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Abstract

The focus of this study is the use of communication strategies in teacher talk in ESL/EFL
classrooms. Communication strategies consist of adjustments made by speakers to the
formulation of their talk in order to facilitate communication, and these are clearly a
potentially important aspect of teacher talk. Limiting communication strategies to those
adaptations evident in the details of the interaction, the study uses a mixed method design to
investigates firstly the type and frequency of communication strategies and their patterns of
relationship across teachers grouped in terms of language background and teaching
institution; and secondly the type and frequency of strategy use 1n relation to the focus of talk
across the different phases of a standard lesson. The participants were three native speaker
and six non-native speaker teachers, across three different ESL/EFL instructional settings.
The data consist of a total of twenty seven recordings, made up of three lessons with each

teacher.

The study reports results from three phases of analysis. The categorisation phase leads to an
operational definition of communication strategies which integrates conversational
modifications with lexical-compensatory strategies. The quantification phase of the analysis
shows that the two types of strategy occur with different frequencies and functions. No
important differences were found between NS and NNS teachers. However, significant task-
related differences were detected. Finally a case study of three teachers revealed a
relationship between the focus of talk and the incidence of communication strategies across
the phases of the analysed lesson. The implications of these results are firstly that
communication strategies are indeed a central element of teacher talk; secondly, that lexical-
compensatory strategies and meaning negotiation strategies both contribute significantly to
the construct; thirdly, that their use is important for both native speaker and non-native
speaker teachers; fourthly, that they are used with significantly different frequencies and
functions; and finally, that their use 1s influenced by teaching focus and activity type. It is also
likely to be affected by factors such as teaching style. The thesis argues that, on the basis of
the findings, further research into the use of communication strategies in teacher talk could

make a significant contribution to teacher education.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Focus of the study

Since the 1970°s (Sinclair & Coulthard 1975) teacher talk has been of considerable interest in
understanding and attempting to develop second language teaching. Its importance has been seen
partly because of its potential role as a source of L2 input, and partly as a key interactional
constituent of the language learning context. The implications are of interest generally in
contemporary language teaching, and of course for teacher education and teacher development. This
interest 1s motivated by the growing recognition of the role of teacher talk in determining the
patterns of interaction and 1n effect the leaming opportunities provided for the learners. The

consensus 1§ that through the investigation of teacher talk and classroom interaction we can come to

a better understanding of the teaching learning process.

Teacher talk has normally been seen in terms of features such as types of teacher questions, amount
of turns, potential interaction patterns, and teachers’ correction types. All these elements are
important for the development of language pedagogy. Little attention, however, has been paid to
what 1s potentially a very significant aspect of teacher talk, that i1s communication strategies (CSs).
CSs are simply defined as the adjustments speakers make to the expression of their message in
order to achieve communication. It i1s a little surprising that they have not been studied in teacher
talk. This 1s partly because CSs imply adjustments which teachers clearly must make — something
more than the minimum necessary for meaningful communication to take place. Teacher talk —
indeed normal talk - can’t possibly be minimal. However, CSs are seen as particularly important in
contexts where the speaker or listener lack shared means of understanding. Typically, second
language teaching involves teachers in adjusting their talk in the second language so that their
learners can understand them. This implies flexibility in communication which may help learners
to enter the discourse and remain involved in its progression. In addition CSs are also important
because many language teachers are themselves second language speakers. CSs then are central for
three main reasons: as a support to facilitate the understanding of the second language learner; as a
resource to help the second language speaking teacher; and fundamentally a resource used by all

communicators 1n natural language use.

We cannot assume communication to occur unless mutual understanding between the speaker and
the hearer is established. Understanding is seen as an interactive process which requires a certain

level of participation and understanding from both participants. They need to demonstrate their



CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

understanding across turns at talk especially when problems of understanding require them to exert
extra efforts over the clarification process. The problematic moments provide a window through
which the interactive process of establishing mutual understanding can more transparently be
observed and investigated (see Taylor 1986 and Bremer et al. 1996 for a model of communication
which incorporates understanding as an integral part of the interactive process; and Gass and

Varonis 1991 for the application of a similar model in studies on SLA).

In handling communication problems, teachers - like any speaker - are probably constantly planning
ahead, making on-line adjustments and monitoring or responding to problems as they become
manifest. The adjustments involve the use of devices which have so far been the focus of two
strands of research; the study of CSs used by learners to compensate for their linguistic problems in
production, and the study of the discourse level interactional adjustments made by native speakers
to negotiate their understanding of the learners’ utterances. The former have been widely associated
with the concept ot CSs; this thesis aims to extend that concept to the latter phenomenon as well.
Focusing on both the teacher’s and not-yet-proficient students’ efforts to establish mutual
communication, the study intends to identify and describe the CSs used by teachers as pre-emptive
measures to avoid communication problems, as post hoc measures to deal with problems which

have already occurred, and as conversational maintenance measures to sustain conversation.

The use of CSs 1s assumed to consist of adjustments to the speaker’s message, aimed at ensuring
communication. This means avoiding communication problems by anticipating, monitoring and
responding. These processes are initially focused on the speakers’ own problems in ensuring the
interlocutor’s understanding. However, the same processes are also involved in the speaker’s eftorts
to adjust the formulation of the interlocutor’s meaning. In other words, the adjustments might mean
for the speakers to help their interlocutors with their wording, and helping their comprehension by
making timely and appropriate adjustments. To do this, they also make use of checking procedures,
and repairing problems of talk through seeking clarifications and offering interpretation of the

interlocutor’s intended meaning,

The investigation of the teachers’ use of CSs as signs of adaptation to the communicative needs of
the students is informed by the interactional definition of CSs which views this phenomenon as ‘the
mutual attempts of two interlocutors to agree on a meaning in situations where the requisite
meaning structures do not seem to be shared’ (Tarone 1980:420). This definition has been useful in

locating CSs in the context of interactive talk and highlighting their role as tools used by
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interlocutors in a joint negotiation of meaning to reach agreement on the communicative goals of
interaction. We will demonstrate that an interactive approach has the capacity to cast light on the
communicative/pedagogic aspects of teacher-student interaction including aspects which are not
necessarily problematic in the sense of minimal meaning communication. In outlining what an
Interactive approach involves, our main intention is to contribute to the development of a

conceptual analytic framework for the study of certain aspects of teacher talk which have so far

been neglected. In so doing, we will also try to provide an impetus for the advancement of CSs

research in instructional settings.

It 1s arguable that so far interactive approaches do not adequately deal with the pedagogically-

oriented classroom interaction. One reason may be that CSs research still investigates adjustments
from the learner side. The investigation of adjustments from the native speaker’s side is the
province of negotiated input framework which has focused on the role of conversational
modifications as a learner resource. No attempt has yet been made to investigate meaning
negotiation from the point of view of both the learner and the native speaker. A second reason may
be the nature of pedagogic interaction with its overwhelming emphasis on transactional
communication. The current interactive approaches are informed by the divergent research agenda
of the psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic traditions reflecting the divide between the cognitive and
social aspects of interaction. Pedagogic interaction can be seen as an interface between the
cognitive and social aspects of interaction. In chapter 2, the argument is developed that as the
interactive phenomena in pedagogic interaction span the cognitive social domains, neither a pure
psycholinguistic nor a pure sociolinguistic approach would succeed in uncovering the dynamics of

this type of discourse.

The context of this study is the language classroom under normal circumstances. The use of
naturalistic data and the study of CSs as integral elements of interaction raised certain
methodological issues which are discussed in chapter 3. The methodology selected for this study
represents a compromise between the demands of external and internal validity. Consistent with the
case study design, the sample size is limited to allow a more detailed analysis of the data. The cases
are located in three different settings and the observations are extended over three sessions for each
case. Given the diversity of the settings in terms of curricular arrangements and the teachers’
language background (native and non-native speaker teachers), the patterns identified in the data
could more confidently be taken as representative of the data settings. The steps taken to achieve a

reasonable level of internal validity encompass first the establishment of the reliability of the
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observations, second the 1dentification of patterns in the use of CSs through quantification of the

categories of analysis, and finally a criterion-related microanalysis relating the patterns of strategy

use to some aspects of teachers’ verbal behaviour for which empirical evidence has already been

established 1n the field.

A further aspect of the methodology can be seen in relation to the procedures followed in the

identification and description of the categories of teachers’ CSs. By definition, CSs are at the centre

of interaction; therefore, their identification requires methods and procedures of the analysis of
discourse over utterances, exchanges, and sequences. What makes these procedures more crucial in
the 1dentification process 1s the different functions that CSs perform in classroom interaction. The
issue of functions brings in the consequences of the strategy use in terms of their effect on the
interlocutor, and this inevitably demands close consideration of the students’ responses or reactions

to the strategies used by teachers. The different types of teachers’ CSs and their various functions

are laid out in chapter 4.

1.2 Research aims

Our purpose is to investigate the use of CSs in teacher talk in second and foreign language contexts.
We are specifically interested in finding out the types of strategies, their forms, their functions in
the above-mentioned contexts, and their use by NS and NNS teachers. We will also investigate the
use of strategies in relation to different institutional contexts and in different phases of a lesson. Our
assumption 1is that the institutions in terms of the type of teaching materials and teaching-learning
procedures that they favour have an impact on the patterns of interaction and in etfect on the
frequency and type of the strategies used by teachers. This assumption is supported by the study of
repair in classroom settings which according to Kasper (1985: 202) is influenced by ‘the socio-
interactional constraints exerted by the school as an institution, by the goals teachers and pupils are
supposed to achieve, and by the resulting actional and interactional patterns’. We further assume
that the type of language used by the teacher is influenced by the pedagogic aims of the activities
conducted in different phases of a lesson. We consider classroom discourse as a continuum along
which interaction is characterised by features which might bring it closer either to naturalistic or
pedagogic discourse (see Kramsch 1985). In fluency-based activities, the language assumes more
features in common with naturalistic discourse. Meanwhile, in accuracy-based activities, the
features of pedagogic discourse are likely to prevail. The assumption is that these differences in the
type of language used would again have an influence on the type and frequency of the CSs used by

teachers. The overall aim is to study teacher talk in terms of the communicative adjustments
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teachers make 1n order to promote in-class communication. In this sense, teacher talk is viewed as a

locus of constant interactive work.

1.3 Rationale

As acquiring communicative competence in a foreign or second language involves engaging in
conversation, it 1s important to know what types of interaction and discourse processes underlie
conversation and to what extent the classroom context can afford the interaction type and discourse
processes which are conducive to learning and acquisition. The controversy surrounding the nature
of the relationship between classroom interaction and ‘natural conversation’ raises the question
whether classroom discourse 1s a replica of natural conversation or it i1s a type of institutional
discourse with unique features not shared with natural conversation. The former view, which 1s
suggested by the CLT paradigm, sees traditional patterns of interaction in L2 classrooms
counterproductive and advocates practices which might enhance natural conversation in this setting.
(for an account of this view see Nunan 1987, and Kumaravadivelu 1993). In contrast, there are
researchers who argue that the recommendations made based on the first view are unrealistic and
unattainable since there are fundamental differences between these two types of discourse (c.1.
Seedhouse 1996, Van Lier 1988, Cullen 1998). The view developed in this study which considers
natural conversation as the basic form of discourse from which the institutional discourse types are
derived (for a detailed account of this view see chapter 2 section 2.7) 1s deemed to contribute to our

better understanding of the teaching processes, and the processes which underlie the students’

learning of the TL.

Central to the characterisation of the interaction and discourse processes is the fact that mutual
understanding as the object of these processes is fraught with difficulties and that the examination
of the difficulties and the adjustments that interlocutors make to resolve them is an important step
toward achieving a reasonable account of the understanding process. The description of the process
of adjustments to achieve mutual understanding is assumed to contribute significantly to the
practical business of L2 language teaching. It is also assumed to contribute to the current debate in
the literature about the role of input in SLA and the different ways through which input 1s made
comprehensible (Hatch 1983; Larsen-Freeman 1979; Krashen 1980; Long 1983a, Swain 1985

among others).

The description of the different aspects of classroom processes assumes more importance when we

take notice of the fact that teachers who espouse to communicative language teaching are kept in



CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

the dark about the verbal processes of a communicatively-oriented classroom. As Van Lier
(1988:72-73) notes, the lack of clarity and precision in communicative teaching and learning has
increased the teachers’ need to acquaint themselves with knowledge and understanding of
classroom processes and of human interaction in general. The study of the strategic use of language

for communicative/pedagogic purposes can shed light on this interesting aspect of teacher talk

which can be of direct interest to this group of teachers.

Adopting an interactive perspective in studying CSs in teacher talk, we set out to examine the
negotiation work between the teacher and the students and the constant restructuring of input and
output that takes place as a result of their adaptations. The methodological framework developed for
this purpose 1s intended to contribute to the study of teacher talk by enabling us to look at both
sides’ contributions. The study of input modifications in teacher talk has focused on one side’s
contributions without being able to show the antecedent verbal behaviour which elicited the
modifications and their effect on the learners’ contributions. As mentioned by Faerch and Kasper
(1986: 262) 1n these studies ‘the learner is seen as a passive recipient, rather than as one actively
involved 1n the process of establishing communicative meaning’. The negotiated input framework
looks at both sides of interaction to capture the negotiation of meaning which is going on between
them. However, as Aston (1986:138) argues since interactional modifications can be used in
contexts where trouble 1s neither present nor imminent; it is hard to account for understanding on
the basis of their frequency in interaction unless we are able to show their consequences in the
learners’ verbal behaviour. As CSs are defined in terms of their functions as reflected by the local
interpretation of turn-by-turn utterances, they are assumed to be more efficient indicators of the

interlocutors’ attempts to reach mutual understanding.

Furthermore, given that the interactive framework of CSs 1s still not fully developed and there are
controversies over the form and function of categories of CSs in the current typologies, the present
study has instghtful methodological and conceptual implications for the field of interlanguage CSs.
In an attempt to account for both interlocutors’ attempts to agree on a meaning, we have integrated
meaning negotiation into the concept of CSs. This has led to an extension of the current categories
of CSs, as alternative meaning structures, to meaning negotiation devices which modify the
structure of discourse. Focusing on the function of CSs in meaning negotiation, we have been able
to show the impact of proficiency differential on the type, form, and functions of CSs as an
indication of the different degrees of responsibility taken up by the teacher and the students in the
process of negotiation of an agreement on meaning. The differences also reflect the pedagogic

orientation ot classroom interaction, which entitles the teacher to integrate instruction with
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communication. The implication 1s that CSs used by teachers play a pedagogic role which indicates

the impact of context on the forms and functions of CSs.

By virtue of revealing how native speaker and non-native speaker teachers deal with problems of
communication, this study may further contribute to debates 1in teacher training on the impact of the

language background on classroom interaction processes and to the study ot pedagogic talk.

1.4 Organisation of the thesis

The thesis is divided into eight chapters. The first one is an introduction which states the research
focus and the aims of the study. The second chapter reviews the relevant literature on CSs and
teacher talk. Chapter three explains the methodology used in collecting and analysing the data. The
description of the procedures followed in the pilot study and its contribution to the
conceptualisation of the categories of analysis are also reported in this chapter. Chapter four
presents the category system used in coding the data. Chapter five presents the results of the
quantitative analysis done on the data. The results of the microanalysis of almost 10% of the data
are presented in chapter six. Chapter seven provides answers to the research questions and discusses
the results in the light of the theoretical framework and the aims of the study, directs attention to
some of the limitations of the study, points out some of its implications, and makes suggestions for
further research. Finally, chapter eight summarises the findings in the light of some general remarks

about the significance of CSs in teacher talk.
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2.1 Introduction

The study of CSs, which was originally motivated by an interest in investigating the processes of
second language learning and use, has now been transformed into a multidisciplinary research area
incorporating different perspectives and different research agendas. The interdisciplinary approach
has extended the notion of CSs and given the field a tremendous breadth and width with the
unwitting consequence of creating certain issues over which forming a consensus seems to be
difficult. In this chapter, we review the relevant literature focusing on issues surrounding the
definition, 1dentification, and classification of CSs. The issues will be discussed from different

perspectives to give an overview of the field and at the same time develop a basis upon which the

theoretical framework of studying teachers’ CSs can stand.

2.2 Defining communication strategies

As maintained by Faerch and Kasper (1984:45-46), the identification of CSs depends on the
formulation of defining criteria determined by the researcher’s theoretical and/or practical goals.
The earliest formulations of defining criteria were informed by a theoretical interest in delimiting
the strategic aspects of communicative competence assumed to be essential in coping with the
demands of unforeseen communicative situations and the practical considerations of controlling
these aspects for pedagogic purposes. Accordingly, ‘problem-orientation’ and ‘consciousness’ with

1ts associated concept of ‘intentionality’ were assumed to be the defining criteria of

[...] a systematic technique employed by a speaker to express his meaning when faced with some
difficulty. (Corder, 1977) CSs. The following definitions reflect these criterna:

Conscious communication strategies are used by an individual to overcome the crisis which occurs
when language structures are inadequate to convey the individual’s thought. (Tarone, 1977)

[...] potentially conscious plans for solving what to an individual presents itself as a problem in
reaching a particular communicative goal. (Faerch & Kasper, 1983b)

Faerch and Kasper (1983a, 1983b, 1984) made an attempt to delineate the theoretical
conceptualisation of CSs. They locate CSs within an underlying cognitive structure as a sub-class of
verbal plans. They characterise verbal plans as highly automatic and not subject to conscious

scrutiny in contrast with CSs which can potentially be conscious since they are used in situations
where the demands of the speakers’ communicative goals exceed their current linguistic resources.
The word ‘potential’ in their definition reflects the possibility of automatisation of conscious plans

over time and the effect of individual and situational variables on consciousness.
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Basing the definition of CSs on problematicity and consciousness has been methodologically useful
in delimiting the phenomena and 1n effect enhancing its usefulness. However, taking them as
defining criteria 1s controversial. As observed by Bialystok (1990:4), CSs can be used in situations
where there 1s no sign of problematicity, for example native speakers sometimes ‘provide lengthy
definitions for words to ensure that the listener has understood even though no communication

problem has been encountered’. With regard to consciousness, Bialystok (1990: 4) states:

[f communication strategies are truly conscious events in language use, then it follows that speakers
who employ them are aware (to some extent, in some undefined way) of having done so. Yet it 1s
not self-evident when a strategy has been used may have been made no more or less consciously
than any other choice. [...] In communicative contexts, these choices serve strategic purposes and

perhaps avoid potential misunderstanding by the listener.

Defining CSs as intra-individual phenomena puts constraints on the way they could be tracked
down in learners’ protocols. One way, as proposed by Faerch and Kasper (1983a: 213), 1s to search
for explicit strategy markers such as metalinguistic comments expressing admission of a problem or
appealing for help and implicit markers such an increase in the hesitation phenomena. However,
relying on strategy markers alone would leave covert strategies undetected. The highly developed
proficiency of advanced learners enables them to predict problems and plan 1n advance so that their
performance leaves no traces of the use of CSs (Willems 1987). Bialystok (1990:24) notes that
‘problems can certainly be assumed to exist when there are overt signs such as pauses, errors, false
starts, and the like, but they undoubtedly also occur even when there is no external evidence to
betray them’. To deal with this issue, the identification of CSs based on surface features 1s
triangulated with the learners’ retrospective comments on the play-back of their performance (see
Poulisse 1990; Poulisse et al. 1987). However, retrospective claims are subject to memory
limitation and the constraints on the retrievability of cognitive processes. Ericson and Simon'’s
(1980) model of cognitive processing on which retrospection 1s based anchors the learners’ reports
to conscious attention to problems, and thus makes no claims about the retrievability of automatised

PTOCCSSCS.

2.2.1 Classification of communication strategies

The earliest attempt to develop a typology of CSs was made by Tarone and her colleagues (larone,
Cohen and Dumas 1976). Her revised typology (Tarone 1977) has provided the basis for most of
the research conducted subsequently in this area (for a detailed review of the current typologies of

CSs see Dornyei and Scott 1997). The five major categories of Tarone’s taxonomy each retlect a

different sort of approach to solving the communication problem. They include: avoidance,
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paraphrase, conscious transfer, appeal for assistance, and mime. The subsequent typologies have
introduced certain organising principles which are assumed to make distinctions between the
different types of strategic behaviour. Corder’s (1983) organising principle is the leamners’
behaviour either to adjust their messages or to expand their resources in approaching a
communication problem. The former are characterised as risk-avoidance and the latter as risk-
running strategies. This distinction reflects the fact that in using resource-expanding strategies, the
learner runs the risk of producing non-target-like forms. The organizing principle of Faerch and
Kasper’s (1983b) taxonomy is the learner’s approach either to avoid the communication problem or

to achieve some solution. The strategies selected based on these approaches are called avoidance
(reduction) and achievement (expansion) strategies respectively. They further distinguish between
formal and functional reductions. In using achievement strategies, the learner might use already
existing resources as alternative ways of expressing meaning (non-cooperative strategies) or might
appeal for assistance (cooperative strategies). Varadi (1983) selects ‘message adjustment’ as an
organizing principle. First, he makes a distinction between reduction and replacement as two
different types of message adjustment. Then, he divides each of the above categories into two types,
the former into intensional and extensional realized as ‘generalization’ and ‘approximation’

respectively and the latter to ‘approximation’ and ‘paraphrase’.

Bialystok and Frolich (1980), and Bialytstok (1990) proposed a taxonomy that 1s organized around
the source of information that the learner draws upon to solve the communication problem. They
identified three types of strategies each indicating a different source of information: L.1-based
strategies, L.2-based strategies, and paralinguistic strategies. Paribakht’s (1985) organizing principle
is the learners’ approaches, classified on the basis of the type of knowledge utilized in their
realization. She classifies them as linguistic approach, contextual approach, conceptual approach,
and mime. The first approach, which includes the majority of the strategies of the preceding
taxonomies, encompasses knowledge of the native language and the second language. The second
and third approaches draw on knowledge of the world or the learners’ background knowledge. The

last approach is the same as Bialystok’s knowledge of paralinguistic features.

In their evaluation of the typologies of CSs, Poulisse et al. (1984: 79-80) capture two problems with
the category definitions. First, they make the observation that some of the CSs are defined not
explicitly enough to guarantee their reliable assignment to different categories. For example, the
distinction between ‘meaning replacement’ and ‘generalisation’ as described by Faerch and Kasper
(1983b:48-49) is not clear. They define the former as the preservation of the topic by the learner but

referring to it by means of a general expression and the latter as filling a ‘gap’ with an item which

10
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the learner would not normally use in such a context on the assumption that ‘the generalised item
can convey the appropriate meaning in the given situation/context’. The example they provide for
generalisation is the use of ‘animals’ for ‘rabbits’. However, ‘animal’, as a general term, could well
be the target of ‘meaning replacement’. Second, 1t 1s not known, they say, whether the qualitative
judgments of learners performance implied by some of the definitions of CSs, for example
qualifications such as ‘acceptable’, ‘appropriate’, and ‘well-formed’, which occur in Tarone’s
definition of paraphrase and circumlocution, are the learners’ interpretations or the observer’s point
of view. They conclude that unless the ambiguities in category definition are removed and it 1s

made clear whose point of view 1s to be taken in the i1dentification process, the results of studies

done in the field will not be comparable.

They keep the distinctions between reduction and achievement, and also the distinction between L1-
based and 1.2 based strategies. They replace L1-based strategies and L2-based strategies with

‘interlingual’ and ‘intralingual’ strategies respectively. Their reason is that the use of L2-based
strategies such as approximation, circumlocution, and word coinage 1s not limited to L2. They are
general approaches to solving problems which are also used by L1 speakers. Poulisse et al. (1984)
use the term ‘compensatory strategies’ to refer to their typology. They borrow this term from Faerch
and Kasper (1980:92) who use it to refer to achievement strategies which are ‘aimed at solving

problems in the planning phase due to insufficient resources’.

One major issue in relation to the typology of CSs is the status of appeal for assistance which
according to Scholfield (1987: 222) is qualitatively different from the other categories of CSs. He
argues that in appealing for assistance, the interlocutors are involved in searching for a word, so
their attention is shifted from meaning communication to form. While in opting for other CSs, the
speaker maintains the focus on message by trying to communicate a meaning for which the word 1s
not available. This interpretation of ‘appeal for assistance’ is related to the issue of point of view
referred to earlier. In contrast to other CSs which are semantic categories, appeal for assistance is
given pragmatic value since it is made contingent on the next move by the hearer (offering help). In
interpreting this category, as mentioned by Scholfield (1987: 221), we will have to take into account
speech act notions of speaker intention and hearer interpretation. If we take the hearer’s point of
view, it will be difficult to maintain the distinction between direct and indirect appeal for assistance
since indirect appeals may elicit as much help as do direct appeals. We will return to this issue later
in this chapter. Following the early conceptualisation and categorisation of CSs, the concept has
undergone certain modifications which have led to different perspectives n the study of this

phenomenon. The next section deals with the psycholinguistic perspective
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2.3 The psycholinguistic perspective

The dual focus of the early studies on both the psycholinguistic processes of comprehension and
production and the practical usefulness of the conceptualised categories, which led to the
postulation of the three criteria of problematicity, consciousness, and intentionality, was later
criticised by a group of researchers centred in the Nijmegen university (see Bongaerts & Poulisse
1989; Kellerman 1991; Poulisse 1990; Bialystok 1990) for its narrow focus on L2 learners and for
confusing processes with products, that is mixing performance variables with underlying processes.
The Nyymegen group questioned the viability of the study of CSs as an independent field and tried
to embed 1t 1n the context of communication studies in general. They claim that language use is
fundamentally strategic (see Kellerman & Bialystok 1997) and therefore CSs, as special cases of
language use 1n general, are governed by the same principles which are operative in normal uses of
language. Specifically, they compare CSs used by second language learners to the referential
strategies used by L1 users and conclude that L2 CSs constitute a sub-set of referential strategies
(Bialystok 1984). They also claim that the use of CSs 1s informed by the general principles of
language use, for example the principles of clarity, and economy (Poulisse 1997), which are shown
to govern the processes of naming and description (Carrol 1980, 1981), and the establishment of

common ground (see the studies done on collaborative theory, e.g. Clark and Wilkes-Gibbs 1986;
for a review see Wilkes-Gibbs 1997).

By focusing on processes underlying strategy use, the Nijymegen group impose certain conditions on
taxonomies of CSs. The conditions, which they refer to as psychological plausibility, parsimony,
and generalisability, account for the closed typology of CSs developed by this group and their
cutting ties with the pedagogical implications of the study of CSs. Their major criticism against the
existing typologies is that they base the distinctions between the categories on their realised
linguistic forms (for detailed discussion of the criteria see Kellerman 1991). In practice, some of the
distinctions seem to have artificially carved up categories which are actually instantiated by the
same process. They propose that the open-ended taxonomies are replaced by a closed category
system based on underlying processes (parsimony). The development of such a category system,
they argue, would enable the field to make relations with findings in the fields ot language

processing, cognition, and problem-solving behaviour (psychological plausibility).

The typology of CSs developed by the Nijmegen group (see Poulisse 1990; Kellerman 1991)
consists of two categories: the ‘conceptual’ and ‘code’ strategies. The conceptual strategy 1s further

subdivided into ‘analytic’ and ‘holistic’ strategies. The claim is that ‘in those cases where a learner

12



CHAPTER 2 REVIEW OF LITERATURE

resorts to compensatory strategies, there are really only two options that constitute any real
difference in the processing that underlies the resultant linguistic utterance’ (Kellerman 1991: 149).
They either manipulate the concept so that they could express 1t using their limited linguistic
resources available, or they could manipulate the encoding media. When the learner adopts the first
approach, he/she would either name a substitute referent that shares enough features with the target
one to be identifiable by the listener (holistic), or select and articulate properties of the intended
referent (analytic). The ‘code strategy’ entails using terms taken from languages other than the
second language in their original form or in a form modified by the use of the second language

morphological or phonological rules. Sometimes, the use of this strategy 1s realized 1n mimetic

forms of reference (ostension).

Kellerman and Bialystok (1997) provide a theoretical account for the category system of CSs
developed by the Nijmegen group by relating it to Bialystok’s model of language processing and
use (Bialystok 1990, 1991, 1994). This model consists of two processes: analysis of knowledge and
control of processing. These are general cognitive processes which operate on knowledge
representations in the long term memory. The analysis of knowledge refers to ‘the process by which
mental representations of information become increasingly structured’, and control of processing to
the selective attention paid to those aspects of incoming information which are required for its
successful processing (Kellerman and Bialystok 1997: 32-33). The success in information
processing depends on the extent to which the knowledge representations are structured and also to
the extent to which one is able to orchestrate the shifts of attention according to the ever-changing
needs of the situation. With respect to language, the knowledge representations consist of
conceptual meanings and codes. The two processing components are operations applied to the
mental representations of concepts and codes. The point is that these processes also operate when
CSs are used. Kellerman and Bialystok (1997:37) distinguish between the normal operation of the
processes and their strategic use by assuming that ‘communication strategies are called upon when
the usual balance between analysis and control is disturbed (typically through inaccessibility of
linguistic knowledge) so that one of the dimensions gain prominence’. They further add “what
makes CSs salient is not the fact that they are strategic (since all language use is strategic), but that

they make unusual calls upon one or both of the two processing skills 1n their execution’ (p. 44).

Poulisse (1993) criticises the Nijmegen group typology of CSs on the grounds that it violates its
own requirement of psychological plausibility. Basing her argument on a spreading activation
model of lexical access, Poulisse claims that the strategies involving representations of meaning and

form categorised as conceptual and code in the Nijmegen typology are not necessarily distinct.
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There 1s no much processing difference between the activation of a semantically-related word
(conceptual-holistic strategy or approximation) and the L1 translation equivalent (code strategy or
transter). The reason for this claim is that based on the assumptions made by the spreading
activation model; since both the semantically-related word and the translation equivalent share all
sermantic teatures with the target word except one, they receive the same amount of activation.
These two distinct categories of the Nijmegen typology are reclassified by Poulisse as one category
called “substitution’. In addition to transfer, the code category includes the transfer of L1 words

with morphological or phonological adaptations (foreignizing) and the morphological adaptation of

the existing L2 words. These code strategies are classified as ‘substitution plus’ in Poulisses’s
typology. This category implies that substitution has already occurred and the substituted word has
then undergone modifications. The analytic subcategory is given a new name (reconceptualisation)

and the status of a distinct category on the grounds that it needs more processing effort on the part

of the speaker compared with substitution and substitution plus.

Kellerman and Bialystok (1997) take 1ssue with Poulisse over her typology. They argue that as her
typology rests on the distinction between single-word substitutions and multi-word descriptions, it
fails to deal with cases where the two types are combined. For example, lexical explications
(Tarone 1991:168), which consist of a general word plus post-modification, might either be
classified as reconceptualisation or a combination of substitution and reconceptualisation. If the
combination is accepted then it needs to be explained since two different strategies are used to
describe the same concept. The same problem might arise in relation to exemplification, that 1s
strategy tokens which exemplify a superordinate term. The first token might be a substitution “but
two or more a conceptualisation on the grounds of requiring more processing effort” (Kellerman
Bialystok 1997:42-43). The two typologies reviewed above reflect different theoretical interests.
Poulisse’s typology is informed by a speech production model (L1 speech production model
developed by Levelt 1989, and its bilingual version by De Bot 1992) while the Nijymegen group
typology was originally motivated by mental knowledge representations and was then found to
match the processes of Bialystok’s cognitive model of language acquisition and use. Although both
might show ‘internal consistency’ with the models from which they have been derived, their
validity would be determined by their compatibility with other aspect of language acquisition and

use and also their explanatory power in accounting for variables that might have an impact on the

use of CSs.

As far as validity is concerned, the Nijmegen group typology has evidenced signs of consistency

and explanatory power. First, the distinction between conceptual and code match the distinct
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conceptual and linguistic knowledge components which have frequently mentioned in models of
language processing. As mentioned by Kellerman (1991: 152) even mime, as a non-verbal
communication category, can be accounted for by McNeil’s and Levy’s (1982) hypothesis that
gesture and verbal utterance are generated from the same cognitive base. It is interesting to note that
mime operates on both conceptual and code components of knowledge representation. It 1s
categorised either as a code strategy when deictic reference is made (ostension) or as a conceptual
strategy when the concept is repackaged through gestures (iconic mime). Second, the distinction
between conceptual and code strategies matches the distinction already made between L1-based and

[.2-based strategies. The latter distinction 1s demonstrated to be sensitive to language proficiency

(Bialystok 1983), and the type of task (Poulisse and Schils 1989).

2.4 The interactive perspective

As noted by Rampton (1997: 281) the early conceptualisation of CSs ‘rests on an uneasy tension’,
which he characterises as the incompatible theoretical orientations of locating CSs 1n a
psycholinguistic model of speech production (Faerch and Kasper 1983b) on the one hand, and the
excessive emphasis on practical usefulness leading to the postulation of problematicity and
consciousness as their defining criteria on the other. The pull of these forces has moved the study of
CSs into two different directions. On the one hand, the emphasis on ‘process’ has led to the
psycholinguistic conceptualisation of CSs discussed above. While on the other, the emphasis on
product and its practical usefulness has led to the interactional view of CSs with multiple theoretical
orientations, for example critical sociolinguistics (Rampton 1997), conversation analysis (Firth and
Wagner 1997), and collaborative theory (Wilkes-Gibbs 1997). In the field of SLA, the interactional
view of CSs has not yet been formalised, though invitations in this directions have been made by
Tarone (1980), and Yule and Tarone (1991). The problem-oriented interactional aspects ot
communication, that is meaning negotiation devices, in instructional settings have been investigated
under different theoretical frameworks, namely the interactional modifications and repair. Due to
the different theoretical aims of these frameworks and in effect their partial focus on the negotiation
process; the integration of corresponding elements under the same framework might bring about a
more comprehensive picture of the negotiation process with far-reaching theoretical and
pedagogical implications. In this section, the interactional view of CSs is reviewed and related to

the research in interactional modifications and repair with an emphasis on the application of these

research areas on teacher talk.

Tarone is credited for being the first to develop a typology of CSs (Tarone 1977), and to introduce
the interactional view of CSs (Tarone 1980). She (Tarone 1981: 288) defines CSs as

15



CHAPTER 2 REVIEW OF LITERATURE

|...] a mutual attempt of two interlocutors to agree on a meaning in situations where requisite
meaning structures do not seem to be shared. [...] Communication strategies viewed from this
perspective may be seen as attempts to bridge the gap between the linguistic knowledge of the

second-language learner, and the linguistic knowledge of the target language interlocutor in real
communication situations.

She proposes the following criteria to characterise a CS.

(1) aspeaker desires to communicate meaning X to a listener;

(2) the speaker believes the linguistic or sociolinguistic structure desired to communicate
meaning X 1S unavailable, or is not shared with the listener; thus
(3) the speaker chooses to

(a) avoid- not attempt to communicate meaning X- or

(b) attempt alternative means to communicate meaning X. The speaker stops trying
alternatives when it seems clear to the speaker that there is shared meaning

The emphasis in Tarone’s definition is on the role of CSs as tools used by interlocutors in a joint
negotiation of agreement on meaning. As mentioned by Tarone herself (Tarone 1981: 287), the
definition 1s devoid of any specification of degrees of consciousness. The phrase ‘seem to be
shared’, as part of this definition, implies that the criterion of problematicity has also been modified.
The use of CSs 1s not necessarily linked to the manifestation of problems. The perception of a
problem by each of the interlocutors might trigger meaning negotiation and in effect the use of CSs.
The implication 1s that both interlocutors are made aware of the gap in their linguistic knowledge
and both cooperate to bridge it over the negotiation process. An example which shows the role of
paraphrase 1n the negotiation of meaning 1s ‘word search’ cited in Tarone (1977:201). In word
search, the use of paraphrase by the learner leads to several guesses by the native speaker and
responses from the learner until an agreement on meaning is reached. The same applies to other
categories of CSs in Tarone’s typology except avoidance which does not seem to play a role in
meaning negotiation. This poses problems to Tarone’s typology, which was originally developed
based on a psycholinguistic definition of CSs and still remains unrevised. We will return to this

1ssue later in this chapter.

An important feature of the interactional definition 1s its generality which frees the concept of CSs
from its learner-centred implications. The gap between the speaker’s and hearer’s linguistic and
semantic systems is something which often occurs when the interlocutors use different dialects of

the same language and to a lesser extent even when they are using the same dialect. In Tarone’s

(1981: 289) words

Although each of us has an idiosyncratic semantic system, most of the time we go along in our
native language assuming that we all mean the same thing by the same word, and most of the time
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this approach gets us by. When gross discrepancies occur in our communication with others in our
native language, we resort to communication strategies.

To account for the speakers’ attempts to boost their communication effectiveness without
necessarily intending to negotiate meaning with the hearer, Tarone uses the notion ‘production
strategy’; a type of language use strategy defined as ‘an attempt to use one’s linguistic system
efficiently and clearly, with a minimum of effort’ (Tarone 1981: 289). The examples of production
strategies, suggested by Trone, are ‘prefabricated patterns’, ‘discourse planning’, and ‘rehearsal’.
CSs and PSs, as strategies of language use, are distinguished from ‘perception strategies’ defined
“as the attempt to interpret incoming utterances efficiently, with the least effort’ (Tarone 1981:291).
According to Tarone, ‘pay attention to the ends of words’ or ‘pay attention to stressed syllables’ are

examples of perception strategies showing that in using these strategies hearers take advantage of

redundancy in speech (p. 291).

In response to Tarone’s proposition to define CSs as negotiation devices, Faerch and Kasper (1984)
argue that this view reduces CSs to appeals for assistance. To support their argument, they divide
the achievement CSs into ‘cooperative’ and ‘non-cooperative’ strategies claiming that, in facing a
communication problem, it i1s the speaker who decides whether to solve the problem him/herself
using non-cooperative CSs or to ask for help from the interlocutor using cooperative achievement
strategies. Faerch and Kasper classify appeal for assistance as a cooperative strategy, and the rest of
the achievement strategies (€.g. paraphrase, approximation, transter, and generalisation) as non-
cooperative strategies. Scholfield (1987:221) comments that Faerch and Kasper’s classification of
CSs into cooperative and non-cooperative 1s not satistactory and argues that, first, in interactive
talk, the non-cooperative strategies could elicit feedback from the hearer, e.g. supplying the target
word- as mentioned before in relation to ‘word search’. Second, the identification of appeal for
assistance as a cooperative strategy brings in the interlocutor’s contribution as an essential defining
criterion of this type of CS. We can add to Scholfield’s arguments that from an interactional
standpoint it is the consequence of using a strategy which is important not the strategy itself.
Therefore, when a CS is used by the speaker, there are two options open to the interlocutor; either to
activate his/her inferential skills to guess the meaning intended by the speaker or to ask for

clarification. In both cases, the gap between the speaker’s and hearer’s linguistic and semantic

systems 1s bridged through efforts from both sides.

As mentioned before, the interactional view of CSs has not been formalised; and therefore, 1t has
had little impact on the current typologies of CSs. This has generated some controversial issues 1n

relation to the definition of individual CSs and in their assignment to higher order categories. First,
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there 1s a diversity of opinions with regard to the 1ssue of whose point of view (the speaker’s or
hearer’s) one should take in categorising CSs. From a psycholinguistic perspective, CSs are
production processes; therefore, it 1s the speaker’s point of view which matters in the identification

and classification of CSs (e.g. Poulisse 1987). However, 1f we consider CSs as tools in meaning
negotiation, the consequence of using a strategy in terms of its effect on the hearer will logically be
more important than the speaker’s point of view since the hearer’s interpretation of the speaker’s
strategy determines 1ts success or failure in communicating the intended meaning. Tarone’s
definition of CSs especially her criterion 1 makes the distinction between a CS and a PS dependent
on the speaker’s intention as to negotiate an intended meaning X or to enhance the cost-
effectiveness of 1ts production. In discussing the role of avoidance in meaning negotiation, Tarone
(1981: 290-291) notes that its role depends on whether it 1s opted for after the speaker’s realisation
that the meaning structure is not shared with the hearer (CS) or from the start to simplify the task of
speaking (PS), and then concludes that 1t 1s very difficult to reach at the speaker’s intention in order
to decide which strategy has been used. Even though one could determine the type of the strategy, it
seems inconceivable that something which 1s left out of interaction could be negotiated by the
interlocutors. Message abandonment, Tarone claims, is clearly a CS since in response ‘the listener
often tries to fill in and suggest an alternative means of expressing what the speaker wants to say’
(p. 290). As the following examples from Bialystok (1990: 63 & 66) demonstrate, this might not be
necessarily the case. In a picture identification task, the French L2 learners were supposed to
describe pictures for their interlocutors so that they could select the right card showing the

described picture.

1 garden hose: [The water comes out of it. It 1s attached to ...]
2 garden hose: [It’s something that water can come out of. ]

In both cases the speakers have provided the same information. The difference is that, in case 1, the
speaker has embarked on a new message to add extra information and then abandoned i1t midstream.
In both cases, Bialystok reports, the hearers selected the right cards. The selection in the second
case was probably based on the first message which is similar to the message in case 1. With this
interpretation of the task, it is conceivable to assume that the speaker abandoned the second
message not because of facing a problem but simply because there was no point in continuing the
message after the right card had been selected by the hearer. This example highlights the

importance of the interlocutor’s point of view in the identification and classification of CSs.

Related to the first issue is the status of ‘appeal for assistance’ in the current typologies of CSs. Two

major types of appeal for assistance have been identified. First is the implicit appeal for assistance
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realised either through signals of uncertainty (hesitation phenomena, repairs and slips) or through
metalinguistic comments showing uncertainty again, e.g. ‘I don’t know how to say this’ (Faerch and
Kasper 1984: 56). The second is explicit appeal for assistance asking directly from the interlocutor
to help. It 1s quite possible that in response to implicit appeals for assistance, the hearer does not

supply the target item for social or pragmatic reasons. In that case, there is no difference between

appeal for assistance and the other categories of achievement strategies. As argued before, in

addition to this difterence, the two categories are distinct in terms of the role they play in the
progression of discourse. By appealing directly, the speaker stops communicating the current
message to search for a word with the help of the hearer. As a result, the focus is temporarily shifted
from meaning to form. While in showing implicit signals of uncertainty, the focus remains on

meaning and there 1s no break in message communication.

The same distinction could be made 1n relation to receptive strategies. Rost and Ross (1991:245)
divide receptive strategies into referential and inferential questioning strategies. By the former, they
mean questions directed at lexical items at the local level. The latter are used to make relationships
between the local and overall levels of discourse. They consider the referential questions as
compensatory strategies since they ask for help with regard to the meaning of individual lexical
items. It appears that there 1s no difference between Rost and Ross’s referential questioning
strategies and the explicit appeals for assistance in the typologies of productive CSs except that they
are used n different modalities. If we add Tarone’s ‘perception strategies’ mentioned earlier to the
picture, 1t will not be difficult to perceive the correspondence between the categories of productive
and receptive CSs. Perception strategies are in fact the hearer’s individual attempts to deal with
comprehension problems using inferential skills applied to the discourse and situational contexts.
When these strategies fail to work, the hearer might decide to opt for appeal for assistance or in
Rost and Ross’s terms referential questioning strategies. The correspondence should now be clear.
In reception and production, the interlocutors might opt for two types of strategies to compensate
for linguistic gaps. Either they might use alternative means in speaking and perceptual interential
means in hearing or they might go for explicit appeals for assistance from the interlocutor. We

should keep in mind that, in interactive talk, the first type of strategies might have the same effect
on the interlocutor as the second type. In other words, they might also elicit help from the
interlocutor. In using perception strategies, non-linguistic signs of uncertainty might trigger
cooperation from the speaker in various forms, for example checking for comprehension or

repetitions and reformulations.
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A further 1ssue is the status of the negotiation means used by native speakers in their
communication with learners. These means are left unaccounted for in the discussion of learner’s

typologies. Yule and Tarone (1991:167) suggest that the native speaker’s negotiation means such as

clarification requests and confirmation checks are classified as appeals for assistance'. This

suggestion does not seem to be satisfactory to the goal of achieving a comprehensive picture of the

negotiation process for a number of reasons. First, learners’ and native speakers’ negotiation
categories are distinct in nature. The former are compensatory strategies in the sense that they
contribute to bridging gaps in the learner’s interlanguage system in production and comprehension.
While the latter are adaptive verbal means on the part of the native speaker to accommodate the
learner’s limited proficiency through offering help, repairing, or negotiating the learner’s intended
meaning. Second, clarification requests and confirmation checks are different in the extent to which
they assign the responsibility of meaning negotiation to the learner. Putting them under the same

category would mask this difference which might be a significant factor in characterising the type
of interaction and the nature of the negotiation process. Third, even if the suggestion could be
justified in relation to these two categories, it is not clear how to include the other categories used

by native speakers such as repetitions, reformulations and comprehension checks in the typology ot

learners’ CSs.

In view of the reasons mentioned above and considering the fact that conflating the learners’ and
native speakers’ categories of meaning negotiation would deprive the field of CSs from the insights
provided by the body of research in the fields of input and interaction and repair, we would argue
for an alternative categorisation which will be introduced below; once we have reviewed the notion
of ‘negotiated interaction’ as conceptualised in the input and interaction framework of research, and

the structure and functions of repair in classroom interaction

2.4.1 Interactional modifications

In the field of SLA, negotiated interaction refers to the modifications which occur in conversations
between native speakers and learners, teachers and learners or between more proficient and less
proficient non-native speakers. The aim of these studies is to identify the differences between these
types of interactions with the ones involving native speakers. The interactional modifications
include a range of discourse procedures used by the proficient side of interaction to understand and
being understood. The most important discourse procedures are clarification requests, confirmation

checks, comprehension checks, self- and other-repetition/reformulation (cf. Long 1983b). Long

' In a recent paper (Rababah 2003:131) refers to the native speaker category of clarification request as ‘repair
Initiation’.
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makes a distinction between the discourse procedures used to avoid communication problems
(strategies) and those used to repair troubles after their occurrence (tactics). He classifies

comprehension checks under strategies, confirmation checks and clarification requests under tactics

and self- and other-repetition/reformulation under both strategies and tactics.

The interaction studies have shown that the frequency of the interactional modifications 1s higher in
native speaker-learner and learner-learner interactions than in interaction between native speakers
(Long 1983b; Scarcella and Higa 1981; Varonis and Gass 1985 among others). It 1s assumed that
these devices indicate negotiation of meaning; therefore, their higher frequency is an indication of
more negotiation of meaning when there 1s proficiency and/or background knowledge differential
between the interlocutors. Meaning negotiation 1s defined by Pica (1994:494) as ‘the modification
and restructuring of interaction that occurs when learners and their interlocutors anticipate,
perceive, or experience difficulties in message comprehensibility. The assumption 1s that
negotiation of meaning makes the input comprehensible and that comprehension of unfamiliar L2
input facilitates acquisition. Long (1983a: 191) advances the hypothesis that interaction with the
characteristic of providing opportunities of modified interaction may be a necessary condition for
language learning. Attempts have also been made to demonstrate that some of these discourse
procedures have the capacity to push learners to modify their output toward greater
comprehensibility (see Pica et al. 1989). In line with Swain’s ‘comprehensible output’ hypothesis
(Swain 1985), the argument runs, interactional modifications provide higher opportunities for
pushed output which might again facilitate acquisition. As, in this study, we are not concerned with
the relationship between CSs and language learning, we will avoid going into the details of these
hypotheses and the validity of their claims (for a critiques see Aston 1986). What concerns us in the
study of interactional modifications is their contribution to the negotiation of an agreement on

meaning in relation to the learners’ communication strategies. Thus we focus on this issue hereafter.

The distinction between input and interaction modifications was first made by Long (1980). The
modifications which constitute the input to which learners are exposed are formal features such as

the number of morphemes, word, or utterances; while interactional modifications are changes in the
function that utterances serve in conversation (Long 1983b:127). Long makes the observation that
while input and interaction modifications may often simultaneously occur 1n conversations between
native speakers and learners, there are instances where they occur independently. The following

examples from Long (1983: 128) demonstrate the point.
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(1)

NS: What time you finish?
NNS: Ten o’clock.

(2)

NS: When did you finish?
NNS: Um?

NS: When did you finish?
NNS: Ten o’clock

NS: Ten o’clock?

NNS: Yeah

These examples support Long’s observation. In example 1, the form of the question is modified
(uninverted WH question) but the structure of discourse is not. In contrast, in example 2, it is the
structure of discourse not the form of the question which has changed. The signal of non-
understanding, self-repetition, and confirmation check constitute the changes to the structure of

discourse which serve to establish mutual understanding between the native and non-native speaker.

The characterisation of input formal features i1s restricted in Long’s study to individual constituents
of utterances. This has led to the categorisation of utterance types (questions, statements,
imperatives) as interactional features notwithstanding their difference with functional categories
such as confirmation checks and clarification requests. This broad sense of function could also be
seen in the identification and categorisation of strategies and tactics. In Long’s list of strategies and
tactics, there are certain categories (e.g. confirmation checks, clarification requests, comprehension
checks) which clearly serve distinct functions in modifying discourse alongside other ones which do
not seem to serve interactional modification functions. The latter include categories such as
relinquish topic-control, select salient topics, use slow pace, stress key words, pause before key
words (P. 132). Although these categories might have an indirect effect on meaning negotiation,
their occurrence is not necessarily related to any specific predicted or realised communication
problem which might call forth efforts from both interlocutors to negotiate an agreement on

meaning. For this reason, we limit our discussion to the former categories.

[n addition to the fuzzy line between input and interaction modifications, there are also ambiguities
in the definition of interactional modifications which have led to different interpretation of the

categories. First, the interactional modifications include a mixture of formally and functionally
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defined categories. For example, self- and other-repetition/reformulations are defined in formal
terms 1n contrast with the functional definitions of categories such as confirmation checks,
clarification requests and comprehension checks. The formally-defined categories serve different
functions, some of which are similar to those of the functionally defined categories. For example,
one function of other repetition is to cheek interpretation of the previous speaker’s utterance. As
noted by Aston (1987:132), 1t is not clear on what basis such utterances should be assigned to either
category. Different codings might also result from the definition of categories. For example, the
definitions of confirmation check restricts this category to problems of hearing or understanding of
the previous speaker’s utterance; while the definition of clarification requests 1s more general
applying both to hearing or understanding problems, and problems caused by the content of the
previous utterance. This is the reason why Pica and Doughty (1985: 236) code the S 2’s utterance 1n

example (2) as a clarification request despite its difference from S 2’s question in example (1) (for a

different coding see Williams et al. 1997).

(1)

S1 She i1s on welfare S2 What do you mean by weltare?

(2)

S1 This is very bad ... I think she never estay home S2 You’re opposed to that? You don’t
think that’s a good idea?

Clearly, S2’s question in the second example presents information for confirmation. However, as
for the definition of confirmation check, which restricts its application to the hearing or
understanding of the previous utterance and here in this example there is no sign of such a problem,
it is coded as a clarification request. From an interactional point of view, the coding has blurred the
distinction between clarification requests and confirmation checks, since in the first example the
interlocutor is expected to paraphrase the word ‘welfare’ in his/her original utterance, while in the
second example the interlocutor’s contribution is limited to the provision of a yes or no to confirm
or reject the offered information. These problems have not been left unnoticed by Long (1983a:183)

who comments

[...] of the little work done on FTD [Foreigner Talk Discourse] thus far, most has considered such
devices as confirmation checks, clarification requests, repetition and restatement in fairly gross
terms. Yet such moves in discourse often have multiple functions, and also multiple realisations,
choice among which is not arbitrary. [...] Work by Chaudron (in press) demonstrates the potential
of finer-grained analyses of different realisations of the devices, some of which he has shown to
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facilitate comprehension by the NNS better than others. [...] This looks a promising area for future
research.

In line with Long’s suggestion, Pica at al. (1989) and Pica (1996) have conducted studies which
examine the influence of the type of discourse procedures selected by the native speaker on the
quality and quantity of the learners’ output. The main purpose of these studies was to check the
validity of the claims made by Swain’s ‘comprehensible output’ hypothesis and the need for
learners to focus attention on form. The interesting point about this line of research in relation to our
purposes 1s that for the first time the native speaker’s interactional modifications are related to the
learners’ contributions. However, the learners’ contributions are analysed in terms of their quantity
and their morphosyntactical make-up rather than their pragmatic value in establishing mutual
comprehension which 1s the major focus of the study of CSs. In relation to the type of interactional
modification most conducive to leamers’ restructuring of their utterances toward greater
comprehensibility, the results show that clarification requests are more effective than confirmation
checks. Pica et al. were able to demonstrate that conversational modifications provided for the
learners’ need for comprehensible output and that the extent of which depended on the linguistic

demands of the task in which they were involved and the non-understanding signal provided by

their interlocutors.

In contrast with the above studies, which look at interaction from the side of the native speaker and
1ts effect on the linguistic structure of the learners’ utterances, a study by Deen & Van Hout (1991)
examines the structure of clarification sequences in NS-NNS interactions with respect to the quality
of the interactional modifications used by native speakers and learners. The results reveal two
different types of clarification sequences. NS clarifications are sequences in which the native
speaker’s utterance causes understanding problems. Then the native speaker has to clarify in
response to the learner’s signal of non-understanding. In NNS sequences, the communication
problem is caused by the NNS’s utterance. It is then the NNS’s responsibility to clarity in response
to the NS’s signal of non-understanding. The results show that learmers indicate non-understanding
through minimal linguistic means. On the other hand, the native speakers had a tendency to use
clear and specific problem indicators. Instead of just indicating the problem source, they used
confirmation checks offering their interpretation of the troublesome utterances. The native speakers
and learners also differed in the type of clarifications they provided in response to signals of non-
understanding. The native speakers made their clarifications more accessible using a lot of linguistic

and conversational adjustments, while learners tended to answer by repetition or expansion. These
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differences in the type of non-understanding signals and clarifications indicate that native speakers

take up more responsibility in the clarification sequences.

As to how negotiation takes place, Varonis and Gass (1985) propose a model to account for
sequences which they call ‘non-understanding routines’. They define ‘non-understanding routines’
as ‘those exchanges in which there is some overt indication that understanding between the
participants has not been complete’ (Varonis and Gass 1985: 73). In the horizontal progression of
discourse, they describe these vertical sequences as push downs which mar the progression of
discourse until communication breakdowns are resolved and the participants are enabled to pop up
to the original line of discourse. The vertical sequences include two main elements; trigger and
resolution. The resolution includes a reaction from the hearer which is then followed by a response
from the first speaker. The non-understanding routines proposed by Varonis and Gass account for
the retrospective use of conversational modifications to repair breakdowns in communication. Their
mode] does not account for the interactional modifications which are used to avoid communication

problems.

To sum up, we set off our brief review of interactional modifications by making a distinction
between the use of discourse procedures to avoid communication problems and those used to repair
problems which have already occurred in interaction. Bearing on Long’s studies, we introduced the
discourse procedures used by native speakers in their interaction with non-native speakers and
concluded that the reliability of coding is compromised by the ambiguities in the definitions of
categories. It was also pointed out that the emphasis on the pedagogical utility of the interactional
modifications has led to a quantitative one-sided analysis of conversational troubles in native
speaker-non-native speaker interaction. In line with a suggestion made by Long, Pica and her
colleague’s studies have included the NNS’s contributions to clarification sequences in their
analyses with the aim of examining the effect of native speaker’s interactional modification on the
quantity and linguistic structure of the NNS’s contributions. Two more studies were also mntroduced
which have studied the structure of clarification sequences. Dean & Van Hout’s study reveals the
difference in quality of the native speakers’ signals of non-understanding and their clarfications
compared with those produced by the non-native speaker. Varonis and Gass’s study adds to our
understanding of the structure of clarification sequences by making the point that they help the
progression of discourse by repairing the communication troubles. However, as they constitute a

temporary break in the horizontal flow of discourse, there might be a trade off between the need to
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resolve problems of understanding at the local level and remaining involved at the overall level of

discourse.

2.4.2 Repatir in classroom interaction

The studies done on repair in classroom discourse have used the types of repair suggested by
Scheglott, Jefterson, and Sacks (1977) as a starting point to find the similarities and differences in
the way repair 1s dealt with in pedagogic discourse as compared with discourse in non-instructional
settings. Their findings show that repair is much more inclusive than what is actually suggested in
studies done on error correction. They also show that the types of repair depend on the type of
activity and 1ts associated discourse patterns. As pointed out before, the study of repair and CSs
overlap. To discuss this overlap, we will review in some detail the categories of two studies which
bear similarities to the categories of CSs. In the discussion which follows, it is to be noted that the
repair categories are defined in terms of who initiated and who completed the repair rather than how

the repair was accomplished which is the basis for defining the same phenomena as communication

strategies.

Kasper (1985) makes two important observations about ‘trouble-sources’ or ‘repairables’. First, she
observes that the trouble-sources might be 1dentified both in teachers’ and students’ utterances and
second that they may comprise both the trouble-sources which have already occurred in the
discourse and those which are mentally anticipated by either of the participants. Limiting the
investigation to previously demonstrated trouble-sources, she studied the different repair trajectories

in two different tasks; one focusing on language forms and the other on the expression of meaning.

The teacher’s repairs on his/her utterances were motivated by either performance problems or
pedagogic considerations. In form-focused interaction, the teacher’s repairs were caused by
problems in expressing explanations for vocabulary items which led to multiple paraphrases 1n the
TL or a shift to the NL as a last resort. In meaning-focused interaction, repairs on teacher’s
utterances were basically motivated by pedagogic considerations. They were again self-initiated and
self-completed repairs realised as lexical substitutions (for example substituting specific with
general words) or substitution of whole utterances (for example the initiation moves) by
paraphrases without meaning change or with meaning modification to make the content more
specific. As far as the functions of these two types of repairs in meaning-focused interaction are

concerned, Kasper counts two functions for lexical substitution; securing understanding and
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teaching new vocabulary, and again two functions for paraphrases; to secure comprehension and

assisting learners with their search for the right response to the elicitation.

With regard to repairs on learners’ utterances, other-initiated and other-completed repairs were
preferred in form-focused interaction. The trouble source was often a formal error spotted by the

teacher or other students and then made the focus of a pedagogically-oriented exchange in which
the correction of the error was elicited from other learners or interactionally constructed by the
teacher and the learners. Other-initiated and other-completed repair was also strongly represented in
meaning-focused interaction. However, its structure was more like repair in non-instructional
symmetric discourse. The teacher seemed to follow the norms of politeness by the use of ‘modified
uptake’ (responding to the content of the student’s response and at the same time reformulating it in
a more target-like form), ‘downtoned repair’ (by adding uncertainty markers), and ‘indication of
violating a discourse norm’ (by using apology expressions). Content errors triggered other-initiated
but self-completed repair. The teacher problematised content errors to give the learners the

opportunity to correct their views of the content themselves.

There are limitations to Kasper’s analysis of repair in FL classes, which might be the function of the
type of data collected for his study. According to Kasper, the foreign language (FL) had quite
disparate functions for the students. They used the FL for solving the task set by the type of the
classroom activity and the NL to communicate personal meaning. The absence of meaning
negotiation in Kasper’s data might be due to this disparity in function which let the learners avoid
communication problems in getting across personal meanings and intentions. Their problems were
limited to the expression of their views on the content of the passage which was presumably shared
by the participants including the teacher. Therefore, the teacher was apparently aware of what
students were trying to say and as a result he corrected errors in form through modified uptake and
only initiated negotiation with regard to content errors. It is possible that if students were obliged to
use the FL for both functions then they would face problems in meaning expression, which might

have led to the teacher’s initiation of meaning negotiation.

Van Lier (1988) also relates the type of repair and trouble-sources to the type of activity and the
participants’ aims in carrying out the activity. Based on the three macro-functions of language in L2
classrooms (medium-oriented, message-oriented, and activity-oriented) which are to some extent
different from the functions of language in non-instructional discourse, he makes a distinction

between ‘didactic’ and ‘conversational’ repair. His contention is that the former is pedagogic in
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nature mostly carried out in instructional discourse, while the latter is oriented toward problems of

talk and so 1t 1s common to pedagogic and non-pedagogic discourse. He also makes a second
distinction according to whether the repair is intended to provide help and support (conjunctive) or
to problematise the speaker’s utterance (disjunctive). According to Van Lier, the conversationalness
or didacticness of the repair is not determined by the type of error but by the way the repair is done
and the sequential structure it takes in terms of its impact on the discourse direction over the next
turns. Three basic categories of repair which bear similarities to categories of CSs are other-
initiation/selt —repair, other-initiation/other-repair, and self-initiation/other-repair. The first type
which deals with problems in hearing and understanding by initiating repair through ‘questioning
repeats’ or requests for clarnfication’ might realise as conversational disjunctive repair. The second
have two varlants; one 1s realised as intra-turn repair helping the speaker with his/her current turn,

the second occurs in the third turn with the repair constituting part or whole of the turn. Both could

be either didactic or conversational but conjunctive in the sense that they function to assist and
support the speaker. The third type differs from the other two since the trouble source is marked by
the speaker either by explicit appeal for assistance or by try-marking, i.e. offering the candidate
trouble-source with tentative (rising) intonation or simply abandoning the message and inviting the
hearer to supply the item. Again both variants might occur in non-instructional discourse; therefore

they could be considered as conversational conjunctive repair.

We can summarise the findings of the two studies discussed above as follows. First, repair in L2
classroom pedagogic discourse refers both to the correction of formal errors and the attempts to
resolve communication impasses due to prospective and retrospective problems of talk originated
from the asymmetrical distribution of language knowledge and skills, which might lead to faulty
incomprehensible utterances or well-formed utterances which express faulty views on the presumed
shared content. It should be emphasised here that due to the pedagogic nature of classroom
discourse, repair in the form of error correction is exercised on quite comprehensible utterances.
However, as Van Lier has rightly mentioned, even in this case repair could be accomplished 1n a
conversational manner giving the pedagogic discourse a sense of naturalness. Second, repair might
aim at helping and supporting through reformulating, modelling, and clueing or problematising the
speaker’s utterances to elicit repair instead of doing the repair for the speaker. Third, the trouble-
sources might show up in both the teacher’s and the learners’ utterances. The teacher’s self-initiated
and self-completed repairs are either lexical substitutions modifying part of an utterance or

paraphrases of the whole utterance aiming at simplification to help comprehension and/or directing
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the learners to the desired response. Repairs on students’ utterances can be done by the teacher with

or without the students’ marking or initiating the trouble sources.

2.5 Toward a typology of communication strategies

The aim 1n the previous sections was to relate the work on CSs to work on interactional
modifications and repair. The common feature which relates the three frameworks of research is
their focus on meaning negotiation. The difference between these frameworks of research lies in the
way they conceptualise and analyse meaning negotiation in interactive talk. In work on interactional
modifications, consistent with the theoretical position which postulates a relationship between
input/output comprehensibility and language learning, as noted by Yule and Tarone (1991:164) ‘the
focus has been on the analysis of the input to the learner, with the learner’s output either ignored as
unnecessary or considered useful only as a prompt in obtaining comprehensible input’. The work on
repair has focused on how the mechanisms of turn-taking in speech provide for the resolution of
problems of talk. In more specific terms, the focus of the investigations 1s on the way repair 1s
initiated and completed over turns at talk, therefore the aim 1s to specify the repair trajectories in
terms of the person (speaker or hearer) who initiates and/or completes the repair and the tum in
which repair is initiated. Although, in the study of repair, the analysis 1s focused on both the speaker
and the hearer, the type of devices used to resolve problems of talk are not considered important,
since here the notion of meaning negotiation is not the central issue. A further difference is the type
of problems which are the target of repair trajectories. In contrast with work on CSs and
interactional modifications which investigate problems in meaning communication, the problems in
repair studies are related to both form and meaning. As far as the type of devices used by either
interlocutor to negotiate meaning or repair problems of talk are concerned, all interactional
modification devices used by the native speaker and the repair trajectories which target errors in

communicating the intended meaning can potentially be considered CSs.

Earlier we raised the issue that the extension of the notion of CSs to include both interlocutors’
attempts to negotiate an agreement on meaning has not had an impact on the current typologies of
CSs, which have originally been developed based on a psycholinguistic definition of CSs. They
include the type of devices (alternative meaning structures) used by learners in speech production to
compensate for gaps in their linguistic knowledge. The only category which is used by the learner
to involve the interlocutor in the process of bridging the gap in linguistic knowledge is the appeal
for assistance. In an attempt to integrate the interlocutor’s devices in meaning negotiation with the

categories of CSs, a suggestion is made by Yule and Tarone (1991) to broaden the concept of
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appeal for assistance to give coverage of the interactive devices. This suggestion seems to be
unsatisfactory for the reasons mentioned earlier. Another way of dealing with the 1ssue 1s to use the
interactional modification devices to cover the interlocutor’s side of interaction. This has the
advantage of distinguishing between the learner’s categories used to compensate for one’s own
problems in comprehension and production and the native speaker’s categories used to
accommodate the interlocutor’s linguistic problems. It 1s also possible to make fine distinctions
between different categories which have different effects on the interlocutor’s comprehension and
production processes. The issue which was raised before in relation to interactional modification
categories was that the ambiguities in their definition and categorisation leads to different codings
with the result of compromising the reliability of the coding procedures. To deal with this problem,
the suggestion is that we identify the function of the categories in meaning negotiation by looking at
their consequences for the interaction. We believe that this aim is achievable in the framework of
CSs which enables us to describe the key moves of both interlocutors in their attempts to establish

mutual understanding in negotiated interaction.

The review of the work on repair in classroom settings provides insights into the types or errors and
the functions of repair types which can be of help in establishing the functions of the interactional
modifications in classroom meaning negotiation. The first point is that non-native teachers might
use alternative meaning structures (compensatory strategies) to compensate for both their own
performance problems and for the students’ lexical gaps. These compensatory devices can be used
in form-focused exchanges as well as meaning-focused ones. The second point 1s the distinction
between ‘didactic’ and ‘conversational’ repair which shows that repair is more inclusive than the
notion of CSs. The potential communication strategies are the conversational repairs which deal
with three different types of problems, namely problems with hearing and understanding, content
problems, and problems with the form of utterances. The work on interactional modifications has
largely focused on the first types of problems (though see Rulon & McCreary 1986 for content
negotiation). The third type of problems constitutes a significant part of classroom interaction. In
meaning-focused interaction, formal errors might cause meaning ambiguities which are often
interpreted correctly and responded to appropriately with an implicit correction of the formal errors
by the teacher. This type of repair also plays a potential role in meaning negotiation and therefore

could be interpreted as a CS.

The review of the common features of the frameworks of research which have focused on meaning
negotiation provides a basis upon which we can introduce a provisional typology of CSs, which 1s

assumed to capture the different negotiation devices used by both interlocutors in interactive talk.
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This typology is basically developed based on theoretical considerations, though some of the
conclusions upon which the categorisation is done are supported by empirical research evidence.
We have based the definition of compensatory strategies on work done by Tarone (1977) and
Poulisse et al. (1984). To define the meaning negotiation strategies we have consulted Long (1983b)
and Pica and Doughty (1985). In these studies, no distinction is made between repetition and

reformulation. As the distinction is considered important in term of the role it play in meaning

negotiation we have made that distinction and defined the categories accordingly.

In the following categorisation of CSs, distinctions are made between two types of problems, and in
effect between two types of linguistic or discourse procedures used to deal with them. First are the
own-performance problems which are resolved using compensatory strategies in production and
comprehension. Second are the other-performance problems caused by the limited proficiency of

one’s interlocutor requiring devices for adaptation to these needs.

Own-performance problems (Compensatory Strategies)

The type of strategies used to deal with own-performance problems is divided into production and
reception strategies. The production strategies constitute the compensatory strategies in the current
typologies. Although their main function is to compensate for one’s own problems; in interactive
talk, they are used as tools for meaning negotiation, especially when marked with hesitation
phenomena. They are sub-divided into L2-based strategies, L1-based strategies, mime, and appeal
for assistance. L2-based strategies include circumlocution, approximation, and word-coinage. L1-
based strategies include code switching, literal translation, and foreignising. The reception strategies

are subdivided into perception strategies and appeal for assistance

Other-performance problems (Non-compensatory Strategies)

The type of strategies used to deal with other-performance problems 1s sub-divided into
compensatory strategies and meaning negotiation strategies. The compensatory strategies are sub-
divided into lexical explication including the two sub-categories of circumlocution, and
approximation, code-switching, and mime. The meaning negotiation strategies include the
interactional modifications like confirmation and comprehension checks, clarification requests,

selt/other reformulations and other-repetition.

It is to be noted that meaning negotiation strategies are often used by language learners in their later
stages of their language learning process. However, the important point is that when they are used

for compensatory purposes by learners they are labelled appeal for assistance.
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Own-performance problems (Compensatory Strategies)

Production strategies

[ 2-based

- Circumlocution: the description of the characteristics or elements of the subject or action
instead of using the appropriate target language structure

- Approximation: the use of a substitute word which shares some of the critical semantic
features with the target item

- Word coinage: making a new target language word to communicate the target item

[.1-based

- Code-switching: switching to a language other than L2

- Literal translation: a word-for-word translation of an idiom, idiomatic phrase or compound
word

- Foreignising: the use of an L1 word with L2 pronunciation
Mime: the use of mimetic gestures to 1llustrate the target concept
Appeal for assistance: to seek direct or indirect help from one’s interlocutor in resolving receptive
or productive problems
a) Implicit appeal for assistance: disfluency marker realised in one’s speech signalling
linguistic problems in production

b) Explicit appeal for assistance: giving up one’s etforts to express meaning and asking
the interlocutor to help

Reception strategies

- Perception strategies: the use of inferential strategies taking advantage of redundant
elements 1n target language speech

- Appeal for assistance: admitting non-understanding, or using the meaning negotiation
strategies such as repetitions, reformulations, comprehension checks, confirmation checks
and clarification requests to involve the interlocutor in resolving one’s own receptive
problems

Other-performance problems

Compensatory strategies

- Lexical explication

- Circumlocution: using a superordinate term plus post modification describing the key
semantic features of the target item or using simply a description without relating 1t to a
superordinate term

- Approximation: the use of a substitute word which shares some of the critical semantic
features with the target item

- Code switching: switching to a language other than L2

- Mime: the use of mimetic gestures to illustrate the target concept
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- Code-switching: switching to a language other than L2

Meaning negotiation strategies

- Clanfication request: all different types of expressions used to elicit clarification of the

preceding utterance

- Confirmation check: putting forward the exact or semantic repetition of the part or whole of

the preceding utterance as to check whether it has been correctly heard or understood

- Comprehension check: expressions designed to check whether one’s own previous

utterance(s) are understood by the addressee

- Self-reformulation: to reformulate ones own utterance in a simplified form to help the

addressee with its comprehension

- Self repetition: to repeat one’s own utterance to provide more time processing for its

understanding by the addressee

- Other-retormulation: to reformulate the previous speaker’s utterance to move it closer to

correspondence with 1ts intended meaning

- Other-repetition: to repeat the previous speaker’s utterance to confirm an agreement on its

meaning or to use it as an indication of a problem

2.5.1 Theoretical Underpinnings

Under the framework of input and interaction, the research focus on interactional modifications or
meaning negotiation strategies, as we have called them in the typology described above, is justified
based on models of language learning and acquisition which highlight the role of the linguistic
environment in this process. The frequently cited models in these studies are Krashen’s ‘input
hypothesis’ (Krashen 1985); Long’s ‘interaction hypothesis’ (1980,1981, 1983b, 1996); Swain’s
‘comprehensible output hypothesis’ (Swain 1985). As, in the study of CSs, the focus is not so much
on their potential role in learning as it is on their role in meaning negotiation, models of
communication in general and meaning negotiation in specific are assumed to be more appropriate
1n accounting for the use of these devices in interactive talk. The early works on CSs borrowed
heavily from Clark and Clark’s (1977) psycholinguistic model of speech production and
comprehension (for a model of this sort see Faerch and Kasper 1983b). The psycholinguistic
perspective to the study of CSs has provided incentive for further attempts to account for the
strategic behaviour using more sophisticated models of language processing such as Levelt’s model
of language production (Levelt 1989) used by Poulisse (1990), and Bialystok’s model of cognitive
processing (Bialystok 1990, 1991, 1992, 1994; Kellerman and Bialystok 1997).
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Attempts to account theoretically for CSs as tools for meaning negotiation come from different
sources depending on the strength of the claims made about their interactional role in
communication. The weak claims have ties with the psycholinguistic models since they limit

interactiveness to the ettects of external sources such as the presence of an interlocutor or the
provision of feedback on the speaker’s strategic behaviour. A notable example is Dornyei and
Kormos’s (1998) model of problem-solving behaviour mapped on Levelt’s revised model of speech
production and comprehension (Levelt 1995). They identity tour sources of L2 communtcation
problems: resource deficits, processing time pressure, perceived deficiencies in one’s language
output, and perceived deficiencies 1n the interlocutor’s performance. The first three are controlled
by the speech production processes, which are accounted for in Levelt’s model. The fourth type of
problems, which are external to the system, are added by Dornyei and Kormos as a result of
extending the monitoring function of the system to external stimuli to account for other-repair and
meaning negotiation. A possible criticism against the psycholinguistic way of bringing all problem-
solving mechanisms under the same framework 1s that the reflexivity, which features intra-
individual processes, may not be extended appropriately to inter-individual processes. The reason 1s
that these processes are mediated by social and cultural factors which act on both interlocutors and
therefore any attempt to account for them in a reflexive one-way manner may end up reducing the

complexity of inter-personal communication problems.

A stronger claim about the interactional role of CSs is made by the collaborative theory (Wilkes-
Gibbs 1997; Clarks & Wilkes-Gibbs 1986), which considers language use as a truly negotiative
process. Speakers and listeners coordinate to build common grounds. They act upon two principles
which according to Wilkes-Gibbs (1997: 239-242) are: ‘the principle of mutual responsibility’
defined as the collective responsibility of interlocutors to make sure they have understood what the
current contribution means before they start the next one; and the ‘grounding process’ which refers
to the act of discovering the boundaries of common ground and extending them. In the grounding
process, ‘contribution’ is the basic unit. It is defined as an emergent structure which develops across
turns through collective action (Wilkes-Gibbs 1997:240). When the speaker 1ssues an utterance as a
possible contribution to the interaction, the listener’s response may be needed to confirm its
understanding before it is considered as part of the common ground. The main point 1s that
contributions are the products of the actions and intentions of both sides of communication.
According to the collaborative theory, all contributions are strategic acts irrespective of whether or
not they undergo modifications over the acceptance process. CSs and interactional modifications

are assumed to occur when contributions need to be modified due to problems in communication.
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The collaborative principle applies to these mechanisms and gives them a truly interactive role,

which 1s different from the role implied by the psycholinguistic perspective.

The tendency to generalise across individuals and putting emphasis on transactional communication

locate the collaborative theory somewhere at the middle between the pure psycholinguistic
perspective and the socrolinguistic one which makes even stronger claims about the role of CSs in
interaction. From a critical sociolinguistic standpoint, generalising across individuals is not

warranted since the socio-political structure of society gives an enormous variety to the notion of

‘roles’ in communication (Kasper and Kellerman 1997:275). The conceptualisation of
communication based on this view gives prominence to social and interpersonal meaning which is
more sensitive to group membership and its associated roles. It views CSs as procedures used by the
interlocutors to maintain, restore, or disrupt their perception of the social order (Rampton 1997:

300). On this basis, they might indicate solidarity when the interlocutors align themselves to similar

social groups, and resistance when they draw on conflicting social values.

CSs have also been studied using the conversational analysis framework (Wagner and Firth 1997).
Consistent with the basic tenet of this framework, CSs are seen as elements of the interaction whose
relevancy across turns is determined by the communicative concerns of the interactants. As
mentioned by Wagner and Firth (1997: 326), in contrast to the psycholinguistic definition of CSs as
covert intra-individual phenomena, the interactive definition characterises them as overt elements ot
talk which are displayed and conjointly worked out by the participants. They are ‘flagged’ by verbal
or non-verbal disruptive markers to signal the problem to the interlocutor. These markers are
compared with ‘contextualisation cues’ in Gumperz’s sense (Gumperz 1982), which are acted upon
by the interlocutor through activating inferential processes and in case they fail through clarification
questions. From this point of view, CSs not only reflect the speaker’s alternative resources to solve

a problem but they also indicate an interactive potential to call forth the interlocutor’s inferential

Ircsources.

In Tarone’s publications, there are indications of both the weak and the strong claims for the
interactional role of CSs. For example, Tarone (1981:292) seems to limit the interactional role of

CSs to the impact of social factors on their use. She reports a case where the use of code switching
by her subjects was affected by the hearer’s reaction. She notes that apparently when the hearer did

not reject the transferred item the speaker continued using it. This was in contrast to cases where the

speaker opted for code switching but then decided to stop using it. On the other hand, her
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interactional definition and the attempt made to connect the framework of CSs to interactional
modifications and repair frameworks of research in a later publication (Yule and Tarone 1991)
evidence the truly interactional role of CSs. This might be due to the nature of her research which
stands on the border of the social and cognitive territories. The psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic
perspectives reflect the divide between the cognitive and social factors in interaction. The former
studies the underlying cognitive processes while the latter has made 1t its objective to investigate the

interpersonal aspects of communication. Tarone’s learner-centred research with 1ts emphasis on

transactional communication lies at the interface between cognitive and social research.

Though the interface provides great opportunities for pedagogically-oriented research on CSs, there
are certain grey areas which need to be explored before progress 1s made 1n mnvestigating CSs 1n
naturally-occurring data in instructional settings. First, in naturally-occurring interactive data, there
seems to be no reliable way of uncovering covert strategies and avoidance since they do not realise
and in effect play no role in interaction. Second, the traditional methods of identifying CSs may not
be appropriate for the analysis of interactive talk. We might need to use the methods and techniques
of discourse analysis to identify the use of strategies and their effect on the interlocutor. Third, there
are cases where compensatory strategies (own-performance problems) and non-compensatory
strategies (other-performance problems) overlap, ways need to be devised through which a

distinction can clearly be made between these two types of strategies.

2.5.2 Methodological considerations

The selection of a research methodology in terms of data collection and analysis depends on the
perspective adopted by the researcher. The psycholinguistic studies, which have aimed at
identifying and classifying CSs either in terms of the underlying processes or the realised products,
have used tightly controlled elicitation tasks. These tasks pose lexical problems which the subjects
have to solve using alternative meaning structures. In the picture description task, a number of
photos or drawings of concrete objects are shown to the subject, who is supposed to describe them
so that a native speaker who plays the role of the audience can identify or reconstruct (c.1 Bialystok
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