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FEEDBACK IN SECOND LANGUAGE
ACQUISITION

Jens Allwood

1 Feedback in second language acquisition

1.1 The notion of feedback
1.1.1 Introduction

One of the key questions concerning language atiquiss the question of how one
can learn a new language while simultaneously bénged to communicate in that
language. This is the situation which has probablays been the lot of the majority
of children and adults acquiring a new languages the situation faced by the adults
whose language acquisition we are examining inetirefumes.

The learner has both to learn and engage in dimaaction in spoken language, so he
or she will rapidly need to solve certain basicuiegments that are connected with this
type of communication. such requirements includetws mostly called turntaking,
l.e., the distribution of turns at talking or listeg, but they also concern what we, in
this study, will be callingeedback, i.e, linguistic mechanisms which ensure thatta se
of basic requirements on communication, such asilpdses for continued contact, for
mutual perception and for mutual understanding lmamet. Since it is furthermore
more or less impossible to engage in spoken inieraavithout employing these
mechanisms and they turn out to be language speaciBeveral respects, the learner is
faced with an acquisition problem right from thesma.

The point of departure for the analysis of linggistommunicative feedback is the
broad notion of feedback used in cybernetics amdrobengineering (cf Wiener 1948).
Feedback is there taken to designate the procegsekich a control unit of any kind
gains information about the effects of its own @asi, thus, enabling the unit to evaluate
and control its own further activity.

The cybernetic notion of feedback has been apphid¢uiman communication in a broad
holistic sense by several researchers. foremoshgriem, perhaps, Gregory Bateson.
See, for example, Bateson (1972).

However, we will not be using the general cybemabtion of feedback in this study.
Rather we will be concerned with what can be reg@rds a particular case of the
general notion with some special features of ite.oWhe concept we will be concerned



with, we can callinguistic feedback or in the context of this study simplgedback
(FB).

The point of departure for the analysis of linggis¢edback is an analysis of the regular
linguistic (and in principle also bodily) mechansmwhereby a speaker and a listener
keep each other informed about the following foasic communicative functions.

(1) Maintenance of contact and interaction
(i) Perception

(iii) Understanding

(iv) Attitudinal reactions

The speaker normally wants to maintain contact @ndnake sure that the listener
perceives and understands. The speaker also tedidsl out how the listener reacts
emotionally and attitudinally. He/she therefored®to have means for "eliciting" and
"giving"such information. We will refer to thesed functions giving and €liciting

- as the two primary FB function§BG and FBE). The two primary FB functions

intersect with the four basic communicative funeianentioned above, so that it is
possible both to elicit and give information abalit four of these, i.e., continued
contact, perception, understanding and attitudieattions.

We are, in this chapter, mainly concerned with kel of FB where the primary FB
functions are carried out by regularised linguistiechanisms; we have called this focal
areaNFB (feedback in a narrow sense).

There are two further types of FB processes thahawe added to those that we have
called NFB. We will refer to both of them as BFRdtlback in a broad sense). Both
derive from the interaction between an adult laggukearner and a target language
speaker (TLS). The two types of processes argh@)learner' s use of a TLS as a
resource for language acquisition and (ii) the peaker’s way of adapting to the lesser
degree of proficiency in the learner. Due to cdesations of space, the emphasis in
this chapter will be on NFB , with BFB being inckdlless systematically (see, however
2.3.3 Repetitions as feedback). BFB is treatetesyatically in Allwood (ed.) 1988, to
which the reader is referred.

1.1.2 Thenotion of feedback - background

In the grammatical tradition of the west, feedbpbhknomena have mostly been studied
under the grammatical category of interjections aachetimes under the category of
adverbs. Interjections were, for example, definedhe following way by Priscian:
“interiectio (interjection): a class of words syitteally independent of verbs and
indicating a feeling or a state of mind" (Robin86T) p.58.

One of the first authors in modern times to notcel describe parts of this class of
phenomena was Charles Fries (1952) who analyzeor@us consisting of his own

telephone conversations in which he identified ao$€elistener responses”. Another
author who described some of the expressions usei@dédback from an interactional
point of view was Victor Yngve. In an article el "On Getting a Word in Edgewise”
(Yngve, 1970), a title which seems to reflect tHd @ea behind the concept of
interjection, he discusses what he called "backicbling”, i.e., a set of responses a
person can use even when out of turn. This ters also used and made popular in
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psychology by Yngve's colleague at the UniversityGhicago, Starkey Duncan in
"Face to face interaction” (Duncan and Fiske, 1977)

Since the term "backchannel” has become fairly lyidsed, it is perhaps in place to
clarify here the relationship between what we asdled feedback (NFB) and
backchannelling. Very briefly, the term feedbaelers to the giving or eliciting of
information concerning contact, perception, un@egrding and attitude, by regularised
linguistic means, whether or not this is done Isp@aker in or out of turn. The concept
of "backchannelling” by contrast, seems to pressppan intersection between the
feedback mechanisms and the turntaking mechanisntbag what is included in the
concept of backchannelling could be charactersedfeedback giving out of turn”
while "feedback giving in turn" and "feedback dtation” are excluded.

With the growing number of studies on linguisti¢eiraction, the phenomena we are
interested in have been reported under yet otherstesuch as: "listener responses”
(Dittman, 1972), "acknowledgers" (Allwood, 1976)inguistic particles” (Weydt,
1977), "change of state tokens" (Heritage, 1984d)"a@sponse words" (Anward, 1986).

Also the traditional term "interjection” has beesed by some researchers. Compare,
for example, James (1972) and a recent work bycEl(li986).

The term feedback has, as has already been medtibmresome time been used in
relation to communication, in a general and famlystract sense, see, for example.
Bateson (1972). The more specific sense in whighused in this work is suggested in
Allwood (1979) and since then by several other agtlsuch as Severinson-Eklund
(1986) and Ahlsén (1985).

The reason for proposing that the term "feedbacek"ubed in relation to linguistic
communication is that the term focuses attentiorthensystematic organisational role
of otherwise unnoticed linguistic mechanisms andstituents like the little words
"mm"”, "yeah" and "eh". In spite of Priscian's claakdefinition of interjections, these
words are not just uttered to express emotiong; #re used, above all, to enable
speaker and listener to control and regulate thwin actions toward each other. It is
doubtful whether this aspect of spoken interactian be reduced to any other of the
organisational features that have been suggestee general in spoken interaction, for
example. the turn-taking system suggested by Yr{$9&0), and described by Sacks,
Schegloff and Jefferson (1974), the systems fouesecing which have been described
by Schegloff and Sacks (1973) or the system foairegescribed by Schegloff (1972),
and by Schegloff, Jefferson and Sacks (1977).edfss therefore justified to hold that
what we are calling linguistic feedback is a faiglependent general functional and
organisational dimension of spoken interaction #rad this dimension, in turn, seems
to be a specific case of the general need for adimechanisms (in the cybernetic
sense) that exist both in natural and in cultufal |

1.1.3 Feedback and language acquisition
In relation to acquisition we can say that we hawtual interest in FB (i) as a part of

language which has to be learned and (ii) as anument for the acquisition of other
parts of language.



With regard to both of these interests, but paldity the first, we have investigated the
following themes:

(1) The relative weight of NFB: Since the study of feedback phenomena is
relatively novel both in linguistics in general,dam relation to language acquisition,
one of our primary concerns has been to get anafi¢he relative weight of NFB in
relation to other types of verbal material amonghbtearners and first language
speakers. In order to do this, we have construztedmber of relative measures which
are described in detail for the learners in Volum@hapter 8.1 and more briefly in 2.3
below.

(i) Complexity: One of the constant themes related to acquisii@omplexity. It
could be said that an overriding hypothesis for thagsjuisition studies is that "simple
comes before complex", all other things being equ&lithin NFB this can be used to
claim that NFB which is easy to remember or easprtmounce comes before NFB
which does not have these qualities.

(i)  SL and TL influence: Another basic concern, which is presupposed hbyynoa
the other concerns we have, is to get reliableraladively complete descriptions of the
NFB systems in the 6 source languages and 5 tlmggtuages. Connected with this
concern is the wish to relate such descriptionsgiwmevitably show normative traces
of so-called "standard languages"”), to the padic8L and TL variants of spoken
language that the learners we study have beenniactowith, and to the learner’s own
perception of this aspect of the language to beésh This attempt is described in
2.3.5 below.

(iv)  Structural categories: A taxonomy of structural categories, which congai
such categories as simple primary FB morphemes, "gas"”, "no" and "mm", alone or
in combination: reduplications, repetitions, eis.used to pose questions about SL and
TL influence. It is also used to pose questiorsualwvhether there is an internal order
of complexity which is reflected in the order ofjacsition.

(v) Functions. Combining the complexity thesis "simple comesobefcomplex"
with Kajsa Warg's maxim "you use what you hav&gjéa Warg was the author of a
famous Swedish cookery book) and the maximizatiesis for language acquisition
"make maximal use of minimal means" (cf. also Albdoand Ahlsén, 1986, and
Stromgvist, 1983), we can further derive the suggeghat although initial FB will be
simple and of few types it will have many functions

These functions might initially be vague. Lateeréh might be more distinct type of
NFB. Below, we will discuss what kinds of initiehgueness we find and we will also
investigate what kind of functions learners useeikpressions and mechanisms for.

The development of more complex types of FB willtlyabe determined by the
interaction of the acquisition of the TL FB systenth the acquisition of other parts of
the TL system. For example. the acquisition of atedike certainlyis probably jointly
determined by their use for FB purposes and byrthse as modal adverbials.
Unfortunately, space will not permit us to report any detail on functional
development in this chapter.



(vi) Activity and interaction: A number of possible questions concern the
relationship between type of activity, type of natetion and NFB. With regard to the
social relationship created or maintained by anvi#gt it could, for example, be
suggested that if a TLS has more power than adeathe learner will both give and
elicit less FB.

An overriding goal of the ESF project on adult setéanguage acquisition is to study
how adults, who are as little pedagogically cotgabls possible, learn a new language.
If we take seriously the word "how", in the formtida given above, this means that we
should attempt to find the processes and meanseladults learn languages. Some
of these processes and means will be tied to apdndeecrucially on what aspects of
language are being learned. for other means avmkgses such a dependence will be
less clear cut and we can perhaps speak of mutyger instruments for language
acquisition. We believe that FB processes prottidelearner with such multipurpose
instruments, which increases the importance of gtady in an overall approach which
sets out to describe how acquisition is achieveadtaraction.

We have therefore, in the study of FB, been intetksot only in what type of FB means
the learner acquires but also in what type of imsd means are put to, in order to
acquire other aspects of language. This is refteot the areas of BFB, which we have
mentioned above. To repeat, they are: (i) meareyetdy the learner uses the TLS as a
resource for language acquisition and (ii) mean®relby the TLS copes with the
learner’s lack of proficiency in the TL. Among timeans a learner should initially have
at his/her disposal for using the TLS as a resolarcacquisition should be imitation and
repetition. If this is so, it is of a certain ingst to investigate how these means are used.
Are, for example, salient and simpler words reptaiefore words which are not simple
and salient.

1.2 Informants, activities, data and coding
121 Informants

In this section, we present some sociobiographidatmation about the learners who
were selected for the analysis of feedback prosestetally, there were 20 longitudinal
informants, two for each SL-TL pair, who were s&éecfrom the 40 informants in the
project. The selection was done on the basis efpitoject criteria for informants,
discussed in Volume 1, in order to match learnersss SL and TL groupings.

There were also two native speakers of Swedishtandnative speakers of English
acting as TL controls and one speaker of Finnislar(Mand one speaker of Spanish
(Nora) acting as SL controls. Table 1 gives bakta on the informants and the
controls.

Table 1. Informants and native speaker controls in thdlfeek study

Informant SL TL Sex Age Marital SC TL
pseudonym status schooling competence
Mari Finnish Swedish F 83:22 married 9 years lichite

Leo Finnish Swedish M 82:18 single 9+2 years lichite

Nora Spanish Swedish F 82:38 mar. 3 children  6syear very limited



Fernando Spanish Swedish M 82:34 mar. 1 child ary limited

Alberto Spanish French M 82:31 mar: 2 children  drge limited
Bernarda Spanish French F 82:35 mar: 3 children easy limited
Zahra Arabic French F 82:34 mar: 4 children  none  mitéd
Abdulla Arabic French M 82:20 single elementary ifed
Mohammed  Arabic Dutch M 82:19 single 7 years alnmashing
Fatima Arabic Dutch F F82:26  married 2 years almaoshing
Ergun Turkish Dutch M 82:18 single 5 years veryitad
Mahmut Turkish Dutch M 82:20 married 5 years almmahing
Ilhami Turkish German M 82:17 single 8 years lirdite
Cevdet Turkish German M 82:16 single 9 years vienited
Marcello Italian German M 82:23 single 10 years yJanited
Tino Italian German M 83:20 single 8 years almaghimg
Andrea Italian English M 82:36 married,1 child &y fairly good
Lavinia Italian English F 893:? married,1 child  &ays limited
Madan Punjabi English M 82:? married 6 years faadpd
Ravinder Punjabi English M 82:? married 7 years  oathmothing
TL Controls:

Eva Swedish  Swedish F 85:45 divorced 8 years native
Adam Swedish  Swedish M 85:20 9 +2 years native
Martin English English M over20 - - native
Sheila English English F over20 - - native

SL Controls: Mari and Nora were used as Finnish$pahish SL controls.

Over and above the characteristics given in theetainformants were also
systematically compared with regard to source agurmame region (city, town, village,
country), source country occupation and knowledgetbird language (L3).

1.2.2  Activities recorded

The 20 learners were recorded 6 times, each tin2eactivities. The six controls were
recorded in two corresponding activities in theative languages. The study is, thus,
based on a corpus of 120+12 recorded activity oenges.

The data analyzed comes from activities of an autiere type, since it was thought that
this type of activity would provide rich data oneflback. Although this was not
intended initially, a majority of activities invadd role play. There is, thus, a certain
risk of artificiality in the data. However, thisk should not be exaggerated for at least
two reasons: (i) the data seem very natural tthae who have come into contact with
them, (ii) in a few cases, there are recordingslaba of activities in both role play
form and in naturalistic form. Comparisons of #nescordings have not revealed any
important differences between the two types.

The activities that have been transcribed and aedlfall into four groups: (i) scenario-
related, (ii) conversational, (iii) interviews, Jisccompanying observation. Each type is
briefly described below.



(i) Scenario-related: The group which contains the majority of the \atfi
occurrences (88/132), has a kind of script or stemehich states a purpose and
often several tasks and roles are described. mbkens, especially after the first
time, that the learners can form expectations ahout the activity is conducted
(often it is a role play). So there will be familiyt effects related both to the
interacting researchers and to the tasks to beedasut. Another effect could be
a constraint on what is said. A certain task baset carried out and this could be
seen as more important than talking freely, whiaans that learners might try
direct action or nonverbal substitutes when thigassible. Since a task is
focused on, there will be no incentive to talk amyre than is needed to carry out
the task, which means that activities of this tgpald become short. They could
also contain a number of stereotyped words andspiravhich are typical of the
activity in question.

(i) Conversational: Here there is no clear scenario, only a genevalersation
goal, in some cases also a general topic to beusied. The topic can be
developed freely and there is no pressure to nmeparticular task requirement.
which means that direct action or nonverbal sulttstit cannot as easily be used as
in the scenario type. There should be less expactaabout the task but more
expectations about the partner, if this personhies ¢ame as in the previous
encounters. In other words, there should be alsmaifluence from task
familiarity but a greater influence depending omiléarity with person.

(i) Interview: There are 21 activities of this type. In a senhis type of activity
could be viewed as a subtype of the scenario kindctivity. There is a clear
purpose - an interview about a certain topic, thgktis also clear, it is an
interview, and the roles are clear - interviewed anterviewee, Thus, it is
possible for participants to have expectations aifwel course of the interaction.
There could therefore be both task familiarity afadniliarity with person.
Depending on the kind of interview, one could exgdbe learner to become less
independent and more directly responsive to theenwdwer than in a
conversation. This could lead to nonverbal sultsts being possible in many
cases. One of the interviews was characterizedktgrae passivity on the part of
the informant. Since it is very unlike the othetemviews, we have pulled it out
and called it "the lecture".

(iv) Accompanying observation: There are 7 activities of this type. Althoudtet
activities in this group are out of studio, theyaba great resemblance to activities
recorded in the studio. That is to say the accaoyipg observations can be of
either the scenario type or the interview type. isTimeans that some of the
possible effects of these two kinds of activitias @lso be observed here

1.2.3. Data

Our total corpus consisted of 58 602 words, diated over 10 497 utterances. Of the
words, 49 474 were contributed by 20 learners ari®® by 6 controls and of the
utterances, 9772 were contributed by the learnmis724 by the controls. The learners



produced 6 686 narrow feedback units occurring 898 narrow feedbaélcontaining
utterances. The feedback containing utterances mpd5.5% of the total number of
learner utterances and 9 666 words or 19.5% oflealtner words were used for
feedback purposes. Among the controls there weBd&$dback units occurring in 361
feedback containing utterances. The feedback aantautterances used by the controls

made up 49.9% of all their utterances and the 6@disvthey used for feedback made
up 6.8% of all their words.

The figures reported so far has given the readeresidea of the absolute size of the
data upon which this study is based. Since we shathe main part of the study be

working, not with absolute numbers, but with relathumbers, in order to try to control

the problem of differences in activity length, wél\viirst present some more absolute

numbers to increase a realistic appreciation ofddtabase that is being considered. In
table 2 we present the absolute number of learmedsvover the 3 recordings (cycles)

grouped according to the target language beingéeband in table 3 we give similar

information concerning the absolute number of leauiterances per cycle.

Table2 Learner words per cycle: Absolute number
(20 learners)
C1 Cc2 C3 Total

Dutch 4801 4413 4839 14053
English 811 1154 1515 3480
French 3470 4268 5911 13649
German 1701 1853 3201 6755
Swedish 2004 2999 6534 11537
Total 12787 1468722000 49474

Table3 Learner utterances per cycle: Absolute number

(20 learners)

C1 Cc2 C3 Total
Dutch 1345 1214 1217 3776
English 268 216 280 764
French 643 634 588 1865
German 442 417 531 1390
Swedish 469 580 928 1977
Total 3167 3061 3544 9772

As we see the total number of words increases dygleycle. Some teams have used
sampled data (Heidelberg, Paris and Tilburg). $aepling has been carried out by
taking a sample of three sequences, together mailgarat least 100 turns (30-40 turns
from the beginning, 30-40 turns from the middle &@d40 turns from the end of the

1 The term feedback will, if nothing else is indie@t be used in the sense of narrow interindividual
feedback as defined above.



activity). Through this procedure it was hoped thalectional biases of feedback items
for some part of an activity could be avoided.

Since the activities recorded by a particular talgeguage team, over the three cycles,
in a majority of cases have been the same or at &ilar, the increase in words is
com-patible with the hypothesis that language astiom is taking place. It is also
compatible with such explanations as increased lii@ty between researcher and
informant and many other less transparent factdhsencing the activities recorded.

For more or less the same reasons as one expeatsitiber of words to increase cycle
by cycle, one might also have expected the numbetterances to increase. However,
increased proficiency does not have to result igreater number of utterances. In
particular the factors of task familiarity and ieased efficiency in language use would
tend to mitigate any increase in number of uttezanc

1.24 Coding

Coding has been used mainly to capture the useaafbfack in a narrow sense as
defined above. For this purpose, a coding scherttaam interactive computer support
has been designed, which has been used to codetiaity occurrences in the main

database (including control data).

The codings have been based on transcriptions plymbut the original recordings
have also been taken into consideration.

The schema contains coding for:

- identification (informant, activity type, cycle);

- line number (referring to the transcription);

- feedback unit ;

- type of feedback ;

- mood and function of preceding and succeedireyegit discourse;

- utterance status and utterance position of fegdbait ;

- structure of feedback unit ;

- function of feedback unit in relation to relevaontext ;

- the speaker's hypothesized function (when deviilmmh the TL norm for the
feedback unit);

- the speaker's state of emotion (when striking);

- the speaker's actual perception;

- the speaker's actual understanding;

- status of feedback unit with regard to turntaking

- constituent which is the source of a repetition;

Before we turn to examine the most important caiegaf the coding schema, a note
of scepticism is probably called for concerning téieability of the coded data.

The study of naturalistic spoken language has sttl reached a very high level of
development in linguistics. This means that thera lack of general agreement about
how, for example, to transcribe the morphemes aadisvand the phonological and
morphological processes which are employed in feekliprocesses. Since, in addition,
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feedback processes constitute a new field of epgtite same lack of established
traditions also applies to the coding of differgqtes of feedback.

Therefore, despite the fact that considerable &ffoave been made in order to ensure
high reliability in the transcriptions and in theseuof the coding schema, it is not
unlikely that we have not been totally successfutaliably capturing what we were
after, ie primarily, the use of narrow feedback.

Feedback units and feedback words

A feedback unit is any continuous stretch of utterance - occurangts own or as part
of a larger utterance - the primary function of @vhis to give and/or elicit feedback in a
narrow sense.

For example, FB units may consist of specializesiiimck morphemes suchyesahor
mm formulaic expressions likihank you very mughmodal phrases likethink sq as
well as different combinations of these. In addifia FB unit may be a repetition or a
reformulation of a part of a preceding utterance.

A feedback words any word contained in a FB unit (where words atentified
essentially on the basis of spaces in the trarigmong).

The notions of FB unit and FB word will both be dsm the presentation and
discussion of results in section 2.3.
Type of feedback

Under the headingype of feedbac¢kFB units are classified first with respect to the
major functions ofFB giving and FB elicitation (cf. chapter 1). Secondly, they are
classified - in cases where this is applicableregstitionsor reformulatiors.

It should be noted that these categories are nthatiy exclusive. For example, a FB

unit may at the same time be a giver, an elicitat a repetition, as in B's utterance in
the following example:

A: are you coming to town?
B: totown?
A: yestotown

Utterance status and utterance position

By utterance status and utterance positime mean the relation of a FB unit to the
utterance in which it is contained. Four mutualtglasive cases are possible here. First,
it may be that an utterance consists solely of auRB, in which case the FB unit is
classified asingle Second, the FB unit may be contained in a langgerance, in which
case it is classified asitial, medialor final according to its position in the utterance in
which it is contained.

Structural classification
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The termstructural classificatiorrefers to a classification of the internal struetof a
FB unit. Each FB unit is classified as belongingotwe of the following fourteen
categories:

1 Primary simple FB unit.

2 Secondary simple FB unit.

3. Reduplication of simple FB unit.

4. Deictic or anaphoric linking.

5 Idiomatic phrase.

6. Modal phrase.
10.  Other single word or phrase.
11. Simple FB unit + simple FB unit.
12. Simple FB unit + reduplication of simple FB tuni
13.  Simple FB unit + deictic or anaphoric linking.
14. Simple FB unit + idiomatic phrase.
15. Simple FB unit + modal phrase.
20. Simple FB unit + other single word or phrase.
21. More complex combinations of words and phrases.

The first two categories cover FB units consistifiga single word simple FB units,
henceforth. Simple FB units are divided furtheroimrimary (category 1) and
secondary (category 2).

Primary simple FB units are words or morphemes lvhie almost exclusively used for
NFB purposes, such ggah mm etc., traditionally classified as interjections.

Secondary simple FB units are adjectives, advertisjunctions, pronouns, verb and
nouns which may be used for feedback purposes Imithwhave other important
functions in the language as well. Examples of sdaoy simple FB units argood
certainly, etc., often they are epistemic or evaluative.

Category 3 includeseduplications of simple FB units, eg.yeah yeahgood good

Category 4 covers the mechanismsl@ttic and anaphoric linking (often by means of
reformulations of preceding utterances), which &equently used for feedback
purposes in many languages, such as Engtigd):l do, and Swedishde e dede gér ja

Category 5 includesdiomatic phrases (of more than one word), ethank you very
much by all means.

Category 6 containmodal phrases (of more than one word), ef.think sq | don't
know

Category 10 includes single words and phrases awéered by the six categories

described so far, ie. single words which are naotveational feedback expressions and
phrases which are neither deictic/anaphoric, idimmor modal. The units included in

this category are for the most part repetitionspofceding utterances or parts of
utterances.

The remaining categories (11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 2024r) cover different combinations of
the seven first categories. Two points should bedan relation to these categories.
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First, the termsimple FB unit refers (as before) to an expression belonging retthe
category 1 or to category 2. Second, the ordermramdber of constituents may vary in
the last seven categories. Thus, category 15 cgesisthink so(simple + modal))
think so yegmodal + simple), as well as ykthink so yegsimple + modal + simple).

It may be noted that the fourteen structural caiegp as described above, are not
altogether mutually exclusive. For example, a moplatase may also constitute a
deictic or anaphoric linking. Nevertheless, eachufg has received a unique structural
classification, and cases of conflicting criteriavl been resolved by appeal to the
following priority hierarchy (where > stands ford# higher priority than™): modal
phrase > idiomatic phrase > deictic/anaphoric higkt reduplication.

We have, in this way, tried to capture a "kerne€aaof expressions for FB functions.
There is no hard and fast boundary between the amd more complex and elaborated
ways of giving and eliciting feedback in the forrfy for example, statements and
questions. However, what we are here calling tleeriél area” often continues to figure
as a subpart (mostly initial) of those more complé&erances. In any case, part of the
point of the study of the acquisition of the FBteys is exactly to see how the kernel
area gradually develops and makes contact with 'kermel” ways of giving and
eliciting feedback.

1.3 Results and Discussion
1.3.1 Therelative share of feedback containing utterances and feedback ~ words

Table 4. shows how much of the learners' produciahe different points of recording
can be counted as feedback, in terms of percentdfgesdback containing utterances
and percentages of feedback words.

The two main measures we have used to get an idd®e gelative share of narrow
feedback expressions in the learners' linguistitputuare FBU (relative share of
feedback containing utterances in relation to tatahber of utterances in an activity
occurrence) and FBW (relative share of feedbackdwam relation to total number of
words in an activity occurrence). Using these tweasures, table 4 gives us an idea of
the relative amount of feedback expressions fodtfierent learners over 3 cycles. The
table contains the cyclic means for the individuasd the percent unit difference
between the means in cycle 3 and cycle 1.

Table4. FBU and FBW, mean relative shares per learner gcié c
(20 learners)
FBU FBW
c1 c2 C3 C1-3 c1 c2 C3 C1-3
Sw Fi  Mari 74 62 56 -18 23 20 12 -11
Leo 81 79 79 -2 42 40 26 -16
Sp Nora 74 77 63 -11 21 17 15 -6
Fernando 65 66 59 -6 29 24 15 -14
Fr Sp Bernarda 69 65 57 -12 31 20 6 -25
Alberto 63 67 56 -7 11 11 7 -4
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Ar  Zahra 79 79 63 -16 33 26 15 -18

Abdelmalek 69 56 53 -16 34 13 17 -17
Du Ar Fatima 67 64 55 -12 27 34 20 -7
Mohamed 63 78 73 10 19 22 28 9
Tu Ergin 54 72 66 12 23 38 27 4
Mahmut 69 78 80 11 27 30 27 0
Ge Tu Cevdet 64 61 53 -11 35 23 11 -24
Ilhami 58 55 51 -7 25 15 11 -14
It  Marcello 57 64 55 -5 26 23 17 -9
Tino 51 54 53 2 22 19 11 -11
Eng It Lavinia 80 48 72 -8 27 22 17 -10
Andrea 51 72 74 23 27 22 24 -3
Pu Ravinder 61 66 84 23 40 25 37 -3
Madan 76 70 75 -1 43 28 42 -1
Total mean pr cycle 66 67 64 -2 28 23 21 -7
Total mean controls 62 16

The table shows that totally there is a small FBdrdase and a somewhat greater FBW
decrease. The trend is clearer for FBW than for FBlUs judgement is motivated not
just by the numerical difference, visible in thél&g but also by a consideration of the
base for the calculation of the relative shareEBI) (9 772 utterances) and FBW (49
474 words). Cf tables 2 and 3. Although both messuvest on secure grounds, we see
that the absolute numbers required for a decraadbe relative share of FBW (as
measured in %) are much greater than those regreddecrease in the relative share

of FBU.

A comparison with the total means of the contras FBU and FBW supports the
analysis we have made of the trends for learner&eraing FBU and FBW. The
controls have both a lower mean FBU score and @&fdonwean FBW score than the
majority of the learners exhibit, even in cycle This means that high initial and
successively decreasing scores of FBU and FBW eahnaps be taken as something
which is typical of adult language acquisition. W#l return to why this might be so

below.

Let us now look a little more carefully at the FBWOd FBW scores. We observe that six
learners (Mohamed, Ergin, Mahmut, Tino, Andrea Raslinder) increase their FBU
from cycle 1 to cycle 3, while only 2 learners (Mmoied and Ergln) increase their FBW
rate. The major decrease in FBW for most learneess to come between cycle 1 and
cycle 2 while for FBU there is a slight increaseyale 2.

The individual variation in FBU ranges from 84% {Rualer cycle 3) to 51% (Andrea
cycle 1) and in FBW from 43% (Madan cycle 1) to B&narda (cycle 3).

Table 4 does not allow for any statistically sounterences to be drawn. It can,
however, be used to look for trends which can tleed support to certain hypotheses.
The data can also be used to check for compayibwith and, thus, to gain initial
support for hypotheses which can be proposed oity padependent grounds. Some
possible such hypotheses are the following:

(1) FB words often have a simple phonological dnte. They can therefore be
learned early and used fairly easily.
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(i) There is a constant need and use of feedbacknost types of spoken
interaction. FB words are therefore usually avddab the spoken input which
the learners are exposed to and they have a haghtnanake use of this input.

(iii) Initially, basic feedback functions and badinguistic feedback mechanisms
can be used to substitute for other more speaifguistic functions.

(iv) Initially, feedback functions are also used the learner as a means for
language acquisition.

v) The reasons given in (iii) and (iv) but not (iln and (ii) can be expected to
diminish in importance as the learners proficiemcyeases.

The data in table 4 seem compatible with thesenassons. The total FBU rate
remains fairly constant with a slight decrease.hBetrners and controls have a high
FBU rate, with an average difference of only 4%.

This can be taken as support of the hypothesistiieae is a constant and fairly high

need of feedback for everyone and that this nestigistly higher for language learners.

However, the fact that there is fairly great vaitigbbetween learners with regard to

FBU (eg. six learners increase their rate fromeycko cycle 3) seems to indicate that
FBU is sensitive also to other factors than languacpuisition. Such factors could, for
example, include motivation and the kind of acyiwit which the learner is engaged.

1.3.2 Thedevelopment of thelinguistic categoriesfor elicitingand giving
feedback

Let us now take a look at the developmental treaslsociated with the different
linguistic categories used to elicit and give feadb

FB for elicitation (FBE)

Table 5 presents the most used types of FBE, mstexf number of learners and first
cyclic occurrences (we only indicate first cycliccarrence for a specific learner.)

Tableb Most used elicitors (learners and first cyclicurtences)
Learners From From From Judged
C1 Cc2 C3 learner
availability

1. Repetitions 20 16 1 2
2. Conv FB elicitor 15 8 5 2 5
3. Primary FBG w. pros. switch 13 11 2 3
4, Q-words 14 10 2 2 4
5. Deictic - Modal 9 5 3 1 8
6. Deictic 9 5 1 3 9
7. ldioms 9 6 1 2 7
8. Secondary simple - deictic 7 6 1 6
9. Modals 4 3 1 10

10 Disjunctions 4 2 2 11
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11. SL 3 3 1

In the fifth column, we have indicated what oughtoe the rank order, if we were to
consider the data from the point of view of whabdld be most easily available for
learners. In the discussion below, we will takis tank order as our point of departure.

From the point of view of availability, we have k&l SL items highest. As we can see,
they are used by only 3 informants and their usaiigted in cycle 1. An interesting
question is why so few informants have used SL stegiven that we are studying
adults with well entrenched automatic habits comogy FB in interaction.

The second most available types of FBE ought toepetition and primary FBG with
prosodic switch (from falling to rising prosodyihdy can be seen as two versions of
what seems to be a very basic evocative commuwégattion - rising intonation placed
on some expression which, in the case of repetii®rinked to previous discourse
(speaker's or listener's) indicating that ther@ meed for further information. Of the two
types, repetition, with rising prosody, seems therenelementary since, on the one
hand, it is used by all learners and on the othadh16 of the learners use it from cycle
1 and onward. Primary FBG with prosodic switch sedi by 13 learners, 11 of whom
use it from cycle 1.

The fourth most common category, which we have pidged to be the fourth category
from the point of view of availability, is "Q-wortlis This category is even more
common if we include reduplicated Q-words and Q@goincluded in phrases. If we
include these two subtypes, there are, in factedBers who use Q-words and 14 who
do SO from
C1. But since this use of Q-words is often embeddddnger phrases, it could just as
well be the large phrase as the Q-word alone tsbleen acquired.

The fifth category from the point of view of avdilbty, we think is conventional FB
elicitors which is used by 15 learners, who conoenfrall source and target language
groups eight of these learners use it from C1.tBete are as many as 7 learners who
do not acquire this category before C2 or C3 whiulicates that this category is
perhaps not so easily acquirable or that it iscoatmon on the TL's of these learners.

In sixth position, from the point of view of avaiidity, we have what we have called
"secondary simple + deictic" ie mostly Q-words ¥bvénon modal) + deictic pronoun,
eg Swedistva sa duwhat did you say) or Germavas ist dagwhat is that). There are
only 7 learners who use this type of expression@at them do so already from C1
which perhaps means that some forms of this tymxpfession are easy to acquire.

In seventh position, we have put "idioms", a catggehich seems easy to acquire but
which is mainly used by Swedish and English learard the availability of which
therefore seems highly TL dependent.

We have ranked "deictic-modal” and "deictic" asegaties eight and nine, e you
understand?, you knowénd deictic elements, ege?, ik?, moi? 9 learners use these
categories, 5 of whom use them from cycle 1. Gateten is "modals” which is used
by 4 learners, 3 of whom use it from cycle.1.
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The last category included is that of disjunctiohick, as an FBE, seems to be used
exclusively in Swedish and German.

FB giving (FBG)

We now turn to feedback giving. In table 6 we the most used categories of
FBG, in terms of number of learners and first ayolccurrences.

Table6 Most used givers (learners and first cyclic ocaures)
Learners From From From Judged
C1 Cc2 C3 learner
availability

1. Repetition 20 20 2
2. Primary simple

FB word 20 20 3
3. Combination of

simple FB 20 19 1 4
4, Reduplication

of simple FB 20 16 2 2 5
5. Deictic-Modal 18 11 3 4 6
6. Primary simple + 2 of

deict-anaph linking,

modal, idiom 18 11 3 4 7
7. Primary simple +

deictic 12 7 3 2 9
8. Idiom 11 7 3 1 8
9 Secondary simple + 2 of

deict. anaph, mod. idiom 7 4 3 11
10. SL 7 6 1 1
11. Reduplication + diect-anaph.,

modal, idiom 4 21 1 10

As we can see, the learners have a few types db&ek givers available already from
cycle 1. These types are SL items, repetition antdgry simple feedback words. We
find that out of these three types, SL items asglugry little. Their influence can more
often be seen in the use of TL items which arelambd SL items. Repetition is used by
all learners in all cycles, but there is a clearrdase from C1 to C3. The learners also
use more repetition than the controls, cf secti@®32 This indicates that repetition is
both available and very useful to beginning leankris used for showing participation
and contributing to the interaction as well aslé&arning new items. There are however
also, as we have seen, language specific influemtdise use of repetition for feedback
and we will come back to them below. The third yaVailable category, primary
simple feedback words, is, by far, the most frequartegory of all, containing 57-65%
of all feedback items. There is an increase of annsimple feedback from C1 to C3,
as the learner develops a wider repertoire of pynmigems for different feedback
functions.

We have judged the fourth most available categorypeé "combination of simple
feedback”. This category is also a very frequaitegory already in cycle 1 (cf Allwood
ed. 1988). Combinations seem to be frequently useall the languages, like the
categories above. They are useful to learners dsenseof hesitation and self correction
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(eg yes hmmand no ye$ and they are also part of the repertoire of sampgbeing
developed by the learners.

When we turn to the slightly less frequent categgrive find reduplication of simple
feedback, idioms and combinations of simple feeklwith deictic/anaphoric linking,
modal phrase or idiom. For all of these categones,see a difference from those
discussed above, in that they are not as freques#d in all the target languages. The
categories are generally available in all the talgeguages, but there is a tendency for
certain languages to favour use of certain categoiihis will be further discussed in
relation to the target languages below.

2.3.3 Repetitions as feedback

Repetition, as a means for feedback giving andtation, is important for second
language learners. We find repetitions of manyeddht linguistic structures and they
can have several functions (cf Allwood and Ahls&8d, Vion and Mittner 1986).
Repetition is a simple means of feedback givingherlearner who does not have many
other means of expression. In this function, itused by learners early in their
acquisition. By adding a questioning intonatiorthe repetition, the learner also has a
way of eliciting, eg to show non-understanding ek #&or clarification. All of these
functions of repetition are probably acceptablenwst languages, but they will be more
or less common. Some learners start out with mibeents to use repetition than other
learners, due to source language influence. Inralasi way, some learners will find
more support for their use of repetition in thegrlanguage than others. The use of
repetition in the different languages also hasdqubt in relation to the availability of
other types of feedback in both source and taayeiuages, as well as to factors like
learner characteristics and activity type.

The use of repetition as feedback was studied cvirays. The total amount and share
of repetition among the feedback units for theedmers in the 3 cycles was calculated
and used as a basis for a general overview. Irotresview are included both the set of
repetitions which are not simple feedback wordgnis, linkings or modal phrases and
repetitions belonging to each of the structurag¢gaties in the coding schema.

Let us first have a look at the number and thetixgashare of repetitions in the
feedback of the learners and the controls, cf téble

Table?7. Repetition - relative shares in relation to totamber of feedback units.
Total number for each individual is given in beats.
C1 c2 C3 C1-C3 C1-C3
(Pure repetitions
cat. 10 + 20)
Sw Fi  Mari 12(77) 5(94) 18(155) 6 -6
Leo 10(170) 5(130) 6(176) -4 -4
Sp Nora 6(65) 4(145) 5(83) -1 -4
Fernando 7(71) 4(97) 12(200) 5 7
Fr Sp Bernada 16(86) 14(65) 17(51) 1 -5
Alberto 36(55) 17(82) 14(56) -22 -36
Ar  Zahra 16(195) 13(261) 10(220) -6 -3
Abdelmalek 63(139) 28(109) 11(67) -42 -46
Du Ar  Fatima 58(195) 5(239) 5(282) -1
Mohammed 10(246) 4(299) 6(155) -4 -2
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Tu  Ergun 13(161) 17(151) 15(193) 2 2

Mahmut 30(252) 14(322) 13(296) -17 15
Ge Tu Cevdet 50(46) 17(58) 6(78) -44 -37
Ilhami 20 (41) 2(47) 6(64) -14 -14
It Marcello 69(49) 13(84) 6(83) -63 -49
Tino 50(67) 28(67) 11(112) -39 -27
Eng It Lavinia 69(26) 14(14) 2(41) -67 -32
Andrea 43(21) 10(59) 10(79) -33 -6
Pu  Ravinander 3(69) 6(89) 5(40) 2 3
Madan 33(86) 4(70) 14(123) -19 -5
Mean relative share 31 11 10
TL Controls: SL Controls
Sw Adam 7(81) SP Nora 7(91
Eva 12(60) Fi Mari 16(61)

Eng Martin 9(34)
Sheila 0(34)

Table 7 shows a generally high use of repetitidme Thean relative share of FBU is
10% or more in all cycles. The trend is clearestneplified by Alberto, Bernarda,

Abdelmalek, Zahra, Mahmut, Ergun, Tino, Andrea afeddan. Of these learners, all
except Bernarda and Ergun, show a decrease inubkeiof repetition from cycle 1 to

cycle 3, but still keep at a level over 10%. A @ase is also found for llhami, Cevdet,
Marcello and Lavinia, who show an initial high userepetition, but end up with less
than 10% of their feedback units being repetitioAs. increase use of repetition,
reaching 10% in cycle 3 is shown only by Fernandd &ari. A generally low use of

repetition (around 5% of the FBU) is found onlythee data from Nora, Fatima and
Ravinder. (The controls also have quite low shafespetition.)

A non-decreasing use (no change or very sligh) isdound for Fernando, Fatima,
Bernarda, Ergun and Ravinder.

Table 7, thus, shows a clear decrease in the nuafbepetitions used for feedback
from cycle 1 to cycle 3 for 14 of the 20 learnersd dor 17 of the 20 learners if

reformulations are left out and only pure repetisicalone or in combination with

simple feedback is included (the second of the @1eC3 columns in table 7). This

tendency is so clear that it can probably not beoaated for in terms of source

language influence. We can therefore on fairly sgfeunds assume that second
language learners use repetition as an especiallyipent type of feedback in early
stages. This is also supported by the low sharespetition for the controls.

Repetitions of the structural categories (01,02485, 06,11,12,13,14,15) turn out to
constitute only a marginal part of the data.

Another question is whether repetition is most usedeedback giving or for eliciting
purposes. This could vary between learners andultdcalso differ in importance
between languages. In table 8, we compare thedeswver 3 cycles with regard to
"pure feedback giving" and cases where repetitesldeen used with both a giving and
an eliciting function. We have used this classtfaa since the eliciting function can
also be seen as a way of giving feedback.
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Table8. Repetition used for pure FBG and for FGB/FBE datiree shares of the
total number of feedback units

Ci Cc2 C3 Ci1-C3
FBG FBG/ FBG FBG/ FBG FBG/ FBG FBG/
FBE FBE FBE FBE

Sw Fi  Mari 3 8 6 1 16 2 13 -6
Leo 3 7 2 2 6 1 3 -6

Sp Nora 6 0 2 2 5 0 -1 0
Fernando 7 0 4 0 10 3 3 3
Fr Sp Bernarda 13 3 12 1 18 0 5 -3
Alberto 36 0 13 4 14 0 -22 0

Ar  Zahra 13 4 11 2 6 4 -7 0
Abdelmalek 58 6 21 7 10 0 -48 -6

Du Ar Fatima 4 1 4 4 3 7 -1 6
Mohammed 3 7 2 2 3 3 0 -4

Tu  Ergun 5 8 9 9 6 9 1 1
Mahmut 11 19 9 6 8 5 --3 -14

Ge Tu Cevdet 46 4 17 0 6 0 -40 -4
IIhami 17 2 2 0 5 2 -12 0

It Marcello 43 27 8 11 6 0 -37 -27
Tino 39 12 27 1 11 0 -28 -12

Englt Lavinia 12 0 7 7 2 0 -10 0
Andrea 29 14 7 3 9 2 -20 -12

Pu Ravinander 1 1 4 1 5 0 4 -1
Madan 26 6 3 1 13 1 -13 -5
Mean relative share 19 6 9 3 8 2 10 -4

Table 8 shows that repetition used as feedbacknishes both in a "pure" giving
function and in an eliciting function. It furthem®ws that repetition to a greater extent is
used for "pure giving" than for elicitation.

In general, we might say that the decrease in tisgpetition as a means both for giving
and eliciting is connected with an increase inuke of simple primaries for the same
purpose. The majority of repetitions are connedtednderstanding problems. When
repetitions are no longer needed for solving thisl kof problems, they seem to be
substituted, in most cases, for simple primaridsiciv perhaps are more easily usable
when understanding problems diminish.

If we look at table 8, more in detall, it showsttfar 9 of the learners, including the
ltalian learners of German, the Arabic learnersFgnch and also Cevdet, Andrea,
Madan, Bernarda and Mahmut, both repetition usegdwe giving and repetition also
used for eliciting show a decrease from cycle tyde 3. For these learners the initial
use of repetition for pure giving could be causgdSh-influence or by a "learner
repetition strategy”. The repetitions used for mgyelicitation are likely to be more
"learner strategy" specific, even though SL-infloemnight play a role also here.

If we look at the development for pure feedbackngywe find that 13 of the learners
use less of this in cycle 3 than in cycle 1. Thidudes the SL-TL-pairs Italian-German,
Italian-English, Turkish- German, Arabic-French &mhnish-French and the individual
learners Madan, Mahmut and Fatima.

19



Repetitions used for giving/elicitation also showdecrease for 13 of the learners,
including the SL-TL-pairs Italian-German, Arabicelfch, Punjabi-English and Finnish-
Swedish, as well as Cevdet, Andrea, Bernarda, Malamd Mohamed. Learners who
show non-decreasing numbers of repetition fromecycto cycle 3 are much fewer. For
both functions, rising or even numbers are founty dor the two Spanish-Swedish
learners and for Ergun, a total of 3 learners.

A "no decrease" development for repetition for pteedback giving is found for 7
learners, the two Finnish-Swedish learners, the $panish-Swedish learners, Ergun,
Mohamed and Ravinder.

1.3.4 Feedback and activity type

Another issue which was to some extent investigetelde project concerns the relation
between activity types and the development of prynsample FB words. In table 9, the

relative shares of the structural categories haenlcalculated for the five activity

types scenario, interview, conversation, accompanybservation and lecture . The
shares for each activity type are not means osklages in single activities but sums of
the occurrences in all activities belonging to daie activity type, in a particular cycle,

calculated as a percentage of all FB items ocayirirthat activity and cycle.

As regards, the scenario, interview and convensdipes, they all show an increase in
the share of simple primaries. In the scenari@,type increase is from 60% to 71%
and occurs mainly between cycle 1 and cycle 2edinss to correspond directly to a
sharp decrease of repetitions, mainly categoryut@lso category 20. The share of the
other structural categories remains rather stabollea scenario type.

In the interview type, the increase of simple priesis from 57% to 67% but occurs,

in contrast to the scenario type, mainly betweetlec? and cycle 3. The increase of
simple primaries seems to be connected with a gaawe re-organization, more than

in other activity types, both of the repetitioneggdries 10 and 20, and of most of the
other categories (mainly categories 02, 03, 10,240,4, 13). The share of simple
primaries is lower than in the scenario type aredbnversation type, The reason for
this might be that in the interview type, speciigestions are put to the learners which
require answers containing more elaborated feedtheakin the other activities. Using

simple primaries is often not enough.

In the conversation type, there is a sharp increasgeen cycle 1 and cycle 2 and then
a slight decrease between cycle 2 and cycle 3: 58%6 - 73%. There is, thus, a wider
variation in the share of simple primaries betwegties, in the conversation type than
in the scenario and the interview types. In cyicend cycle 2, there are only 3 activities
of the conversation type, and this can be one redso the irregularity (cf the
discussion on the relation between activity typss ILU, FBU and FBW in part I). In
the conversation type, again, as in the scenape, tthe increase of primary simples
seems to be connected to the decrease of repstitioitially, when the learners are
more dependent on feedback giving, more vague,ifeatiired feedback, often in the
form of repetition, is needed. Later, the increatsimple primaries could imply that
the learners have developed new more specific ceatrenal skills.

The accompanying observation type shows a sharpeaee of simple primary FB
words: 75% - 62% - 45%. Unfortunately, there i$yame occurrence in cycle 2 and
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only 2 occurrences in cycle 3, which makes it Hargdveigh activity influence against
other factors.

Table9 Development of simple primary FB words, in relatidn other

structural categories in the five activity types

Simple FB Redupl, Repetition D/A Idiom Modal

1 2 11 3 12 10 20 21 4 13 5 14 6 15

Scenario
C1 600 40 41 33 04 134 74 07 11 10 12 8 0.06 21
c2 683 26 39 42 08 63 48 07 08 08 16 0.81.6 2.9
C3 707 39 50 25 03 56 45 07 05 10 12 0.70.7 25
C1-C3 +10.7 -0.1 +09 -08 -01 -78 -29 +0 -0.60 + +0 -0.1 +0.1 +0.4

Contr. 57.4 52 81 37 22 15 2.9 0 0.7 52 52 44 15 2.2

Interview

C1 56.2 28 6.8 35 05 129 8.5 3.8 1.2 0.9 0.7 0 0.9 0.9
C2 58.8 56 7.0 6.1 0.7 8.0 5.8 1.0 1.5 2.21.5 0.2 0.7 1.0
C3 66.6 2.8 6.2 3.1 0.8 7.3 3.7 0.6 25 5 2.23 0.6 0.3 0.8

C1-C3 +10.1 +0 -0.6 -04 +03 -56 -4.8 -3.2+1.3 +16 +1.6 +0.6 -0.6-0.1
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Convers.

C1 57.5 0 6.3 0. 60 13.1 144 0 2.5 0.6 0 0 3.1 1.9
Cc2 76.7 1.4 4.8 1.4 0.7 6.2 4.8 0 0 1.4 0 0 1.41.4
C3 72.5 05 44 1.9 0.7 56 5.8 0 1.6 3.2 0 0 2.8 1.2
Ci1-C3 +150 +05 -19 +13 +0.7 -75 -86 +0 0.9- +26 +0 +0 -0.3 -0.7
Contr 64.4 44 4.0 3.6 1.3 6.7 2.7 0.4 2.7 40 31 04 0.9 3.1
Acc.obs.
C1 75.3 0 8.3 4.1 0 6.2 0 0 0 0 2.1 1.0 2.11.0
Cc2 62.3 0 5.8 2.9 58 8.7 0 0 0 5.8 0 4.4 0 4.4
C3 44.6 1.8 5.4 5.4 0 5.4 3.6 0 0 125 8.9 3.8.6 5.4
ci-c3 -307 +18 -29 +13 +0 -0.8 +3.6 +0 +0+12.5 +6.8 +2.6 +15 +4.4
Lecture
Cc2 78.7 1.1 45 1.1 11 3.4 4.5 3.4 0 1.1 0 0 011
The number of occurrences of each activity type:
Scenario C1: 28 Conversation C1: 3 Lecture C2:

C2:28 C2: 3

C3:24 C3: 6

Controls: 8 Controls: 4

Interview Cl: 5 Acc. obs Cl: 4

c2: 7 c2: 1

C3: 8 C3: 2

The lecture type (cf section 2.2.2) also congjstih only one instance, contains 79%
simple primary FB words.

The control data available represent only the stenigpe (8 instances) and the
conversation type (4 instances). In both of thedevity types, the learners show an
unexpected development, compared to the contral dahey increase the difference to
the control data, instead of decreasing it as walavbave expected. There is, though, a
development towards the control data, as regaelsefation between the scenario type
and the conversation type. The control data showsensimple primaries in the
conversation type than in the scenario type. Ihtiadhe learners use more simple
primaries in the scenario type, but in cycle 3rehare more simple primaries in the
conversation type. Thus, in cycle 3, also the leashow more simple primaries in the
conversation type, even if the difference is natlaar in the learners as in the controls.

2.3.5 Discovering ssimple feedback systems
Since linguistic feedback is a fairly novel fieldenquiry, the behaviour of the learners
does not only reveal their discovery, acquisitiod a&reation of linguistic feedback

systems but, perhaps also, lets us as analystsvdissome of the feedback relevant
properties of the various source and target langgiayyolved. Consider table 10 below.
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Table 10 Structural FB categories

(Total mean % FB units, 20 learners)
Deictic/
Simple FB Redupl Repetition  Anaph. Idiom Modal

1 2 11 3 12 10 20 21 4 13 5 14 6 15

Sw Fi  Mari 69 4 10 2 6 2 1 1 2 2
Leo 67 1 4 8 3 4 2 3 4 4
Sp Nora 54 2 7 6 1 7 4 1 8 1 4 3 5
Fernando 77 2 5 2 1 2 4 2 1 2 1 1 1
Fr Sp Bernarda 49 12 8 10 4 9 3 3 1 1 1
Alberto 48 4 5 8 3 6 13 3 2 5 2
Ar Zahra 67 2 7 1 10 6 2 2 1 2 1
Abdelmalek 52 2 8 9 1 14 10 3 1
Du Ar Fatima 79 9 2 5 3 1 1 1 1
Mohamed 79 4 2 3 6 2 1 1 3
Tu Ergin 66 5 3 2 12 3 1 2 5
Mahmut 70 2 2 1 12 9 1 2
Ge Tu Cevdet 73 2 3 2 11 6 2 1
llhami 81 1 1 9 4 1 3
It Marcello 52 2 5 11 1 12 9 1 3 1 3
Tino 45 4 5 10 3 16 9 2 1 1 3 1 1 1
Eng It Lavinia 51 13 5 1 2 3 6 15 2 1 1
Andrea 42 5 7 1 7 7 4 1 1 10 1 3 10
Pu Ravinder 55 2 4 6 7 4 2 2 7 5 5 2
Madan 43 9 6 1 10 8 2 2 8 4 4 2
Total mean 61 3 6 4 1 8 6 1 1 23 1 1 2

Table 10 shows that learners, when grouped acaptdisource and target language, in
fact, do show some consistent similarities andedsfices. One way of bringing this out
is to rank order learners with regard to their shaof the different structural FB cate-
gories (in relation to their total number of FB tgi

Starting with primary simple FB words the followitigt can be made:

1. Arabic - Dutch, Turkish - German, Turkish - Dut¢innish - Swedish (Fatima
79, Mohamed 79, Cevdet 73, Ilhami 81, Ergin 66, idai70, Mari 69, Leo 67)

2. Spanish - Swedish, Arabic - French (Nora 54tn&edo 77; Zahra 67,
Abdelmalek 52)

3. Italian - German, lItalian - English, Punjabi ndlsh, Spanish - French
(Marcello 52, Tino 45; Lavinia 51, Andrea 42; Rad@n 55, Madan 43; Bernarda
49, Alberto 48).

The learners seem to fall into two groups, with 8panish learners of Swedish and the
Arabic learners of French occupying an intermedpaistion.

In the group with a high share of primary FB wonds, find all Turkish, all Finnish and
all learners of Dutch. Somewhat speculatively, ttosld be seen as an indication that
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the linguistic norms for feedback favor a higheteraf simple primary FB words in
Arabic, Turkish, Finnish, German, Dutch and Swedish

Correspondingly, and likewise speculatively, wenkhthat Italian, Spanish, Punjabi,
English and French tend toward a lower rate of Brppmary FB morphemes. The two
intermediate cases of Arabic - French and Span&hedish can thus be seen as a kind
of compromise between conflicting pressures. Thee g German is here interesting
since it seems to show that, at least, in the cals&s1o and Marcello the SL pattern is
stronger than the TL pattern. Whereas in the catésabic - French and Spanish -
Swedish, if our speculation is correct, Zahra amtaNstay with the SL pattern while
Abdelmalek and Fernando, to a greater extent atijubkie TL pattern.

Turning to category 2, secondary simples, the S$paleiarners of French, Bernarda and
Alberto, seem to have a larger share of this cayetfan other learners. Since this
category can be regarded as a kind of expansiocatggory 1 into lexically more
complex material, possibly the larger share of Albeand Bernarda can again be
explained by the typological closeness of SpanmehFfrench. Category 11 can then be
regarded as a further expansion of categories 12aitds used mostly by the Finnish,
Spanish, Arabic and Italian speaking informantsfave look at it from the point of the
target language, it is used mostly by the learaE&wedish, French and English.

Category 3 has been linked with category 12 sirutk mvolve reduplication. The rela-

tionship between the two categories can be regdikiedhe relationship between cate-
gories 1, 2 and 11, so that 12 is a kind of exmemnsf 3. Reduplication which should be
a universal mechanism seems however to be less mselde Turkish and Finnish

learners, two groups who both have an agglutinagmerce language. It seems to be
most used by the Spanish speaking learners of krand the Italian learners of

German, while the Spanish speaking learners of Biveahd the Italian learners of

English also use reduplication but to a lesserrgxteossibly, again there might be a
greater difference between Spanish - Swedish aaliarit - English patterns of

reduplication on the one hand, than between Spankench and Italian - German

patterns, on the other.

Categories 4 and 13 involve deictic/anaphoric higki These categories are tackled
particularly by the learners of Swedish but alsahmy learners of French and English.
They occur less among the learners of German abchDErom a source language point
of view, the categories occur mostly among the iBImnSpanish, Italian and Punjabi
speaking learners. At least, in the case of Swetltishoccurrence of this category is
motivated since, in Swedish, deictic/anaphoric iigkto a large extent replaces
repetition as a basic FB mechanism.

Categories 5 and 14 concern idioms used as feedbaelse categories play a major
role for the learners of English and a smaller rae the learners of German and
Swedish. This could partly be the result of theadsmpling procedures used in some
teams, eg. in the Paris data some initial and fsegjuences which include greetings
have been left out and in the English data maniyiaes are fairly short. But, in the
main, we think the results actually reflect tartpiguage norms. As any learner of
British English will know, idioms of politeness aextremely common, and our data
probably reflects the British TL norms.
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For feedback which involves modality (categorieartl 15), we see that also these
categories are most common among the learners glisin The categories are also
fairly common among the learners of Swedish anccBut

Finally, for feedback concerning repetition (categ® 10, 20, 21) we see that among
the target languages, this type of feedback is osest by the learners acquiring French
and Dutch. With regard to SL background, repetii®omost prevalent among learners
who have ltalian, Turkish, Punjabi and Arabic asree languages.

Going through table 10 has given us some idea at winuctural categories of feedback
the learners of the different target languages hawstly used. It is likely that their
employment of a specific category has been infladncfirstly, perhaps by the
dominance of the category in the target languagealso, secondly, by how prevalent
the category has been in the learners' own soargubge. The target language, so to
speak, provides a range of selectables out of wtiehlearner makes a selection. In
some cases, the selection is made with additioddransformations. In most cases, it is
made over time and under the influence of manyofactincluding prominently the
learners own source language.

Some more control data on the categories

Before we go on to examining the various specifitegories in greater detail, we will
attempt to enhance our picture of the possiblesgifices between the different source
and target languages described above, by takiogkadt how the available control data
corresponds to the learner data in table 11.

Table11 Controls: Mean total share of structural FB categor
(Total mean % FB units, 6 controls X 2 activijies

Simple FB Redup. Repetition Deictic/ Idiom Modal Abs
Anaphoric No.of FB
units

Structural
categories 1 2 1 3 12 10 20 21 4 13 5 14 6 15
Martin 65 9 3 3 3 6 3 3 6 34
Sheila 52 8 18 5 2 2 5 8 34
Adam 64 5 5 3 3 11 2 2 4 81
Eva 83 1 2 1 9 4 60
Mari 76 8 1 8 3 2 3 61
Nora 34 11 7 12 5 8 1 1 8 3 4 6 91
Mean
Total 62 5 7 3 2 3 3 2 4 4 3 1 2 361

In table 11 we give the mean total shares concgrtiie 14 structural categories of
feedback for the 6 controls. Each mean share isuleaéd over two activity
occurrences.
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The data indicate that the highest use of primampke FB words is made by the
Finnish and Swedish informants followed by the tamglish informants. The lowest
use of this category is made by Nora, the Spampshlsng informant. As for the other
types of feedback involving simple FB units as veallreduplications, we see that these
are mainly used by Martin and Sheila, the two Esfginformants, and by Nora. The
categories involving repetition are used mostly Mwartin, Mari and Nora. The
categories involving deictic/anaphoric linking areed mostly by Adam and Eva, the
Swedish informants, and the categories involvingnigs are used mostly by Martin,
Sheila and Nora. Nora is also the highest useraafahphrases in her SL recording.

Implications concerning SL and TL norms

In table 12, we summarize our observations on tar@ed source language
characteristics based both on learners” datadrendvailable control data (cf. Allwood
ed. 1988). We remind the reader that control dstanly available for Swedish,
English, Spanish and Finnish.

Table 12 Hypothesized feedback characteristics of targdtsamurce languages on
the basis of learner data and control data. tAbée is derived
from tables 10 and 11 above and tables 4.14 drtdid (Allwood ed. 1988).

Target languages
Swedish French Dutch German English
Learners Controls Learners Learners Learners eesrnControls

Primary simple FB 67 74 54 74 63 48 59
Secondary simple FB 9 3 12 6 7 12 19
Reduplication of simple FB 3 3 9 2 7 3 5
Simple FB + deictic/
anaphoric linking 4 11 3 1 1 3 2
Idioms 3 3 1 1 3 13 9
Modality 5 3 1 4 2 7 0
Repetition 11 4 20 13 20 14 6
FB giving 91 89 90 73 90 84 99
FB elicitation 9 11 10 27 10 16 1
Souce language

Finnish Spanish Arabic  Turkish Italian  Punjabi

Learners Control Learners Control Learners Learndrearners Learners

Primary simple FB 68 76 57 34 70 73 48 49
Secondary simple FB 10 8 11 18 9 5 11 5
Reduplication of simple FB 1 9 17 4 2 8 4

Simple FB + deictic/

anaphoric linking 3 3 5 2 2 1 3 2
Idioms 2 2 2 11 1 2 9 12
Modality 4 3 3 10 3 3 5 7
Repetition 12 9 14 8 15 14 18 17
FB giving 90 100 92 83 83 80 86 85
FB elicitation 10 8 17 17 20 14 15

The comparison of learner and control data confitmescentral role of feedback giving,
chiefly through simple primary FB and deictic anapb linking in Swedish. However,
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it shows a discrepancy between learners and ceniridh regard to repetition and use
of secondary simples. The greater share of repeti probably due to a combination
of learners needs and SL influence while the diffiee with regard to secondary
simples is mainly SL influence from Spanish.

For English, the comparison of learners and cordedh confirms the role of idioms
while it gives primary simples and secondary siragestronger position than is to be
expected from the learner data which, in fact, etsvith independent observations of
the English FB system. The learners use more mexialessions than the controls.
Possibly this is due to SL influence. The controis;omparison to the learners, use FB
more in a giving than in an eliciting function, Whithe learners use more repetition.
This might be explained by the learners” greatedsdor repetition and eliciting FB.

When it comes to the two SL controls, the comparigoless meaningful since the
learner data here, only indirectly, through a higests about SL influence, reflect the
SL norms. The role of FB giving through simplenpary FB is, however, supported for
Finnish. The table also suggests that linking thlhouwepetition rather than through
deictic, anaphoric means, plays a larger role mish than Swedish. For Spanish,
primary simples play a lesser role while the rdlesexondary simple FB, reduplication,
idioms and modality is more important. The tabletiHer suggests that deictic,
anaphoric linking and the prevalence of feedbaekngiis an influence of Swedish,
while the use of repetition and the prevalencelioiti|ag FB is both a characteristic of
Spanish and a characteristic of the learning stnat

Tables 11 and 12, although quantitatively very ffisient, provides an indication of
some of the ways in which the source and targejuages under consideration can
differ. The indications are compatible with the dgstive material we have available
on the feedback system in different source anctdagmguages.

However, the reader is reminded that these degmgpsuffer from a problem which to
a greater or lesser extent is valid for most dptions of spoken language phenomena.
There is both a lack of thorough studies and a ¢dadonsensus about which theoretical
framework to use. The range of phenomena which wee h&re calling linguistic
feedback mechanisms suffers from both of thesesladkhat we have to say about SL
and TL norms for linguistic feedback must therefoeeregarded as extremely tentative.

Some SL and TL background on ssimple FB words

Since simple primary FB makes up the most used &Bgory in all the languages
considered, having a mean relative share of mae 89% of all FB, cf table 10, we
want to give the reader some feeling for these kB words in target and source
languages and so present some of the relevant Wwelow.

Target languages

Dutch Givers: hela, ja, jawel, nee, nou, okee, zo
Elicitors: he?, hoor, wat?, welk?
English: Givers: ah, mhm, mm, no, oh, ok, pleasayy, ugh, uhuh,
well, ya, yeah, yes
Elicitors: eh, right, (potentially, most giverstivquestion
intonation)
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French: Givers: ah, eh, he, hein, mm, mhm, non, ok&is, oui, Si

Elicitors: combien, comment, et?, hein, no, oydurquoi, qui,
guois, voila
German: Givers: achja, achso, aja, ah, aha, ddsth, ja, mhm, naja, ne,
nein, oh, okay
Elicitors: ne, nicht, wann, warum, was, wenn,,Weofur
Swedish: Givers: a, ah, aj, e, ha, ja, ja (®hao, jo (inhale), mm, n,

nej, nja, na, na (inhale), o, oa, o}, &, 6
(all a-sounds may be realized with two
different qualities [ ] and [a])

Elicitors: va, na, eller, val, la, vem, vad, huadr, var, vilken,
visst (potentially, at least, some givers with
question intonation)

Sour ce languages

Arabic: Givers: ah*, eh, ehi, ih, le, mm, okee, 8haa, ahaza,
(Tunisian 0j*, smack
Source) Elicitors: ehoa
(Algerian) Givers: ih, la, mmh, oke, saha, wah, &
Finnish: Givers: ahaa, ei, ja, joo, juu, kylla, mmin
(ei, ja, joo, juu, niin possible with inhaling)
Elicitors: h&, mit&, vai, joo/ko, niin/kd
(potentially, some givers with question intonajio
Italian: Givers: ah, mhm, mm, oh, si, uhuh
Elicitors: bene?, beh?, che?, chi?, come?, da®yereh?, no?,

quale?, sicuro?,
(potentially, most givers with question intonafio

Punjabi: Givers: ha, dzi, mh
Elicitors: he?, ki, mh?
Spanish: Givers: ah, mm, no, oh, si
Elicitors: eh, no
Turkish: Givers: evet, he, ha, hayir, yok, vanegy
oyledir
Elicitors: mi, nasil?, ne?

As has already been mentioned the amount of avmilaiformation varies from
language to language. In some cases our infornevis mentioned that Q-words and
most "givers" with question intonation potentiadlgn function as "elicitors". In some
cases they have not. We believe, until counteresdd has been presented, that this
probably is true for all the languages consideAdso, the line of demarcation between
what, on functional grounds, should be considenegble primary FB words and what
should be considered secondary FB words has natdesyzed thoroughly enough for
every language to avoid a certain amount of awniiteas, in the way the words have
been classified.

* We use & to denote a half-open anterior vowelatmddenote a rounded half-closed anterior vowel.
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Bearing in mind the problems mentioned, we stilbb&ohat the data provided, can help
to give some idea of the range of variation whigists between different source and
target languages with regard to what we have caltedary simple FB words.

Thekernel of primary smple FB

If we observe the primaries in different SL-TL gawe find that 3 to 5 basic word types
cover 62-98% of all primaries which in turn meaonsering 37-71% of all FB units.

A comparison with the available control materiabwhk a slightly greater variation in
word types for the controls but fundamentally thetyye is the same. A small number
of primary word types with phonological, prosodimorphological and structural
elaboration go a long way both for learners arst fanguage speakers when it comes to
feedback. The difficulties for the learners is tojaire the right basic word types and the
right connections between context, function andnolhmgical, prosodic, morphological
and structural elaboration.

Table10.1 Basic primary word types used by learners in dafer target
languages (% primaries, % FBU)

Basic primary word types % primaries % FBU

Swedish 3 ja (a, ja, a), mm, nej 62 45
French 4 euh, hm, non, oui, (ouais) 82 44
Dutch 4 he, hm, ja, nee 98 71

ja alone 71 51
German 5 ah (ach), ja (ahja, aja), mhm,

nein (ne), okay 88 56
English 5 er, mm (mhm, mh), no, okay,

yes (yeah) 78 37

2.4 Conclusions

What possibilities of acquisition are there in @aiion, where one simultaneously has
to learn and communicate whilst achieving other momicative and
noncommunicative goals, in relation to target laaggi speakers who can be more or
less understanding, friendly, helpful or dominalitthe enterprise is to be successful,
the means for acquisition must be such that theybmh fit into normal patterns of
communication and yet allow a flexible accommodatio both acquisitional and non-
acquisitional goals as well as to different typesterlocutors.

We can characterize the TL communication of allyelanguage learners as being
governed by the following two principles:

1. Kajsa Warg's principle: "Use what you have g&'the learner should fall back

on what he intuitively senses might be generalzadd whatever else (like
knowledge of parts of TL or other languages) hekhimight be relevant.
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2. The maximization principle (or the principlerabximal use of minimal means):
"Maximally use what you have got".

We believe that the ways in which the learnersestite problem of "how to learn while
communicating” is a matter of applying a kind aftliitive rationality" to the conditions
of communication as they vary with different circgstances. It is here that the
phenomenon of "linguistic feedback” enters theys&t We have used this name to
stand for the ways in which different languagesehdeveloped means to ensure that
basic functions of communication (like contact, gegtion, understanding and
attitudinal reactions to content and interlocutceh be taken care of , and we believe
that these ways not only are a requirement for abooemmunication and an entrance to
communication in a particular language but also ameinstrument for language
acquisition.

Both normal communication and language acquistt@uire contact, perhaps extended
contact, between interlocutors (in the special adsacquisition, between learner and
TLS). Both also require correct perception and ustdeding and both require

expression of attitude and emotion. One could kay language acquisition requires
from interaction more or less the same things asmabcommunication but in addition

some more. For example, giving and eliciting fee#tbabout the fit between basic

communicative functions and achieved result, isdadein normal communication but

is clearly needed even more in language acquisition

The feedback mechanisms of a language are theréfone a rational point of view, a
functionally suitable place to find instrumentslafguage acquisition which are such
that they can, simultaneously, flexibly, be pubinse in normal communication. This,
in turn, requires that the language specific traitthe feedback mechanisms be learned.
This has given our study its two primary foci:

(1) how learners use linguistic feedback mechanisass an instrument of
(spontaneous) language acquisition (not reportedhdhis chapter cf Allwood
(ed) 1988)

(i) how learners acquire the forms and functiofghe linguistic feedback system
of a particular target language (partially reporvedn this chapter).

On the basis of the data we have presented incttapter and some data which for
reasons of space has not been presented, the iftjiosiaims can be made (for an
explanation of the abbreviations, see section 2.3.1

(1) There is a high and constant need for feedli@ckoth learners and controls.
This is reflected in a high FBU score for both grewand in the fact that the
FBU share only shows a slight decrease for theéarover the 3 cycles.

(2) Although there is always a need for feedbdutd is a special need for it in
early adult language acquisition. This is suppolkedhe higher FBU and FBW
scores among learners than among controls andebfath that the FBW score
shows a clear decrease over cycles while the FBiJstaows a slight decrease.

(3) A large part of the initial prevalence foeflback expressions among language
learners consists of single FB expressions, useltifametionally or for pure
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(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

giving, which subsequently decrease over cycless iEhsupported by the data
on decrease in FBW and the data on the decreasegbés, in general, and more
particularly by the data on the decrease of singtesarriers of "pure giving" or
of ambiguous "giving/eliciting”.

We assume that a significant part of learring/ to handle feedback signalling
in a new language is to learn to structurally posithe feedback expressions in
a larger utterance. The data then indicate thady oycles, there are changes in
this respect and that most learners seem to un@epgocess whereby single FB
expressions decrease in favor of FB expressionsitial utterance position.
There is also a smaller increase in final utteraposition and an almost
negligible increase in medial position. All the ngas go in the direction of the
patterns used by the TL controls which indicates the are probably dealing
with acquisition and not with some more random fafnconcatenation.

From a functional point of view the learnés®ve to learn both to "give" and
"elicit" feedback. There is evidence for a procesgunctional differentiation
taking place in this direction, since the majodfythe learners exhibit a decrease
in the share of the ambiguous category FBG/FBE foyuole 1 to cycle 3. This
decrease for a majority of the learners concemngles and corresponds to a
raise in the share of either "pure givers", mostliyinitial position or "pure
elicitors”, mostly in final position.

With regard to the two primary FB functionkgiving and eliciting, we find
that "giving" is a great deal more common thancietig". 85% of all learners'
FB units and 92% of all controls’ FB units are usedwhat we have called
"pure giving". When it comes to the developmenttloé two functions the
learners can be divided into 3 groups: (i) theip@dnt observers - 6 learners
who increase their "pure giving" and decrease thgure eliciting”, (ii) the
"participant activators” - 5 learners who incredlseir "pure elicitation” and
decrease their "pure giving" and (iii) the "pag@nts” - 9 learners who either
increase or decrease both "pure giving" and "plicgagion”, or who increase or
decrease one of the categories without changingtties.

There are several signs of an acquisitiorcgse with regard to feedback, ie. the
decrease in FBW, the functional differentiationgdfing and eliciting and the
concurrent decrease of singles leading to an iategr of FB signals into more
complex utterances. These signs are parallelednbin@ease in MLU for a
majority of the learners. This could show that flearners' acquisition of
appropriate means for feedback is connected witlhoee general development
of the means a learner has at his/her disposaldiastructing utterances with a
contextually sufficient level of syntactic, semardind pragmatic cohesion.

The data considered so far does not givecar evidence for direct influence
from SL or TL. Perhaps the quick progress of théinL&merican Spanish
speaking learners of French, Alberto and Bernasdayidence that typological
closeness between two languages facilitates at'sasdafuisition of an adequate
feedback system. There is some evidence based dh FHBW and FBU that
sex/gender might play a role for the speed of attom. But since, in our data,
sex/gender is systematically confounded with SL Bhdlifferences, no definite
statement can be made. Similarly, no clear resolt€erning activity influence
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could be obtained using MLU, FBW and FBU and thesitin into external and
internal activities described in chapter 2.

(9) When we divide the activities into scenarigpd, interview type and
conversation type (instead of internal and ext@rnaé find that the scenario
type activities (ie role plays with a strict scanpare characterized by relatively
high and stable FBU and FBW scores, whereas in ititerviews and
conversations both FBU and FBW show a clear deereasr the cycles. This is
compatible with the hypothesis that different atyivtypes have different
requirements with respect to feedback. In partigutaseems that the scenario
type, given the roles of the informants, requiresrenfeedback than the other
activity types. This is further supported by thetfdnat in scenario type activities
the TL controls have FBU and FBW scores which adiigh as those of the
learners. In conversations, on the other handcahérols have much lower FBU
and FBW scores than the learners, and it may therdfe assumed that the
learners® decrease in FBU and FBW here represeatgsedopment towards the
TL norm and that the high scores in cycle 1 depandhis activity type, but not
in the scenario type - on factors which are paldicto the learner situation.

25 Wheredowego from here? - Perspectivesfor further research

This chapter has presented a study, which has mplthe intersection of three
comparatively novel approaches and/or areas ofilstig enquiry:

(1) linguistic feedback processes and
(i) spontaneous adult language acquisition,gisin
(i)  acombination of experimental and naturatishethodological approaches.

The fact that all of the three intersecting arggsf@aches are novel, means that our
enquiry can be regarded as a contribution to thedation of a kind of enquiries into
both linguistic interaction and language acquisitibat we think will prove to become
increasingly relevant for our understanding of lirsgic communication. To be
somewhat more specific, we think that it would bteiiesting to continue work in the
following directions:

(1) Better descriptions of the FB systems in d#f& languages: Since FB, as it is
defined and characterized in this volume, is a hdwdd of enquiry, more
thorough and complete descriptions from as manguages as possible is
needed as a background for acquisition studiesh Slescriptions would also
have a value independently of acquisition studissa contribution to a better
understanding of spoken interaction in natural lenag.

(i)  Better descriptions of how the FB systemrétated to other major structural
aspects of spoken language: In the text we havengseveral examples and
brief descriptions of how FB mechanisms are reldatedfor example, deixis,
anaphoric relations and modality. It would be valeao obtain more complete
descriptions of such interdependence between gtalcspects in an increased
number of languages. Studies of this type haveesaiabinterest as a background
for investigations of language acquisition, sinteyt would be an aid to
understanding how and when a learner can functioraid/or structurally
generalize from one type of structure or functiommnother.
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(iii)

(iv)

v)

One might here add that we need a better unddiataof the relations between
FB and other interaction management (IAM) devicespoken language, such
as turntaking and sequencing, and an understarairfigpw such interaction
devices in turn interact with Own Communication Mgement (OCM),
phenomena such as hesitation and self correctmhwéth devices for producing
foregrounded main messages (MM) (roughly thoséspafran utterance which
are used to convey information about some exteomt , cf Allwood, Nivre
and Ahlsén, 1988) . These three, IAM, OCM and Mddild be said to be three
main types of functional structuring for spokendgaage. Our study has dealt
with FB, an aspect of IAM and, to some extent, w2iEM, (although not
reported on in this chapter), but it does not de#h how FB and OCM are
functionally and structurally integrated with eaather, and with MM. It is likely
that an wunderstanding of the structural and funelio acquisitional
generalizations that a learner makes also requaresunderstanding of this
broader picture.

Descriptions of the use of body movements amdsody for FB functions in
communication and acquisition:

Due to lack of time and resources, we were notle &b start any serious
exploration of how prosody and body movements aedun conjunction with
spoken morphological and syntactic means to givkedioit FB. We believe that
this is a serious lack in our description, bothfrthe point of view of communi-
cation studies and acquisition studies. It showdhaps be pointed out that
studies of this kind are much needed for spokeguage in general, but that
there are two serious obstacles to success; () ¢ogts, in terms of money and
resources and (ii) lack of a workable and clearceptual framework, in which
to integrate body movement and prosody with spokesrphological and
syntactic means. We can only hope that such a fkamkewill be forthcoming.

Better analysis of the functions of FB:

For various reasons, we were not in the studye &blo as deeply into a func-
tional analysis of FB as we had originally intend¥de have only started to
explore the functional aspects of FB, cf .Allwoed 1988. We believe that the
best way to conduct such studies would be to us®rdbination of a structurally
oriented analysis with an in-depth interpretatioatextual analysis.

Better analysis of the causal dynamics undeglyi acquisition (and
communicative interaction):

More conceptual work is needed in order to obsamodel of language acquisi-
tion which allows for a) interaction between causa&ktors, b) interdependence
of causes and effects, and c) dynamically changileyance of causes.

A conceptual model is needed, which allows fothsdgnamics, interdependence
and multidimensionality of both causes and effactd which is at the same time

as simple and perspicuous as possible. It is drtheimodel possesses the latter
qualities that it will, in the long run, be of widese in language acquisition

research.
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(vi) Combination of methods:

As a result of this study, one might say that weehbeen reinforced in our belief
that a combination of methods is required in adjors studies and in studies of
linguistic communication in general.

A combination of methods which we believe will weo fruitful could be
characterized as a combination of "the deep" wiitle 'superficial". By this we
mean a combination of an in depth case study withoas-sectional study. The
case study should have a smaller number of leagrpessibly smaller than in the
present study. Perhaps the number should be aad®wor 3 learners. However,
the data from these learners should be subjectes ttoorough investigation,
combining an atomistic analysis of specific aspéstech as the FB system or
temporal reference) with a more holistic analysiegrating the various aspects
with each other. At the same time, a tentative tional and causal analysis
should be carried as far as possible.

The in-depth study should be carried out first &edcombined with a more
superficial cross-sectional study of a far larggmber of learners, performing
specific tasks which have been designed to testemiions which have seemed
especially interesting in the in-depth study. listivay, we hope it might be
possible to combine the best of the world of thglointerpretative linguistic

analysis with the world of statistically valid regentativity. We further believe
that such a combination of two fairly different, tbhiopically linked, studies

would perhaps reach further than a study whichhgite more of a compromise
(like the present one) between the two approaches.
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