that Russians in Russia gave theakesp was 6, while the
maximum total score from Russians in the US was 8. Both groupsaganimum score
of 0. A slight difference exists, however, in the middle-rangeescgiven to Level 3 and
4 speakers by these listeners. Middle-range scores givedv@anéed Level 3 speakers
by Russians in Russia ranged from 2-0%, while the scores thitdéethis middle range
from Russians in the US were slightly higher at 2.75-0%. Theanestiore from both
groups was 1. The middle-range scores given to Advanced Level 4 spbakieosh

groups were the same, stretching from 2-0% with a median of 0.
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Quantiles
Level
Russia
us

Quantiles
Level
Russia
us

“Speech” By Listener Home

Speaker - Level 3 - advanced

Purple total
N
1

-1 I
Russia
Listener Home

us

Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90%
0 0 0 1 2 4
0 0 0 1 2.75 5.9
“Speech” By Listener Home - Speaker Level 4 - advanced
9
8_
7_
6_ L] L]
gl 1
o 44 —
g
g 37
2_
1_
0_
-1 I
Russia us
Listener Home
Minimum 10% 25% Median 75%
0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 2
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5
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Maximum
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Maximum
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When looking at the maximum and minimum total error score #zethers and
non-teachers of Russian gave to Introductory Level 1 speakers eméhae the highest
and lowest total error scores for both groups were the same ad1@, aespectively.
Scores given by teachers within the 75-25% quartile were bet@@86, while scores
given by non-teachers within this range fell between 6-2.75%.nfddian score from
both groups was 4.

“Speech” total By Teacher/N on-Teacher of Russian as Second Language
Speaker Level 1 - intro

14
12 — .
104
T 8
ie]
QL 6
S . L
g 4 .
2_
04 _— J —
-2 T
non-teacher teacher
teacher/non-teacher of
Russian as foreign language

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
non-teacher 0 0 2 4 8 9.5 12
teacher 0 0.9 2.75 4 6 8.1 12

A significant difference exists between the maximum totairescores given to
Introductory Level 2 speakers by teachers and non-teachere fieres were 9 and 12,
respectively. Both groups gave minimum scores of 0. In addition, id@ierscore range

given by both groups was identical at 4-0% with a median of 1.
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“Speech” By Teacher/Non-Teacher of Russian as Second Language
Speaker Level 2 - intro

14
124

Purple total
(2]
]

-2 T
non-teacher teacher
teacher/non-teacher of
Russian as foreign language

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
non-teacher 0 0 0 1 4 9 12
teacher 0 0 0 1 4 6 9

Teachers gave Advanced Level 3 speakers gave a maximunrtotaare of 6,
while non-teachers gave a score of 8. Both groups gave a minscwn@ of 0. Scores in
the middle quartile were 3-0% with a median of 2 from teacher2-&8d with a median

of 1 from non-teachers.

“Speech” By Teacher/Non-Tea cher of Russian as Second Language
Speaker Level 3 - advanced

Purple total
N
]

-1 T
non-teacher teacher
teacher/non-teacher of
Russian as foreign language
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Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
non-teacher 0 0 0 1 2 4 8
teacher 0 0 0 2 3 51 6

Teachers gave Advanced Level 4 speakers a maximumstued of 8, while
non-teachers gave a score of 6. Both groups gave speakers aumisicore of O.
Moreover, middle-range scores given by listeners in both groupsidergcal at 2-0%
with a median of 0.

“Speech” By Teacher/Non-Teacher o f Russian as Second Language
Speaker Level 4 - advanced

9
8_
7_
6_
B T
2 44
=3
£ 3
2_
1_
O_
-1 T
non-teacher teacher
teacher/non-teacher of
Russian as foreign language
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
non-teacher 0 0 0 0 2 5 6
teacher 0 0 0 0 2 5.1 8

| now consider the data distribution of maximum and minimum total scores,
middle-range score quartiles and medians as they relatetitticgafrom Russians who
have and have not had prior contact with Americans.

Listeners from both groups gave Introductory Level 1 speakers inomaxtotal
error score of 12 and a minimum score of 0. Scores in the 75-25% e)frantill Russians

who have had prior contact with Americans ranged from 6-2% with aamedbre of 4.
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However, middle-range scores from Russians who have not had prioctcaeritia

Americans were between 9-3% with a median of 4.5.

“Speech” By Has/Has Not Spokento A mericans - Speaker Level 1 - intro
14

12

Purple total
[e2]
1

]

g, s £
B © o
c £ 0 <
83 =
has/has not
spoken to Americans
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median  75% 90% Maximum
has not spoken to 0 0.1 3 4.5 9 12 12
Americans
has spoken to Americans 0 0 2 4 6 8 12

When looking at the data distribution for Introductory Level 2 speakegssees
that the maximum total error score given by Russians who lmaderior contact with
Americans was 12, while it was 11 from those individuals who have dqtria contact
with Americans. Both groups gave a minimum score of 0. Middle-rangessémm
Russians who have spoken with Americans were between 4-0% with @ansedre of 1.
Scores in the mid-range quartile from Russians who have not spokaauphg with

Americans fell between 3.75-0% with a median of 1.
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“Speech” By Has/Has Not Spoken to Amer icans Speaker - Level 2 - intro
14

124
10+

Purple total
(2]
]

has not spoken
has spoken
to Americans

to Americans

has/has not
spoken to Americans

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
has not spoken to Americans 0 0 0 1 3.75 7.4 11
has spoken to Americans 0 0 0 1 4 7.9 12

The maximum total error score given to Advanced Level 3 spebidraissians
who have had prior contact with Americans was 8, while Russians who have not had such
contact gave a maximum total score of 6. Both groups gave a minimum score aE8. Sco
in the middle quartile range fell between 3-0% from Russians hdnge spoken
previously with Americans, and 2-0% for those participants who ma&réen contact with

Americans before. The median score from both groups was 1.
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“Speech” By Has/Has Not Spoken to Amer icans Speaker - Level 3 - advanced

Purple total
N Wb OO
T I Y |

has not spoken
has spoken
to Americans

to Americans

has/has not
spoken to Americans

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
has not spoken to Americans 0 0 0 1 3 5.8 6

has spoken to Americans 0 0 0 1 2 4 8

The maximum and minimum total error scores given by both Russianbavieo
and have not had prior contact with Americans were the samedeainéed Level 4
speakers at 8 and 0, respectively. In addition, the middle-score wasgalso identical
for these two groups, falling between 2-0%. The median score fréenpdavided by
Russians who have had prior contact with Americans was 1, whilasi O from scores

given by Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans.
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“Speech” By Has/Has Not Spoken to Ameri  cans Speaker - Level 4 - advanced

Purple total
N Wb
L1

has not spoken
has spoken
to Americans

to Americans

has/has not
spoken to Americans

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
has not spoken to 0 0 0 0 2 5.6 8
Americans

has spoken to Americans 0 0 0 1 2 5 8

Finally, | examine the data provided by English- and non-Engj&aking
Russians. Listeners in both groups gave Introductory Level 1 speakeaximum total
error score of 12 and a minimum score of 0. Scores in the middje gaven by English-
speaking Russians fell between 8-2% with a median of 4. Scotbse imiddle quatrtile

from non-English-speaking Russians were between 6-2%. The median score was 3.5.

“Speech” By English Speaker yes/no - Speaker Level 1 - intro
14

124

10

Purple total
(o2}
1

Jo 1
O_
-2 I
no yes
English
speaker - yes/no
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Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
no 0 0 2 35 6 8.5 12
yes 0 0 2 4 8 9.2 12

English-speaking respondents gave Introductory Level 2 speake@xianum
total error score of 12 and a minimum score of 0. Non-English-spgakirticipants gave
speakers in this group a maximum total error score of 11 andimuwm score of 0. The
middle-range quartiles were identical from both groups at 4-0%.riedians differed,

however. The median score from data given by Russians who spealEvagid, while

it was 2 from those who do not.

“Speech” By English Spe aker - yes/no Speaker Level 2 - intro

14
12 -
10
8 89
=
L 6
2
g 4
2_ n -
O_ n n
-2 T
no yes
English
speaker - yes/no
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
no 0 0 0 2 4 6.5 11
yes 0 0 0 1 4 8.1 12

152



English- and non-English-speaking Russians gave identicalimmax and
minimum total error scores to Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers.ticufat the highest
total error score given by Russians who speak English was 8, itvivés 6 from non-
English-speakers. Both groups gave the same minimum score of Gebi#s, although
slight, appear when one examines the middle-range scores lgyviesteners from both
groups. 50% of the scores for Advanced Level 3 speakers were hePa@% from
Russians who speak English, and 3-0% from non-English speakers. Middke-r
quartiles for Advanced Level 4 speakers, however, were identaral ifn groups at 2-
0%. Median scores of Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers differed. tioufzar the
medians for Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers were 1 and 1.5, redpedtve
English-speaking Russians, and 0.5 and O for Level 3 and 4 speakersjvelspdéacm

non-English speakers.

“Speech” By English Speaker - yes /no Speaker Level 3 - advanced

9
8_
7_
6 .
£ 5 ——
o 4+
2
£ 3
2_
1_
O_
-1 T
no yes
English
speaker - yes/no
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
no 0 0 0 1.5 3 4 6
yes 0 0 0 1 2 5 8
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“Speech” By English Speaker -  yes/no Speaker Level 4 - advanced

9
8_
7_
6_
Es) ——
Y
g 37
2_
l_
0_
1 T
no yes
English
speaker - yes/no
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
no 0 0 0 0 2 5 6
yes 0 0 0 0.5 2 5 8

In the next section of my analysis | examine my data bgksgdevels, instead of
listener groups, in order understand what the maximum and minimuhetaia scores
were for each level, as well as the medium quantiles and medaes. | begin by
focusing on scores given to each speaker level in the “soundgjocgtby Russians in
Russia and the US.

The maximum total error scores given to Introductory Levelndl @ and
Advanced 3 and 4 speakers by Russians who live in Russia w&g, 18, and 11, while
minimum scores were 3, 1, 1 and 0, respectively. Middle-rangessc¢or these same
speakers were 11.25-5.75% with a median of 9.5 for Introductory Leyeddkers, 10-
3.75% with a median of 6 for Introductory Level 2 speakers, 10-5% wiledian of 7
for Advanced Level 3 speakers, and 5.25-1.75% with a median of 4 for Advbecel

4 speakers.
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Quantiles
Level
1-intro

2 - intro

3 - advanced
4 - advanced

“Sounds” By Speaker

Level Listener Home - Russia

20 .
s
I}
5 10 —
Q
& ]
o — . i
T T
1-intro 2 -intro 3-advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level
Minimu m 10% 25% Median 75%
3 4 5.75 9.5 11.25
1 2 3.75 6 10
1 2.3 5 7 10
0 1 1.75 4 5.25

Maximum

Russians in the US gave Introductory Level 1 speakers a maxiotaimerror

score of 23, Introductory Level 2 speakers received a score of 20ncatldevel 3

speakers were given a score of 16, and Advanced Level 4 speakersitaimum total

error score of 14. The Introductory Level 1 speakers receiveiiiemam error score of

1, while this figure was 0 for all the other speaker levatsré& in the 75-25% range for

Introductory Level 1 speakers fell between 13.75-7% with a medi@rbpf1-4% with a

median of 7 for Introductory Level 2 speakers, 10-4% with a mexfi&for Advanced

Level 3 speakers, and 6.75-1.25% with a median of 4 for Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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“Sounds” By Speaker Level Listener Home - US
25

20 ——

15

10

Red total

T T T
1-intro 2 - intro 3-advanced 4 - advanced

Speaker Level

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1-intro 1 2.1 7 9.5 13.75 15.9 23
2 - intro 0 2 4 7 11 16.6 20
3 - advanced 0 3 4 6 10 13 16
4 - advanced 0 0 1.25 4 6.75 9.9 14

When considering scores given by teachers and non-teachers o&rRassa
Second Language one notices that the non-teachers gave higherumatotal error
scores than the teachers. Specifically, teachers gave Iniwogluevel 1 speakers a
maximum total error score of 21, Introductory Level 2 speakersra st 18, Advanced
Level 3 speakers received a maximum total error score ohd6Advanced Level 4
speakers were given a score of 12. All speaker levels recaiveithimum score of 0,
except for the Introductory Level 1 speakers whose minimum scaselwScores for
each speaker level in the 50% quartile were: 12-5.75% with a medigh for
Introductory Level 1 speakers, 10-4% with a median of 6 for Introductevell2 and
Advanced Level 3 speakers, and 6-1% with a median of 3 for Advanced #evel

speakers.
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Quantiles
Level
1-intro

2 -intro

3 - advanced
4 - advanced

“Sounds” By Spea ker Level Teacher/Non-Teacher

of Russia n as Second Language - teacher

20
154
g
o
5 107 : :
[7) . . =
n: T L} L} L]
5_ | T T E
0_
T T T
1-intro 2-intro 3 -advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level
Minimum 10% 25% Median
1 29 5.75 9
0 2 4 6
0 2.8 4 6
0 0 1 3

90%
14.2
141
12.2

7

Maximum

Non-teachers gave Introductory Level 1 speakers a maximaetoor score of

23, while this total was 21 for Introductory Level 2 speakers, 1Adwanced Level 3

speakers and 14 for Advanced Level 4 speakers . The minimumfecgreups 1-3 was

1 and O for the Advanced Level 4 speakers. Scores in the middle ednigetiveen 12-

7% with a median of 10 for Introductory Level 1 speakers, 11-3% witledian of 7 for

Introductory Level 2 speakers, 10-5% with a median of 7 for Advabeeel 3 speakers

and 6-2% with a median of 4 for Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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Quantiles
Level
1-intro

2 - intro

3 - advanced
4 - advanced

“Sounds” By Speaker L evel Teacher/Non-Teacher
of Russian as Second Language - hon-teacher

25
20
— 15+
I .
9 -
T 10 . . . ;
[hd M . n
0_
T T T
1-intro 2-intro 3 - advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level
Minimum 10% 25% Median 75%
1 4 7 10 12
1 2 3 7 11
1 2.5 5 7 10
0 0 2 4 6

90% Maximum
15 23
16 21

12.5 17

9 14

Russians who have had prior contact with Americans gave highemoraxiotal

error scores but lower minimum scores to speakers of all lthaatsthose who have not

had such prior contact. Russians who have previously spoken to Ansemeve

Introductory 1 and 2 and Advanced 3 and 4 speakers maximum total cres sf 23,

21, 17 and 14, respectively. Minimum error scores given by thoselsaemers were 1,

0, 0 and 0. Middle-range scores and medians for Introductory Leypsakers were 12-

6% with a median score of 9, 11-4% with a median of 6.5 for Introdudtevel 2

speakers, 10-5% with a median of 7 for Advanced Level 3 speahkér§-4% with a

median of 4 for Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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Quantiles
Level

1 -intro

2 -intro

3 - advanced
4 - advanced

“Sounds” By Speaker L evel Has/Has Not Spoken to Americans —
Has Spoken to Americans

25
20—

154

Red total

104

N
i

1-intro 2-intro 3 - advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level
Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 4 6 9 12 15 23
0 2 4 6.5 11 15 21
0 3 5 7 10 13 17
0 0 1 4 6 8 14

Maximum total error scores given by Russians who have not had pritact

with Americans were lower than those given by their counterp@pscifically, scores

for Introductory Level 1 and 2 and Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers were 14,&d#]

11, while minimum scores were 3, 1, 1 and 0, respectively. Scoresnmdbke quartile

and medians for speakers of these levels were from 11.75-5.57% midian of 10.5

for Introductory Level 1 speakers, 9.25-3.25% with a median of 5.5 for Intarguc

Level 2 speakers, 7-4.25% with a median of 6.5 for Advanced Lesjgé&kers and 6.5-

2.25% with a median of 3.5 for Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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“Sounds” By Speak er Level Has/Has Not Spoken to Americans -
Has Not Spoken to Americans

15

10

|

:

Red total

I

2-intro 3 - advanced

Speaker Level

T
4 - advanced

1-intro
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10%
1 -intro 3 3.3
2 -intro 1 1.3
3 - advanced 1 1.3
4 - advanced 0 0.6

25% Median
5.75 10.5
3.25 55
4.25 6.5
2.25 35

75%
11.75
9.25
7

6.5

90%
14
11.7
11
10.1

Maximum
14
12
11
11

Russians who speak English gave Introductory Level 1 speakersmunatotal

error score of 23, Introductory Level 2 received a maximum sifdt®, Advanced Level

3 speakers were given a maximum score of 17 and Advanced Levelkérspbad a

maximum score of 14. The Introductory Level 1 speakers were given a minicovencs

1; the other three speaker levels had a minimum score of 0. Sedhes50% range for

Introductory Level 1 speakers were between 11.25-6% with a metlian 1®.25-3%

with a median of 6 for Introductory Level 2 speakers, 10-4% withedian of 6 for

Advanced Level 3 speakers and 6-1% with a median of 4 for Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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“Sounds” By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/no - yes

25
20
— 154
s .
IS}
g 104 : . {
[hd . . =
5_ ? T @
O_
T T T
1-intro 2-intro 3 -advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1-intro 1 3 6 9 11.25 14.1 23
2 - intro 0 1.9 3 6 10.25 14.3 20
3 - advanced 0 2 4 6 10 13 17
4 - advanced 0 0 1 4 6 9.1 14

Russians who do not speak English gave Introductory Level 1 and 2 and
Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers maximum total error scores of 18, aad 14 and
minimum scores of 3, 1, 1 and O, respectively. Scores in the 75-25%leqgdiart
Introductory Level 1 speakers fell between 12-7% with a medidi®,010.75-4% with a
median of 7 for Introductory Level 2 speakers, 10-5% with a mexfignfor Advanced

Level 3 speakers and 5.75-2% with a median of 4 for Advanced Level 4 speakers.

161



“Sounds” By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/no - no

20

154

BT
I%T@

T
1-intro 2-intro 3 - advanced 4 - advanced

Speaker Level

Red total

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 3 4.5 7 10 12 15.5 18
2 -intro 1 2 4 7 10.75 15 21
3 - advanced 1 4 5 7 10 12 14
4 - advanced 0 1 2 4 5.75 7.5 11

When analyzing speaker totals given by Russians in RussiahandS in the
“words” category one notices that the maximum total errorescfor Introductory Level
1 and 2 and Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers from Russians in Rudsia He12, 10
and 4, respectively, with minimum scores of O for all speakerdeVa@r Introductory
Level 1 speakers middle-range scores were between 7.25-2.75%madthian of 5.5, for
Introductory Level 2 speakers this range extended from 8-0.75%awitedian of 3, for
Advanced Level 3 speakers it stretched from 4-2% with a medi@randl for Advanced

Level 4 speakers this range fell between 2-0% with a median of 0.5.
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“Words” By Speaker Level Listener Home - Russia

=
o
M T T R

Green total

T Y 4

1-intro 2 -intro 3-advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 1 2.75 5.5 7.25 10.7 14
2 -intro 0 0 0.75 3 8 10.7 15
3 - advanced 0 1 2 3 4 6.7 12
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0.5 2 3.7 10

The maximum total error scores given by Russians in the UStrimductory
Level 1 and 2 and Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers were 15, 15, 10 and 8ivedgpect
All speaker levels received minimum scores of 0. Middle-rangartitpl scores for
Introductory Level 1 speakers were between 9-3% with a mediérb pfor Introductory
Level 2 speakers this range was between 7.75-1% with a medianfaf Advanced
Level 3 speakers it was 5-2% with a median of 3 and for Advhheeel 4 speakers

middle-range scores were between 2-0% with a median of 0.
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“Words” By Speaker Level Listener Home - US
16

144
12
104

Green total

I T s S vy

1-intro 2 -intro 3-advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 2 3 6.5 9 12 15
2 -intro 0 0 1 3 7.75 11 15
3 - advanced 0 1 2 3 5 6 10
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0 2 5.9 8

The maximum total error scores given to speakers of all ldxeleachers of
Russian as a Second Language were lower than those scores ygiven-teachers.
Teachers gave Introductory Level 1 speakers, for example, nonmaxtotal error score
of 12, Introductory Level 2 speakers received a score of 14, Advaesetl 3 speakers
were given a score of 8 and Advanced Level 4 speakers had a matotalierror score
of 10. The minimum score that teachers gave to speakers ategjocies was 0. Middle-
range scores for Introductory Level 1 speakers were 7.25-2&oawitedian score of 6,
for Introductory Level 2 speakers this range was 8-1% withdianeof 2, for Advanced
Level 3 speakers it was 5-2% with a median of 3 and for Advanceel Uespeakers it

was 2.25-0% with a median of 0.
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“Words” By Spe aker Level teacher/non-teacher
of Rus sian as Second Language - teacher
16

144
12
104

18 [l 4 o+
_225% 5]

1-intro 2-intro 3 - advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level

Green total

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 1 2 6 7.25 9.2 12
2 -intro 0 0 1 2 8 9.2 14
3 - advanced 0 0.9 2 3 5 6 8
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0 2.25 5.1 10

The maximum total error score given by non-teachers to Introgucémel 1 and
2 speakers was 15, to Advanced Level 3 speakers it was 12 and to At\avet 4
speakers it was 9. All levels received a minimum score of 0. 6D%e scores for
Introductory Level 1 speakers were between 9-3% with a mexfi&.5, between 8-0%
with a median of 3 for Introductory Level 2 speakers, from 4.75-2% avinedian of 3

for Advanced Level 3 speakers and they ranged from 2-0% with @&ametl 0.5 for

Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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Quantiles
Level

1 -intro

2 -intro

3 - advanced
4 - advanced

“Words” By Speaker Level teacher/non-teacher
of Russ ian as Second Language - non-teacher

=
o
L v 000

Green total

o
1

| [
P

1-intro 2-intro 3 - advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level
Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90%
0 1 3 55 9 12
0 0 0 3 8 11.5
0 1 2 3 4.75 7
0 0 0 0.5 2 4.5

Maximum
15
15
12
9

Russians who have had prior contact with Americans gave highemoraxiotal

error scores than those who have not previously spoken with American$ighest

error score given by Russians to Introductory Level 1 and 2 sjgeakerhave had prior

contact with Americans was 15. This number was 12 for Advanced Bespakers and

10 for Advanced Level 4 speakers. 50% of the scores fell betweernv@t3% median of

6 for Introductory Level 1 speakers, between 8-1% with a mediarf@f [Btroductory

Level 2 speakers, between 5-2% with a median of 5 for Advanced Bespeakers and

between 2-0% with a median of O for Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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“Words” By S peaker Level Has/Has Not Spoken to
Americans - Has Spoken to Americans

—_—

=
o
I I A

Green total

OETLTE

T T T
1-intro 2-intro 3 - advanced 4 - advanced

Speaker Level

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 1 3 6 8 11 15
2 -intro 0 0 1 3 8 11 15
3 - advanced 0 1 2 3 5 6 12
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0 2 4.9 10

Russians who have not had previous contact with Americans gave Iningyduc
Level 1 and 2 speakers a maximum total error score of 12, Advdmae| 3 speakers
received a score of 7 and Advanced Level 4 speakers wereagseme of 5. All listener
groups received a minimum total error score of 0. Middle-rangesdor these speakers
were: 8.75-1.25% with a median of 5.5 for Introductory Level 1 speake&s;0.25%
with a median of 3.5 for Introductory Level 2 speakers, 4-1.25% witte@ian of 2 for
Advanced Level 3 speakers and 1.75-0% with a median of 0.5 for Advaneet 4.e

speakers.
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“Words” By Spea ker Level Has/Has Not Spoken to
Ameri cans - Has Not Spoken to Americans
14

12+

10

il i
=

1-intro 2-intro 3 -advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level

Green total
[e)]
|

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximu
1 -intro 0 0.3 1.25 5.5 8.75 11.4

2 -intro 0 0 0.25 35 7.25 111

3 - advanced 1 1 1.25 2 4 6.4

4 - advanced 0 0 0 0.5 1.75 4.1

The maximum total error score given to Introductory Level 1 angedkers by
English-speaking Russians was 15, 12 for Advanced Level 3 speaker§ &d
Advanced Level 4 speakers. The minimum score for all groups wasddleMange
scores for these levels were: 8.25-3% with a median of @ntooductory Level 1
speakers, 7-1% with a median of 3 for Introductory Level 2 spgake% with a

median of 3 for Advanced Level 3 speakers and 2-0% with a med@ab &@r Advanced

Level 4 speakers.
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“Words” By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/no - yes

=
o
1

Green total

1R

1-intro 2-intro 3 - advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 1 3 6 8.25 10.2 15
2 -intro 0 0 1 3 7 11 15
3 - advanced 0 1 2 3 5 6.1 12
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0.5 2 6.1 9

Russians who do not speak English gave Introductory Level 1 and Respea
maximum total error scores of 14, while Advanced Level 3 and kspeavere given
total error scores of 10. All groups received a minimum score 8t0res in the 50%
guartiles were: 7.75-3% with a median of 5.5 for Introductory Lewgiehkers, 8.75-0%
with a median of 3 for Introductory Level 2 speakers, 4.75-2% with diameof 3 for

Advanced Level 3 speakers and 1.75-0% with a median of O for Advancedtl 4.eve
speakers.

“Words” By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/no- no

10

SR

1-intro 2-intro 3-advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level

Green total
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Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 1 3 5.5 7.75 11.5 14
2 -intro 0 0 0 3 8.75 11 14
3 - advanced 0 1 2 3 4.75 6.5 10
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0 1.75 3.5 10

| now analyze the scores given to speakers of different lenetei “speech”
category. The maximum total error scores given by RussiaRsi$sia were equal to or
slightly lower than the maximum total error scores given bysRus in the US. For
example, Russians in Russia gave Introductory Level 1 speakesgisnum total error
score of 12, Introductory Level 2 speakers received a maximwahetwor score of 11,
while Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers received a maximumetotal score of 6. The
minimum score for all groups was 0. Middle scores ranged from 6-2%@awnedian of 4
for Introductory Level 1 speakers, 4-0% with a median of 2 faodhictory Level 2
speakers, 2-0% with a median of 1 for Advanced Level 3 speakdr2-8% with a
median of 0 for Advanced Level 4 speakers.

“Speech” By Speak er Level Listener Home - Russia

13
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-1 T T T
1-intro 2 -intro 3-advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 0 2 4 6 8 12
2 -intro 0 0 0 2 4 6.7 11
3 - advanced 0 0 0 1 2 4 6
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0 2 5 6
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The maximum total error scores given to Introductory Level 12aspeakers by
Russians in the US was 12, while Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakerseeansted a
maximum total error score of 8. The minimum score given to alkgyegroups was O.
Middle range scores for the Introductory Level 1 speakers spannmad8hi@fo with a
median of 4, 3-0% with a median of 1 for Introductory Level 2kpes, 2.75-0% with a
median of 1 for Advanced Level 3 speakers and 2-0% with a mediafoofAglvanced

Level 4 speakers.

“Speech” B y Speaker Level Listener Home - US

13
114
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2 77
Q — —_— P
S 5
g .
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1 - intro 2 -intro 3-advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 0.1 3 4 8 11.9 12
2 -intro 0 0 0 1 3 8 12
3 - advanced 0 0 0 1 2.75 5.9 8
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0 2 5.8 8

The maximum total error score given to Introductory Level 1 spsdiketeachers
was 12, Introductory Level 2 speakers received a total score of Inéetvd evel 3
speakers were given a score of 6, and for Advanced Level 4 spéakerstal was 8. 0

was the minimum score. The middle range of scores that tiséseels gave speakers

171



was 6-2.75% with a median of 4 for Introductory Level 1 speaked8p with a median

of 1 for Introductory Level 2 speakers, 3-0% with a median of 2 for Acka Level 3

speakers and 2-0% with a median of O for Advanced Level 4 speakers.

Quantiles
Level

1 -intro

2 -intro

3 - advanced
4 - advanced

“Speech” By Speaker Level Teacher/Non-Teacher
of Russian as Second Language - teacher

13

Purple total
1

I

Jr

q 1

T

1-intro 2-intro 3 -advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level
Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90%
0 0.9 2.75 4 6 8.1
0 0 0 1 4 6
0 0 0 2 3 51
0 0 0 0 2 51

Maximum
12

9

6

8

Non-teachers gave Introductory Level 1 and 2 speakers a maxiotairetror

score of 12, Advanced Level 3 speakers were given 8, and Advanced4Lspebkers

received a score of 6. The minimum score given was 0. Middlerangres were

between 8-2% with a median of 4 for Introductory Level 1 speaked8o with a median

of 1 for Introductory Level 2 speakers, 2-0% with a median of 1 for Acka Level 3

speakers and 2-0% with a median of O for Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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“Speech” By Spe aker Level Teacher/Non-Teacher
of Russian a s Second Language - non-teacher
13

Purple total
1

5
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1-intro 2-intro 3 - advanced 4 - advanced

Speaker Level

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 0 2 4 8 9.5 12
2 -intro 0 0 0 1 4 9 12
3 - advanced 0 0 0 1 2 4 8
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0 2 5 6

Both Introductory Level 1 and 2 speakers received a maximunetotalscore of
12 from Russians who have had prior contact with Americans, witManaed Level 3
and 4 speakers each received a total error score of 8 from idtesers. The minimum
score given was 0. 7-2% of the scores for Introductory Lewsgeakers fell between the
50% range, 4-0% for Introductory Level 2 speakers, 2-0% for Advanced Level 3rspeake
and 2-0% for Advanced Level 4 speakers. The medians for each grosteonéis were

4,1, 1 and 0, respectively.
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“Speech” By Spe aker Level Has/Has Not Spoken
to Amer icans - has spoken to Americans
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1 -intro 2-intro 3 - advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level
Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 0 2 4 7 8.9 12
2 -intro 0 0 0 1 4 8 12
3 - advanced 0 0 0 1 2 4.9 8
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0 2 5 8

Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans gave 3 fhosv@mum
total error scores than their counterparts. Although Introductory Lespkdkers had a
maximum total error score of 12 as in the previous group, maximton sores for
Introductory Level 2 and Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers were |dvierdaand 6,
respectively. The minimum score given was 0. Middle-range seouees 7-2% with a
median of 4 for Introductory Level 1 speakers, 4-0% with a medidnfar Introductory
Level 2 speakers, 2-0% with a median of 1 for Advanced Level 3 speakers and 2h0% wit

a median of O for Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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Quantiles
Level

1 -intro

2 -intro

3 - advanced
4 - advanced

“Speech” By S peaker Level Has/Has Not Spoken
to Americ ans - has not spoken to Americans

14

12

10
g 89
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1-intro 2-intro 3 - advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level
Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90%  Maximum

0 0 0.5 35 8.5 114 12
0 0 0.25 2.5 4 5 5
0 0 0 0.5 2.75 4 4
0 0 0 0 1.75 5.1 6

The maximum total error score given to Introductory Level 1 and @kepe by

English-speaking and non-English-speaking Russians was 12, whilasit 8 for

Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers. The minimum score was 0. Scoresnilde range

were between 8-2% with a median of 4 for Introductory Level 1kgpea4-0% with a

median of 1 for Introductory Level 2 speakers, 2-0% with a medianfaf Advanced

Level 3 speakers and 2-0% with a median of 0.5 for Advanced Level 4 speakers.

“Speech” By Speaker Level English speaker

- yes/no - yes

Purple total

13

114

Jr

jr

T

=

1-intro

2 -intro

3 - advanced 4 - advanced

Speaker Level
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Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 0 2 4 8 9.2 12
2 -intro 0 0 0 1 4 8.1 12
3 - advanced 0 0 0 1 2 5 8
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0.5 2 5 8

Russians who do not speak English gave Introductory Level 1 speakers a
maximum total error score of 12, Introductory Level 2 speakersvest@ maximum
score of 11, while Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers each recawaxiraum total error
score of 6. The minimum score was 0. Scores in the 75-25% quartilatfoductory
Level 1 speakers ranged from 6-2% with a median of 3.5, 4-0%anntledian of 2 for
Introductory Level 2 speakers, 3-0% with a median of 1.5 for Advabeeel 3 speakers

and 2-0% with a median of O for Advanced Level 4 speakers.

“Speech” By Spea ker Level English speaker - yes/no - no
13

Purple total
1

A g 4T
11 0 H o

1-intro 2-intro 3 -advanced 4 - advanced
Speaker Level

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 0 2 3.5 6 8.5 12
2 -intro 0 0 0 2 4 6.5 11
3 - advanced 0 0 0 1.5 3 4 6
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0 2 5 6
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The final box plots | present have been broken down by category gunds,”
“words,” “speech”) and speaker level. The control group has been added as well.

When analyzing the “sounds” category one sees that the maxtotamerror
scores for the Introductory Level 1 and 2, Advanced Level 3 and 4esgeakd control
group are 23, 21, 17, 14 and 3, respectively. Excluding the Introductory Leve
minimum score of 1 the rest of the speaker levels had a miniroora sf 0. The middle
range scores were 12-6% with a median of 9.5 for the Introducevgl Ll speakers,
10.25-4% with a median of 6 for the Introductory Level 2 speakers, 1@88%a median
of 7 for the Advanced Level 3 speakers, 6-1.75% with a median of 4 fddienced
Level 4 speakers and 1-0% with a median of O for the control group.

“Sounds” By Speaker Level
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Red total
=
T

14 % 1 B

T T T T
1-intro 2 -intro 3-advanced 4 - advanced Natiye

Speaker Level

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 1 4 6 9.5 12 14.7 23
2 -intro 0 2 4 6 10.25 14.7 21
3 - advanced 0 3 5 7 10 12 17
4 - advanced 0 0 1.75 4 6 8 14
Native 0 0 0 0 1 2 3
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The maximum total errors made by speakers in the “wordstjogtavere 15 for
Introductory Level 1 and 2 speakers, 12 for Advanced Level 3 spealdos, Advanced
Level 4 speakers and 4 for the control group. The middle rangem@sseas 8-3% with
a median of 6 for the Introductory Level 1 speakers, 8-1% witiedian of 3 for the
Introductory Level 2 speakers, 5-2% with a median of 3 for the Addahesel 3
speakers, 2-0% with a median of O for the Advanced Level 4 speake-0% with a

median of O for the control group.

“Words” By Speaker Level

Lo
i

T =

T T T T
1-intro 2 -intro 3-advanced 4-advanced Nati

Speaker Level

=
o
T I

Green total

m

Quantiles

Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1 -intro 0 1 3 6 8 11 15
2 -intro 0 0 1 3 8 11 15
3 - advanced 0 1 2 3 5 6 12
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0 2 4.7 10
Native 0 0 0 0 0 2.7 4

The maximum total error score in the “speech” category foodoictory Level 1
and 2 speakers was 12, 8 for Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers and 3 fonttbe ¢
group. The minimum score was 0. Scores in the 75-25% quartileddram 7-2% with
a median of 4 for Introductory Level 1 speakers, 4-0% with a median fofr 1

Introductory Level 2 speakers, 2-0% with a median of 1 for Advaneedll3 speakers,
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2-0% with a median of O for Advanced Level 4 speakers and 1.75-0 witdimmof O

for the control group.

“Speech” By Speaker Level

13
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1-intro 2 -intro 3-advanced 4 -advanced Natiye
Speaker Level

Quantiles
Level Minimum 10% 25% Median 75% 90% Maximum
1-intro 0 0 2 4 7 9 12
2 -intro 0 0 0 1 4 7.7 12
3 - advanced 0 0 0 1 2 4 8
4 - advanced 0 0 0 0 2 5 8
Native 0 0 0 0 1.75 2 3
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3.1.5 — Bar Graphs

| use bar graphs in the final section of statistical analgsRart | to examine
which errors made by the non-native speakers of each proficienelymost interfered
with native-speaker intelligibility. My four listener groups andtegory groupings
(“sounds,” “words,” speech”) stayed the same. | begin by lookinleatotal number of
“sounds” errors heard by Russians in Russia and Russians in the US.

When comparing the differences between speaker errors arterftisHome”
one notices that there was no significant difference betweeopth®ns of Russians in
Russia and the US regarding the most severe type of “sounds’tlegy heard, as both
groups ranked “hard’ pronunciation of ‘I" and other consonants” as the #@bmost
interfered with intelligibility of L-2 speech. In addition, therlkgraphs illustrate that
Russians in Russia and the US rated “hard’ pronunciation afd’@her consonants” as

equally salient for both introductory and advanced-level speakers.
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Scores given for errors in the “words” category varied diigbepending on
listener home. As the bar graph illustrates Russians in Rudsih istress” as the most
salient error Introductory Level 2 and Advanced Level 3 speakerke fygnonunciation
of words in segments” was the most evident error heard amonguatoog Level 1
speakers. Among Advanced Level 4 speakers, however, listeneds tegaatition of the
first syllable” slightly more often than “incorrect pronunciation.”

Like Russians in Russia, Russians in the US also rated “@utastress” as the
most prominent error among Introductory Level 1, 2 and Advanced Level Respea
“Pauses in words” caused the most negative reactions for Russidhe US when

listening to Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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Bar graphs for the “speech” category illustrate that RussianRussia rated
“intonation” as the most blatant error among speakers of all leRelssians in the US
also thought L-2 intonation was glaringly inaccurate but only among Introgucteel 2
and Advanced Level 3 speakers. Among Introductory Level 1 and Advanced 4 ev

speakers, however, “speech rate” was rated as having interfezethdst with L-1

listener intelligibility.
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Like Russians in Russia and the US, teachers and non-teachRissiain as
Second Language also rated “hard’ pronunciation of ‘I' and otbes@nants” as the

most striking error among speakers of all levels.
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When looking at non-native word forms one notices that “stress”theasnost
salient error among Introductory Level 2 and Advanced Level 3 speakeosding to
teachers. However, teachers rated “pronunciation of words in segjnanthe most
prevalent error among Introductory Level 1 speakers, while “pansesrds” interfered
the most with L-1 intelligibility of Level 4 speakers. Non-teashen the other hand,
rated “stress” as the most salient error among Introductevelll and 2 and Advanced
Level 3 speakers. Non-teachers determined that “repetitionrstf gyllable” most

interfered with their intelligibility of Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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Both teachers and non-teachers had similar opinions about the nwerst sabrs
in the “speech” category. Teachers, for example, rated “intoiaas having most
severely interfered with their intelligibility of Introductoryelzel 2 and Advanced Level 3
and 4 speakers. However, these listeners rated “speeclamatéhtonation” as the most
serious of all the four errors among Level 1 speakers.

Incorrect L-2 intonation negatively affected the way non-teacheted
Introductory Level 1 and 2 and Advanced Level 3 speakers. Converselyeauhers

rated “speech rate” as the most profound error among Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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Russians who have or have not had prior contact with Americans“Hased’
pronunciation of ‘I' and other consonants” as the most salient “sounds” @mong

speakers of all levels.
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Russians who have had prior contact with Americans rated “saegfie most
salient error in the “words” category among Introductory Leveh@ Advanced Level 3
speakers. Alternatively, these listeners judged “pronunciation of wordegments” as
the highest-ranking error among Introductory Level 1 speakerse vrepetition of first
syllable” was rated as most prominent among Advanced Level 4 speakers.

Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans, howeved rat
incorrect use of “stress” as having most interfered with thedelligibility of
Introductory Level 1, 2 and Advanced Level 3 speakers. The listardged “pauses in

words” as most salient among Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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Russians who have had prior contact with Americans rated incort@cation by
speakers of all levels as the most serious error in the ‘$peategory. Russians who
have not previously spoken with Americans also rated “intonation” as the most dalie
2 error, but only among Introductory Level 1 and Advanced Level 3 speakam@
Introductory Level 2 speakers, however, “lack of emotional expressiost negatively
affected L-1 intelligibility, while “speech rate” interferegith the most with listener

intelligibility of Advanced Level 4 speech.
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Finally, | examine the ratings given to speakers of diffdeamls by English- and

non-English-speaking Russians. Listeners in this group ratedd“pssnunciation of ‘I
and other consonants” as the most prominent error in the “sounds” cassgong

speakers of all levels.
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When examining the most salient errors in the “words” cajegocording to
English- and non-English-speaking Russians one notices that Isstenerspeak English
rated “stress” as having most seriously interfered with th&iligibility of Level 1 and
2 and Advanced Level 3 speech. However, these listeners rated “pauwsgsls” as the
most acute error by Advanced Level 4 speakers.

Conversely, Russians who do not speak English rated “pronunciation of words
segments” as the most salient error among Introductory Lesfgédkers, while incorrect
stress by Introductory Level 2 and Advanced Level 3 speakers ctnesedllisteners to
react very negatively. Regarding Advanced Level 4 speech, listémend three errors
equally frustrating - “pauses in words,” “repetition of firstlayle” and “pronunciation

of words in segments.”

English speaker - yes/no=yes

Y
- Mean(Changing of w ords)

1 - Mean(Pauses in w ords)
> 19 - Mean(Repetition of first syllable)
Mean(Pronunciation of words in parts)

- Mean(Stress)

1-intro
2 - intro
3 - advanced
4 - advanced

Speaker Level

202



English speaker - yes/no=no

1 -intro
2 -intro
3 - advanced
4 - advanced

Speaker Level

Level=1 - intro

2.0

no yes

English speaker - yes/no

203

Y
- Mean(Changing of words)

- Mean(Pauses in w ords)
- Mean(Repetition of first syllable)
- Mean(Pronunciation of words in parts)

- Mean(Stress)

Y
- Mean(Changing of w ords)

- Mean(Pauses in w ords)
- Mean(Repetition of first syllable)
- Mean(Pronunciation of words in parts)

- Mean(Stress)



Level=2 - intro

no yes

English speaker - yes/no

Level=3 - advanced

1.5+

no yes

English speaker - yes/no

Level=4 - advanced

0.45
0.40

no yes

English speaker - yes/no

204



Russians who speak English rated Introductory Level 1 and Advaneed 4.e

“speech rate” as the most critical error in the “spee@itégory. These listeners rated

“‘intonation” among Introductory Level 2 and Advanced Level 3 speaketsa@asg

interfered with intelligibility. Russians who do not speak Estglrated “intonation” as

the most salient error by Introductory Level 1 and 2 and Advancedl [3espeakers,

while these listeners rated “lack of emotional expressionfhast pronounced among

Advanced Level 4 speakers.
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Level=4 - advanced
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| now compare the totals of each speaker level in the “soundsfd$v@and
“speech” categories to examine how they were rated byotlregfoups of listeners. Bars
above the 0.0 line indicate scores that are above the average psoble® or incorrect,
while those below the 0.0 line are below the average problem sca@yect. | begin by
evaluating the different categorical ratings given to speakersibgids from Russia and
the US.

Russians from Russia rated total error scores within the “speechbigassgmost
salient among Introductory Level 1 speakers, while total saaréwvords” were rated as
most salient among Introductory Level 2 speakers. However, amdwanced Level 3
speakers only total scores made in “sounds” were rated as ingegereEs in “words”
and “speech” were negative or below the average problem scole Wethe the best
scores recorded in the “speech” category. Among Advanced Lepekers no errors in
any of the three categories were considered problematic. #wlally, the scores of

speakers were the highest in the “sounds” category.
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Russians from the US rated the scores in the three categenesitive, or above
the average problem score level, for Introductory Level 1 speakénsspaaker errors in
the “speech” category judged as more salient than in the otherat@gories. Regarding
listener scores for Introductory Level 2 speech, total error saorboth “sounds” and
“words” were positive, or incorrect, with errors in “words” rategimore salient than in
“sounds.” However, “speech” total scores of Introductory Level 2alsgrs were
negative, or correct. A similar picture emerged for AdvancedelL&v speakers. In
particular, those speakers had problematic total “sounds” scores, thiit “words” and
“speech” scores were correct. Moreover, “speech” scoess Wetter than in “words.”
Scores in all three categories were negative for Advanceel Bespeakers with the best

scores recorded in the “words” category.
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Both teachers and non-teachers of Russian as a Second Langeagéotait
“speech” scores as the most salient among Introductory Lewgledkers. However,
teachers rated the total scores of Introductory Level 2 speakdh®e “sounds” and
“words” categories as above the average problem score levehcorract, while
“speech” scores were correct. Non-teachers, on the other h¢eudl tma total scores of
Introductory Level 2 speakers as positive, or problematic, in a#lethrategories.
Teachers rated the total number of “sounds” scores of Advaneeel B speakers at
exactly 0, while total “words” and “speech” scores were negatior correct.
Additionally, scores in the latter category were better thatmenformer. Non-teachers
also rated errors in “words” and “speech” as unproblematic, andrdeéat that speaker
scores in “speech” were better than in “words.” Teachers andeashers rated the
scores of all three categories as negative for Advanced Lesgéakers with the best

scores recorded in the “words” category.

Y
- Mean(standardized Red score)

Jlaydeal-uou

- Mean(Standardized Green score)

-Mean(Standardized Purple Score)
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Russians who have and have not had prior contact with Americans botkheated
total scores of Introductory Level 1 speakers as positive, or profatewih the most
errors heard in the “speech” category. Russians who have prgviepsken to
Americans rated the total scores of Introductory Level 2 speakefsounds” and
“words” as above the level of average problem scores, unlike “speeadrs, which
were below this level. Russians who have not previously spoken to Ameeretad only
the total “words” scores of Introductory Level 2 speakers as ypesiir problematic,
while the total scores of these speakers were negative, @ctoim “sounds” and
“Speech.” Russians who have had prior contact with AmericansAyawenced Level 3
learners both positive and negative total scores — “sounds” were #b®vaverage
problem score level, while “words” and “speech” were below it, witbres higher for
“Speech.” Russians who have not had prior contact with Americansmiegelr that the
total scores of Advanced Level 3 speakers were correcttathest scores recorded in
the ““speech” category. Finally, all three total scoreshef Advanced Level 4 speakers
were rated as negative by both groups of Russian listenersafaggio have had prior
contact with Americans rated scores highest in the categofgoohds,” while their

counterparts gave L-2 speakers the best scores in “words.”
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Russians who speak English rated the total scores of Introductosl fev
speakers as positive, or problematic, with the most errors hetrd i'speech” category.
According to these listeners, the total scores of Introductoryl Respeakers were above
the average problem score level in the “sounds” and “words” catsguaiith more errors
heard in the latter category, while “speech” scores wegative. Total “sounds” scores
of Advanced Level 3 speakers were above the level of average pretieas, “words”
scores were exactly average, and “speech” scores wereveegtdivever, Russians who
speak English determined that the total scores of Advanced Uewpleakers were
negative, with speakers having performed best in the “sounds” category.

The results from data provided by non-English-speaking Russiditate that
total scores of Introductory Level 1 speakers were judged to be ahevaverage
problem score level, with the most errors heard in “sounds.” Inttodud.evel 2
speakers had total scores that were positive in all thregocete, with the most errors
occurring in the “words” category. Scores for “sounds” of Advancedel 3 speakers
were positive, while “words” and “speech” scores were negatiith,the highest scores
given for “speech.” Finally, all three totals of Advanced Le#edcores were negative
with speaker performance highest in the “words” category.

English speaker - yes/no=yes

1.0

0.5

0.0 Y

- Mean(standardized Red score)
.0.5 - Mean(Standardized Green score)

- Mean(Standardized Purple Score)

-1.0

1 -intro
2 -intro
3 - advanced
4 - advanced
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English speaker - yes/no=no
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Speaker Level=1 - intro

1.0
0.9+
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0.7+ - Mean(standardized Red score)
0.6 - Mean(Standardized Green score)
0.5+
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0.3
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0.1
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0.25
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Level=3 - advanced
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0.0
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3.2 Factors That Impede Comprehension of L-2 Russian Speakers

Part Il presents the statistical data used to answer theiaqye$h the spoken
language of American learners of Russian, which phonetic, lexical andtsyaitaspects
of their speech interfere with the comprehensibility for a native speakarssian?”

| hypothesized that incorrect L-2 pronunciation and word choice wgjatneely
affect the comprehension of Russians in Russia, Russians who hédnas nytor contact
with Americans and Russians who do not know English. | also hypothdbeteldck of
lexicon by beginning-level speakers will complicate comprehengiotisteners of all
groups.

In this section | used histograms, mosaic plots, bar graphshaits ¢o display
the results of the analysis. The histograms illustrata distribution based on speaker
level and rubric total (i.e. comprehension most impeded due to granmoarrect
phrases, incorrect word choice, incorrect pronunciation or too liexieon). It should
also be noted a “1” was used in the data collection to indicate tetener thought the
speaker had committed one of the above-mentioned errors. If, howevertonovas
heard a “0” was used. Thus, the maximum number of points given forreldc was

“l_”

3.2.1 — Histograms

When looking at the histogram of errors made by Introductory Lévahd 2
speakers and “comprehension most impeded due to grammar’ one set ttata

distribution is identical for Introductory Level 1 and 2 speakers. Iticp@ar, the middle
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scores ranged from 1-0 with a median of 0. The mean for IrdtoduLevel 1 speakers,

however, was 0.284, while it was 0.2745 for Introductory Level 2 speakers.

Quantiles
Distributions Speaker Level 1 - intro 100.0% maximum 1.0000
comp most impeded due to grammar 99.5% 1.0000
97.5% 1.0000
| <> | 90.0% 1.0000
; 75.0%  quartile 1.0000
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0%  quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
0.5% 0.0000
H 0.0% minimum 0.0000
01001 03 05 07 09111 Mean 0.2843137
N 102

Distributions Speaker Level 2 - intro Quantiles
comp most impeded due to grammar 100.0%  maximum 1.0000
99.5% 1.0000
| <> | 97.5% 1.0000
. 90.0% 1.0000
75.0%  quartile 1.0000
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0%  quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
H 2.5% 0.0000
I | I I I I I I I I I | I 05% OOOOO
01001 03 05 07 09111 0.0% minimum 0.0000
Mean 0.2745098
N 102

There was also little difference between the data bligtans for Advanced Level
3 and 4 speakers and their scores for “comprehension most impeded dasnoag”
Although both groups had middle-range scores of 0-0, the mean for Asdvaewel 4

speakers was lower at .0098 than for the Advanced Level 3 group at .0392.
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Distributions Speaker Level 3 - advanced

Quantiles
. 100.0%  maximum 1.0000
comp most impeded due to grammar 99.5% 1.0000
97.5% 1.0000
K> 1 90.0% 0.0000
. 75.0% quartile 0.0000
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0% quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
0.5% 0.0000
— = 0.0% minimum 0.0000
01001 03 05 07 09111 Mean 0.0392157
N 102

Distributions Speaker Level 4 - advanced Quantiles
comp most impeded due to grammar 100.0%  maximum 1.0000
99.5% 1.0000
97.5% 0.0000
{) - 90.0% 0.0000
! 75.0%  quartile 0.0000
50.0%  median 0.0000
25.0%  quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
0.5% 0.0000
T 1T T T T 1T T T T T T 0.0% minimum 0.0000
-010 01 03 05 07 09111 Mean 0.0098039
N 102

The data distributions of “incorrect phrases” used by IntroductovelL® and 2
speakers are similar, as the middle-range scores of both weveebefl-0 and their

means differed only slightly at 0.3725 for the former group and 0.3137 for the latter.

Distributions Speaker Level 1 - intro Quantiles
incorrect phrases 100.0% maximum 1.0000
99.5% 1.0000
| <> | 97.5% 1.0000
90.0% 1.0000
‘ 75.0%  quartile 1.0000
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0%  quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
0.5% 0.0000
T T 1T 1T 1T T 1 0.0% minimum 0.0000
01001 03 05 07 09111 Mean 0.372549
N 102
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Distributions Speaker Level 2 - intro

: Quantiles
incorrect phrases

100.0% maximum 1.0000
| <> | 99.5% 1.0000
h 97.5% 1.0000
90.0% 1.0000
75.0%  quartile 1.0000
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0%  quartile 0.0000
H 10.0% 0.0000
T T T T T T T T T T T 1 2.5% 0.0000
01001 03 05 07 09111 0.5% - 0.0000
0.0% minimum 0.0000
Mean 0.3137255
N 102

The middle-range scores of Advanced 3 and 4 speakers and “ingdmrases” were 0-0;
however, Advanced 3 speakers had a mean of 0.1274, while the mean for Advance

Level 4 speakers was 0.0588.

Distributions Speaker Level 3 - advanced Quantiles
incorrect phrases 100.0% maximum 1.0000
99.5% 1.0000
l <> I 97.5% 1.0000
. 90.0% 1.0000
75.0%  quartile 0.0000
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0%  quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
0 0.5% 0.0000
r-t- T T 1T T T T 0.0% minimum 0.0000
01001 03 05 07 09111 Mean 0.127451
N 102
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Distributions Speaker Level 4 - advanced

. uantiles
incorrect phrases 100.0% (rgnaximum 1.0000
99.5% 1.0000
[<> I 97.5% 1.0000
X 90.0% 0.0000
75.0%  quartile 0.0000
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0%  quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
_ 0.5% 0.0000
r T T T T T 0.0% minimum 0.0000
-0.10 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.7 09111 Mean 0.0588235
N 102

When looking at the middle-score ranges for Introductory Level R ampbakers
and “incorrect word choice” one notices that scores in the quadihged from 1-0 and
0-0, respectively. The mean for Introductory Level 1 speaker9w&92 and 0.2254 for

Introductory Level 2 speakers.

Distributions Speaker Level 1 - intro

incorrect word choice Quantiles
100.0% maximum 1.0000
99.5% 1.0000
<> 97.5% 1.0000
: 90.0% 1.0000
75.0% quatrtile 1.0000
50.0% median 1.0000
25.0% quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
0.5% 0.0000
r-l T 11T 1 T 1T 1" T°1 0.0% minimum 0.0000
-0.10 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.7 09111 Mean 0.5392157
N 102
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Distributions Speaker Level 2 - intro

incorrect word choice Quantiles
100.0% maximum 1.0000
l <> I 99.5% 1.0000
97.5% 1.0000
! 90.0% 1.0000
75.0% quartile 0.0000
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0% quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
|_| 0.5% 0.0000
T T 1T T T 1T T 1T T T 0.0% minimum 0.0000
-0.10 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.7 09111 Mean 0.2254902
N 102

The data distribution for Advanced Level 3 speakers and “incorrect ghmice”
had a middle-score range of 0.25-0 with a mean of 0.2450, while scofes middle

guartile for Advanced Level 4 speakers ranged from 0-0 with a mean of 0.1372.

Distributions Speaker Level 3 - advanced Quantiles
incorrect word choice 100.0% maximum 1.0000
99.5% 1.0000
@ I 97.5% 1.0000
90.0% 1.0000
! 75.0% quartile 0.2500
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0% quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
|_| 0.5% 0.0000
S | 0.0% minimum 0.0000
01001 03 05 07 09111 Mean 0.245098
N 102
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Distributions Speaker Level 4 - advanced
incorrect word choice

o -

The middle quartiles for Introductory Level 1 and 2 speakers aral litite

lexicon” range from 0-0. Introductory Level 1 speakers had a roe@ri862, while the

100.0%
99.5%
97.5%
90.0%
75.0%
50.0%
25.0%
10.0%
2.5%
0.5%
0.0%
Mean
N

mean of Introductory Level 2 speakers was 0.0588.

Distributions Speaker Level 1 - intro
biggest problem = too little lexicon

100.0%
99.5%
97.5%
90.0%
75.0%
50.0%
25.0%
10.0%
2.5%
0.5%
0.0%
Mean
N
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Quantiles
maximum

quartile
median
quartile

minimum

Quantiles
maximum

quartile
median
quartile

minimum

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.1372549
102

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.1862745
102



Distributions Speaker Level 2 - intro
biggest problem = too little lexicon

[

I | I
-01001 03 05 07
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The number of errors made by Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers with “too little

lexicon” was 0.

Distributions Speaker Level 3 - advanced

biggest problem = too little lexicon

[ |
-010 01 03 05 07

100.0%
99.5%
97.5%
90.0%
75.0%
50.0%
25.0%
10.0%
2.5%
0.5%
0.0%

100.0%
99.5%
97.5%
90.0%
75.0%
50.0%
25.0%
10.0%
2.5%
0.5%
0.0%
Mean
N
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Quantiles
maximum

quartile
median
quartile

minimum

Quantiles
maximum

quartile
median
quartile

minimum

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
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Distributions Speaker Level 4 - advanced

biggest problem = too little lexicon Qua_mtiles
100.0% maximum 0
99.5% 0
97.5% 0
! 90.0% 0
75.0% quartile 0
50.0% median 0
25.0% quartile 0
10.0% 0
2.5% 0
0.5% 0
0.0% minimum 0

[ | [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ I T

-0.10 01 03 05 07 09111 Mean 0
N 102

The data distribution for Introductory Level 1 and 2 speakers and “wrong
pronunciation” show that the middle-range quartile scores for theagps fell between
1-0. Introductory Level 1 speakers had a mean score of 0.4215, while thescoea for

Introductory Level 2 speakers was 0.3333.

Distributions Speaker Level 1 - intro Quantiles
wrong pronunciation 100.0% maximum 1.0000
99.5% 1.0000
97.5% 1.0000
<> 90.0% 1.0000
! 75.0%  quartile 1.0000
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0%  quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
0.5% 0.0000
e — = 0.0% minimum 0.0000
01001 03 05 07 09111 Mean 0.4215686
N 102
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Distributions Speaker Level 2 - intro

wrong pronunciation Quantiles _
100.0% maximum 1.0000
99.5% 1.0000
| <> 97.5% 1.0000
. 90.0% 1.0000
75.0%  quartile 1.0000
50.0%  median 0.0000
25.0%  quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
0.5% 0.0000
IR AL N B U R A R B 0.0% minimum 0.0000
-010 01 03 05 0.7 09111 Mean 0.3333333
N 102

The middle-range scores for Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakerssligindy
different, with the former having scored between 0.25-0 and receivimgaa of 0.2450,

while the latter scored between 0-0 and received a mean of 0.1764.

Distributions Speaker Level 3 - advanced

wrong pronunciation Quantiles
100.0% maximum 1.0000
99.5% 1.0000
— | 97.5% 1.0000
! 90.0% 1.0000
75.0%  quartile 0.2500
50.0% median 0.0000
25.0%  quartile 0.0000
10.0% 0.0000
2.5% 0.0000
|_| 0.5% 0.0000
IPPULEPUNELEFUSEL UL LU 0.0% minimum 0.0000
-0.10 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.7 09111 Mean 0.245098
N 102
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Distributions Speaker Level=4 - advanced
wrong pronunciation
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3.2.2 — Mosaic Plots

100.0%
99.5%
97.5%
90.0%
75.0%
50.0%
25.0%
10.0%
2.5%
0.5%
0.0%
Mean
N

Quantiles
maximum 1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
quartile 0.0000
median 0.0000
quartile 0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
minimum 0.0000
0.1764706
102

In the following section of statistical analysis | use mogdots to illustrate how

many times the native-speaking Russian listeners from eatife dbur groups judged

elements of the L-2 speech as incomprehensible with a score of “1.” | begmalyyging

scores given by Russians from Russia and the US to L-2 spedi@se grammar errors

impeded comprehension.

Russians in Russia determined that Introductory Level 1 speakade 13

grammar errors that impeded comprehension, while Introductoryl Pesgeakers made

16, Advanced Level 3 speakers made 3, and Advanced Level 4 speakeri.nhatle

listeners recorded a total of 33 errors in this category.

By Speaker Level Listener Home=Russia

Comp most impeded due to grammar

o 1.00

075I
0.00-20

o

al

o
|

o

N

a1
|

comp most impeded due to grammal

advanced
advanced

3-

Speaker Level

Row %
1 -intro
2 - intro
3 - advanced
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Count 0 1
Total %
Col %
49 13 62
19.76 5.24| 25.00
22.79 39.39
79.03 20.97
46 16 62
18.55 6.45| 25.00
21.40 48.48
74.19 25.81
59 3 62
23.79 1.21| 25.00
27.44 9.09
95.16 4.84
4 - advanced 61 1 62
24.60 0.40| 25.00
28.37 3.03
98.39 1.61
215 33 248
86.69 13.31




Russians in the US thought that grammar errors made by Intooguevel 1
speakers hampered comprehension more than their Russian counter@adsia did. In
particular, Russians in the US determined that the grammaticais of novice-level
speakers hindered comprehension a total of 16 times, while this numalsel2 for
Introductory Level 2 speakers, 1 time for Advanced Level 3 speaker® éintes for

Advanced Level 4 speakers. Thus, these listeners recorded graaireators a total of

29 times.
Comprehension most impeded due to grammar Comp most impeded due to grammar
By Speaker Level Listener Home=US Count 0 1
Total %
¢ 1.007 = Il Col %
£ 1 I Row %
§ - 1-intro 24 16 40
20759 15.00 10.00|  25.00
- 18.32 55.17
3 60.00 40.00
B 0.50 2 -intro 28 12 40
g 0 17.50 7.50 25.00
E 21.37 41.38
3 0.25+ 70.00 30.00
E_ 3 - advanced 39 1 40
£ 24.38 0.63 25.00
PeE g 10 I
£ £ e e : :
4 N § § 4 - advanced 40 0 40
o 8 < 8 25.00 0.00|  25.00
30.53 0.00
Speaker Level 100.00 0.00
131 29 160
81.88 18.13

The scores given by Russians in Russia for the number of timaesncorrect
phrases obstructed comprehension were much higher than those noted agsRuodie
US. According to Russians in Russia, Introductory Level 1 speakermitted a total of
25 errors that led to incomprehension, Introductory Level 2 speakers h8adach
errors, Advanced Level 3 speakers committed a total of 13 incquineasal errors that

hindered comprehension, and Advanced Level 4 speakers made such ermoes.6 t
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Thus, the total number of times that Russians in Russia recorded piret@nsible

phrasal errors made by speakers of all levels was 62.

Incorrect phrases

Incorrect phrases Count 0 1
Speaker Level Listener Home=Russia Total %
1004 - Col %
— Row %
1 I 1 -intro 37 25 62
~ 075 i 14.92 10.08 25.00
o 19.89 40.32
b 59.68 40.32
£ 2 - intro 44 18 62
'5.0.50 17.74 7.26 25.00
8 0 23.66 29.03
S 70.97 29.03
£ 0.254 3 - advanced 49 13 62
19.76 5.24 25.00
26.34 20.97
0'00_—g'—g'—g'—g = . 79.03 20.97
€ Z Q Q - advanced 56 6 62
- & § § 22.58 2.42 25.00
. < 8 30.11 9.68
90.32 9.68
Speaker Level 186 62 248
75.00 25.00

Russians in the US, on the other hand, heard many fewer instareresr®fmade
by American speakers that impeded their comprehension of phrasenelks recorded
13 incorrect phrasal errors made by Introductory Level 1 speakdrsmade by
Introductory Level 2 speakers, and 0 made by both Advanced Level 3 gehkess.
Thus, the total number of times that non-native speech was indoemgible due to

incorrect phrases was 27. |
ncorrect phrases

Count 0 1
Incorrect phrases Total %
By Speaker Level Listener Home=US Col %
Row %
1.007 Inl 1-intro 27| 13 40
1 I 16.88| 8.13| 25.00
~ 75 B 20.30| 48.15
o 67.50| 32.50
2 2 -intro 26| 14 40
£ 16.25| 8.75| 25.00
= 19.55| 51.85
2 0 65.00| 35.00
é 0.25 3 - advanced 40 0 40
25.00| 0.00| 25.00
30.08| 0.00
| e — L 100.00| 0.00
= = e e 4 - advanced 40 0 40
- N § § 25.00| 0.00| 25.00
- S - 30.08| 0.00
100.00| 0.00
133| 27 160
230 83.13| 16.88




Russians in Russia heard more instances of incorrect wordechopmeding
comprehension than did their counterparts in the US. Specificaligsi&s in Russia
noted 28 instances when incorrect word choice by Introductory Level kespéiapeded
comprehension, 13 times by Introductory Level 2 speakers, 11 by Advanget 3.e
speakers and 9 by Advanced Level 4 speakers. The total number otthahencorrect

word choice errors resulted in incomprehension was 61.

Incorrect word choice Incorrect word choice
; — : Count 0 1
By Speaker Level Listener Home=Russia Total %
1.00— 1 Col %
1 I Row %

o~ 1 -intro 34 28 62
% 0.75 o 13.71 11.29 25.00

g 18.18 45.90

o 54.84 45.16
5 0.50 2 - intro 49 13 62
§ o 19.76 5.24 25.00

o 26.20 21.31

8 0.25 79.03 20.97
£ 3 - advanced 51 11 62
20.56 4.44 25.00

0.00 - e | Ll 27.27 18.03

E E g g 82.26 17.74
D & S g 4 - advanced 53 9 62
- S + 5 21.37 3.63 25.00

28.34 14.75

Speaker Level 85.48 14.52
187 61 248

75.40 24.60

Russians in the US heard Introductory Level 1 speakers make 18 errors
incorrect word choice that resulted in incomprehension, while Introdudievel 2
speakers made such errors 12 times. Advanced Level 3 speakerssuwchderrors 6
times, while listeners judged Advanced Level 4 speakers as hanadg 8 word choice
errors that led to incomprehension. Russians in the US heard speblbrevels make

such errors a total of 44 times.
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Incorrect word choice

By Speaker Level Listener Home=US

1.00

o

3

a
|

incorrect word choice? 2
o =]
N (o)
b T

advanced

3-

Speaker Level

advance

4-

0,00

Incorrect word choice

Count 0 1

Total %

Col %

Row %

1 -intro 22 18 40
13.75 11.25 25.00
18.97 40.91
55.00 45.00

2 - intro 28 12 40
17.50 7.50 25.00
24.14 27.27
70.00 30.00

3 - advanced 34 6 40
21.25 3.75 25.00
29.31 13.64
85.00 15.00

4 - advanced 32 8 40
20.00 5.00 25.00
27.59 18.18
80.00 20.00

116 44 160

72.50 27.50

Russians in Russia and in the US gave almost equal ratingsefeorumber of

times that too little L-2 lexicon led to incomprehensibility; hoe® Russians in Russia

experienced slightly greater incomprehension than did their couriterp@among

Introductory Level 1 speakers listeners noted 12 instances whers drampered

comprehensibility, 5 such instances among Introductory Level 2 sgeakerO for both

Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers, which led to a total of 17 total lexicon errors.

Too little lexicon

By Speaker Level Listener Home=Russia

Too little lexicon

advanced

4-

advanced

1.00
< [
S
x
o
@ 0.75-
£
L
1'0.50
£
Q
e}
[S
£ 0.251
1%}
[0
D
=]
o

0,00 e e T

E E
S ~ ,
™
Speaker Level

o
[
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Count 0 1
Total %
Col %
Row %
1 -intro 50 12 62
20.16| 4.84 25.00
21.65| 70.59
80.65| 19.35
2 - intro 57 5 62
22.98| 2.02 25.00
24.68| 29.41
91.94| 8.06
3 - advanced 62 0 62
25.00f 0.00 25.00
26.84| 0.00
100.00| 0.00
4 - advanced 62 0 62
25.00f 0.00 25.00
26.84| 0.00
100.00| 0.00
231 17 248
93.15| 6.85




Russians in the US heard 7 errors when a lack of lexicon by lctagilevel 1
speakers impeded comprehension, 1 error among Introductory Level 2 spaattaro
such errors among Advanced Level 3 or 4 speakers. Thus, Russides U tjudged

non-native speech as incomprehensible due to too little lexicon a total of 8 times.

Too little lexicon

Too little lexicon Count 0 1
By Speaker Level Listener Home=US gﬁ'/%
0
C 1.00—_—_ 1 =1 Row %
8 - 1-intro 33 7 40
= 20.63| 4.38 25.00
 0.757 21.71| 87.50
E 82.50| 17.50
8 2 -intro 39 1 40
I 0.50 24.38| 0.63 25.00
£ 0 25.66| 12.50
3 97.50| 2.50
E 025 3 - advanced 40 0 40
@ 25.00| 0.00 25.00
3 26.32| 0.00
2 100.00| 0.00
0.00 e ' g z ! = — 4 - advanced 40 0 40
£ £ o o 25.00| 0.00 25.00
& N 2 2 26.32| 0.00
™ 3 < 3 100.00| 0.00
152 8 160
Speaker Level 95.00| 5.00

Russians in Russia recorded 31 instances when the pronunciation of lrdrgduct
Level 1 speakers hindered comprehension. 18 such instances wede amobeg
Introductory Level 2 speakers, 17 among Advanced Level 3 speakers3aachong
Advanced Level 4 speakers. As a result, the message preserntedlb? speakers was

unclear due to incorrect pronunciation 79 times.
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Wrong pronunciation

By Speaker Level Listener Home=Russia

1.00

- 0.754

0.50

0.25

wrong pronunciation’> 2

3-

Speaker Level

advanced

4-

0,00

advanced

Wrong pronunciation

Count 0 1

Total %

Col %

Row %

1 -intro 31 31 62
12.50| 12.50 25.00
18.34| 39.24
50.00| 50.00

2 - intro 44 18 62
17.74| 7.26 25.00
26.04| 22.78
70.97| 29.03

3 - advanced 45 17 62
18.15| 6.85 25.00
26.63| 21.52
72.58| 27.42

4 - advanced 49 13 62
19.76| 5.24 25.00
28.99| 16.46
79.03| 20.97

169 79 248

68.15| 31.85

Russians in the US recorded fewer instances of incomprehension idgerrect

L-2 pronunciation than did their counterparts. For instance,

pronunciation errors made by

Introductory Level

listeheesd 12

1 speakers that tesuh

incomprehension, 16 by Introductory Level 2 speakers, 8 by Advanced LepebRers

and 5 by Advanced Level 4 speakers. Thus, Russians in the US heastafites when

pronunciation errors made by speakers of all levels hampered L-1 comjpahens

Wrong pronunciation

By Speaker Level Listener Home=US

1.00

wrong pronunciation? 2
o
N
T

1-intro
2- intro

3-

Speaker Level

advanced

4-

0.754 ..
- II
VB = IS S EEEEE I

advanced

Wrong pronunciation
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Count 0 1

Total %

Col %

Row %

1-intro 28 12 40
17.50 7.50 25.00
23.53 29.27
70.00 30.00

2 - intro 24 16 40
15.00 10.00 25.00
20.17 39.02
60.00 40.00

3 - advanced 32 8 40
20.00 5.00 25.00
26.89 19.51
80.00 20.00

4 - advanced 35 5 40
21.88 3.13 25.00
29.41 12.20
87.50 12.50

119 41 160

74.38 25.63




| now analyze the scores given by teachers and non-teach&usseian as a
Second Language to speakers of all levels for the five error types.

Higher error scores were given by non-teachers than teatdhrersases of
incomprehensible L-2 speech due to grammar. Teachers of Russidnldoitestances
when Introductory Level 1 speech was incomprehensible due to incgreseamar, 7
among Introductory Level 2 speakers, 1 among Advanced Level 3 spaakedsamong
Advanced Level 4 speakers. L-2 speech was impeded due to gramaorara total of 22

times.

Comprehension most impeded due to grammar

Teacher/non-teacher of Russian Comp most impeded due to grammar

Count 0 1
as Second Language=teacher Total %
« 1.00 _ Col %
S 1 I Row %
£ - L 1-intro 24 14 38
go 75 15.79| 9.21| 25.00
o 18.46| 63.64
é 63.16| 36.84
E 2 - intro 31 7 38
3 0.50 20.39| 4.61| 25.00
g 0 23.85| 31.82
£ 81.58| 18.42
‘g 0.25+ 3 - advanced 37 1 38
£ 24.34| 0.66| 25.00
g— 28.46| 4.55
S 0,00 | I ——— Ll 97.37| 2.63
% % § § 4 - advanced 38 0 38
N N 5 5 25.00f 0.00| 25.00
— N - -{.?u 4 -‘Eu 29.23| 0.00
100.00f 0.00
Speaker Level 130 22 152
85.53| 14.47

Non-teachers, however, noted more instances when comprehensionpedsd
due to grammar errors made by speakers of all levels. Intarguctvel 1 speakers, for
example, made 15 grammar errors that negatively affecteddiscomprehension, while
Introductory Level speakers made such errors 21 times. Theratimys of Advanced
Level 3 and 4 speakers were also higher, according to non-teaehtersheard 3

instances of incorrect Advanced Level 3 grammar errors negultincomprehensibility,
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and 1 such instance among Advanced Level 4 speakers. As a resukacioers of

Russian noted 40 instances when the L-2 message was unclear due to gramsnar error

Comprehension most impeded due to grammar

Teacher/non-teacher of Russian Comp most impeded due to grammar
Count 0 1
as Second Language=non-teacher Total %
« 1.00 Col %
E I Row %
% 1 -intro 49 15 64
£ 0.754 19.14 5.86 25.00
° 22.69| 37.50
g 76.56| 23.44
= 0.50- 2-intro 43 21 64
5 0.
g 0 16.80 8.20 25.00
g 19.91| 52.50
= 095 67.19| 32.81
g ’ 3 - advanced 61 3 64
o 23.83 1.17 25.00
£ 28.24 7.50
= IS e e 4 - advanced 63 1 64
4 N . 2 .2 24.61 0.39 25.00
™ & < & 29.17 2.50
98.44 1.56
Speaker Level 216 20 256
84.38| 15.63

Teachers of Russian had much less difficulty understandingiéanerwho used
incorrect phrases when speaking than did non-teachers. TeachdrsmigalO instances
of incorrect phrasal errors made by Introductory Level 1 spealteas caused
incomprehension, 6 such errors were made by Introductory Level 2 spedkbéy
Advanced Level 3 speakers and 1 by Advanced Level 4 speakers.ZDheisors made

by the L-2 speakers led to native-speaker incomprehension.
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Incorrect phrases

By Speaker Level teacher/non-teacher of Russian Incorrect phrases
as Second Language=teacher Count 0 1
1 00— . I;oﬁl/%
. ol Y%
1 -intro 28 10 38
Ny 0.75— 18.42 6.58 2
2 21.21| 50.00 5.00
8 73.68| 26.32
§ 0.50 2 - intro 32 6 38
S 0 21.05 3.95| 25.00
= 24.24| 30.00
2954 84.21| 15.79
3 - advanced 35 3 38
23.03 1.97| 25.00
26.52| 15.00
S T - 92.11|  7.89
c £ e e 4 - advanced 37 1 38
- N .2 .2 24.34 0.66| 25.00
™ @ <+ ® 28.03 5.00
97.37 2.63
Speaker Level 132 20 150
86.84| 13.16

Non-teachers noted 28 instances when Introductory Level 1 speesh wa
incomprehensible, 26 such instances were recorded among Introductory Levele2sspeak
10 among Advanced Level 3 speakers and 5 among Advanced Level 4 speakers. As

result, L-2 speech was incomprehensible to non-teachers 69 times.

Incorrect phrases 2 Incorrect phrases
By Speaker Level teacher/non-teacher of Russian Count 0 1
as Second Language=non-teacher goﬁl/%
ol Y
10Tl m Row %
1 I 1-intro 36 28 64
N 14.06 10.94 25.00
o 0757 - 19.25 40.58
o 56.25 43.75
£ 2 - intro 38 26 64
S0.50 14.84 10.16 25.00
3 0 20.32 37.68
S 59.38 40.63
£ 0257 3 - advanced 54 10 64
21.09 391 25.00
28.88 14.49
000—/]"—W—m— % T < T - - 84.38 15.63
g g S 3 4 - advanced 59 5 64
B R g g 23.05 1.95 25.00
™ 8 + 8§ 31.55 7.25
92.19 7.81
Speaker Level 187 89 256
73.05 26.95
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Teachers of Russian had less difficulty comprehending L-2aliredrrect word
order than did non-teachers. Teachers heard 15 instances when Introduesbidy Wwerd
choice errors hampered comprehension, 9 among Introductory Level 2 spéaker
among Advanced Level 3 speakers and 6 among Advanced Level 4 spé&dkeds
choice errors made by L-2 speakers resulted in incomprehensiteabbrers of Russian

35 times.

Incorrect word choice

By Speaker Level teacher/non-teacher of Russian Incorrect word choice

as Second Language=teacher %tl;‘to/o 0 !
1.00— Col %
Row %
~ 1 1-intro 23 15 38
(E.; 0.75- ~ 15.13 9.87 25.00
£ 19.66 42.86
S 60.53 39.47
-g 0.50 2 -intro 29 9 38
2 19.08 5.92 25.00
§ 0 24.79 25.71
E 0.25+ 76.32 23.68
£ 3 - advanced 33 5 38
21.71 3.29 25.00
0.00 | | 28.21 14.29
% g § § 86.84 13.16
< i = = 4 - advanced 32 6 38
A N - é 4 § 21.05 3.95 25.00
27.35 17.14
Speaker Level 84.21 15.79
117 35 152
76.97 23.03

Alternatively, word choice errors made L-2 speech twice dgulif for non-
teachers to understand as for teachers. Specifically, non-teaatest Introductory Level
1 learners as incomprehensible 31 times, Introductory Level 2 speddaived this
rating 16 times, Advanced Level 3 speakers were incomprehensiblads while L-1
listener comprehension of Advanced Level 4 speakers was hamperede$l Tinus,
non-teachers rated the speech of L-2 learners incomprehensilmeegdue to incorrect

word choice.
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Incorrect word choice Incorrect word choice

By Speaker Level teacher/non-teacher of Russian Count 0 1
as Second Language:non-teacher (T:Otlé})l/%
ol Yo
1.00 ol Row %
~ 1 12.89| 12.11| 25.00
$ 0.754 L 17.74 44.29
g 5156|  48.44
o 2 -intro 48 16 64
2 050 18.75 6.25| 25.00
E 25.81 22.86
8 0 75.00 25.00
§ 0.25- 3 - advanced 52 12 64
£ 20.31 4.69| 25.00
27.96 17.14
| ) O O 81.25 18.75
0007 e e e 4 - advanced 53 11 64
g E 2 2 20.70 4.30| 25.00
— o~ - - 28.49 15.71
™ @ < ® 82.81 17.19
Speaker Level 72]:22 27.;01 256

Although teachers and non-teachers did not judge lack of Russiennidoy L-2
speakers as having severely hampered comprehension, both groups dskvessd
instances when it rendered non-native speech incomprehensible. dfoplexlack of
lexicon resulted in incomprehension of Introductory Level 1 speakenmnés tand of
Introductory Level 2 speakers 1 time. Lack of lexicon was notl rasea problem among

Advanced Level 3 or 4 speakers.

Too little lexicon

Too little lexicon Count 0 1
By Speaker Level teacher/non-teacher of E"tla},'/%
Russian as second language=teacher ng %
10T - | 1-intro 32 6 38
§ - 21.05 3.95 25.00
H 22.07 85.71
g 0.75- 84.21 15.79
% 2 - intro 37 1 38
s 24.34 0.66 25.00
! 0,50 25.52 14.29
s 97.37 2.63
g 3 - advanced 38 0 38
7 0.25+ 25.00 0.00 25.00
S 26.21 0.00
8 100.00 0.00
0-00‘—_|—9|—-c|—t, 4 - advanced 38 0 38
= g S S 25.00 0.00 25.00
. N .2 2 26.21 0.00
™ @ < & 100.00 0.00
Speaker Level gslgg 4 61 152

239



Although non-teachers also noted several instances when L-2 speech was
incomprehensible due to lack of lexicon, such instances occurred ontygam
introductory, but not advanced, speakers. In particular, Russian listeoelcd not
understand Introductory Level 1 speakers 13 times and Introductory 2 epeakers 5
times speakers. The total number of times when the meaningungdsar for non-

teachers due to too little lexicon was 18.

Too little lexicon Too little lexicon
By Speaker Level teacher/non-teacher of Russian ?gt‘;’;g/ 0 1
as Second Language=non-teacher Col % 0
LT — Row %
5 -_ 1 1-intro 51 13 64
2 19.92 5.08| 25.00
© 0.75- 2143  72.22
E 79.69 20.31
g 2 - intro 59 5 64
Il 0.50] 23.05 1.95|  25.00
5 0 2479  27.78
3 92.19 7.81
= 0.25- 3 - advanced 64 0 64
g 25.00 0.00| 25.00
2 26.89 0.00
0.00- T e L 100.00 0.00
£ £ 3 B 4 - advanced 64 0 64
T < £ = 25.00 0.00|  25.00
- o - - 26.89 0.00
100.00 0.00
Speaker Level 238 18 256
92.97 7.03

Just as teachers had less difficulty than non-teachers undengtandierrors in
the previous four sections, so they were also able to comprehend prtinunereors
more easily than their non-teaching colleagues. Specificakyghers noted 29 instances
when Introductory Level 1 speech was incomprehensible due to pronunciatos) 8r
such instances were recorded among Introductory Level 2 spealeamang Advanced
Level 3 speakers and 4 among Advanced Level 4 speakers. In tatdlerne noted 32

instances when pronunciation errors made non-native speech incomprehensible.
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Wrong pronunciation

Wrong pronunciation Count 0 1
By Speaker Level teacher/non-teacher of Russian Total %
as Second Language=teacher Col %
Lo T T IFl ?ow e 24 14 38
. - intro
I 1 I 15.79 9.21| 25.00
~ L 20.00| 43.75
g 0757 63.16| 36.84
& 2 - intro 30 8 38
2 19.74 5.26| 25.00
2 050 25.00| 25.00
5 0 78.95| 21.05
g’ 3 - advanced 32 6 38
£ 0.25- 21.05 3.95| 25.00
26.67| 18.75
84.21| 15.79
o —7— T = T - — 4 - advanced 34 4 38
= £ S 3 22.37 2.63| 25.00
D & g 8 28.33| 1250
™ 8 <+ 8 89.47| 10.53
120 32| 152
Speaker Level 78.95 21.05

Non-teachers heard almost twice as many L-2 pronunciation errorssgh#ed in
incomprehensibility of non-native speech. Listeners noted 29 cases éamtaalyictory
Level 1 speakers when meaning was unclear due to pronunciaocases among
Introductory Level 2 speakers, 19 cases among Advanced Level 3 speakers and 14 among
Advanced Level 4 speakers. Thus, L-2 pronunciation errors impeded nonrteache

comprehension 88 times.

Wrong pronunciation

By Speaker Level teacher/non-teacher of Russian \(/:Vfong pronunciation . -
= ount
as Second Language=non-teacher Total %
1.00 Col %
Row %
~ 1 1 -intro 35 29 64
¢ 0.75- 13.67 11.33|  25.00
g - 20.83|  32.95
g 54.60| 4531
5 2 -intro 38 26 64
& 14.84 10.16| 25.00
g 0 22.62 29.55
S 59.38 40.63
3 - advanced 45 19 64
17.58 7.42| 25.00
s ' g ' g ' ®m = 26.79 21.59
g E © e 70.31 29.69
“ N . g . g 4 - advanced 50 14 64
© < © 19.53 547| 25.00
Speaker Level 29.76 15.91
78.13 21.88
168 88 256
65.63 34.38
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I now analyze the reactions of Russians who have and have not hacbptamt c
with Americans and L-2 errors in the five categories.

Interestingly, Russians who have previously spoken with Americadsniore
difficulty understanding the speech of Americans who used incorrastngar than did
Russians who have not had such prior contact. By examining the scoess Ly
Russians who have had prior contact with Americans, one noticesviiier0 instances
when Introductory Level 1 L-2 speech was unclear due to gramnuas,eand 18 such
cases when native Russian speakers did not understand Introductety2Lspeech.
Russian listeners recorded 4 instances when poor grammar cerntierespeech of
Advanced Level 3 speakers incomprehensible, and 1 such instance arhzangcdd
Level 4 speakers. Thus, incorrect L-2 pronunciation impeded comprehénsioative-

speaker Russians who have had prior contact with Americans a total of 43 times.

Comp most impeded due to grammar

By Speaker Level has/has not spoken to Comp most impeded due to grammar
Americans=has spoken to Americans Count 0 1
Total %
¢ 1.007 IFl Col %
5 1 I 6
] 1 -intro 52 20 72
©0.757 18.25 7.02| 25.26
p 21.49 46.51
3 72.22 27.78
B 0507 2-intro 52 18 70
g 0 18.25 6.32| 24.56
£ 21.49 41.86
2 0.25 74.29 25.71
E 3 - advanced 68 4 72
E 23.86 1.40| 25.26
00— 5T = T < = 28.10 9.30
g g S S 94.44 5.56
4 N . g . g 4 - advanced 70 1 71
™ @ <+ ® 24.56 0.35| 24.91
Speaker Level gggg iii
242 43 285
84.91 15.09
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Conversely, Russians who have not had prior contact with Americankdsad
difficulty comprehending L-2 speech with grammatical errors ttieeir counterparts.
These listeners rated the speech of Introductory Level 1 speakensomprehensible
due to poor grammar 9 times, while Introductory Level 2 speakers difficult to
comprehend 10 times. However, no instances were heard among Adiarekd and 4
speakers when grammatical errors obstructed comprehension. Theutoteer of times
that grammar errors hampered comprehension for Russian listenersave not had

prior contact with Americans was 19.

Comp most impeded due to grammar
By Sp_eaker Level has/has not spokgn to Comp most impeded due to gramm _ar
Americans=has not spoken to Americans Count 0 1

Total %
Col %

[
o
=}

1

I Row %
1-intro 21 9 30
17.07| 7.32 24.39
20.19| 47.37
70.00| 30.00
0 2 -intro 22 10 32
17.89| 8.13 26.02

21.15| 52.63
68.75| 31.25
3 - advanced 30 0 30
24.39| 0.00 24.39
28.85| 0.00
100.00| 0.00
4 - advanced 31 0 31
Speaker Level 25.20( 0.00 25.20
29.81| 0.00
100.00f 0.00
104 19 123
84.55| 15.45

comp most impeded due to grammar?

co0—/)]—mm T =T =

1 |ntro
2 - intro

advanced
advanced

3-
4 -

When analyzing the number of instances that incorrectly fdrim2 phrases led
to incomprehension one sees that Russians who have spoken previously witteAsne
had more difficulty comprehending speaker errors than their cganter Incorrectly
formed phrases caused incomprehension of Introductory Level 1 speakiene2219 of
Introductory Level 2 speakers, 11 of Advanced Level 3 speakers afidAdvanced
Level 4 speakers. Thus, incorrectly structured phrases resultetl imcomprehension of

non-native speaker meaning 56 times.
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Incorrect phrases Incorrect phrases

By Speaker Level has/has not spoken to Count 0 1
Americans=has spoken to Americans (T:‘;tle})'/%
0
B[] il Row %

- 1 I 1-intro 50 22 72
L 17.54| 7.72 25.26

& 0.757 21.83| 39.29

3 69.44| 30.56
g 2 - intro 51 19 70
50.50 17.89| 6.67 24.56

8 0 22.27| 33.93

g 72.86| 27.14
£ 0.25 3 - advanced 61 11 72
21.40| 3.86 25.26

26.64| 19.64
= £ § § 4 - advanced 67 4 71
B & g g 23.51| 1.40 24.91

™ 8 <+ 8 29.26| 7.14

94.37| 5.63
Speaker Level 229 56 285

80.35| 19.65

Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans recordedd$ when
Introductory Level 1 speech was incomprehensible due to incorrectiyefl phrases,
while such instances were noted 13 times among Introductory [Zvebeakers.
Advanced Level 3 and 4 speaker meaning was unclear 2 times eaotal didteners

cited 33 instances when incorrect phrases resulted in incomprehensigpeaier

meaning.
Incorrect phrases Incorrect phrases
By Speaker Level has/has not spoken to Count 0 1
Americans=has not spoken to Americans goﬁl/%
0Ol Y0
1.00 Row %
1 I 1-intro 14 16 30
N 11.38|  13.01| 24.39
o 0757 - 15.56|  48.48
3 46.67|  53.33
£ 2 - intro 19 13 32
5050 15.45| 1057 26.02
8 21.11 39.39
5 0 59.38|  40.63
€ 0.254 3 - advanced 28 2 30
22.76 1.63| 24.39
31.11 6.06
0,00 = 93.33 6.67
£ £ 3 S 4 - advanced 29 2 31
B & g g 23.58 1.63| 25.20
B + B 32.22 6.06
93.55 6.45
Speaker Level 90 33 123
73.17|  26.83
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The number of incorrect word choice errors that caused L-1 inet@psion of
non-native speech for Russians who have had prior contact with Ameweansmost
twice as high as for their counterparts. The highest numbaercof exrors was recorded
among Introductory Level 1 speakers who listeners rated as “incompreheBSiblaes.
The same group of listeners heard 18 instances when incorrect aog ©ampered
comprehension of Introductory Level 2 speakers, 12 times of Advanced3.epebkers
and 11 of Advanced Level 4 speakers. As a result, listeners recortwsdl af 70

instances when L-2 speaker meaning was unclear due to incorrect word choice.

Incorrect word choice

By Speaker Level has/has not spoken to Incorrect word choice
Americans=has spoken to Americans Count 0 1
Total %
1.004 =1 Col %
N 1 - intro 43 29 72
g 0757 B 15.09| 10.18| 25.26
2 20.00| 41.43
s 59.72|  40.28
g 0:507 2 -intro 52 18 70
3 0 18.25 6.32| 24.56
£ 24.19| 2571
g 025 74.29| 25.71
- 3 - advanced 60 12 72
21.05 421 2526
0'00_—9'—9'—"—"—"—’ — 27.91 17.14
g g 3 3 83.33| 16.67
- ~ o S 4 - advanced 60 11 71
® 8 < 8 21.05 3.86| 2491
27.91| 1571
Speaker Level 8451 15.49
215 70 285
75.44| 2456

Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans, however,ebad |
difficulty than their counterparts understanding L-2 speech thatinedtavord choice
errors. In particular, these listeners rated Introductory Lewgleech incomprehensible
17 times, Introductory Level 2 speech 7 times, Advanced Level Zlsgedmes and
Advanced Level 4 speech 6 times for a total of 35 such timest@tect word choice

led to L-1 listener incomprehension.
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Incorrect word choice

Incorrect word choice Count 0 1
By Speaker Level has/has not spoken to Total %
Americans=has not spoken to Americans Col %
Row %
1.007 1 - intro 13 17 30
10.57 13.82| 24.39
N 14.77 48.57
@ 0.75 43.33 56.67
° 2 -intro 25 7 32
s 20.33 5.69| 26.02
5 0507 28.41 20.00
2 78.13 21.88
£ 0 3 - advanced 25 5 30
8 025+ 20.33 407 24.39
£ 28.41 14.29
83.33 16.67
000—->7—71 6 T - T o = 4 - advanced 25 6 31
E £ S S 20.33 488 2520
D 4 g g 28.41 17.14
™ < ® 80.65 19.35
88 35 123
Speaker Level 71.54 28.46

The differences between L-2 speech comprehensibility due to tieoldixicon
among Russians who have and have not had prior contact with Americansiingnal.
Russians who have previously spoken with Americans noted 14 instancedackef
lexicon hindered their comprehensibility of Introductory Level 1 spesakd instances
were heard among Introductory Level 2 speakers, but no such cases weted-atoong
Advanced Level 3 or 4 speakers. Native Russian-speaking listenéed 18 total

instances when lack of lexicon resulted in their inability to comprehend L-2 speech.

Too little lexicon ) .
Too little lexicon

By Speaker Level has/has not spoken to

Americans=has spoken to Americans %;TEA 0 !
[ EEE———————————————. S Col %
g [ | 1 ] Row %
2 1-intro 58 14 72
o 20.35 491| 25.26
2™ 21.72| 77.78
= 80.56| 19.44
ﬁ 2 - intro 66 4 70
g 0507 0 2316 140 24.56
2 24.72| 22.22
2 94.29 5.71
7 0.257 3 - advanced 72 0 72
% 25.26 0.00| 25.26
g 26.97 0.00
.o M = 100.00 0.00
£ £ B 3 4 - advanced 71 0 71
c S Q Q
D - § § 24.91 0.00| 24.91
o B - 26.59 0.00
100.00 0.00
Speaker Level 267 18 285
93.68 6.32
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Although Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans ncaetyex
half as many instances when lack of L-2 lexicon resulted in ipoemensibility as did
their counterparts, such instances were noted only among introdustetyspeakers.
The speech of Introductory Level 1 speakers, for example, kgasrded as
incomprehensible 5 times, while lack of lexicon impeded L-1 comprerenst
Introductory Level 2 speakers twice. No such instances wernel la@aong advanced-

level speakers. Lack of lexicon thus resulted in L-1 incomprehension 7 times.

Too little lexicon Too little lexicon
By Speaker Level has/has not spoken to Count 0 1
Americans=has not spoken to Americans goﬁ'/%
0ol Y%
o 1007 L1 [W] Row %
S 1-intro 25 5 30
% 20.33 4.07 24.39
0757 21.55| 71.43
£ 83.33| 16.67
i) 2 -intro 30 2 32
1:1 0.50 0 24.39 1.63 26.02
o 25.86| 28.57
° 93.75 6.25
+ 0254 3 - advanced 30 0 30
> 24.39 0.00 24.39
g 25.86 0.00
0.00- S S = = = 100.00 0.00
£ £ 3 3 4 - advanced 31 0 31
D 4 § § 25.20 0.00 25.20
w8 - 26.72 0.00
100.00 0.00
Speaker Level 116 7 123
94.31 5.69

Incorrect pronunciation also caused greater incomprehension amos@riRus
who have had prior contact with Americans than among their counterparts
Pronunciation errors made by Introductory Level 1 speakers led tolistener
incomprehension 33 times, while 18 errors made by Introductory L2vgbeakers
received this rating. Among advanced-level speakers errors feser, although still
prominent — in 16 instances errors by Advanced Level 3 speakers kinteke

comprehension, while 12 such cases occurred among Advanced Levekdrsp&ae
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result was that L-2 pronunciation errors led to incomprehension faidtisswho have

had prior contact with Americans 79 times

Wrong pronunciation Wrong pronunciation
Count 0 1
By Speaker Level has/has not spoken to TOté})' %
Americans=has spoken to Americans go' /3
ow %

1.00 ol 1-intro 39 33 72
- 13.68| 11.58| 25.26

o 1 18.93| 41.77

& 0.75 L 54.17|  45.83
2 2-intro 52 18 70
o 18.25 6.32| 24.56

g 050 25.24| 22.78

=4 74.29| 25.71
g 0 3 - advanced 56 16 72
5 19.65 5.61| 25.26

27.18| 20.25

77.78|  22.22
° ° E E o 4 - advanced 59 12 71
b3 b3 9 9 20.70 421| 2491

- ~ .2 .2 28.64| 15.19

© & S ® 83.10|  16.90
Speaker Level 206 79 285

72.28|  27.72

Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans recordatstihdes
when Introductory Level 1 speech was incomprehensible due to incorrect pabiom,c
16 such cases occurred among Introductory Level 2 speakers, 9 among Adverele3
speakers and 4 among Advanced Level 4 speakers, thus resulting irohe@@ation

errors hindering comprehension 41 times.

Wrong pronunciation

By Speaker Level has/has not spoken to Wrong pronunciation
Americans=has not spoken to Americans Count 0 1
Total %
1.00 7l Col %
Row %
N 1 1-intro 20 10 30
£ 0757 16.26 8.13| 24.39
E B 24.39 24.39
2 66.67 33.33
g 0.50 2 -intro 16 16 32
5 13.01 13.01| 26.02
2 0 19.51 39.02
g 0257 50.00|  50.00
3 - advanced 21 9 30
17.07 7.32| 24.39
00— = 25.61 21.95
£ £ S S 70.00 30.00
4 N o 8 4 - advanced 25 6 31
™ 3 <+ 8 20.33 4.88| 25.20
30.49 14.63
Speaker Level 80.65 19.35
82 41 123
66.67 33.33
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Finally, I examine the answers of English-speaking and nofisBrgpeaking
Russians. Surprisingly, each of the five errors researched @dp=anprehension more
for Russians who speak English than for those who do not.

Introductory Level 1 speech was deemed incomprehensible byaRsissho
speak English a total of 22 times, Introductory Level 2 speechvestéhis rating 20
times, Advanced Level 3 speakers 3 times and Advanced Level 4 speakers
Therefore, incorrect L-2 grammar hampered comprehension fornaRsswho speak

English 46 times.

Comp most impeded due to grammar Comp most impeded due to grammar
By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/no=yes count 0 !
¢ 1.007 = Col %
g Row %
S 1-intro 36 22 58
g 075 1552|  9.48| 25.00
e 19.35| 47.83
o 62.07| 37.93
= 050 2 -intro 38 20 58
3 16.38|  8.62| 25.00
3 20.43| 43.48
E 65.52| 34.48
8 0.259 3 - advanced 55 3 58
E 2371 129 25.00
= 29.57 6.52
c000——F——Tv % T - T - 94.83 5.17
£ £ S S 4 - advanced 57 1 58
D & s g 2457|  0.43| 25.00
™3 <8 30.65 2.17
98.28 1.72
Speaker Level 186 46 232
80.17| 19.83

Russians who do not speak English rated the speech of Introductcey 1 ev
speakers as incomprehensible due to grammar errors 7 times,irmiahces of
incomprehensibility among Introductory Level 2 speakers occurrede8 tand grammar
errors made an Advanced Level 3 speaker incomprehensible once. Ablvavet 4
speech was free of any grammatical errors that hampenegrehension for native
Russian speakers. Thus, L-2 grammatical errors complicatedomprehension a total

of 16 times.
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Comp most impeded due to grammar
By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/no=no

Comp most impeded due to grammar

. 1.00

©

3

al
|

comp most impeded due to grammar”
o o
N (o)
T T

oo —/]70/—T =T =

1- intro

2 - intro
advanced

3-

Speaker Level

4-

advanced

1

Scores between English-speaking

Count 0 1
Total %
Col %
Row %
1-intro 37 7 44
21.02 3.98 25.00
23.13 43.75
84.09 15.91
2 - intro 36 8 44
20.45 4.55 25.00
22.50 50.00
81.82 18.18
3 - advanced 43 1 44
24.43 0.57 25.00
26.88 6.25
97.73 2.27
4 - advanced 44 0 44
25.00 0.00 25.00
27.50 0.00
100.00 0.00
160 16 176
90.91 9.09

and non-English-speaking Russmhs

incomprehension due to incorrectly formed L-2 phrases did not diffetlygr&assians

who speak English did not understand Introductory Level 1 speakers 17 dimmde®

incorrectly structured phrases, Introductory Level 2 speakemns weomprehensible 18

times, Advanced Level 3 speakers 7 times and Advanced Level 4 spéakienes.

Therefore, the use of incorrectly formed L-2 phrases resuftancomprehension for

Russians who speak English 45 times.
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Incorrect phrases
By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/no=ye

S

1.00

0.75

t phrases? 2

0.50

Incorrec

0.25

0.00-

=

(o}
advanced

1 - intr
2 - intro
advanced

3-
4-

Speaker Level

|

Incorrect phrases

Count 0 1

Total %

Col %

Row %

1 -intro 41 17 58
17.67 7.33 25.00
21.93 37.78
70.69 29.31

2 - intro 40 18 58
17.24 7.76 25.00
21.39 40.00
68.97 31.03

3 - advanced 51 7 58
21.98 3.02 25.00
27.27 15.56
87.93 12.07

4 - advanced 55 3 58
23.71 1.29 25.00
29.41 6.67
94.83 5.17

187 45 232

80.60 19.40

Russians who do not speak English heard 21 instances when Introdusstelyl

speech was incomprehensible due to incorrectly structured phrasesici4cases

occurred among Introductory Level 2 speakers, 6 among Advanced Levelkeispand

3 among Advanced Level 4 speakers, which resulted in 44 total iastamben

incorrectly formed phrases led to L-1 incomprehension.

Incorrect phrases

By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/no=no
10T s |

o

3

al
|

0.50

incorrect phrases? 2

o

N

a
|

T
o =

0.00 L

3-
advanced
4-
advanced

Speaker Level
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Incorrect phrases

Count 0 1

Total %

Col %

Row %

1-intro 23 21 44
13.07 11.93 25.00
17.42 47.73
52.27 47.73

2 - intro 30 14 44
17.05 7.95 25.00
22.73 31.82
68.18 31.82

3 - advanced 38 6 44
21.59 3.41 25.00
28.79 13.64
86.36 13.64

4 - advanced 41 3 44
23.30 1.70 25.00
31.06 6.82
93.18 6.82

132 44 176

75.00 25.00




Incorrect word choice by non-natives resulted in twice amymnstances of
incomprehension for Russians who speak English as it did for their goanms$e
Listeners in the former category noted 26 instances when ngeasis unclear among
Introductory Level 1 speakers due to incorrect word choice, 19isstamces were heard
among Introductory Level 2 speakers, 12 among Advanced Level 3 speaicrl3
among Advanced Level 4 speakers. English-speaking Russians noted ¢agesavhen

L-2 word choice errors resulted in incomprehension.

Incorrect word choice Incorrect word choice

; — Count 0 1
By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/no=yes Total %
10T |

Col %

Row %
1 -intro 32 26 58
13.79 11.21 25.00

19.75 37.14
55.17 44.83

o
2
T

0.50 2 -intro 39 19 58
16.81 8.19 25.00
24.07 27.14
67.24 32.76
3 - advanced 46 12 58

19.83 5.17 25.00

0.25

incorrect word choice? 2

000G —T1T 5 T <= T - 28.40 17.14
E £ § § 79.31 20.69
D & g g 4 - advanced 45 13 58
o 2 - 2 19.40 5.60 25.00
27.78 18.57
Speaker Level 77.59 22.41
162 70 232
69.83 30.17

Russians who do not speak English, on the other hand, did not have as much
difficulty understanding L-2 speech that contained word choice serew their
counterparts. In particular, Introductory Level 1 word choice errorapbeed L-1
comprehension 20 times, errors by Introductory Level 2 speakersiletbtaprehension
6 times, errors of Advanced Level 3 speakers 5 times, and 4 tim@sgaAdvanced
Level 4 speakers. Therefore, non-English-speaking Russiansimatedect L-2 word

choice as having hampered their comprehension a total of 35 times.
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Incorrect word choice

Incorrect word choice

By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/no=no Count 0 1
1.00— Total %
Row %
S 0754 1 - intro 24 20 44
s 13.64| 11.36| 25.00
2 17.02| 57.14
© 54.55| 45.45
g 0507 2 -intro 38 6 24
g 21.59 3.41| 25.00
£ 26.95| 17.14
80257 86.36| 13.64
3 - advanced 39 5 44
0.00— 22.16 2.84| 25.00
: B S ] E 27.66| 14.29
= £ g g 88.64| 11.36
- o~ .2 .2 4 - advanced 40 4 44
© v ® 22.73 2.27| 25.00
Speaker Level 28.37 11.43
90.91 9.09
141 35 176
80.11| 19.89

“Too little lexicon” impeded the comprehension of English-speakind non-

English-speaking Russians also equally. Russians who speak English12otzses

when lack of lexicon by Introductory Level 1 speakers resultegcomprehension and 3

such cases among Introductory Level 2 speakers. However, no insteeieedeard

among Advanced Level 3 or 4 speakers. The total number of timesotingrehension

was impeded due to lack of L-2 lexicon was 15.

Too little lexicon By Speaker Level Engli  sh Too little lexicon

speaker - yes/no=yes

1.00

0.754

too little lexicon

0.50

0.254

biggest problem

0.00-

1-intro
2 -intro
advanced

3-

Speaker Level

Count 0 1
Total %
1[I Col %
B Row %

1 -intro 46 12 58
19.83 5.17| 25.00

21.20 80.00

79.31 20.69
0 2 - intro 55 3 58
23.71 1.29| 25.00

25.35 20.00

94.83 5.17
3 - advanced 58 0 58
25.00 0.00| 25.00

= = 26.73 0.00

S 100.00 0.00
8 4 - advanced 58 0 58
<« 8 25.00 0.00| 25.00

26.73 0.00

100.00 0.00
217 15 232

93.53 6.47
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Russians who do not speak English noted 7 instances when the speech of
Introductory Level 1 speakers was unclear due to lack of lexidaife wnly 3 such cases
where heard among Introductory Level 2 speakers. Listeners did not notstamges of
incomprehensibility of Advanced Level 3 or 4 speech due to lackxutole. Thus,

listeners noted 10 total instances when too little L-2 lexicon caused incomprehension.

Too little lexicon By Speaker Level English

- Too little lexicon
speaker - yes/no=no Sor 5 i
1.004 1 W Total %
s | — - Col%
% Row %

© 0.757 1 -intro 37 7 44
£ 21.02| 3.98 25.00

8 22.29| 70.00

0,50 84.09| 15.91
5 0 2-intro a1 g 24
S 2330| 170 25.00

= 0.251 24.70| 30.00

g 93.18| 6.82
8 3 - advanced a4 0 a4
0.00 | ! e e — Ll 2500/ 0.00| 25.00

= g 3 3 26.51| 0.00

s = g g 100.00|  0.00
- o - - 4 - advanced 44 0 44
© A 25.00] 0.00| 25.00

Speaker Level 26.51 0.00

100.00|  0.00
166 10 176

94.32| 5.68

Finally, there were 24 instances when Russians who speakstengtiged
incorrect Introductory Level 1 pronunciation as having hindered comprehendida, w
21 such instances were recorded among Introductory Level 2 spekamsnciation
errors resulted in 13 instances of L-1 incomprehension of Advanced 3 epelakers and
9 of Advanced Level 4 speakers. As a result, non-native pronunciatiors eaused

incomprehension for English speakers 67 times.
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Wrong pronunciation
By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/no=yes

Wrong pronunciation

1.00
[aV)
& 0.75
S
kS|
(&)
5
2 0.50
o
s
[}
S
S 0.254
0.00 S S = =
IS S Q Q
< N g g
® 8 + 8§
Speaker Level

Conversely, Russians who do not speak English judged incorrect Introductory

Count 0 1

Total %

Col %

Row %

1-intro 34 24 58
14.66 10.34 25.00
20.61 35.82
58.62 41.38

2 - intro 37 21 58
15.95 9.05 25.00
22.42 31.34
63.79 36.21

3 - advanced 45 13 58
19.40 5.60 25.00
27.27 19.40
77.59 22.41

4 - advanced 49 9 58
21.12 3.88 25.00
29.70 13.43
84.48 15.52

165 67 232

71.12 28.88

Level 1 speaker pronunciation as incomprehensible 19 times, 13 timesga

Introductory Level 2 speakers, 12 times among Advanced Level 3 speail®® times

among Advanced Level 4 speakers. Thus, incorrect L-2 pronunciation impetied

comprehension 53 times.

Wrong pronunciation
By Speaker Level English speaker - yes/nozno

1.00

- IIII
00—/ =T =

Speaker Level

wrong pronunciation? 2
=]
3
T

o

N

ol
|

1 |ntro
2 - intro
advanced
advanced

3-
4-

Wrong pronunciation
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Count 0 1

Total %

Col %

Row %

1 -intro 25 19 44
14.20 10.80 25.00
20.33 35.85
56.82 43.18

2 - intro 31 13 44
17.61 7.39 25.00
25.20 24.53
70.45 29.55

3- 32 12 44

advanced 18.18 6.82 25.00
26.02 22.64
72.73 27.27

4 - 35 9 44

advanced 19.89 511 25.00
28.46 16.98
79.55 20.45

123 53 176

69.89 30.11




3.2.3 — Bar Graphs

| now present bar graphs to compare how listener reactions a@esperrors. |
begin by focusing on the errors within each speaker level thadedathe most
incomprehension for Russians in Russia.

Russians in Russia had the most difficulty understanding Introductewsl 1,
Advanced Level 3 and Advanced Level 4 speakers who used incorrect pabiounc
However, incorrect phrases and pronunciation used by Introductory Pespéakers

were equally difficult for L-1 speakers to comprehend.

Chart Listener Home=Russia

0.6

0.5_ Y

0 4_- - Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
E - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)

> —

0.3 - Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)

0.2+ Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)
1 - Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)

0.1

0.0—-

1-intro
2 -intro
3 - advanced
4 - advanced

Speaker Level

Conversely, Russians in the US had the greatest difficulty uaddmsgy
Introductory Level 1 and Advanced Level 4 speakers who used words stbgrvéhile

wrong pronunciation resulted in incomprehensibility of Introductory LeXehnd

Advanced Level 3 speakers.
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Chart Listener Home=US

0.5
J Y
0.4 I Vvean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
0 3_- - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)
5 0
E - Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
0.2 - Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)
0.1 - Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)
0.0-

1 - intro
2 - intro
3 - advanced
4 - advanced

Speaker Level
The following bar graphs compare the reactions of Russians imRussthe US

to speaker error within each level and illustrate that the opirobtisteners coincided

only for Advanced Level 3 speakers.

Chart Speaker Level 1 - intro

0.6
0.5
Y
0.4 - Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)

1 - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)
> 0.34 . .

03 - Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
- Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)

- Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)

Russia us

Listener Home
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Chart Speaker Level 2 - intro

0.5

0.4+

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0-
Russia us

Listener Home

Chart Speaker Level 3 - advanced

0.35

0.30

0.25-

0.20

0.15+

0.10

0.05-

0.00-
Russia us

Listener Home

Chart Speaker Level 4 - advanced

0.25

0.20

0.15+

0.10

0.05

0.00-
Russia us

Listener Home

Y

- Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
- Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)

- Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)

- Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)

- Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)

Y

- Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
- Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)

- Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)

- Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)

- Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)

Y
. Mean(comp most inpeded due to grammar?)

- Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)
- Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
- Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)

- Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)
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Teachers of Russian as a Second Language rated “incoomtictwice” as the
L-2 error that interfered the most with their comprehension of Introductorgi e and
Advanced Level 4 speakers. However, listeners rated incdcr@cpronunciation as

having most impeded their comprehension of Advanced Level 3 speakers.

Chart teacher/non-teacher of Russian
as Second Language=teacher

0.5

0.4+ Y
- Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)

0.3
> - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)

0.2 - Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)

Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)

0.1
- Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)

0.0-

o
=
=
£
,
I

2 -intro

3 - advanced
4 - advanced

Speaker Level

Just as teachers had the most difficulty comprehending Introgiuctarel 1
speakers due to word choice errors, so did non-teachers aldbisageror as the most
serious among novice-level speakers. In addition, incorrect pronunciaised the
most comprehension for non-teachers among Advanced Level 3 speakess, ijusad
among their counterparts. However, the leading cause of Introductagl Peand
Advanced Level 4 incomprehension differed for teachers and non-teagbectically,
individuals who do not teach Russian thought incorrectly formed phrasés
pronunciation led, first and foremost, to incomprehension of Introductemell2

speakers, while pronunciation impeded L-1 comprehension of Advanced Level 4

speakers.
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Chart teacher/non-teacher of Russian
as Second Language=non-teacher

0.6

0.5
0.4—-
0.3—-
0.2—-

0.1

0.0-

1-intro
2 - intro
3 - advanced
4 - advanced

Speaker Level

Y
- Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)

- Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)
- Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
- Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)

- Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)

The bar graphs below illustrate that teachers and non-teabl€rssimilar

opinions about the most salient L-2 errors among Introductory LevallAdvanced

Level 3 speakers.

>

Chart Speaker Level 1 - intro

0.5

0.4

0.34

0.2

0.14

0.0-
non-teacher teacher

teacher/non-teacher of Russian as foreign language

Y
- Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)

- Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)
- Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
- Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)

- Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)
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Chart Speaker Level 2 - intro

0.5
0.4 v
T - Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
0.3+ - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)
> ) - Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
0.2
- Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)
- Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)
0.1
0.0-

non-teacher teacher

teacher/non-teacher of Russian as foreign language

Chart Speaker Level 3 - advanced

0.35

0.30

0.25+ Y

0,20 - Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
> - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)

0.15+

- Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)

0.10 [ Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)

0.05 - Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)

0.00-

non-teacher teacher

teacher/non-teacher of Russian as foreign language

Chart Speaker Level 4 - advanced

0.25-

1 Y
0.20

- Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
N 0.154 - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)

1 - Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
0107 - Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)
0.054 - Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)
0.00-

non-teacher teacher

teacher/non-teacher of Russian as foreign language
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The data obtained from Russians who have spoken with Americansatbuitat
incorrect pronunciation was the leading source of L-1 incomprehensionraduntory
Level 1, Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers. Incorrectly formed gd)yraswever, were
rated as having most severely impeded listener comprehension afulctory Level 2

speakers.

Chart has/has not spoken to Americans
=has spoken to Americans

0.5 v
- Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
0.4+
] - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)
N 0.3 - Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
1 Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)
0.24
- Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)
0.1
0.0-

1-intro
2 - intro
3 - advanced
4 - advanced

Speaker Level

For Russians who have not spoken with Americans pronunciation also hindered
comprehensibility more than did the other four errors studied. Rusgiembkave not had
prior contact with Americans rated incorrect pronunciation as pasd@tused the most
incomprehension of Introductory Level 2 and Advanced Level 3 speakers.velowe
incorrect word choice led to the greatest amount of listener inetmpsion of
Introductory Level 1 speakers, while incorrect word cha@oéd wrong pronunciation

were rated as having hindered L-1 listener comprehension of Advaeeetl4 speakers

to an equal degree.
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Chart has/has not spoken to Americans
=has spoken to Americans

0.5
] Y
0.4 - Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
- Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)
> 0'3__ - Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
0.2 - Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)
T - Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)
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2 - intro
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4 - advanced

Speaker Level

A comparison of the bar graphs that pair Russians who have and hapoken
to Americans reveals that only among Advanced Level 3 spealkerhalisame error

hamper comprehension for listeners in these two groups.

Chart Speaker Level 1 - intro
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Chart Speaker Level 2 - intro
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Chart Speaker Level 3 - advanced
0.35
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0.25+ Y
- Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
0.20
- Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)
0.154 . .
- Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
0.10 ™ Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)
0.054
0.00

has not spoken to Americans
has spoken to Americans

has/has not spoken to Americans
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Chart Speaker Level 4 - advanced

0.20—
E Y

0.15— - Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
i - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)

>. . .

0.104 - Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
i - Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)

0.05-

0.00

has not spoken to Americans
has spoken to Americans

has/has not spoken to Americans

Russians who do speak English rated incorrect word choice as théhatrorost
severely hindered comprehension when listening to Introductory leaatl Advanced
Level 4 speakers, while wrong pronunciation was the error tst@nérs in this group
rated as having impeded their comprehension of Introductory Level 2 dwanéed

Level 3 speakers.

Chart English speaker - yes/no=yes

0.5+
i Y
0.4+
] - Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)
> 0.3 - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)
1 - Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
0'2__ - Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)
0.1 - Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)
0.0-

1-intro
2 -intro

3 - advanced
4 - advanced

Speaker Level

265



Conversely, Russians who do not speak English rated incorrectly formesephr
as the main source of incomprehension of Introductory Level 1 and 2 speakde
these listeners thought incorrect L-2 pronunciation most impededctmaprehension of

Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers.

Chart English speaker - yes/no=no

0.6

0.5+

Y
- Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)

0.4 - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)

> 0.3
] Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)
0.2
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2 - intro
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Speaker Level

An examination of the bar graphs comparing Russians who do and do rlot spea
Russian illustrates that listeners in these two groups had ahee ddifficulty
understanding Advanced Level 3 speakers with wrong pronunciation. Fathait
speaker groups, however, different errors caused incomprehension fohEpglaking

Russians than for those who do not speak English.
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Chart Speaker Level=1 - intro
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Chart Speaker Level=3 - advanced

0.35

0.30

0.25

0.20

0.15

0.10

0.05-

0.00-

Y
- Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)

- Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)
- Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
- Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)

- Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)

no yes

English speaker - yes/no

267



Chart Speaker Level=4 - advanced

0.254
Y

0.204

| - Mean(comp most impeded due to grammar?)

5 0.15+ - Mean(incorrect phrases? 2)

i - Mean(incorrect w ord choice? 2)
0.10

| - Mean(w rong pronunciation? 2)
0.05 [ | Mean(biggest problem = too little lexicon)
0.00

no yes

English speaker - yes/no

268



3.2.4 — Bar Graphs and Pie Charts

In the next section of my research | use bar graphs and pie thaldstrate how
each group of listeners reacted to the different types of alreysheard. The first error |
examine is “comprehension most impeded due to grammar” and it$ affdisteners
from Russia and the US. | begin by looking at bar graphs and pits ¢hat compare
listener ratings of errors within speaker levels and then ieeanatings between the
listener groups.

As the bar graphs illustrate, Russians in Russia had moréculdyf
comprehending Introductory Level 2 speakers who used incorrect gratinam did their
counterparts, while Introductory Level 1 speakers who used inconatintar impeded

comprehension most for Russians in the US.
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Based on the data below below, one sees that incorrect Introductory Level 1 and 2
grammar hampered comprehension for Russians in the US, while Russians in Rlussia ha

more difficulty comprehending Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers who used incorrect

grammar.
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Regarding the second error of “incorrect phrases,” Russians inaRuss the
most difficulty comprehending Introductory Level 1 speakers who sireattphrases
incorrectly, while Russians in the US had difficulty comprehendmtigpdiuctory Level 2

speakers who made this error.
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Russians in Russia rated ‘“incorrectly used phrases” as havauged
incomprehensibility among Introductory Level 1 and Advanced Level 3 apeakers,

while for Russians in the US this error impeded comprehengibilionly Introductory

Level 2 speakers.
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Russians in Russia and the US each had the greatest diffisotilerstanding

Introductory Level 1 students who used incorrect Russian words.
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Although Russians in Russia and the US had the same opinion aboubilitgir a
to comprehend Introductory Level 1 speakers who used words incortestdgers in the
US had more difficulty comprehending Introductory Level 2 and Advanceel L4
speakers who made word choice errors than did their counterpastsafs in Russia, on

the other hand, rated Advanced Level 3 speakers as more difficult to comprehend.
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“Too little lexicon” caused the most L-1 incomprehension of Introdudtemel 1

speakers for both Russians in Russia and in the US.
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Although Introductory Level 1 and 2 speakers with too little L-2 lexionpeded

comprehension for both Russians in Russia and the US, Russians ia Ragsnore

difficulty than their counterparts understanding speakers who exhibited tikness.
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Introductory Level 1 speakers who used incorrect pronunciation hampered
comprehension for Russians in Russia, while Russians in the US hawbshelifficulty
comprehending Introductory Level 2 speakers who spoke with wrong pronunciation.
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As the data below indicate, Introductory Level 1 speakers and Adsdrevel 3
and 4 speakers who used incorrect L-2 pronunciation hampered the compreftnsi
Russians in Russia. However, incorrect pronunciation among Introducewsgl [2
speakers resulted in more incomprehension for Russians in the WSfathdheir
counterparts.
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Speaker Level 3 - advanced Speaker Level 3 - advanced
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I now turn to analysis of the data provided by teachers and ndmetsaof
Russian as a Second Language to learn which speaker errasdcthe most
incomprehensibility for listeners in this group. | begin by explogrgmmar errors made
by speakers of different proficiency levels.

Teachers had the most difficulty understanding Introductory L&vepeakers
who used incorrect grammar, while non-teachers rated Introductmgl RPespeakers

with grammar errors as the least comprehensible.
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Teachers had more difficulty understanding Introductory Level 1 spgakho
used incorrect grammar, while non-teachers had more diffi@dtyprehending L-2

speakers of all levels with incorrect grammar.
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Both teachers and non-teachers had the greatest difficulty ebsemting

Introductory Level 1 speakers who used incorrectly structured L-2 phrases.

285



Teacher/non-teacher of Russian

Teacher/non -teacher of
as Second Language - teacher

Russian as Second Language -

0.30

teacher
~ 0.25+
N
< —
) N
g 0.20 %
s 8
© 0.154 £
g
£ 0.104 5
£ £
g =
= 0.05-] g
=
0.00- o o S S
= = o} @
c c (8] o
= = c c
4 o~ S S Speaker Level
© ke]
IS IS
™ ~ Speaker Level
Speaker Level - 1-intro - 2 - intro - 3 - advanced
-4 - advanced
Teacher/non-teacher of Russian Teacher/non -teacher of
as Second Language - non-teacher Russian as Second language
0.5 — non-teacher
N 0.4
% <
g S
3 8
£ 0.3+ @
g s
5 g
§ 0.2 s
£ 3
O e
c
2 0.1 g
=
0.0- o o o o
= = @ @
c c o (8]
i N S S Speaker Level
— N > >
g %
™ <
Speaker Level
Speaker Level - 1-intro - 2 -intro -3 - advanced

4 - advanced

Non-teachers had more difficulty comprehending the incorrectinéd phrases

used by L-2 speakers of all proficiency levels than did teachers.
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The incorrect use of words by L-2 speakers was an error thab lthe highest
degree of incomprehensibility of Introductory Level 1 speakers for baithées and

non-teachers of Russian as a Second Language.
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When comparing the ratings given by teachers and non-teaicher2 speakers
who used words incorrectly one sees that non-teachers had mareltgiffinderstanding
speakers of all proficiency levels who made word choice errors thdntheir
counterparts.
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Both teachers and non-teachers alike considered too littleolexs a source of
incomprehension among introductory-level speakers. In particular, bothelisjeoups
thought that Introductory Level 1 speakers made more errors duektofléexicon than

did Introductory Level 2 speakers.
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When comparing ratings given by teachers and non-teachers of ird@npion
due to too little lexicon one sees that more non-teachers had mibicultgti

comprehending Introductory Level 1 and 2 L-2 speech than did teachers.
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Regarding the assessment made by teachers of their abililymprehend L-2
speech due to incorrect pronunciation, teachers and non-teackershadi the most
difficulty understanding Introductory Level 1 speakers who pronouncedaRus®rds
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Incorrect pronunciation by L-2 speakers of all proficiency lewelssed greater

incomprehension for non-teachers of Russian as a Second Languagé didarfor

teachers.
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| now analyze data provided by Russians who have and have not had pmgat cont
with Americans. | begin by examining the ratings given byfists in both groups for
whom comprehension was impeded due to incorrect use of Russian grémrhet
speakers.

Russians who have had prior contact with Americans had the mosultffi
comprehending Introductory Level 1 speakers who used Russian granuoaectly,
while Russians who have not spoken previously with Americans thought that

Introductory Level 2 speakers who used grammar incorrectly thierenost difficult to

comprehend.
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By comparing the data provided by Russians who have and have not had prior
contact with Americans and L-2 grammar errors one seethih&rmer had the greatest
difficulty comprehending grammar errors made by advanced-lelearners.
Alternatively, Russians who not had prior contact with Americans faumare difficult

to comprehend errors made by introductory-level learners.
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Listeners who have and have not previously spoken to Americans had equal
difficulty comprehending Introductory Level 1 listeners who usedriectly formed

Russian phrases.
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L-1 listener comprehension of L-2 speakers who used incorrectlyetbRassian
phrases varied depending on listener category. Russians who havéohadmact with
Americans, for example, had greater difficulty comprehendimgprirectly formed
phrases produced by Advanced Level 3 learners, while Russians wiaadiaspoken
previously with Americans found introductory-level speakers and Addahesel 4
speakers with phrasal errors harder to comprehend.
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Incorrect word choice by Introductory Level 1 speakers caused reedegt
amount of incomprehension among for Russians who have and have not had pratr conta

with Americans.
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For Russians who have had prior contact with Americans incorredt ehmice
hampered their comprehension the most when listening to Introductuey 2 speakers.
Conversely, for Russians who have not spoken previously with Amenganmaschoice
errors hindered their comprehension of Introductory Level 1 and Advancesl #e
speakers. Both groups of listeners had equal difficulty compreheAdiwvenced Level 3
speakers who made L-2 word choice errors.
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Errors caused by too little lexicon resulted in incomprehensionRiggsian

listeners of only Introductory Level 1 and 2 speakers. In addition, bodlsi&hs who

have and have not spoken previously to Americans had the greatasultgliff

comprehending the speech of Introductory Level 1 learners who ackied sufficient

Russian lexicon.
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Russians who have had prior contact with Americans had more difficul
comprehending Introductory Level 1 speakers who used incorrecotetian did their
counterparts. However, the opposite was true for Russians who have not had prior contact
with Americans — those listeners found that lack of sufficientsRaslexicon hindered

their comprehension of Introductory Level 2 speakers.
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Wrong pronunciation by Introductory Level 1 speakers impeded comprehension
the most for Russians who have spoken previously with Americans, wiskgaRs who
have not had prior contact with Americans had the greatest dyficuiderstanding

Introductory Level 2 speakers who spoke with incorrect Russian pronunciation.
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When comparing the reactions of listeners to pronunciation errors imade

speakers of different proficiency levels one sees that Rusglembave had prior contact

with Americans had the most difficulty comprehending IntroductoryelLd speakers

with incorrect Russian pronunciation. Russians who have not previously spaken w

Americans, however, rated pronunciation errors by Introductory Leasld2Advanced

Level 3 and 4 speakers as having impeded their comprehension the most.
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Finally, | examine which of the five errors in question madehayL-2 speakers
impeded comprehension for Russians who do and do not speak English. drfgistec
how the two listener groups rated non-native Russian speakers wi® grammar
errors.

Russians who speak English had the most difficulty understandiragiictory
Level 1 speakers who used incorrect grammar, while non-Englestking Russians

rated Introductory Level 2 speakers who made grammar errdreanost difficult to

comprehend.
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Russians who speak English had greater difficulty comprehendiagespeof all

proficiency levels who committed grammar errors than did theirErglish-speaking

counterparts.
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Incorrectly formed phrases produced by Introductory Level 2 spebketsred
comprehension for Russians who speak English. Conversely, Russians nhiosgeak
English had greater difficulty understanding Introductory Level 1 kgyeawho used

incorrectly formed phrases.
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Russian listeners who do not speak English had more difficattyprehending
Introductory Level 1 and Advanced Level 3 and 4 speakers who useceriboformed
phrases than did their English-speaking counterparts. However, both gfoigisners

had equal difficulty understanding Introductory Level 2 speakers whdenphrasal
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errors.
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English-speaking and non-English-speaking Russians each hadghdifficulty
comprehending Introductory Level 1 speakers who made word choice erers

speaking Russian.
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Although Russians who speak English and their non-English-speaking
counterparts had the same amount of difficulty comprehending Introdulcems! 1
speakers who used Russian words incorrectly, English-speakingafissied word
choice errors as having more severely impeded heir comprehendieh lerners of all

other proficiency levels.
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Both English-speaking and non-English-speaking Russians ratedtiotekicon

as problematic among Introductory Level 1 and 2 speakers. Moreover, both groups

thought that their ability to comprehend these speakers was hedrper most due to a

lack of sufficient lexicon among Introductory Level 1 speakers.
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not speak English thought comprehension was hampered the most by Intpdever
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Both English-speaking and non-English-speaking Russians thought
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When comparing English-speaking and non-English-speaking Russterseis
in the former group comprehended Introductory Level 2 speakers who made
pronunciation errors with greater difficulty than did their countespa@onversely,
Russians who do not speak English had more difficulty understasgemkers of all

other proficiency levels whose speech contained errors in Russian pronunciation.

Speaker Level=1 - intro Speaker Level 1 - intro

0.45

Mean(wrong pronunciation? 2)

no yes

English speaker - yes/no
English speaker - yes/no

English speaker - yes/no - no - yes

321



Speaker Level 2 - intro

0.40
0.35

0.30

0.25
0.20
0.154
0.10
0.05
0.00-
no yes

English speaker - yes/no

Mean(wrong pronunciation? 2)

Speaker Level 3 - advanced

0.30

©
N
T

o
)
7

0.154

Mean(wrong pronunciation? 2)

o © o

o o =

S a1 o
— ||

no yes

English speaker - yes/no

Chart Speaker Level 4 - advanced

0.20
0.15—-
0.10—-
0.05—-
0.00 -
no yes

English speaker - yes/no

Mean(wrong pronunciation? 2)

Chart Speaker Level 2 -intro

Mean(wrong pronunciation? 2)

English speaker - yes/no

English speaker - yes/no - no -yes

Chart Speaker Level 3 - advanced

Mean(wrong pronunciation? 2)

English speaker - yes/no

English speaker - yes/no - no -YGs

Speaker Level 4 - advanced

Mean(wrong pronunciation? 2)

English speaker - yes/no

English speaker - yes/no . no -yes
322



Chapter 4
RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

4.0 Discussion of Statistical Analyses

Results from the first section of this research study redethlat native Russian-

speaking listeners rated “hard’ pronunciation of ‘I' and other consohastshe most
serious error in the “sounds” category among L-2 speakers @valsl However, in the
“words” category two errors were deemed the most serious fibertedi by speaker level.
Namely, “word stress” was rated as the most serious ferrdntroductory Level 1 and 2
and Advanced Level 3 speakers, while among Advanced Level 4 speakdisténers
were most disturbed when they heard speakers make pauses in wsteisersi rated
“intonation” as the most frequent and serious error in the “speatbf@y among non-
non-native speakers. When comparing scores in the “sounds,” “words” arethspe

categories, one sees that “hard’ pronunciation of ‘I' and otherar@mgs” is still rated
as the “most serious” error for all speaker levels.

In addition, findings from this study reveal that errors in “sh&evere most
frequent for Introductory Level 1 speakers, while Introductory L@vspeakers had the
highest number of errors in “words.” Among Advanced Level 3 speakerssen
“sounds” scores were deemed as problematic, while Advanced 4 espdakers did not
make a high number of errors in any of the three categories.

My research also sought to learn which form of non-normativeckpdifferent
L-1 groups rated as the most salient for each speaker levelintiregé show that all

listener groups rated “hard’ pronunciation of ‘I and other consonantsthasmost

salient error among L-2 speakers of all levels.
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Results varied, however, regarding the saliency of errorshar aategories. For
instance, the highest-ranking errors in the “Words” categoryspeakers of different
levels were: stress, pronunciation of words in segments, pausesis aval repetition of
first syllable. “Stress” was noted as the most salient emawng Introductory Level 1, 2
and Advanced Level 3 speakers by non-teachers of Russian as ral Secmuage,
Russians who speak English, Russians who have not had contact witltak®eand
Russians who live in the US. Teachers of Russian as a Secongagandrussians who
have had contact with Americans, Russians who do not speak English asidnRus
living in Russian rated “stress” as the most salient erroirfwoductory Level 2 and
Advanced Level 3 speakers.

Listeners also determined that many L-2 speakers weregy guilpronouncing
words in segments. In particular, Russians who do not speak Englidtedmar
“pronunciation of words in segments” as a high-ranking error amongdunttory Level
1 and Advanced Level 4 speakers. However, teachers of Russié®easral Language,
Russians who have had contact with Americans and Russians in fRdgsd this error
as serious only among Introductory Level 1 speakers.

Although L-1 listeners such as teachers of Russian as a Secondabgang
Russians who do and do not speak English, Russians who have not had contact with
Americans and Russians in the US rated “pauses in words” aklg &@djent error, they
determined it had only been made by Level 4 speakers.

When examining ratings of “repetition of first syllable” onesdhat it, like
“pauses in words” and “repetition of first syllable” was only cdastd a serious error

among Advanced Level 4 speakers. Listeners who gave it this ramkneg Russians in
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Russia, non-teachers of Russian as a Second Language, Russians whadhawetact
with Americans and Russians who do not speak English.

Without question, the “speech” error that was rated “most serlmusteners in
each group was “intonation.” Russians who have had contact with AangyiRussians
in Russia and teachers of Russian as a Second Language deternmibe?l shaakers of
all levels had produced intonation incorrectly. Russians who do not speakhEaugdl
non-teachers of Russian as a Second Language considered “intoaatahigh-ranking
error among Introductory Level 1, 2 and Advanced Level 3 speakers, Riskgans in
the US and Russians who do speak English judged it as serious among Introductory Level
2 and Advanced Level 3 speakers. Russians who have not had contact witbaAse
rated “intonation” as a serious error among Introductory Level 1Aalvdnced Level 3
speakers.

“Speech rate” was another error in the “speech” categorysi&udisteners
determined was highly salient. Based on the data results, non-n@nsgeech rate
forms were heard frequently among Introductory Level 1 and Advancedl 14&
speakers. Teachers of Russian as a Second Language rankedrteetispeech rate of
Introductory Level 1 speakers as “serious,” while non-teacheRus$ian and Russians
who have not had contact with Americans gave a “serious” rankingtanted Level 4
speakers who spoke with an incorrect speech rate. However, Rugs@speak English
and Russians in the US thought that “speech rate,” when produceceatigorwas a
high-ranking error among both Introductory Level 1 and Advanced Level 4 speakers.

The final non-normative linguistic form noted by Russians who hatehad

contact with Americans and Russians who do not speak English agksdi emotional
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expression,” with the former having ranked this error as “seritmrsfhtroductory Level
2 speakers, and the latter for Advanced Level 4 speakers.

The data also provide interesting evidence to show which catedonpm
standard forms listeners rated as most prevalent among eaclerspeakp. Russians
from Russia and the US, teachers and non-teachers of RussiaBea®nd Language,
Russians who have and have not had prior contact with American&umsthns who
speak English all ranked speech errors as the most predominarg bewah 1 speakers.
However, Russians who do not speak English thought that Level 1 speaiderseor the
greatest number of errors in sounds.

Russians from Russia and the US, teachers and non-teacheussiarRas a
Second Language, Russians who have and have not had prior contact witbaAsye
and Russians who do and do not speak English all concluded that Levak2rspaade
the most L-2 word errors.

Although teachers of Russian as a Second Language and Russiansvetad
prior contact with Americans thought that no Level 3 speakers had it@chrarrors
above the average problem score level, all other listeners ifbdwe-anentioned groups
judged Advanced Level 3 speakers as having made the most errors in Russian sounds.

Respondents in all of the four listener groups determined that Uespeakers
did not make any errors that were above the average problem score level.

By considering the control group results, one notices that L-dnés$ rated
“akan’e” as having most negatively impacted their intelligipilbf L-1 speech in the
“sounds” category. These listeners were also frustratectiyenspeaker use of “pauses

in words” in the “words” category, as well as by “lack of eimmdl expression” in the
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“speech” category. Native Russian listeners determined tHiat“lack of emotional

expression” complicated their intelligibility the most when aftors were analyzed
together. A comparison of the standardized scores of the “soundas@dsWand “speech”
categories of non-natives and L-1 control group speakers shows thiégténkrs rated
all scores of the control group positively, with control group paéits having received

the highest scores in the “sounds” category.
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In the second section respondents were first asked to write dowrficspeci
examples when the L-2 speech they had heard was incomprehensiblehather
incomprehensibility was caused by incorrect grammar, incorrdotimed phrases,
incorrect word choice, incorrect pronunciation or lack of lexicothdly answered “yes”
to this question they then noted which above-mentioned aspect(s) érderad the most
with their comprehension and why they thought so.

In response to the first question incorrect use of Russian grabyrLevel 1 and
2 speakers resulted in incomprehension for L-1 speakers. Specifreslbpndents noted
that they had difficulty understanding Level 1 speakers who usedestgrammatical
endings on verbs and nouns, while the incorrect use of verbs of motion by 2. eve
speakers resulted in incomprehension for some listeners.

There were many instances when L-2 speech was unclear fee maissian
speakers due to incorrectly formed phrases, which were produceddkeispef various
proficiency levels. For example, a Level 1 speaker saulsiccectpa paboTaer kak
npodeccop» [My sister works like a professor], which made severallist&ners wonder
if the sister was only pretending to work like a professor becatithe use of the word
«kak» [like] in the sentence. Many listeners also had difficulty vstdading a Level 2
speaker’s phraseKemnopano kpacuso cuenath Bc€ 3T1o» [Colorado is a beautiful place to
do all that] because respondents were left wondering to wiwd qall that] was
specifically referring. Another Level 2 speaker producedsthrgence Mama meacectpa
B OaHke, a mama paboraer B Amepuke» [Mom’s a nurse in a bank and Dad works in
America], which confused several L-1 speakers and made them wehyédhe speaker

set up such an atypical contrast.

328



Advanced-level speakers also made word-choice mistakes tedferatl with
native-speaker comprehension. One Level 3 speaker said, for &stadaa
BOCIIPHHKMMAaJIa KUCIIOTY, T.€. HapkoTuku» [She perceived acid, that is, drugs]. However,
even though the speaker clarified himself by adding. @apxoruxku» [that is to say,
drugs], many listeners were still left feeling confusedulsg of the word xsuciaora»
[acid]. Interestingly, several individuals remarked that theyamore confused after the
speaker’s “clarification” than if he had not said this word atAstiother Level 3 speaker
stated &lou poautenu Bcé-Taku kuByT B...» [Nevertheless, my parents live in ...], which
puzzled many L-1 listeners, as they did not hear a contrast dinegnted the use obec-
taku» [nevertheless] in this sentence. The phrd3e spodeccun mos xeHa paboraer
noma» [My wife has a degree to work at home], produced by a sugevier-speaker,
also caused many listeners to wonder how the speaker’s wife egelde such a degree
to be employed at home.

Several phrases produced by L-2 contained double-meanings, whichsalbedre
in L-1 listener comprehension. A Level 1 speaker saidos< cectpa mpodeccop
MasieHbKuX jaereii» [My sister is a professor of little children]. 15 listenkasl difficulty
understanding whether the speaker’s phrase meant that herssateglementary school
teacher or a tutor. The same speaker also stéiedawanenskuii yenosex» [Dad is a
little guy], which caused six listeners to wonder if theakge was referring to her
father's height or status at work. A Level 4 speaker said thesph¥loii Opar aroout
oeratp MHoro» [My brother likes to run a lot], which caused L-1 listenersvtmder
whether the brother is a runner or is always rushing somewherangtter source of

confusion was a speaker’'s use @broOycHas crannus» [bus stop], which confused
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listeners as crannus» [stop] is primarily used when speaking about metro stops. Thus,
listeners were unsure whether the speaker was referringctaneska» [bus stop] or
«aBTOBOK3a» [bUS Station].

By incorrectly using Russian prepositions, several non-native sgeaker
inadvertently confused their listeners. For example, a Levepeaker said Mama
npocro y noma» [Mom’s near home], leading several Russian listeners to wointhey
speaker’s mother worked at home or was simply located somewhere close to thé&house
Level 4 speaker saidOs cmotput Ha ntui» [He watches birds], which made five L-1
listeners wonder if the individual watches birds fly overhead be ifakes care of them,
in which case the speaker had made a grammatical mistake esnat o say @u
cmoTpuT 3a ntuiamu» [He looks after birds].

Many listeners noted that incorrect pronunciation and failurenectly produce
hard and soft consonants and vowels resulted in several phrasesbemgrehensible.

In particular, some respondents thought that incorrect word stessthe cause of their
inability to understand certain L-2 phrases. One phrase that causkeion for many
native Russian speakers was produced by a Level 1 speaker. Althougitetiged
phrase was @xa 3a0bl1a 100Ky HIKOJBI I0Ma, KoTaa y He€ ecTh mkoia» [She forgot her
skirt at home when she had school], a large number of respondents thtoaglhad
heard ©na 3aBena kora B mkoJe, korjga y He€ ecth mkona» [She adopted a cat at school
when she had school], due to incorrect word stress and soft pronunahtice vowel
«o1» [y] in the word ga6suta» [forgot]. A second group of listeners thought the speaker

said ©Hna 3aHs1a KOTa B IIKOJIE, KOTaa y He€ ecTh mkoaa» [She borrowed a cat at school
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when she had school]. A third group was simply confused what had happeutoa
and at home.

Incorrect word stress and failure by L-2 Russian speakepsaimounce words
with their correct hardness or softness resulted in other irstariagncomprehension for
native Russian speakers. For instance, although a Level 1 spadkevisaa mencectpa
u paboraer B OospHHUIIe» [MOm is a nurse and works in a hospital], many respondents
thought they heardMawma mencectpa u paboraer B 6anke» [Mom is a nurse and works
in a bank] because the speaker incorrectly stressed the fialesyin «onpanme»
[hospital] instead of the second one, and ignored the soft sign befdlle As a result,
listeners could only guess what a nurse would be doing in a bank.

Level 2 and 3 speakers also used incorrect word stress and caliskstelner
incomprehension. One Level 2 speaker, for example, incorrectly plaeetréiss on the
ending /y/ in the wordeopy» [thief], instead of on the vowaed/| which would have been
correct. As a result, many listeners had difficulty comprehenthis word. A Level 3
speaker saidldana ckopo craner agBokatom» [Dad will soon become an attorney], but
due to incorrect stress placement on the second, rather tharrdneotlel, as well as the
speaker swallowing the word as he said it, listeners weredefused as to what had
been said.

Incorrect pauses in sentences also caused confusion for someténgris One
Level 3 speaker saidMoii nama ymep, moxer ObiTh, 3 roga Ha3zaa» [Dad died maybe
three years ago]. Although respondents did not have difficulty undersganiis
sentence, the fact that the speaker usedker 6siT» [Mmaybe] in the middle of it and

paused before and after saying “maybe” made many L-1 listerrder if the speaker
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was sure his father had died three years ago. Listenerse@pbat the speaker should
have completely avoided the use efosker OprTh» [Maybe] in this sentence and instead
used a word such asxono» [about] or apumepHo» [approximately] without pausing in
mid-sentence.

It is worth mentioning that respondents reported difficulty in c&m@nsion in
cases when L-2 speakers made long pauses (between wordsrdadcss) while
narrating. Several respondents claimed that such long pauses, lgspatiiaLevel 1
speakers, made them simply forget what had been said and tseftveghat the speaker
was saying. Similarly, many listeners expressed friigtrat having to listen to the slow
speech rate of beginning-level speakers. Finally, a significamber of listeners was
displeased by the habit of some speakers of drawing out ceotagls (e.g. 33-3-3-3-3-
»-3» and @-a-a-a-a-a-a-a-a») when they were trying to think of what to say next.

Confusion also arose for several listeners who noted that they cmild
understand certain names of people and places that the speakersruashged in an
English, rather than Russian way, and were left wondering what the speaker had.just sa

Finally, several L-1 Russian speakers claimed that in spengtances they had
difficulty understanding Level 1 speakers due to a lack of lexiconcif@edly,
respondents noted that when the beginning-level speakers werettrygigtheir funny
stories their lack of vocabulary often prevented them from gdttgigintended message

across to the listener.

When evaluating responses to the second question — did incorrect gramma

incorrectly formed phrases, incorrect word choice, incorrect proatmweior lack of
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lexicon complicate comprehension for L-1 listeners the most and-wihgivided my
respondents into four categories (Russians in Russia, Russian inStheeddhers of
Russian as a Second Language, non-teachers of Russian as a Segoadd;aRussians
who have spoken with Americans, Russians who have not spoken with Amseiaceal
English-speaking Russians, non-English-speaking Russians) to learnrdsponses
varied among individuals in different groups. | begin by consideesganses provided
by Russians in Russia and Russians in the US.

Russians in Russia had the most difficulty comprehending Level 1,2l 3 b-2
speakers who spoke with incorrect pronunciation. Respondents in this group noted that L-
2 speakers who used incorrect word stress, did not articulate tweumgration of words
and said the names of American cities using English, rather thssiaR pronunciation,
were especially difficult to understand. In addition, respondents igithigo thought that
incorrectly formed phrases also interfered with their comprehension off 2 speakers.

Russians in the US, on the other hand, determined that incorrect haimk c
interfered with their comprehension of Level 1 and 4 L-2 speakersestitegly, listeners
thought that the inability of some speakers of these levels to arsks worrectly resulted
in their funny family stories losing some of their spark and casfflect. However, L-1
Russian speakers in the US thought that incorrect pronunciation of Reaad 3
speakers impeded their comprehension the most. Several of theserdister instance,
judged L-2 speakers of these levels hard to comprehend due to thetioretef
unstressed/ (i.e.oxanwe) [retention of unstressed o] and incorrect word stress.

Teachers of Russian as a Second Language thought that inemrdathoice by

Level 1, 2 and 4 speakers impeded their comprehension the most. Respoatkehthat
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because of speakers using words in the wrong context and mixingiphignvas difficult
to understand the main idea of the story that Level 1 and 2 speakerdrying to tell.
However, respondents in this group determined that pronunciation intetferemost
with comprehension of Level 3 speakers due to several instances imdteiduals
mumbled words.

Russians who do not teach their L-1 as a foreign language wéhne obinion
that incorrect word choice, and in particular of erroneously used wartbinations,
impeded their comprehension of Level 1 speakers. However, theseréistet the
greatest difficulty comprehending Level 2, 3 and 4 speakers whd ums®rrect
pronunciation. Several individuals specifically noted that, despite mireonmgatical
errors made by several speakers, listeners were stilt@loslemprehend the general idea
of their speech. However, pronunciation errors made by the speadguired the
respondents to make an effort, sometimes unsuccessful, to comprehengdastiseing
said. Additionally, non-teachers of Russian as a Second Languaggediehat
incorrectly formed phrases also caused great difficulty irr thleility to comprehend
Level 2 speakers.

Russians who have had previous contact with Americans judged incorrect
pronunciation as having impeded comprehension the most when listeni¥sydpdakers
of all levels. In particular, they were frustrated by th@wvsspeech rate not only of
beginning and intermediate speakers, but also of advanced and ptdfjpeakers, as
well as the excessive number of pauses L-2 speakers usedrirorthdisteners in this
group determined that incorrectly formed phrases and incorrect wslwttes also

hampered their comprehension of Level 2 speakers.
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Conversely, Russians who have not had previous contact with Americans
concluded that incorrect word choice hampered their comprehension elf Leand 4
speakers, while incorrect L-2 pronunciation resulted in their inalbditynderstand some
or all of the speech of Level 2, 3 and 4 speakers. In patjcRussians in this group
were frustrated by the pauses that were incorrectly adeént mid-sentence by several
Level 3 speakers, as well as the habit of one Level 4 spealgeakisg too quickly and
occasionally swallowing some words. As a result, severahéstenoted that they had to
strain their ear to understand what this individual was saying.

Russians who know English determined that incorrectly formed phogidesvel
1 and 2 speakers impeded their comprehension the most. However, thaserdis
construed that they had the most difficulty understanding Level 3 ancakespalue to
incorrect pronunciation because some advanced-level learners sedhlégllables and
some proficient-level speakers used incorrect word stress.

Russians who do not know English, on the other hand, concluded that incorrect
word choice by Level 1 and 4 speakers hindered their comprehension thelrmos
particular, listeners commented that the speech of Level 1 spealas difficult to
understand because of incorrectly used word combinations. Although theledsad
difficulty understanding Level 4 speakers, some sentences produceagdéyoslevel
speakers simply “stood out” and “alerted the listener that thekepganative language
was not Russian.” Examples includéipapona psiioM, yCThIHS PSAOM, OKEaH PSIOM»
[Nature is close by, the desert is close by and the ocedwsis by] and &3 macnioptos
He mpuHuMarT» [without passports you're not accepted, i.e. admitted]. However, these

listeners determined that the pronunciation of Level 2 and 3 speakersauerfest with
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their comprehension. When listening to the speech of Level 2 spefikeexample,
several listeners noted that the L-2 speakers substituted one cormov@anel sound for
another, which resulted in listeners misinterpreting certain phr&ee such instance
occurred when an L-2 speaker pronouncéstie» [she was] like muna» [she drank].
Although her intended meaning wad 6siia B moesne» [| was on the train], some
listeners heard her sayl aimna B moe3ne» [I drank on the train]. Similarly, listeners had
difficulty understanding some American city names pronounced by [3gpkakers in
an English, rather than Russian, manner.

Although none of the respondent groups determined that incorrect Russian
grammar impeded their comprehension thest listeners did note several specific
instances when incorrect Russian grammar affected their cbemmibility of L-2
speech. Several listeners remarked, for instance, that the spaatesrded meaning was
lost due to incorrect grammand poor pronunciation. However, these listeners were of
the opinion that, had L-2 speakers used correct grammar, their meaayngave been
clearer, despite their poor pronunciation. In addition, several L-1 Rudisteners
thought that the funny stories told by Level 1, 2 and 3 speakersnaefanny due to a
lack of verbs and verbs of motion, as well as prepositions. Lastle sespondents had
difficulty comprehending L-2 speakers who did not use case and gendemagtt for
nouns and prepositions.

It is also worth mentioning which linguistic elements native-Russpeakers
considered frustrated because they affected native-speaker andergtof the L-2
speech in general. On the whole, respondents did not like listening spéech that was

interlaced with fillers such asay, moxer ObiTh, TO ecTh, €tC.» [ah, well, maybe, that is
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to say]. Moreover, 10 respondents were very troubled at hearing @epeaker
constantly repeat the filler worduaunr» [S0], because, according to all respondents but
one, the use of this word made the speaker seem “uncultured.” The ondualdwho
thought otherwise asserted that “the usesahwir» [s0] indicates how well a foreigner
knows Russian.”

Equally frustrating for many respondents was hearing studestshstor words
and also start words and then abandon them. Specifically, L-1 listanoged that one
Level 2 speaker finally said the entire worgbiexats» after saying the first syllable
«BbI» a total of four times.

The habit that some L-2 speakers have of “pulling out” certaieréetis they
searched for words frustrated many native-Russian listeRespondents found it very
frustrating, for example, when speakers sai¢-a-a-a-a-a-a-a» «@-3-3-3-3-3-3-3-3-3» as
they searched for words. One L-1 listener even noted that she rgaedlker make these
sounds a total of 66 times in 2.59 minutes!

Several listeners who do not speak English were confused when thely hear
American speakers of Russian pronounce words (especially aittestates in the US)
just as they would in English, rather than using their besti&usariant, e.g."a-Baii-
ckuit” [Ha-waii-an] or “Uu-ka-ro” [Chi-ca-go]. Thus, when L-2 Russian speakers do not
Russianize US toponyms they may cause incomprehensibility foRUssian listeners,
especially for those who do not know English.

Another L-2 speech habit that made many L-1 listeners confuskdrastrated
was hearing one non-native speaker ask himself questions whigimarFor example,

when asked the questio@kosibko yenoBek B Bameii cembe?» [HOW many people are in
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your family?] the speaker replied by askinQxenbko denoBek B Moeit cembe?» [HOw
many people are in my family?] before beginning to answenqtiestion. Respondents
regarded this habit as distracting, as they were waitingaothe individual’'s answers,
but instead he first repeated the same question they had just heard.

Besides expressing frustration at hearing sounds and words used $yyelakers,
respondents were also frustrated at ways that non-native spesiestructed phrases.
Listeners stated, for example, that it was difficult for thienfollow phrases that were
hastily constructed by beginning-level speakers, as wefihagses in which speakers
unnecessarily repeated speech cliques over and over YeMgerns ecth Mama, y MEHs
ecTh Iama, y MeHs ecTb cectpa.») [| have a mom, | have a dad, | have a sister]. Moreover,
respondents commented on the difficulty of comprehending non-nativehsfies is
“randomly thrown together without a general thread” running through it.

There are, however, some limitations to this study that mustdbdeessed in
future work. In order to gain a broader view of the linguistic tddiof L-2 students, it
would be helpful to record a greater number of American speakeRusdian with
different proficiency levels. Therefore, a future study should hawtahof at least 20 L-
2 Russian speakers, with five learners each in the beginningnetdmte, advanced and
superior levels. In this way, L-2 speaker variety withinheproficiency level would be
better demonstrated.

Additionally, larger L-1 sample sizes that are equal in numioetidvalso provide
results that are more representative of the population at large.

Finally, future research could investigate how a combination of drdrs

impedes L-1 comprehension. For example, do incorrect pronunciation, wore emoic
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grammar, for example, impede L-1 comprehension more, less orntgeasaincorrectly
formed phrases and lack of lexicon? Such a study could combine nlifieneeties of
variables and would certainly produce results benefiting secogddge instructors and

students alike.

4.1 Discussion of Ethnographic Research

In this section | begin by explaining the results of ethnographiesgarch
conducted with native Russian-speaking teachers to determirefféciveness of the
strategies they use to comprehend American speakers of Rw#ibignoor pronunciation
or grammar. Thereafter, | summarize the types of stratdgjissian host families use to
understand non-native American speakers of Russian. | begin by focusithgg most
effective strategies that native Russian-speaking teactleseribe to understand
Americans with poor pronunciation.

Not surprisingly, poor Russian pronunciation by non-native speakers improved
the most when teachers and students both employed strategieset itoks might be
expected, teachers claimed it was very effective to teaatersts the Russian sound
reduction and intonation system and use diagrams to this end. In one’seaphaon,
“Only children can blindly imitate Russian speech, but adults needytlad time to
practice.” Other teachers remarked that they make a gjifedt to direct the attention of
their students to the rhythm of Russian words, describe and asdicBassian
consonants, and compare both Russian hard and soft cons@nantsif) [byl-bil], as

well as English and Russian sounds. In addition, teachers alssedtthe importance of
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being organized, choosing useful listening exercises for the student{d)eing patient
and tactful with them.

Teachers asserted that strategies proved to be effectivevbatyinstructors and
students worked together to improve pronunciation mistakes that sturetsnaking.
By and large, repetition provided an effective strategy when teacdred students
engaged in it together. For instance, several individuals commentethelyarepeated
difficult sounds with their students, while others had their studespieat difficult
sounds, words and phrases immediately after them. When the studentsnspo&le a
way that their speech was incomprehensible due to poor pronunciation some téathers f
offered possible variants for what the student wanted to say, andhdlethe students
listen and repeat after them until they correctly pronounceditfieult sound, word or
phrase.

However, correcting the way students pronounce words and sounds is not only
dependant upon teacher strategies; as my respondents claimed,sstadshtlso put
forth the necessary effort if they strive to improve their poasditan pronunciation.
Above all, teachers asserted, students must be hardworking and geheursgoal is to
be more easily understood by Russian native speakers. One atht@ityteachers
mentioned as useful with highly-motivated individuals is to spendrémgelarly working
on listening exercises. However, teacher respondents were quiakdtthat simply
listening and repeating is not enough; instead, students must be uninbitegh to
engage in classroom exercises that may make them feebsilbyen ridiculous. One

teacher in particular described having her students sing worddldiyley and also using
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an “echo” game, in which the students first say a word (gmyBépcurer”) [university]
very loud with the stress emphasized, repeating it thereafter in a cothgistdter voice.

In order to better understand why some students have difficafiyoving their
Russian pronunciation, the teachers were also asked to provide inforadatiainwhich
strategies they had used with students turned out to be ineffective. Altholgjrategies
themselves used by the teachers were the same (e.g. ogrr@ati explaining student
mistakes and asking for repetition of the correct variant) reenvgtudents had managed
to improve their pronunciation, the teachers noted that in certaimaestéhey proved to
be ineffective. In the opinion of the teachers, students had difficafiroving their poor
Russian pronunciation due to lack of motivation or natural ability, stymyahological
barriers, or length of Russian language courses. Sevecaletsanoted specifically that
unmotivated students did not devote time to learning new words, whigleces their
inability to remember how to correctly pronounce them. In otherscasedents simply
forgot the correct variant while repeating words or were ghilgi unable to pronounce
certain Russian sounds and words correctly. One teacher claimdeethsttident could
not improve her pronunciation in Russian due to a psychological barrtepréheented
her from establishing contact with her teacher. However, in swstences students were
simply not in Russia long enough for significant change to be nae teacher spoke
about a student who lived in Russia for only eight weeks, which, ingieion, was not
long enough for him to correct his poor pronunciation.

In order to help students who had difficulty comprehending Russiarspeath
due to inefficient grammar knowledge, teachers claimed to ude smategies as:

thoroughly explaining difficult material, changing their speeate by speaking more
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clearly and slowly with students, rephrasing statements thatngsucleuldn’t understand
and simplifying difficult phrases. In addition, several instructoestioned they consider
it important to paraphrase questions and ask “leading” questionséostmdents to work
on those grammatical forms that need correction.

In order to make difficult aspects of Russian grammar moremnsible for
students, teachers described explaining the entire Russian graystem to students.
One teacher stated that she then deliberately used sentencdsmdha transparent
syntactic structure, preferably with a single clause. Shienel that in this way students
were less likely to get “trapped” in difficult grammaticainstructions from which they
could not untangle themselves.

Based on the frequency that teachers of Russian reported tesitigec strategies
to convey difficult grammatical concepts to students, they do ndtther explanations
to those found in textbooks. For instance, many individuals reportedndram the
board, using diagrams, hand gestures and mimicry. Some of the teatizefsmave a
working knowledge of English also maintained that they use &ndhanslations or
analogies with English syntax, allowing American studentsotopare Russian syntax
with that of their L-1.

Although the majority of effective strategies were carried out lphtra alone, in
several instances individuals reported that the students benefitegpdromork with the
teacher. In particular, one teacher noted that she, too, used dragviexyslain Russian
grammar, but she had her students think of words to go along with eagimgliso that

they would make their own associations for recall later.
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Just as several strategies used to improve student pronunciation dvad pr
ineffective, so was the case when teachers worked to improve stadentehension of
Russian grammar. However, teachers had not changed the typgesagiss they used;
they still employed repetition (i.e. of phrases used by studentsoitof mistakes),
presentation of grammar with analogies from English grammar,par@phrasing of
guestions, which forced students to explain themselves using differerds and
grammar constructions. In the opinion of the teachers, the redsemsd the
ineffectiveness of these strategies were connected to stadémst For instance, in one
case a student had not learned Russian grammar correctly fraragin@ing; thus, all of
the attempts her teachers made to correct it were in vainhéntgacher recounted that
her student, with whom she used examples from English, was uafamith L-1
grammar and had had no previous experience learning foreign lasgéage result, the
teacher discovered that comprehending Russian grammar was toofg&hallenge for
her student. Yet another student became very angry when she s ton@phrase her
sentences, which led her to abandon phrases entirely.

| also interviewed host families who had hosted American studenéssemester,
summer or academic year to learn which strategies they asedderstand American
students with poor Russian pronunciation or grammar were effective and which were not.

One effective strategy that several families spoke ofdvawing pictures of the
item(s) their American students had difficulty understanding. Inicodar, one host
mother described even drawing the verbs for different kitchen acoms,cutting”,

“chopping”, “mashing”, as well as food, e.g. “candy” and “fillingdbwever, these hosts
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and hostesses did not stop with drawing; instead, they also acte@rmist fior students
by using gestures and mimicry.

Several host families reported that their American studentdede® see new
words written in order to understand them. For these individuals, theskeststated that
they wrote down Russian words or whole sentences in block print becawse bostess
maintained, “Sometimes they [American students] understandemriinguage better
than oral.”

A commonly used effective strategy mentioned by host famii&s to open a
Russian-English dictionary and point to the new word for their Armergtudent. If,
however, the families did not have a dictionary at hand they repangdifging their
lexicon and choosing synonyms that were easier for the Amestadent to understand.
Host family members who knew English described occasionallypiating new words
for students to reduce the time spent looking up new words in the dictionary.

Two host families who did not mind using rather time-consuming tadtc
understand their students described the effective strategiesusieely One individual
preferred to use the five “Wh” questions — who, what, where, why, \w&hdrhow — so
that American students would focus on providing short, to-the-point ansmatrsos get
bogged down in trying to produce elaborate sentence structures in Russian.

Another individual claimed that she made a great effort to helgthdents learn
new words and their pronunciation with examples. For examplehts#¢ss described
first holding up items (e.g. knife, spoon, napkin, etc.) that students didndetstand,
handing each item to the students, and then saying the word slowly and clearlgianRus

for them. She then told her students to look up the new word in the digtidkfter they
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had found the correct word she made them pronounce it for her. Reganfllédse
correctness or incorrectness of their pronunciation of the wordhsherépeated it for
them, and had them immediately say it after her. The hostemgembthat such a strategy
is effective not only because it forces students to be activeamihg new words and
improving their pronunciation, but it is very useful for kinestheticriees who need to
have contact with an object in order to remember its equivalent in a foreign languag
The host families described only one type of strategy thatimedfective. On
several occasions, either due to frustration, lack of time owatitpey simply told their
American students, “Forget it!” and abandoned the topic altogetherinfividuals who
had used this strategy admitted doing so rarely, however, and only wiesnfattors

(e.g. lack of patience, time for explanations, etc.) were at play.

4.2 Conclusions

| shall now summarize the results this study has provided tdhtbe tesearch
guestions posed at the outset:

Research Question I. — In the spoken language of American learinBussian,
which phonetic, lexical and syntactical aspects of their speeigtfare with the
intelligibility to a native speaker of Russian?

Research Question Il. — In the spoken language of AmericaarieafrRussian,
which phonetic, lexical and syntactical aspects of their speeigtfare with the

comprehensibility for a native speaker of Russian?
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Research Question Ill. - Which strategies used by ngiea&ksg teachers of
Russian as a Second Language and Russian host families ofcaméearners of
Russian facilitate comprehensibility of learner speech?

Because of the multiple categories of native informant grewgpsred for this
study, | shall also summarize here as well how these grougscesstituted in order to
respond to the questions above. A total of 51 native-Russian speaker2plaseanber
ethnic Russian control group, whose speech was also rated by thendier informant
group for comparative purposes, took part in this study. The oveoalb @f 51 primary
informant subjects were then re-configured by the researthdifferent points in the
study into eight different background groups (or clusters), based oncthaitry of
residence, professional background, experience with American stdehtenowledge
of English.

1) Residency Russians in Russia (N = 31) and in the US (N=20);

2) ProfessionalTeachers of Russian as a Second Language (N=19) and non-teachers

(N=32);

3) Experience with American®ussians who have had prior contact with Americans

(N=15) and Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans (N=36);

4) Knowledge of English English-speaking Russians (N=29) and non-English-

speaking Russians (N=22).
In order to respond to Research Question Il above, 18 teacharssidrRas a
Second Language (out of the overall cluster of 19) as wdltamme-stay family hosts,

selected from Cluster 3 above, were additionally asked to desamitbecomment on
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effective strategies they had used to increase intelligibility anghimansibility with the
American L-2 Russian speakers they either taught or hosted in their homes.

A total of eight L-2 subjects took part in this study. All weested at the outset
using the Oral Proficiency Interviews (OPI) in order to identifiyo beginners, two
intermediate speakers, two advanced speakers and two supezicsgeakers. Subjects
ranged in age from 19-45. All have an L-1 of English and liveeUS. For purposes of
analysis, the beginning and intermediate learners were thduireminnto a group called
“Intro Level 1 & 2,” while the advanced and superior-level speakers wombined into
a second group called “Advanced Level 1 & 2.”

In Part | of the study, each L-2 speaker was recorded reathmgiatermediate-
level text in Russian taken from the textbd@kyrtu. Recordings were then played for all
L-1 respondents who were asked to rate and identify non-normatines fthey heard
speakers produce. Forms were classified as three non-tectatiegbries: 1) sounds; 2)
words; and, 3) speech (sentence structure). Respondents wereoaskedetich form on
a scale of 1-3, with “1” being a frequent or highly frustrgtierror, “2” occurring
occasionally or causing mild concern, and “3” occurring infrequently orcaasing
significant concern. Errors were then evaluated based accaodgrgmmatical type (i.e.
sounds, words or speech/sentence), L-2 learner-level and listener group.

In Part Il of the study each L-2 speaker spontaneously spoke inaRuesino
more than three minutes about the topic “My Family,” for whicbhemdividual was
asked to answer five questions, so as to ensure that each naneatitime same basic
structure. The five questions the students were asked to address were:

1) Kro B Bameii cembe? (Who are the members of your family?);
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2) Ko stu mroim o npodpeccun? (What do they do for a living?);

3) ['ne onu xuByT (Where do they live?);

4) Yo oHu H00AT J1eNath, Korja ectb cBoboHoe BpeMs? (How do they spend

their free time?);

5) Pacckaxxute 00 OZHOM CMEIIHOM ciydae, KOTOpPbIi mpom3omén B Bameit
cembe (Tell about a funny story that happened in your family).

Finally, in order to compare L-1 and L-2 Russian speech, a furtimrol group
was created that was made up of 20 ethnic Russian speakers friide dbe capital
cities, including Russians from the former Soviet republics. Thesskers read the same
text as the L-2 speakers and their speech was also evahjateé 51 native Russian

listener group.

Research Question | — Conclusions

I. L-2 Production Rated Most Distracting by Linguistic Categories

Based on L-1 listener responses, | learned that non-native Repsiakers of all
proficiency levels who fail to distinguish sufficiently the sofisen» (‘') and other
paired consonants, and instead pronounce these sounds with minimal atalizptbn,
negatively impact Russian native-speaker intelligibility ofrthe? oral speech. Indeed,
this error was not only judged as the most serious in the “soundsjocgt but it was
also rated as having most interfered with overall L-1 intéiligy when combined with
all of the errors in the “sounds,” “words” and “speech” categoB8gecifically, Russians
in Russia and in the US, teachers and non-teachers of RussaaSex®nd Language,

Russians who have and have not had prior contact with Americans, andSpgieking
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and non-English-speaking Russians were all frustrated the loyosbn-natives who,
regardless of their Russian proficiency level, failed to soften consonants whesangce

“Incorrect stress” of both words and sentences was judged amd$teserious
error in the “words” category. Specifically, Russians in the kt#h-teachers of Russian
as a Second Language, Russians who have not had prior contact véaticaks and
Russian speakers of English concluded that the speech of begimerg)adiate and
advanced-level L-2 learners who spoke with incorrect word strésdared the most
with their intelligibility of non-native speech. By contrast, Rass in Russia, teachers
of Russian as Second Language, Russians who have had prior cotia@mericans
and Russians who do not speak English found that that incorrext stes a problem
affecting their intelligibility of Level 2 and 3 speakers, bot so strongly of Level 1 or
Level 4 speakers.

My findings that incorrect stress placement by L-2 speakdiecta L-1
intelligibility of non-native speech support those of Gallego (1990) edrluded that
communication broke down in classrooms when International Teaching Ass($Takd)
made frequent word stress errors. Other researchers sughieasJéffries and Davies
(1988) and Hahn (2004) arrived at similar conclusions. Hahn, for instance, concluded that
stress placement has a substantial impact on L-1 listendligibtety of non-native
English speakers.

Although L-1 listeners did not note instances of incorrect sipessement by
Level 4 speakers, repetition of first syllable, pauses in wordgrmiinciation of words
in segments, all interfered in similar degrees with how respasgeerceived superior-

level speech. In particular, Russians in Russia, non-teachers siaRws a Second
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Language, Russians who have had prior contact with Americans and Russians who do not
speak English all judged repetition of the first syllable ofv@d, for example, ot-
oTkpeITH», @S having interfered the most with their intelligibility loevel 4 speech.
Conversely, Russians in the US, teachers of Russian as a Secujuhd®, Russians
who have not had prior contact with Americans and Russians who speakhEngli
concluded that pauses within the pronunciation of a single word intktfezemost with
their intelligibility of Level 4 L-2 speech.

Considering the third and final category, “speech” (sentenagctste), all
respondents stated that incorrect intonation interfered most withrtteligibility of L-2
discourse. Although listeners in all eight groups concluded that intar2¢ntonation
had indeed negatively affected their intelligibility of non-natipeesh, their opinions
differed regarding speaker levels and degree of inwréer Russians in Russia and
Russians who have had prior contact with Americans expressed theéhaeimcorrect
intonation interfered with their intelligibility of Level 1, 2, 3i&d4 L-2 speakers, while
for non-teachers of Russian as a Second Language and Russians whb speak
English observed that incorrect intonation affected their intieility of Level 1, 2 and 3
speakers. Russians who have not had prior contact with Americansoatewrmative
intonation as having interfered with their intelligibility of2.speech by Level 1 and 3
speakers. However, incorrect intonation by Level 2 and 3 speakecsedfthe way that
Russians in the US and Russians who do speak English perceived norseticie. For
teachers of Russian as a Second Language non-standard intonatioreheigditienced

their intelligibility of all categories of L-2 speakers, exceptéldv
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The fact that all of the respondents in the eight listener groupsndeed that
incorrect intonation played a role in their intelligibility of2_provides evidence of the
need for attention to intonation in the Russian language classroomamuskilisteners
rely on intonation patterns for the communication of meaning; Amerlc2 Russian
speakers, unable to produce adequate Russian intonation, experiencaydiffituthe
overall native-speaker intelligibility of their speech.

For several groups of native listeners, incorrect L-2 speeclwest@lso observed
to interfere significantly with their intelligibility of L-Zpeech among Level 1 and/or 4
speakers. Both Russians in the US and Russians who speak Englistanipies rated
non-native rate of speech as interfering with their intelligybiof Level 1 and 4 speech,
while teachers of Russian as a Second Language reportespéeah rate and intonation
affected their opinion of Level 1 speech. Conversely, non-teacheragdgiadR as a
Second Language and Russians who have not had prior contact with &mraeric
determined that non-normative L-2 speech rate interfered with itftelligibility only
with Level 4 speech.

My research findings regarding the connection between intelltgilaihd speech
rate reflect a degree of support for those of Llurda (1995), wiesrdieted that speaking
rate is the single most important factor affecting L-1 Ehgspeaker intelligibility of
non-native speech. One can assume that the faster the L-2 sgeetherdess accurate
non-native pronunciation might become, thus interfering with L-1 igiieility.
However, in the present study many of the respondents noted th&ivilee speech rate
of Level 1 speakers actually interfered with their intédiigy of L-2 discourse. One

possible explanation of the speech rate effect may lie in thertance for understanding
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the general meaning of a Russian sentence of sentence levetiamtondnich is critical

for distinguishing topic (tema) from comment (rhema) in the Rnssatence. With the
loss of basic sentence intonation, the Russian listener ikaifrizeing able to identify
the main idea of the sentence. Moreover, my findings show that titddatto slow

speech rate does not depend on native-speaker experience listehi@gspeech. This
conclusion is based on the fact that the L-1 listeners who rated_slsV 1 speech rate
as having interfered the most with L-2 intelligibility weredRians who live in the US,

teachers of Russian as a Second Language and Russians who speak English.

Il. Distribution of Findings by Speaker Groups

By examining the linguistic inaccuracies most prevalertiwieach learner level,
one learns that Level 1 speakers produced the greatest numbkerdf rsan-normative
forms in the “speech” (sentence structure) category. It isilges® hypothesize that
since beginning-level students of Russian are very focused on the fwondaod
comprehension of individual sounds and words, they have little attentiomdoation,
speech rate, avoiding pauses or speaking with emotion. It would appeat this level,
L-2 speaker attention is focused primarily on producing and igergifwords and
sounds at the syllabic level.

Level 2 speakers were found to have the highest degree of salienbmoative
production at the lexical level, which perhaps reflects theieldging L-2 knowledge.
One might hypothesize that this effect is connected with L-Zkspedtempts to express

themselves with longer strings of words, opening the door for inastearan the level of
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individual word choices that are not yet fully active or fully coméalfrom the point of
view of pronunciation and stress.

Native respondents noted that Level 3 speakers were observed toeptbduc
largest number of salient non-native forms on the level of phonemgesarphological
forms. Thus, incorrect Russian pronunciation habits are in evidence even at Level 3.

By contrast, L-1 listeners determined that the speech of ldespeakers did not
present significant numbers amount of salient examples of non-natdeigion in
“sounds,” “words” or “speech” categories. While the researcher wagrabiea technical
point of view to identify certain non-native forms in the speedh®fi_evel 4 sample, the
key finding here is that these technical flaws did not rise to the level ehcalior any of

the L-1 listener groups.

[ll. Distribution of Findings by Listener Groups

Of all the listener groups only Russians who do not speak Englislght that
Level 1 speakers used sounds more incorrectly than words ochspak other
respondents judged beginning-level speakers to have made the highest oliarbars
in speech use.

Respondents in all listener groups concluded that Level 2 speakktsehmost
difficulty using Russian words correctly.

Russians in Russia and the US, non-teachers of Russian as a Bacgudge,
Russians who have had prior contact with Americans, and Russians who do aad
speak English all concluded that the speech of Level 3 learnersneshtae most non-

native Russian sounds. Conversely, teachers of Russian as a Secgodgeaand
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Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans did not shareptinion.

Instead, these listeners determined that the speech of Advance® lspeakers did not
contain any non-normative Russian forms. Perhaps teachers of rRassia Second
Language made such a conclusion because they are very accustonsaring foreign
speech, thus causing them to focus less on non-normative forms tianlisteners
without such previous contact. However, it is difficult to explairy W&ussian who have
not had contact with Americans shared the same opinion as thhé aéachers. No
listener groups registered any non-normative linguistic forms prddbge Level 4

speakers.

Thus, when examining the results of overall speech production by nonsnative
all proficiency levels and L-1 intelligibility, one sees that there avpssitive relationship
between hard pronunciation of soft sounds and negative L-1 listenegibtktyi among
Russians in all listener groups. Specifically, L-1 listenergaheely perceived L-2
speech in which learners failed to distinguish sufficiently gfsess ims (‘') and other
paired consonants, pronouncing these sounds instead with minimal or néizasilata
In addition, there was a positive relationship between extrerastyof slow L-2 speech

rate and negative listener intelligibility among Russians in five respoigdeups.

IVV. Control Group Results

Although native Russian listeners did note several instances oftaroiasd
“sounds,” “words” and “speech” forms made by control group participants, the number of
such forms was much lower than heard made by L-2 speakers siaRuBata results

show that native Russian listeners rated “lack of emotional estiprésas having most
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interfered with their intelligibility of speakers in the contgroup. | consider such a
finding surprising, as | had anticipated that regional dialech$ such as “okan’e” or
“akan’e” would interfere with native intelligibility of other L-&peech. Since “lack of
emotional expression” interfered with L-1 listener intelligilyilof both nativeand non-
native speech one may surmise that intonation does indeed signyfiaffetit listener
assessment of spoken language. Speaker attitude is normally endodetianally into
native Russian speech production. Failure to do so obviously can leave the listereer unsu
of the full value of the utterance that they have just heard, ethem the message is
delivered by a native speaker who reads a text aloud in a perfyratin a manner

inconsistent with the content of the text itself.

Research Question Il — Conclusions

In the second part of my study the same eight L-2 speakers wiagattaipated
in Part | were recorded speaking spontaneously in Russian for ner |tman three
minutes on the topic “My Family.” The non-native speakers werendive questions to
ensure that each narrative had the same basic structure. Biomgi¢he L-2 speakers
answered were:

1) Who are the members of your family;
2) What do these people do for a living;
3) Where do they live;

4) How do they spend their free time;

5) Tell about a funny story that happened in your family.
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The same listener groups were used for Part Il that had bednfarsPart |.
Respondents first listened to each recording and then noted instavives
comprehension was complicated due to non-normative grammatical, foramsrect
word choice, incorrectly structured phrases, incorrect pronunciatidackrof lexicon.
They were then asked to choose which of these elements madeltbpeaeh of each
American speaker of Russian incomprehensible and explain why oeyght so.
Thereatfter, results were evaluated to learn what had most@dde 1l comprehension

and the reason(s).

l. L-1 Incomprehension Due to Incorrect L-2 Pronunciation

Incorrect L-2 pronunciation by speakers of all comprehension legsidted in
the largest number of cases of incomprehension for L-1 Russiandrs. For example,
Russians in Russia and Russians who have had prior contact with amserated
“incorrect pronunciation” as having impeded their comprehension of L&kspeof all
levels. Non-teachers of Russian as a Second Language and Russamavermot had
prior contact with Americans had the most difficulty understandiagelL 2, 3 and 4
speakers with incorrect pronunciation. Russians in the US and Russians who dakot spe
English judged Level 2 and 3 as the most incomprehensible due to incorrect
pronunciation, while Russians who do speak English gave this ratingoobdyvel 3 and
4 speakers. Interestingly, for teachers of Russian as a Secowmiage incorrect
pronunciation only impeded their comprehension of Level 3 speakers.

Based on the results of my research, one may conclude thatter gregohasis

should be placed on teaching students of Russian correct pronunciatibfeatla of
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instruction. This recommendation is consistent with those of othesirod®ss such as
Celce-Murcia and Goodwin (1991), Castino (1996), Gonzalez-Bueno (1997) and Lord
(2005) who found that formal pronunciation training is indeed beneficial to L-2 learners
The research findings further underscore the importance of mastieeiprimary
intonational contours of Russian, as well as word and sentenceastdea®rd rhythm of
the L-2. In this respect, several respondents in my study notechtioatect intonation
severely impedes L-1 comprehension when listening to non-native spe@hkes L-1
Russian respondent remarked that Americans who speak Russianinagrrect
intonation are difficult to understand because, “It seems that $katences have no
ending to them.” Several informants expressed concern at not belegoaclearly
distinguish a statement from a question within the L-2 speech proadwftthis study.
This finding confirms Leed’'s (1965: 14) claim that, “The Americafegling of
awkwardness is not mitigated by the phonetic problems arisingtfremature of pitch
/4] itself in Russian. There is a much greater distance batweé and /4/ under normal
conditions. English is unusually monotonous in this respect. It is, tiheyefdficult for

the student to make the required jump in pitch.

Il. L-1 Incomprehension Due to Incorrect Word Choice

Incorrect word choice by L-2 Russian speakers was chosen by aight groups
of listeners as having interfered with comprehension, making gd¢bend most serious
cause of misunderstanding after pronunciation. Teachers of Russian Second
Language, for example, had difficulty understanding Level 1, 2 andakesgsewho used

words incorrectly. Alternatively, Russians in the US, Russianshalre not had contact
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with Americans and Russians who do not know English rated Level 1 gmehkess as

incomprehensible due to incorrect word choice. Non-teachers cfigdRuas a Second
Language, however, only rated incorrect word choice as hamphlgirgcomprehension
of Level 1 speakers, while Russians who have had contact with dansrijudged

incorrect word choice to negatively affect their comprehension of only Lepsdkers.

One source of L-1 listener incomprehension was caused by spaakeysvords
that had double meanings in Russian suchaas — manenvruii uenosex [Dad is a little
guy], which could have been a description of his height or job statushénatord
choice that contained a double meaning We@n 1r0oum 6ecams mnoco [Brother likes
to run a lot], leading some listeners to wonder whether the speékether is a runner
or leads a very active lifestyle.

Another source of confusion for native Russian listeners was causeeR by
speakers of all levels who incorrectly used collocations, or wdel €me beginning-
level Russian speaker said, for exampieggeccop manenvrux oemeir [professor of
small children], instead gfuumenvlsocnumamens manenvrkux oemeu [Kindergarten/grade
school teacher of small children]. An advanced-level speaker caasfdion among L-

1 listeners after sayingpcnpunumams xkuciomy [t0 perceive acid] when the speaker’s
intended meaning wagunumams napxomuxu [t0 take drugs]. Finally, a superior-level
speaker who meant to saymobycnas ocmanoska [bus stop] instead used the term
aemobycnas cmanyus [bus depot], which also confused L-1 listeners as to what the
speaker’s intended meaning was.

The above examples suggest clear L-1 interference in the productiooneof

normative collocations by L-2 speakers of all proficiency levalkis finding is

358



consistent with that of Sadeghi (2009) who also learned that méstatain problems
can be attributed to negative L-1 transfer, regardless of the sigepkaiciency level,

and of Neselhauf (2003).

lll. L-1 Incomprehension Due to Non-Nativelike Sentence Structure

Four (of eight) listener groups rated incorrectly formed phrases by LaResseas
having interfered with comprehension, making it the third most dnsteurce of
incomprehension after pronunciation and incorrect word choice. Sp#gjfieassians
who speak English rated incorrectly formed phrases by Level 12aspeakers as
resulting in incomprehension, while Russians in Russia, non-teachétassfan as a
Second Language and Russians who have not had contact with Americans robet
that only Level 2 speakers formed phrases that interfered with ebemsion. Perhaps
Russian speakers of English had more difficulty than the otleerpgrcomprehending
non-nativelike sentence structures by two groups of speakers bdbaysare more
pedantic than other listeners in their assessment of L-2 speech.

Many instances of incorrectly formed sentences resultingiéonmprehension
were due to L-2 speakers translating phrases directly fraghisBrinto Russian. A Level
1 speaker said, for exampt@zoa y neé ecmo wxona [When she has school], which left a
great number of respondents confused about the speaker’s intended meaning. If, however,
the L-2 had saidoeoa y neé ecmo ypoxu [When she has classes], seemingly, Russian
listeners would not have had difficultly comprehending the speakesssage. Direct
translation from English caused a Level 2 speaker’s phragdaalse incomprehensible

by many respondents. The speaker dé&idopado ouenv xpacuso coeramv 6cé smo
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[Colorado is a great place to do all those things]. Although irpreanious sentence the
speaker did in fact mention which types of sports activities stiehar family like to do
in Colorado, listeners were still confused by the use®bmo [all that], and often asked,
“What does she mean by that?” Still another incorrect sentendeiqed by a Level 2
speaker who also directly translated from English into Russia Wagwus ouens
MANEHbKAsL ceMbsl, MOIbKO Mmama, nana, cecmpa u 5. M cobaka moace [Our family is
small — just mom, dad, my sister and me. And a dog too.].Although thisepivadd
have been comprehensible in English, it left many respondents s&¥ingparxa mooice
ymo?» [And the dog also what?]. Not surprisingly, the listeners who hadmibet
difficulty understanding this sentence were Russians in Rwasslanon-teachers of

Russian as a Second Language.

IV. L-1 Incomprehension Due to Fillers and Hesitation Devices

Several of the L-2 speakers who participated in my research filleesl and
hesitations devices excessively, which resulted in L-1 listefoeming negative opinions
about these speech samples. For instance, all but one of the Raespiandents were
very frustrated at hearing a speaker repeatedlyssaym [so], because, according to
some listeners, repetition of this word made the speaker seemttuadul Similarly, L-
1 listeners were frustrated when they heard non-natives constiaatiyng out sounds
(e.g. “a-a-a-a-a-a-a-a-a-a-a”) as they searched for legirword. One listener summed
up the opinion of many others when she commented, “I wanted to plug sngrehturn
off the recording. | couldn’t stand it anymore!” Thus, based on listereetions to L-2

speaker use of inappropriate fillers and hesitation devices, | supwortyei and
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Thurrell’'s (1994) claim that, although such “tools” are invaluable aides
communication, they should be used in moderation.

Thus, based on the results of this research, one learns that tlseee peaitive
relationship between incorrect L-2 pronunciation and L-1 listener inagmepsion, as
respondents inall listener groups rated L-2 speech pronounced incorrectly as
incomprehensible. Additionally, six listener groups concluded that in¢com@d choice
hampered their ability to comprehend L-2 Russian speakers. Thespsgncluded:
Russians in the US, teachers and non-teachers of Russian aoral S&anguage,
Russians who have and have not had contact with Americans and Rudstade wot
know English. Finally, incorrectly formed L-2 phrases led t@imprehension for four of
the eight listener groups, specifically English-speaking RuossiRussians in Russia,
non-teachers of Russian and Russians who have not had prior contact with Americans.

| incorrectly hypothesized that only Russians in Russia, Rusaiaashave not
had prior contact with Americans and Russians who do not know English Wwawéd
difficulty understanding non-native speakers with both incorrect prortiorciand word
choice. However, | was greatly surprised by the fact thairiact L-2 pronunciation
resulted in incomprehension for listeners in all groups, while inctowerd choice led to
incomprehension for six listener groups, of which Russians in Russia was not one.

A further research finding relates to advanced L-2 speakers amdsalience. In
general, the more advanced L-2 speakers are, the more languggerddace and,
therefore, the greater the likelihood that they will make erroosveder, the results of
this study show that the more advanced the L-2 speaker,viee tfiee number of salient

errors made across all groups of listeners. Exceptions, howewse moted for
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collocations and word choice where the scores of Advanced Level 3 speedee
actually higher than those of Level 4 speakers, as well asdoupciation where errors
were more salient for Introductory Level 2 speakers than for thodeevadl 1. This
salience finding is consistent with results reported by Kim Rka&dg2007), in which

collocational salience increases as speech acts at this level assingly “high-stakes.”

Research Question Il — Conclusions

The third and final part of the study investigated the types ofdoaty tactics
and naturalistic communication strategies used by native-spdakicigers of Russian as
a Second Language and Russian host families of American suttertomprehend
American students of limited proficiency. Eighteen (18) teactvere interviewed and
eight home-stay family hosts were interviewed for this portibtihe study, all of whom
had participated in previous parts of the survey.

Teachers were asked to recall one student with poor knowleddrussian
grammar, as well as another student with poor Russian pronunciatioeaffiée each
teacher first wrote down the techniques s/he had used to help thetstingrove their
poor grammar or pronunciation. Each teacher then wrote whethertéobseques had
been effective and why or why not.

A similar questionnaire was given to Russian host families wéi@ asked to
think of one specific situation when there had been a communicationdoeakwith an
American student they hosted either due to the student’s poor Rusaiamay or
pronunciation. Host families then enumerated which techniques they hddtase

understand the student and whether they had been effective and why or why not.
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I. Technigues Used By Teachers of Russian as a Second Language

The results of my ethnographic research indicate that improving pd&or
pronunciation and grammar is very much a joint effort requiring teforthe part of
teachers, students and studeatsd teachers together. Teachers, for example, must
specifically focus the attention of their students on difficult elments. Students, on
the other hand, must possess certain learning strategieleihanploy when studying a
L-2. Finally, students and teachers must make a joint effort arableeto work well
together to achieve the goal of improving L-2 pronunciation and grammar.

Teachers of both grammar and phonetics remarked that they make effgré&d
explicitly focus the attention of their students on areas thatecdusculties for L-2
Russian speakers. For example, teachers of phonetics mentionedinigsamnd
comparing the pronunciation differences of Russian hard and soft consomhiiés
grammar teachers explain specific aspects of the Russiamyr system that they know
often prove difficult for students. Regardless whether pronunciatioraorngar is being
taught, teachers know that students who are learning Russiah-dsnaed plenty of
theory and time to practice the material presented.

Teachers also stated that engaging in activities togethtdr students also
provides an effective way to improve L-2 pronunciation and grammdarAs the types
of activities that teachers and students engage in together, pbaeetters reported
having students repeat difficult or incorrectly pronounced words, soungé$rases
immediately after them. Grammar teachers stated that ukeypair work with their
students, as well as have students think of associations to go atbrdyawings used in

class.
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When asked to comment on how effective the above techniques had been in
strengthening L-2 pronunciation, grammar and sentence structureatet-informants
stressed that this depends upon the students themselves and theftypasing
strategies they possess. When recalling different students pothr Russian
pronunciation or grammar, they also asserted that motivation andsess of purpose
are necessary for L-2 learners to improve. This finding is demsisvith those of
Macnamara (1971) and Reiss (1981: 123) who contended that the “goodadpng
learner has high motivation to communicate, no matter where s/he is.”

The teacher-informants noted the role student inhibitions (simil&rashen’s
“affective filter”) play in improving their L-2 pronunciation or gnanar knowledge
based on the types of activities often used in class. Spdgifitehchers stated often
using different pronunciation exercises for which students needdacentain words, a
task that is very awkward for inhibited students. Thus, | support thm &g Rubin
(1975) and Reiss (1981) that when students are uninhibited they areywoll make

mistakes in order to learn to communicate.

Il. Techniques Used By Russian Host Families

Russian host family informants also reported using a wide yasfetechniques
and communication tactics to communicate with Americans of loguigtic proficiency.
Some families, for example, mentioned using a Russian-Englisbrdicg, writing down
sentences for students or asking questions that forced thedtr2ig to give short and
precise answers, instead of lengthy and complicated ones. Othedstimat they helped

their American students understand words with difficult pronunciationdiayving
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pictures of those items, acting out words using gestures orcmimr holding up
different things, as they slowly and clearly pronounced the nanmeadi item. One
Russian host who used this tactic insisted doing so because, in henpjiis important
for L-2 learners not only to hear the pronunciation of Russian words|dmto see the
item or even hold it, thus helping learners remember how to pronounce aathesys

when they see them again.

Based on the fact that only one type of strategy — i.e abandonmentopica
altogether — turned out to be ineffective, one may conclude that yhe ketwhat type
of communication tactics Russian host families use when dealthgAmiericans, as all
the effective types mentioned worked equally well. Instead, itoie nmportant for host
families to simply ussome kindof tactic to foster communication with their American
student, rather than giving up on communication with them entirely. Thusn Wwost
families are pro-active and employ some type of strategyotverse with their host
students, and the Americans learners put forth an effort to understanthunication
takes place, regardless of what is taught and how it is done.

Thus, | incorrectly hypothesized that teachers of Russian asan® Language
and Russian host family hosts will vary the types of strategsed depending on the
language ability of the learner. On the contrary, my findings dhatlL-1 speakers use
the same types of strategies with all learners, regardfeis® ability or lack thereof of
the learner. However, whether strategies prove to be succdsgkehds largely on the
effort made by L-1 speakers to teach, as well as the L-Bdeand that individual's
personality (i.e. inhibited/uninhibited), as well as motivation to becprogcient in the

L-2.
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Appendix 1: Instructions for Participants

Cnacu6o, uro BbI cormacunuce y4acTBOBAaTh B 3TOM IPOEKTE, KOTOPBIA CTaBUT CBOEH
3alayei CPaBHUTH, YEM OTJIUYACTCS PEYb CTYAEHTOB C IPABUIIBHBIM IPOU3HOLICHUEM
u/VIM TIpaBUJIBHONM IPaMMAaTHKON PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa BCEX YPOBHEH (0T HauMHAIOLIETO 10
NPOJIBUHYTOT0) OT PEYH CTYACHTOB, Y KOTOPBIX HENPABHIBLHOE IMPOW3HOIICHUE W/WIN
HENpaBWIIbHAs TPaMMaTHKa PycCKOro s3bika. KpoMe Toro, ucciemyercs, Kakue crocoObl
MPUMEHSIOT HOCUTENIH PYCCKOTO s3bIKa, YTOOBI MOHATH aMepUKaHIeB. Bbl npociymaere
KaXIyI0 U3 BOCBMH 3aIlMCEH, MOJIOBHHA M3 KOTOPHIX OyaeT NMpoYnTaHa aMepHUKaHIIaMU
BCEX YPOBHEH PYCCKOIO S3bIKa C IUIOXUM IIPOM3HOLICHUEM, a IOJOBUHA — C XOPOIIMM
npousHoueHueM. [locne npociaymuBanus KaXa0W 3allUCH, IOCTABbTE FaJIOYKU PSAIOM C
Temu ommrOKkamu, kKotopsie Bel ycnbrmanu. (Ecau Bl ycnpimTte ommoOKu, KOTOpBIE HE
yKa3aHbl, Bl MOXeTe BIHCaTh CBOM BAapHaHTHl.) 3aTe€M pEIIUTE, KaKhe TPU OLIHMOKU
OoJIblIIe BCEro MeEIaiy MOHUMAHUIO TIPOU3HOIICHUS U MTOCTABbTE PSIIOM C HUMH LUQPHI
«1», «2», «3»yuuTsiBas, uTo «1»OTpaxkaetr camyio rpyOyro, Ha Bamr B3risz, ommoky.
[Tocne storo, Bel mpociymaere KaxIyi0 U3 BOCBMH JAPYIHX 3amnuceil cBOOOJHON peuun
aMEpPUKAaHCKUMH CTyJIeHTaMH Ha Temy «Most cembsa». [lomoBuHa w3 3ammceil Oyzaer
[IPOYMUTAHA CTYACHTAMHU BCEX YPOBHEH PYCCKOI'O SI3bIKA C IJIOXUM IPOU3HOLICHUEM, a
[IOJIOBMHA — C XOPOLIUM IIpou3HolIeHueM. Pemure, memanu iu Bamemy noHUMaHHIO
HENpaBWIbHAs IPaMMAaTHKa, HEMPABUIBHO MOCTPOEHHBIE (pa3bl, HENPABUIbHBINA BHIOOD
CIIOB W/WiKM HempaBWJIbHOE Npom3HomeHue. [locie mpociymmBaHus KaIOW 3amucH,

OTBCTHTC Ha IMOCTABJICHHBIC BOIIPOCHI.
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Appendix Il: Text Read by Male L-2 Russian Speakers

A tak pan, uro HakoHel MblI ¢ JIEnel cHsnu kBapTupy! U Takyro xopouryro! Bl
naxe He npexacrasisiere! Ham ¢ HUM y»KacHO HaI0€JI0 KUTh B OOILIEKUTHH, a KBApTHPA
HaMm cpasy noHpaBuwiack. OHa OYEHb YIOTHAs U YUCTast, C MeOesbio, B TUXOM paiioHe. B
HEll HeZJaBHO ClIeNIald PEMOHT, U IJIaTUM He O4eHb MHOTO. Tenepb pacckaxxy Mo IpoOHoO.

Bo-nepBriX, y Hac e€cTb TOCTMHAas M MaJICHbKAas KyXHsd. B TOCTHHOW MBI
[IOCTaBUJIU AWBaH, JABA KPEC/a, )KYPHAIBHBINA CTOJIMK U TEJIEBU30D, ITOJIOKUIN KOBEP. Y
HAac Temephb ecTh KabelbHOe TEeNEeBUACHUE, W 10 BeuepaM Mbl CMOTpUM nepemaun. Ha
KyXHE MMKPOBAJIHOBAs II€Yb, HOBAs IIJIUTA, JOBOJIBHO CTAapbli XOJIOJWIBHUK U
mkaguuku. Tak 4TO ecTh Kyda MocTaBuUTh mocydy. Ha kyxHe crouT emé maleHbKUi
CTOJIMK, 32 KOTOPBIM MBI €IMM. MBI 00a 0UY€Hb JIOBOJIBHBI KyXHEH.

Bo-BTOpBIX, TENEPH Y MEHS €CTh CBOS CIIAJIbHS, CBOS BaHHAs U TyasleT. B cnianbHe
sl IOCTaBWJI KPOBATh, KOHEYHO, KOMOJ U IMCbMEHHBIN CTOJI, 32 KOTOPBIM sI 3aHUMAOCh.
Han xoMozoMm s moBecwi1 3epkaio, a HaJl IMCbMEHHBIM CTOJIOM — KapTy Mupa. [lo-moemy,
II0JIyYHJIOCHh OYE€HBb XOPOLIO U KpacuBo!

B-TpeTbux, y Hac Temnepb ecTh OONBLION OAKOH, C KOTOPOTO YyJIECHBIN BUJA Ha
Bechb ropoa! Kpacora kakas! Tam mbl ¢ JI€Hel pa3roBapuBaeM, OTIBIXa€M U MPOCTO
CMOTPHM Ha JIFOJIEH, KOTOPbIE IPOXOAAT MUMO HAILEro J0Ma.

C cocensiMu HaM TOKE MOBE3JI0. DTAKOM BBIILIE )KUBET OUEHDb MPUATHAS MOJIOAAS
CEMbs, a ITAXKOM HMKE — THXas U CKPOMHAs IIOXWJas JKCHINMHA. Tak 4To y Hac BCE

xopouuo!
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Appendix Illl: Text Read by Female L-2 Russian Speakers

A Tak pana, uto HakoHel Mbl ¢ JIn3zoi cHanu kBaptupy! U takyro xopouryro! Bel
naxe He npencrasisere! Ham ¢ Hell y)kacHO HaJ0€Jo )XHUTh B OOIICKHUTHH, a KBapTHpa
HaM cpasy noHpasuwiack. OHa OYEHb YIOTHAs U YUCTas, C MeOesbio, B TUXOM paiioHe. B
HEll HeZJaBHO ClIeNIald PEMOHT, U IJIaTUM He O4eHb MHOTO. Tenepb pacckaxxy moJpoOHoO.

Bo-nepBriX, y Hac e€cTb TOCTMHAs M MaJICHbKAas KyXHsd. B TOCTHHOW MBI
[IOCTaBUJIU JUBAH, JABA KPEC/a, )KYPHAIBHBINA CTOJIMK U TEJIEBU30D, ITOJIOKUIU KOBEP. Y
Hac Temeph ecTh KabelbHOe TEeNEeBUACHUE, W 10 BeuepaM Mbl CMOTpUM nepemaun. Ha
KyXHE MMKPOBAJIHOBAs II€Yb, HOBAs IIJIUTA, JOBOJIBHO CTAapbli XOJIOJWIBHUK U
mkaduuku. Tak 4To ecTh Kyda MocTaBUTh mocydy. Ha kyxHe crout emé maleHbKUi
CTOJIMK, 32 KOTOPBIM MBI €IUM. MBI 00€ OUeHb IOBOJIBHBI KyXHEH.

Bo-BTOpBIX, TENEPH Y MEHS €CTh CBOS CIIAJIbHS, CBOS BaHHAs U TyasleT. B cnianbHe
s IOCTaBUJIa KPOBAaTh, KOHEYHO, KOMOJ| ¥ IIMCBMEHHBIN CTOJI, 32 KOTOPBIM 51 3aHUMAOCh.
Han xomonom s moBecwsa 3epkaiio, a Haj IHUCBMEHHBIM CTOJIOM — Kapry mupa. Ilo-
MOEMY, MOJIYYHIOCh OYEHBb XOPOLIO U Kpacuso!

B-TpeTbux, y Hac Temnepb ecTh OONBLION OATKOH, C KOTOPOTO YyJIECHBIN BUJA Ha
Bech ropoa! Kpacora kakas! Tam mbl ¢ JIu3oii pazroBapuBaeM, OTAbIXa€M M IPOCTO
CMOTPHM HA JIFOJIEH, KOTOPbIE IPOXOAAT MUMO HAILEr0 J0Ma.

C cocensiMu HaM TOKE MOBE3JI0. DTAKOM BBIILIE )KUBET OUEHDb MPUATHAS MOJIOAAS
CEMbs, a HTAXKOM HMKE — THXas U CKPOMHAs IIOXWJas JKCHINMHA. Tak 4To y Hac BCE

xopouuo!
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Appendix IV: Evaluation Sheet for L-2 Speaker Readings

OueHKa MPOU3HOIIEHHUS CTYIeHTOB (YTeHHEe TeKCTA)

IoxanyiicTa, OLlEHHTE HENMPABUJIBHOCTHL NPOM3HOLICHUSA M IIOCTPOeHUd (pa3, 0TMETUB
rajjouYKaMu KaTeropuu, B KOTOPbIX J0NMyllleHbl HauOoJiee rpyobie, Ha Bam B3rusia, OIIMOKH.
IloxkanyiicTa, oneHuTe UX MO TPEXOAJBHOI cHCTEeMe 110 CTelleHH HeNPABUJILHOCTH,
CYMTAA, YTO 1 —HU3IIAA OLIEHKA.

Kakue omudku Bol yeabimann?

3ByKH:

[l T'mortanue 3ByKoB

U HO63BH€HI/IC JIMITHUX 3BYKOB B CJIOBax

JloGaBiieHne «0> MOCIIe mpeIora

3amMeHa OJTHOTO TJIACHOTO 3BYKa Jpyrum
CMSTYECHHE COTIIACHBIX

«TBEpH0E» MPOU3HOIIECHHUE 3BYKA «I» U IPYIHX
COTJIACHBIX

HenpasunbHoe Npou3HOLIEHHE TBEPIBIX COTTACHBIX

HenpasuibpHoe IpOU3HOIICHNE MIUITALINX
OxaHbe

Axanbe

CaoBa:

[J M3meHeHue cioB

IIay3sl B ciioBax

U HOBTOpeHI/Ie TEepBOro ciiora

HpOI/I3HOIHeHI/Ie CJIOB 110 4acTsAM

[l Ynapenue

Peus:
[l Temn peun

01 OTCyTCTBHE 3HAKOB MPETTHHAHMS

[l WuaToHaumsa

[J DmonmoHambHas OKpacka

Jpyrue:
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3ByKH:

I'moranue 3BykoB

ﬂO6aBJ’IeHHe JIMITHUX 3BYKOB B CJIOBax

JlobaBnenne «o» mocie mpeiora

3amena OJHOT'0 I''TaCHOT'O 3ByKa APpYIruM
CMSTYEeHHE COTITIACHBIX

I s o

«T'BEpHoe» NPOU3HOILLIEHHUE 3BYKa «WI» U IPYTUX
COTJIACHBIX

HenpasuibHoe npousHouieHne TBEPABIX COTIACHBIX

]

HenpasunbHoe NpoU3HOLICHNE MIUIAIIAX
Oxanbe

[

[

Axanne

CioBa:

H3meHneHue cioB

Iay3el B cioBax

HOBTOpeHI/Ie TIIEpBOro cjiora

HpOI/ISHOHIeHI/Ie CJIOB I10 4acCTAM

OooooQo

VY napenue

Peus:
[] Temn peun

[0 OTcyTCTBHE 3HAKOB MPENUHAHHS

[1 WnaToHanus

[} DOMmonuoHanbHas OKpacka

Jpyrue:




Appendix V: Participant Questionnaire for L-2 Spontaneous Speech

Bo3spacrtHas kareropus:

20-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46-50
51-55
56-60
61-65
66-70
71-75
76-80

Ilon

I'opon mpoxxuBanus

[Tpodeccus

O6mranucek nu Bel panbiie ¢ amepukadiiamu B Poccun?

Ecnm na, ckoapko MpuMEpHO YeI0BEK?

389



3anuch cTyaenTa (CBOGOIHAs pedb)

boun 1 cimyyau Bo BpeMs pacckasa, Korja o0muii cMbIc ObLUT HEMOHSTEH
U3-32 HEMNpaBWIbHOM TIpaMMaTUKM, HENPaBWJIbHO TOCTPOEHHBIX  (hpa3s,
HETPaBUIBHOTO BHIOOpA CIIOB W/WIIM HEMpaBHIBHOTO TpousHomienus? Eciau na,

3aMUIIUTe KOHKPETHBIE MPUMEpPHI, KOTOphie BhI ycmbimany.

2.  UYro, no-Bamemy, 607b111€e MPENSTCTBOBANIO TOHUMAHHIO: HEMPAaBUIbHAS
rpaMMaTHKa, HeMPaBUIBLHO MOCTPOEHHBIE (pa3bl, HEMPABUIBHBIN BEIOOD CIIOB

u/WITH HeTNPaBHIIbHOE MTPOU3HOIIICHHUE U TIOYeMYy?
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Appendix VI: Transcribed L-2 Speaker Texts

Speaker #1

VY MeHs ecTh Mama, mama U 3 cecTpbl. Mama yYuTelbHUIIA U TIara MpernoaaBaTelb U MOs
cectpa cryaeHTka. Onu xxuByT B KoHekTukyTte u Mos namna >xuBE€T B Kanudopauu. Onn
MoOST JenaTh, Korja ectb cBoOoa- Bpems. OHU UTpaiud B TEHHHC M MaMa JIOOUT
TOTOBUTh, U MOS cecTpa UrpaeT B maxmarbl. OIuH JeHb MOs cecTpa 3a0blia 00Ky
LIKOJIBI JOMA, KOT/la Y HeM €CTh WKoJa. M 3T0 04eHb CMENIHO, CMEIIIHAS.

Speaker #2

B moeil cembe y MeHA ecTh mama, MaMa, CecTpa M KOIlIKa, KOoTopas 30ByT AHHa. Mos
Mama — Mezacectpa. OHa paboTtaer B OOJNBHUIE U MO Tarna padoTaTh B AMEpUKe U MOs
cectpa He pabotaer. OHa CTyAE€HTKa B yHHBEpcUTeTe B 4eTBEPTOM Kypce. OHa xoueT
cTath mpodeccopoM MajeHbKUX AeTeil. OHHM KUBYT B BUPIKUHN B OYeHb MaJCHHKOM
ropoje. Mos Mama ¥ MOsI CecTpa OY€Hb JIFOOAT YUTaTh, KOTJa €CTh CBOOOJHOE BpeMS.
Moii nmamna He mr00t0 ynuTaTh. OH HUKOTJAa HE YHTAET KHUTY. B ceMbe MBI CKakeM, 4TO
OH HE MOXET YMTaTh. JTO HE MpaB/a, Ho— Moii mamna B3sul MOIO CECTPY Ha CBOIO paboTy H
MOSI cecTpa OuYeHb OOIbIlasi, OHA OYEHb BHICOKAS W MOW Mama — He OYeHb U JIIOJCH,
KOTOpbIe paboTaIOT ¢ MOEM MAroM CKa3alid, YTO MOl Iana OYeHb MaJIEHbKOM YEJIOBEKOM
1 OH paboTaer ceiiyac B 3TOM KOMIAHWH U JIOJCH celyac emeé CKaXyT, 4YTO OH OYeHb
MaJICHbKH.

Speaker #3

VY Hac yeTBep, ueTBEpd, YETBEPd B MOEU CEMbE, CEMb), CEMbE. MaMa, Iara U CecTpa.
Cectpa e€ 30ByT KpuctuHa m ona >xuBET B MapuieHa. Mate U oTell KUBET, KUBYT B
Konopano u onn He paborator. Ho cectpa paboraer B- kak mpodeccop B YHUBEPCHUTET
Mbpunenna u y- e 251et. Be€ ceMbst 00T XOAUTH TIEIIKOM B TOPBI U OBITH C-, OBITH B,
ObITh B TOphl. Korma y Hac cBoOO1HOE BpeMsi, MBI BCET/1a XOUT MEUTKOM B TOPHI M 39MOH,
3uMOM Mbl KaTaeMcsi Ha cHer. M Konopano oudenwb kpacuBbii caenaTh BcE 3T0. OmHy,
OJIMH pa3, Korja s Mo-To- Ioexaia K cecTpe s, s ObUIa B Moe3/e U 51 XOTena mepec- mepe-
BBIEXaTh, BBIUTH M3 Toe3ne, OoT moe3ne B Bammurron DC, HO s BeIluta B JIpyroit
nepecajka U MO3TOMY MOS CECTpa, €Ml HYXHO, €l HY)KHO BOJUTH, BOJAMJIA KO MHE M
MEepeBET- -BE3JIA, MEPEeBE3Ia MEHS K €i1, K Hel, K HeH.

Speaker #4

Xoporto. Y MeHs O4eHb MaJIeHbKasi CeMbsl — TOJIBKO MaMa, Tama, cectpa u s. M cobaka
toxe. Ilama Mot oH pabotaeTr MeHemKepoM B (apMETHYECKOW KOMIaHUH
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UCCIIEIOBATENIbCKOM, a Mama oOHa paboTajla MpenojaBaTeIbHUICH aHTIUICKON
JUTEepaTyphl 10 TOTO, YTO sl pOAMIIACH, a KOT/Ia S POJAMiIach OHa craja ObITh 1oma. OHa
cumena aoma co MHOM. OHM KUBYT, ®KUBET Mosi ceMbs B Dunanenvhuu, B ropoje
Ounanensdust, a s ¢ HUIMHU KUBY. MBI KUBEM B MaJICHBKOM IMPUTOPOJE. DTO, MOXKET
ObITh, 15 MUHYT OT ropoja, u3 ropoaa. B cBoOomHOM BpeMeHHM Mama OYeHb JIIOOUT
YUTaTh, U MaMa TOXe JIIOOUT YUTaTh, HO OHA OoJblle JIIOOUT, HY, TYJISTh C IPY3bsIMHU WU
XOJUTh B Kade, HaBepHO, a Mama JIIOOUT ObITh oMa M 4yuTaTh KHUTH. CecTpa MOsI OHa
OYCHb JIIOOUT OBITH C APY3bSIMH TOXE M CMOTPETh (GUIBMEI, a s 000 ynTath. CecTpa
MOsI cTapllieé MEHs Ha ABYX C I0JIoBUHOM roga. OHa yuutcs B CeBepHoil Kaposnnne B
koyutemke JpBuacon. OHa xodeT cTaTh BpayoM U paborath B Adpuxe. Toxe y MeHs
cobaka. OHa oueHb cMenIHasg U Ooinbiiasg. OTo myaenb. OHa OYeHb TPYyCIHBAas, OYCHb
cmemHas cobaka. OmHaXXIbl BOT Hamia cobaka, Hy, oHa Bcero Ooutcs. OHa Oowutcs
JOXKIM, OHa OOUTCSI TpaBbl, OHA OOUTCS TEMHOTHI, U OJHAXABI MBI JyMald, 4TO, MOKET
ObITh, €CTh BOP Y HAC JOMa MOMOTY YTO MBI CIBIIIAIH, YTO YTO-TO MaJajio HOYbIO Ha 1-
OM JTa)ke, ¥ MOATOMY MBI [yMalld, Hy BOT y HAac Takas OoJibliasi cobaka, HABepHO, OHA-
CTpaIHO OyJIeT BOPY, M TIO3TOMY BCE€ IIUTH Ha 1-bIif 3TaX, 4YTOOBI Y3HATH, YTO CIYUUIIOCH,
a BOT co0aka OHa MOCIEAHEH MoIIa 32 HaMH, IOTOMY 4TO Oosack. Hukak He moMoriu
HaM. K coxalienuto, HeT, K cHaCThI0 HUKOTO HE OBLJIO TaM, HO- .

Speaker #5

Aaaaa, y MeHA He MalleHbKas, He Oousblias ceMbs. B Moeil cembe 5 4yenoBek: y MeHs
Mama, Iarmna, aaaa, MMMM, CTapuIuii Opat u Miaamas cectpa. Mou poaUTenH, BCE-TakH,
KHUBYT B ropoje, rae s poauics. I'opon HaszeiBaercs bpun Map. Ho moit Opat Tenepn
#uBET B mrare Kamudopuus, on yuutens B mkose. Ho mMos cectpa >kUBET Hemalieko
OTCIOZIa B MAJIGHBKOM ropoje, HasbiBaercsi Mcron B mrare IleHcunbpBaHus U OHa
crynenTka. OHa ckopo 6yer xuTh B 6oibmoM ropoae, B Heio-Mopke. OHa xo4er crath
aziBokaToM. Moif Mmama, Mos Mama paboTaeT B HEOOJIBIIIOM YHUBEPCUTETE, OH HEJAIEKO
orcrofa. Sl Toxxe Tam paboTaro. Y Moero marbl paboThl, MOXET ObITh, Tpu. OH Bpad mo
npodeccud, HO OH XOUeT CTaTh Ou3HecMeHoM u apyrue [inaudible] rakke. Korna y Hux
cBO0OOHOE BpeMsl, T.€. Y MOUX POJUTENEH OHU, HY, TPOCTO JIIOOSAT CUIETh YUTATh, MOKET
ob1Tb. Ho Temeps st pacckaxy Tebe CMELIHyI0 UCTOpUIO B Moel ceMbe. Koria moii Opart, y
KOTOPOTO HET XEHbI, HET JIEBYIIKH W OH IO3HAKOMUJICS C MOJIOJOW JEBYIIKOH, eMy
OYEHb MMOHPABHUJICS OHA M OHM BCIO HEJIENIO T'YJISUIM BMECTE, HO B KOHIIE HEJIeIH OH y3Hal,
YTO OHA BCE BpeMsl BOCIIpUHUMAJIAa KUCIIOTY, TO €CTh, HApKOTUKHU. CMenIHo ObLIO.

Speaker #6

Aaaaa, xopoIo, y MeHsl €CTh, KOHEYHO, MaMa, U OJIMH OpaT u onHa cectpa. [lama ymep,
MOXeT ObITh, TPU TOJla Ha3aJ, MO-MOeMy. bpar Mo, OH XyIOXHHUK, OH paboTaeT
XyJIOKHUKOM MO0 mpodeccud, W CecTpa OHa, ceidyac oHa emé cTyiaeHTka. OHa
3aHUMAaeTCs, YeM oHa 3aHuMaerca? He momHio TouHo. OHa 3aHMMAETCs, Yac CKaxy,
XUMUA, HO-MO@My. He IIOMHKO TOYHO. OHI/I, CEMbJs MOsI, OHAU )I(I/IByT B IIITAaTec BaH_II/IHFTOH.
DTO IOBOJBHO Jajneko orcroaa. M, na, Tam onu *kuByT. Mama emg, oHa yXe BbIIIa Ha
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MIEHCHIO, TaK YTO, OHAa B MPHUHIUIE HEe padoTaer, mpocTo y noma. OHA TaMm 3aHUMAETCS.
Uto onm mobsT genarb? Yac ckaxy. UTo oHM JHOOSAT Aenarh, KOrjga €CTh CBOOOTHOE
Bpemsa? Korna ects cBoOOJHOE BpeMs, OpaT MO, y HETO €CTh ABO€ ManeHbkue neTu. OH
TOOWT, HE 3HAIO, KyJa- I/Ie-TO TYISTh C HUMH, ¢ AeThbMHU. W cectpa Mosi, oHa- UTo OHa
nenat B cBOOOHOE BpeMsi? MoxeT ObITh, MPOCTO CHUAMT JI0Ma, CMOTPUT TeieBu3op. He
3Hat0 TOYHO. OHa BHIIDIA 3aMYyXK B JeKaOpe, Tak 4TO OHU JKUBYT BMecTo. OHH OYEHBb
00T, cecTpa Most U €€ MY, OHHU JIIOOAT urpath B KapTel. U uto emé? Jlagno. Ovenp
JTaBHO, KOT/Ia B JIETCTBE, MOYKHO CKa3aTh, KOTJa CeCcTpe ObLI0, 51 ObI CKa3all, MOXKET OBITh,
8 ner, ona pemmia, yXOAWUTh, yeXaTh KyJa-TO, OHa XOTella, HE 3HAI0 MOYEeMy, HO OHa
pelmia, 9To, MOXKET OBITh, )KH3Hb ObLIIO OBl OUCHh HHTEPECHAS B IPYTOM MECTO, M KOTa
mamna y3Haj o0 3TOM, OH CIPOCHJI, OH MPOCUJ €€ OCcTaThCs A0Ma, HUKYa He, He, HE, He
yXOIuTh H, 4To ciayumsiock? Korma, oHa yxke, kak 310 cka3arb? [lakoBate? OHa yxe
nakoBaia e€ Oaraku M OH XOTEJ CMOTpPETh Ha TO, YTO OHA- HAa yeMonaHbl. M xorma oH
OTKpPBLI YEMO/IaH, OH BUJIEI, YTO Hala cobaka Obuta Tam. OHa ymakoBajia Halry co0aKy.

Speaker #7

B moeii cembe ecThb jkeHa, KOTOpyIo 30ByT JENNaM €CTh CBhIH, KOTOPOTo 30BYT ISsac.U y
MEHSI TOKE€ poauTeNu W OpaT, KOTOphIid XuUBET B Aioe. Ilo mpodeccun Mos keHa, B
JaHHBIA MOMEHT, OHa paboTaeT AoMa U CIIEAUT 3a HamuM pedbéukoM. Emy 16 mecsities. U
no npodeccun Mo OparT mpenojaBareidb B IIKOJE, YYUTEIb, CKaXeM, U TPEHEp
ciopTuBHOM KoMauAbl. M mMoit oten - ¢pusuk. I'ne onu xuByTr? XXUBYT OHM, pOIUTETH
KUBYT B BocToHe 1 MOii 6paT, Kak s yxKe cKasal, )KHUBET B 1IOBE M MBI C IKEHOI KHBEM
Henayeko otcrona B ropoae Coatsville,nog ®unanensdueit. Moit Opar aro0uT Oerath
MHOT'O M MOH OTell, OH CMOTPUT Ha NTHII, KOTJa y HEro ecTb CBOOOJHOE BpeMs M Mama
6onraer o TenedoHy, Korjaa y He€ ecTb CBOOOAHOE BpeMs U KeHa paboTaeT B caly, WiIH
B OrOpOJIe, CKaXKE€M, Ca)kaeT, BCE BpeMsl Ca)kaeT OBOIIM, OCOOCHHO B JaHHbBI MOMEHT
BecHOU. 12 et TOMy Hazaj, WIK MOXET OBITh, 3TO yxe OblIo 15 meT ToMy Hazal MBI C
Opatom ObL1u B Poccun BMecTe M OH JKUII B 3TO BpeMs B Bostore, u s moceTus ero tam u
MBI TpPHEXAJId B TOPOJ,, B MaJEHbKUI TOpPOJOK Henaneko oT Bomornel, rae ecTb
MOHACTBIPh U 3TO OBUIO 3UMOH M MBI XOAMJIM BOKPYI CTaporo Kpemis 3TOro ropoja,
ropojaka 1 0abyIIKy TaMm, WM CTAPYIIKA MBUIH, CTUPAIH, CTHPAIIU OJISKIY B IPOpyde Ha
o3epe. DTo OBUIO ACHCTBUTEIHLHO HA 03€Pe MOCKOJIBKY JEM, T.€. 3MMOM U BCE U JIE OBLI.
W s moman B npopy0s. T0 OBUIO 3UMOHM M momai B npopyob. Horu mpoMokiIu U Mbl
BEPHYJIUCh Ha aBTOOYCHYIO CTAHIIMIO U HaM MPHIIIIOCH KAAaTh 3 yaca BMECTE TaM Ha 3TOH
CTaHUMHU U He ObUI0 OTOIUIeHUs TaM. HO B KOHIIE KOHIIOB MBIl BEPHYHJICH JOMOM, HO S
BCErja MOMHIO, KaK Mbl JKIAJIU U KN YU XKJAJIA U y MeHs ObLJIM MOKpbIE HOT'M TaM Ha
STOM CTAHIIMH U 3TO CMEIIHAS HCTOPUS C OpaToM.

Speaker #8

VY MeHs HeOoubmias ceMbs. Y MEHsI OfHA MJIaJIIasi CECTpa U MaMma ¢ marod. Mama ¢
nanoi ceityac xuByT B [loptidnae. 310 B mtate OperoH. 910 HaXOAUTCS HA 3allafHOM
Ooepery AMepuku. 3HAYHT, S TaM BBIPOC, TaM OYEHb KPacHBOE, HA MOU B3IJISII, MECTO.
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Kpacuslii ropon takoit. He 6omnbimoii, Ho oueHb yioTHBINA. ECTh Tam nHTEpecHbIe MecTa,
MIPUPOJA PSIOM, TaM €CTh OKEaH HEAAJIIEKO, €CThb T'OPbl, MYCTHIHU JAaXK€ HEHAJIEKO, JIEC
coBceM psanoM. Tak 4ro, Tam MHe o4eHb HpaBurcs. [lama, 3Ha4nT, 3aHUMAETCS TEM, 4TO
MO-PYCCKHM, HABEPHO, Ha3bIBaeTCs <«KOHCANTUHr». OH paboTaer ¢ KOMMIAHUIMH,
¢upMamMu, UM IOMOraeT MOBHIIATE 3(PPEKTUBHOCTh, NPOU3BOAMTENBHOCTh. OH, B
OCHOBHOM, pabOTaeT ¢ KOMIIAHUSIMH, KOTOpbIe paboTaloT Yepe3 37paBooxpaHeHus. Mama
paboTaeT B IETCKOM CaJiKe, 3aHUMAaeTCsl IeThbMH. 3HAYHT, y MEHs Miajmas cectpa. OHa
ceryac yxke 3amyxkeMm, XUBET B bocroHe ¢ MyxeM. Myx, 3HAuuUT, acOUpaHT, OH
3aHuMaercs Haykamu. CecTpa 3aHUMaeTcs TOXE JeThbMH, OHA TOXKE paboTaeT B JETCKOM
canuke. Tak 4To, BOT MOs ceMbsi, HEOOIIbINAs, HO OHU OYEHb XOporine Jroau. OIHaKIbI
MBI COOMpaANUCh moexaTh B AHIIMIO. Tak 4To, coOpaay Bce HAIM YeMOJAHbl, BCE HAIU
Bel. Mbl ye3xalud Ha, HEJeNH, HENeNd Ha JIBe, M0-MOeMy. 3HAuMT, coOpanu Hallu
YeMOJIaHbl, OJICXk1Yy Ha JIBE HeAenH, BCE, uTo HyxHO Obuio. [ToTom yexamu. [lonerenu
cHayana B Jloc-AHkenec U moToMm, WM HET, Hy, B Jloc-Anmkenec, a motoM B Helo-
ﬁopK. B Hbm-ﬁopKe MOTOM, YTOOBI CECTh Ha CaMOJIET, HAO OBLIO MOKAa3aTh Macrmopra
Bce HamM. Korja Mbl 3aie3nu B yeMoJiaH, 4ToObl MOKa3aTh HalIM MaclopTa, Mbl BAPYT
HallUTM 4YTO MX HeTy TaM. MBI pbUIMCH Be3/e, Be3[e HCKajdu To TaM, To TaMm. Kak-To
HUTJE HUKAK HE MOTJM HaWTH uX. B kKoHeuHOM cuére, Mbl HE Moriau yexarb. Kak-To
MOJYYHJIOCH TaK, YTO MPOCTO O€3 MacrnopToB, KOHEYHO, HE MPUHUMAIOT. 3HAYUT, OUYCHb
TaK PACCTPOUIINCH M MbI TIPOBOMIIN HECKOJIbKO jHel B Hbio-Mopke, a motom monerenn
obparao momoi. U mpexacrasnsere? Mbl Hanuti Hamu nacnopta. OHU TaM JIeKamu Ha
CTOJIE JI0Ma, Ha KyXOHHOM CTOJIe, TaM TJleé Mbl UX OCTaBWIM. Bc€ moaroToBuiu, 4roObl
Bc€ OBLIO TOTOBO K moe3ake. M BOT 3a0blTH Ha CTOJIE HAIIM macrnoprta. Tak 4To, HE 3HAI0,
HAaCKOJIBKO 3TO CMEIIIHO, HO BOT Takasi UCTOpHS.
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Appendix VII: Questionnaire for Teachers of Russian as a Second Language

BcenoMHauTe 01HOTO M3 Bamux ¢TyeHTOB ¢ MJIOXUM 3HAHHEM IPAMMATHKH PYCCKOI0
SI3bIKA, KOTOPOro Bul yuuin.

1. CkoapKO MPUMEPHO JIET OBLIIO ATOMY CTYACHTY?

2. FErol/eé non?

3. Kakwue cTparernu Bel ucmonb30Bainm, 4To0bI MOHATH CTYAEHTa U IOMOYb eMy/cit
noHsATH Bac?

4. Oka3zanuck M 3Tu cTpaTerun 3ppektnBHbIMU? Eciii HeT, moueMy?
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Tenepb BCIIOMHHUTE OAHOI'O CTYACHTA C IJIOXHM IMPOU3HOIICHHUEM.

1. CKoJBKO IPUMEPHO JIET OBLIO 3TOMY CTYAEHTY?

2. Ero/eé non?

3. Kakwue crparerun Bol HCT01630BasIH, YTOOBI MOHSTH CTYACHTA M TIOMOYb eMYy/ei
MoHTH Bac?

4. Oxazanuch 1 3T ctpateruu 3¢ dhexkTuBHbIMU? Eciin HeT, moyemy?
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Appendix VIII: Questionnaire for Russian Host Families

IHoxkasyiicTa, BCIOMHHUTE CTYA€HTOB, KOTOpbIe Npo:xxuBaau ¢ Bamu. beun u y Bac
CTYAEHT, Y KOTOPOro CHayaja ObLI0 IUI0OX0€ NPOM3HOLICHHE NPH pa3roBope Ha
PyccKOM s3bIKe M/WIM  IUIOX0€ 3HAaHMEe TPAMMATHKH PYCCKOro si3bIKa?
IocrapaiiTech BCIOMHUTH OJHY CUTYalUI0, KOraa BaM ObLJIO TPYAHO MOHATH APYyr
apyra.

1. CkonbKO IpUMEpHO JIET ObUIO 3TOMY CTYACHTY?

2. Erol/eé non?

3. Kak ponro srot cryzaeHt xun y Bac?

4. BcnoMHMTE OIMH ONPEAEIEHHBIN Cilydail, KOr/ia pa3roBOp HE COCTOSUICA 10 MPUYNHE
IUIOXOTO MPOU3HOIICHNUS W/WITH TPaMMaTHYECKU HEIPaBHIIBHO IIOCTPOCHHOM (pa3bl
crynentoM. Kakue crparernu Bol ncnosnbp3oBanu, YTOOBI MOHATH CTYJCHTA U IOMOYb
eMy moHsTh Bac?

5. Okazanuce mm 31U cTparerun dpdexruBHpiMU? Ecniu HeT, moueMy?
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