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ABSTRACT 
 
In the current research project the functions of self-initiated self-repairs in an 

advanced Japanese language classroom were investigated.  From the 

reviewed literature it was found that repairing is possible through 

monitoring, which includes error detection, and involves attention and 

memory.  Therefore, data was collected on the abilities of the participants in 

the current research project to repair, monitor and their attention levels and 

memory.  There were seven methods used to collect data; participant 

observation, classroom interaction tape recordings, a questionnaire, 

stimulated recall interviews, attention test, memory and attention test and 

proficiency level assessments.  From the participant observation, classroom 

interaction tape recordings and stimulated recall interviews data was 

collected on the repairs that the participants made and the way in which they 

monitored was explored.  The questionnaire revealed relevant background 

information, such as, number of years the participants had studied Japanese, 

which supplemented other information collected.  The attention test and 

memory and attention tests were used to obtain information on the 

participants’ perceptions of their levels of attention and their actual levels of 

attention and memory respectively.  The final data collected was on the 

participants’ own perceptions of their speaking proficiency levels in Japanese 

and an independent judge’s evaluation of their levels.  The results of the data 

collected on the way in which the participants repaired and monitored 
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showed that overall the participants repaired and monitored in ways that 

had been discussed in previous research on repairing and monitoring.  

However, for the first known time, phenomena related to repairing and 

monitoring, which the researcher terms as communication strategies, are 

used frequently by the participants and also, that these communication 

strategies used and repairs made by the participants were not needed to be 

made.  In other words, the participants in the current research project were 

often repairing errors that had not been made.  As for the data collected on 

the participants’ attention levels and memory, no significant differences were 

found between the participants and neither did any differences reflect on the 

ways in which the participants repaired.  From the proficiency level 

assessments, further evidence was found that supported previous research 

done on repairing and monitoring as well.  Also, it was found that the 

participants under-estimated their levels of proficiency in comparison to the 

independent judge’s evaluations.  Therefore, the participants both over repair 

and under estimate their Japanese speaking abilities.  This is seen as 

detrimental to the participants’ performances in Japanese.  

Recommendations are made to use this data provided by Japanese language 

learners when repairing to guide instruction and to encourage learners to 

gain fluency by repairing less often than is thought necessary.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Second language (L2) learners provide evidence of their developmental 

sequence of language learning by making errors (Chaudron, 1988; Corder, 

1981; Cutler, 1982; Garrett, 1975) and the repairing of these errors represents 

the processes at work in L2 production (Kormos, 1999; van Hest, 1996b).  

Therefore, both these errors and repairs that a L2 learner makes would serve 

as useful indicators for teachers of a language as to what needs to be taught.  

Although there is a great deal of research interest in self-repair, because of the 

rich and informative data that L2 learners themselves provide of their 

language learning process, only a few studies have been able to provide 

insight on this phenomenon at work in second language learning.   Both van 

Hest (1996b) and Kormos (1999) have attempted to provide such insight by 

reviewing the literature on self-repair.  According to the literature, making a 

repair is possible through monitoring, which includes error detection, and 

involves attention and memory.  First, in this research paper, the theories of 

monitoring will be reviewed, followed by a review of theories on how an error 

is detected and repairs are made.  Then, factors influencing self-repair 

behavior, specifically attention and memory, will be discussed.  In the current 

research project, there has been focus placed on investigating the functions of 

self-initiated self-repairs (SISRs) made by L2 learners of Japanese, including 

myself, in an advanced Japanese language classroom.  SISRs are “repairs 

made by speakers on their own initiative, without intervention from their 

interlocutor(s)” (van Hest, 1996b, p. 1).  The general research question for this 
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research project is: what are the functions of SISRs made by learners of 

Japanese?  More specific research questions that were sought to be answered 

will be discussed in section 3.2. From this investigation, the connection 

between attention and memory to monitoring has been further explored and 

evidence has been provided for the types of SISRs made by Japanese language 

learners (JLLs) and the functions of the SISRs.   
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Chapter 2: Monitoring and Self-repair in L1 and L2 Production  

In this chapter the literature on monitoring and self-repair in L1 and L2 

production will be reviewed.  First, the theories of monitoring will be reviewed.  

Second, the research that has been done on L1 and L2 monitoring and making 

repairs in L1 and L2 will be discussed.  Then the variables, attention and 

memory, which has been suggested to affect abilities to SISR (Kormos, 1999)            

will be discussed. 

 

2.1. Theories of Monitoring  

Monitoring plays an intricate role in the production of speech.  At any point of 

speech production monitoring can occur; it can occur before, during or after 

speech has been produced.  Berg (1986) describes monitors as “mental eyes” 

that observe the production of speech (p. 134).  Therefore, the monitor 

maintains a distant parental relationship to speech; it is there and yet does 

not interfere with speech production.  The definition of monitoring is 

consistent in each theory of monitoring, e.g. the perceptual loop theory of 

monitoring and the node structure theory.  However, each theory places the 

monitor differently.  The most influential theory of L2 monitoring within the 

second language acquisition (SLA) field, Krashen’s (1985) monitor hypothesis, 

does not describe the inner workings of the monitor nor where the monitor is.  

Due to the influence of his model though, it is useful to review his hypothesis 

in order to gain a better understanding of the progress of research on 

monitoring in the L2.   
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Krashen’s monitor hypothesis 

The monitor hypothesis attempts to explain the influence of the learning of a 

language on the acquisition of a language.  Language acquisition being the 

term used for the process which has become internalized, in a sense acquired, 

whereas the learning of a language is a term used for the conscious process 

which may lead to the internalization of the language or language acquisition.  

The acquisition system initiates utterances and the learning system serves as 

an editor or monitor.  According to Krashen, the monitor plans, edits and 

corrects and is available for L2 learners due to learning grammar.  However, 

monitoring is only possible if: 1) the learner is focused on form; 2) the learner 

knows the rule to be applied and 3) the learner is not restricted by time 

constraints.  Although these claims may serve a useful purpose for teachers in 

language classrooms, more comprehensive theories were sought out that 

could be applied in SLA research.   

 

Psycholinguistic theories of monitoring 

Psycholinguistic research on first language (L1) self-monitoring has lead to 

two main distinct types of theories of monitoring: the connectionist theories of 

monitoring and the editor theories of monitoring.  Connectionist theorists 

claim that the monitor is intact while editor theorists propose that there are 

mechanisms involved in monitoring that are external to the speech production 

system.  Each of these types of theories of monitoring will be described.  

Specifically, the spreading activation theory of monitoring (Stembeger, 1984; 
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Dell, 1986) and the node structure theory (Mackay, 1987), which are 

connectionist theories, will be described.  Also, two editor theories of 

monitoring will be described; the speech production model (Laver, 1973) and 

the perceptual theory of monitoring (Levelt, 1983). 

 

2.1.1. Connectionist Theories 

There are two main connectionist theories that have been introduced over the 

years, which are the spreading activation theory and the node structure 

theory.  Both of these theories will be discussed in this section. 

 

Stemberger (1984) and Dell (1986) introduced the first connectionist theory of 

monitoring: the spreading activation theory of monitoring.  Their theory 

involves an interactive connected network of units.  These units are words, 

morphemes, and phonemes and slots are created for these units by generative 

rules.  Units with the highest level of activation would be processed further.  

The activation could spread in two directions: top-down and bottom-up.  

Therefore, activation could occur from words to morphemes and morphemes 

to phonemes and vice versa.  It is postulated in this theory that when 

speakers monitor their own speech it is possible for speech perception to 

proceed through the bottom-up flow of activation.  In the spreading activation 

theory, monitoring can be referred to as “an automatic by-product of 

bottom-up activation spreading” (Berg, 1986, p. 139).  Mackay (1987) draws 

upon the spreading activation theory and criticism of this theory by Berg and 
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proposes his own connectionist theory of monitoring; the node structure 

theory.  First, the similarities of both theories will be reviewed and then the 

differences.   

 

In both the spreading activation theory and the node structure theory, 

monitoring involves nodes that can be actively spread in two directions.  Also, 

a node’s activation level could be boosted and would therefore turn a node into 

an activated node.  For example, if a certain word, morpheme or phoneme was 

required for priming then that node would become the activated node.   

 
 

Priming produces increased subthreshold activity in a node. It spreads in 
parallel across nodes, with its strength being positively related to how 
well it matches the input. In the same fashion, priming spreads to the 
phonological nodes and, finally, to the lexical nodes. At each level, 
priming strength is a function of the match to the input from the 
preceding level. Although several nodes may be primed at once, only the 
node that is primed to a higher degree than all the others becomes 
activated. (Shoaf & Pitt, 2002, p. 1)  
 

 

In both these theories errors occur in the same way as well; a node that is 

considered erroneous will become activated.   

 

The major difference in these two theories is that Mackay went further on to 

explain the detection of errors and proposed conditions which are required for 

awareness to occur during monitoring.  In the node structure theory, 

prolonged activation may happen when a node forms a connection with an 

“uncommitted” node, which, in turn, might trigger awareness and lead to the 
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detection of an error.  Awareness arises from novelty, pertinence and strong 

convergent priming.  Strong convergent priming develops from constant and 

consistent use.  Mackay further suggests from this assumption that this could 

explain why a person usually is aware of what is new and not of that which is 

familiar.   

 

Editor theorists point out two major problems with connectionist theories of 

monitoring and both are related to the proposal of error detection being an 

automatic process.  First, the connectionist theories do not account for delayed 

error detection and second, they do not explain how errors can pass through 

the network uncorrected.  Berg (1986) counters the first problem by asserting 

that the delayed cut-off of an erroneous unit does not suggest a delayed 

detection of the error and Mackay (1987) also argues against the second 

problem by stating that error detection does not necessarily lead to error 

correction.      

 

2.1.2. Editor theories 

As has already been stated, the major difference between connectionist 

theories of monitoring and editor theories is that editor theories propose an 

external mechanism to the monitor whereas the connectionist theories claim 

that monitoring is an integral process.  The mechanism that editor theorists 

claim as being external is a monitor or editor.  An editing device simply serves 

to replace an erroneous unit with a more acceptable or appropriate one.    The 
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first editor theory of monitoring that will be explored is the speech production 

model.  Laver’s (1973; 1980) model consists of four functions; 1) ideation, 2) 

linguistic programming, 3) motor programming and 4) monitoring.  In the 

speech production process, these functions are linked.  Laver also describes 

monitoring in his model as either pre-articulatory or post-articulatory.  

Pre-articulatory monitoring takes place through internal monitors and is the 

point at which an error is detected.   Post-articulatory, on-the-other-hand, 

involves a sensory register monitor which checks overt speech for errors and 

compares a unit to the original ideation.  Levelt (1983) argues that Laver’s 

model cannot account for delayed error detection and that there is a 

reduplication of knowledge in the model which makes it inefficient.   Levelt 

then goes on to propose his own theory: the perceptual loop theory of 

monitoring.   

 

Perceptual loop theory of monitoring 

Levelt’s perceptual loop theory of monitoring, an editor theory of monitoring, 

has been suggested to be the most viable model of self-repair in L2 production 

(de Bot, 1992; Kormos, 1999; Poulisse, 1997; van Hest, 1996b).  As can be seen 

in Figure One, similar to Laver’s model, there are four main processing 

components of the perceptual loop theory of monitoring, which are 1) the 

conceptualizer; 2) the formulator; 3) the articulator; and 4) the speech 

comprehension system.   
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Figure One: Levelt’s perceptual loop theory of monitoring 

          

 message generation  Conceptualizer   situational 

       knowledge, etc. 

               monitoring  

 

     Lexicon          

 grammatical encoding   Formulator lemmas 

     Forms        Speech Comprehension system  

 phonological encoding  

 

                       

        Articulator                       Audition   

 

 

The conceptualizer involves message generating and the product that it 

generates is a preverbal message.  Preverbal messages are encoded through 

accessing procedural and declarative knowledge.  Procedural knowledge is 

arranged as if x then y and the results of these procedures can be deposited 

into the working memory, which contains information that can be accessed by 

the speaker.    Declarative knowledge is made up of propositional knowledge, 

situational knowledge and a discourse record.  Propositional knowledge is 

available in long-term memory and consists of units, such as, “snow is cold”.  

Declarative knowledge of the present discourse situation, such as, where the 

speakers in a dialogue are and who they are, includes situational knowledge 

and a discourse record, a record of the interaction taking place between the 

speakers.  The output of the conceptualizer becomes the input for the 
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formulator.   

 

The formulator produces as output a phonetic or articulatory plan through 

grammatical encoding and phonological encoding.  Grammatical encoding of a 

message involves the procedure of accessing lemmas and syntactic building.  

The product of grammatical encoding is surface structure and can be 

deposited in the syntactic buffer.  Phonological encoding provides a phonetic 

or articulatory plan for an utterance and serves as input to the articulator.   

The articulator produces overt speech through the process of articulating, 

“which is the execution of the phonetic plan by the musculature of the 

respiratory, the laryngeal, and the supralaryngeal systems” (Levelt, 1989, p. 

12) and includes an articulatory buffer where the phonetic plan can be stored 

temporarily until the articulator executes the phonetic plan.   

 

The speech comprehension system processes both internal and overt speech, 

which involves self-monitoring and its output is parsed speech.   

 

Within his blueprint of a speaker, Levelt differentiates between which 

processes in his model are controlled and which are automatic.  According to 

Levelt, the processes that are controlled are the processes of 

message-generating and monitoring.  The other processes of grammatical 

encoding, form encoding and articulating are automatic processes.  It is 

important to mention that this is a model for native L1 users.  It would seem 
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that for L2 learners most of these processes, depending on the learner’s stage 

of developmental sequence, would be in some way controlled. This issue will 

be discussed further according to research done in this area in section 2.3.3. of 

this thesis.   

 

In order to provide a clearer explanation of Levelt’s theory, in Figure Two an 

example of how this theory would work in use is depicted.  In the example a 

sample conversation has been visually displayed.  As can be seen, a speaker 

builds on his or her procedural and declarative knowledge, e.g. ‘we are inside’, 

etc., and first begins to conceptualize a message.  For example, the concept 

‘beautiful day’ is conceptualized.  Second, a message is formulated with 

grammatical and phonological encoding, for example, ‘yeah, why are we  

 

Figure Two: an example of Levelt’s perceptual loop theory of monitoring 

Outside→ inside 

          

     beautiful day   Conceptualizer   this is a friend;  

       we are inside 

. 

             

                                                        Yea 

                Yea, why are we inside?  Formulator  why 

      inside        Speech comprehension system 

                   ye, wai ar wi insaid     It is a beautiful day.   

  

 

Yea, why are we outside?  Articulator       Audition                   
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inside’.  Third, the message is articulated, for example, ‘yeah, why are we 

outside’.  While this example message is being conceptualized, formulated, 

articulated, audited or comprehended in the speech comprehension system 

the monitor is on.  When an error has been made, at some point during this 

process the monitor kicks in and the error is repaired.  Therefore, the example 

message that was erroneously articulated, ‘yeah, why are we outside’ is 

repaired with ‘inside’ rather than ‘outside’.   

 

This is an example of an interlocutor who has full monitoring capabilities, i.e. 

a native-speaker or near native-speaker and most likely an adult and Levelt’s 

theory has been restricted mainly to explain the monitoring of a language by 

native speakers (NSs) and speakers of only one language.  Although Levelt’s 

theory is the most viable model of self-repair in second language production 

(de Bot, 1992; Kormos, 1999; Poulisse, 1997; van Hest, 1996b) and it will be 

used as the basic underlying theoretical framework throughout the rest of this 

thesis,  at this point though it is relevant to review the research and theories 

that have further explored Levelt’s theory in order to explain L2 phenomena.   

 

Perceptual loop theory of monitoring in L2 

As it has already been mentioned, there are four main processes within the 

perceptual loop theory of monitoring; conceptualizing, formulating, 

articulating and speech comprehension.  The discussions over Levelt’s theory 

as an explanation of L2 monitoring seems to mainly center on whether there 
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are separate components of processing when monitoring in either an L1 or an 

L2.  Most theorists have agreed so far that speakers of two languages have 

one component which processes concepts, i.e. a conceptualizer, and two 

separate components which process lexical items for each language that is 

spoken (de Bot, Cox, Ralston, Schauffeli, & Weltens, 1995; Poulisse, 1993b).  

This latter suggestion would mean that there are two separate formulators as 

well, which has been suggested by Levelt.  In addition, de Bot has further 

suggested that there may be separate sound processing components for each 

language that is being spoken. However, the articulator has been conceived as 

one single processing component which can account for the articulation of any 

language being articulated.  Although the basic processes of monitoring both 

in an L1 and L2 in the perceptual loop theory of monitoring have been 

considered to be the same, there is one proposal that has been made to modify 

the theory in order to account for L2 phenomena.   

 

It has been proposed by de Bot that the conceptualizer should not be 

considered solely as being language-independent as Levelt suggests, and 

proposes that it instead should include the processes of macroplanning and 

microplanning.  In other words, the conceptualizing process would include 

both a language-independent process which establishes goals and subgoals, 

macroplanning, and a language-dependent process which gives structure to 

the actual content of the goals and subgoals, microplanning.  L2 speakers may 

have difficulties at times with organizing thoughts in a way that is native-like 
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and this is not a common problem which NSs have.  Therefore, the inclusion of 

the microplanning process within the conceptualizer would account for when 

a L2 speaker may have to consider decisions of concepts, e.g. spatial 

references, which differ often according to the language being spoken.  In the 

next section, research that has been done in relation to both L1 and L2 

monitoring will be reviewed.   

 

2.2. L1 and L2 Monitoring  

So far different theories of monitoring have been introduced.  It would be 

necessary to assume that the basic processes of monitoring would be the same 

for both L1 and L2 users, which has been briefly explored at the end of the last 

section.  However, as already has been mentioned, although a speaker of any 

language has a monitor, depending on whether a speaker is using an L1 or L2 

the monitor will perform differently.  In this section the possible aspects of the 

monitor that may be different depending on the language that is being used, 

i.e. the reasons for monitoring and the ability to detect errors, will be 

discussed.   

 

2.2.1. Reasons for monitoring in L1 and L2  

 The reasons for monitoring, whether subconsciously or consciously, may 

reveal explanations for differences in performances.   According to Levelt 

(1983), an L1 speaker monitoring may consider 1) whether the message is 

wanted to be expressed now; 2) whether the message is being said the way it is 
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wanted to be said; 3) whether the message being said is up to social standards; 

4) whether a lexical error is being made; 5) whether the syntax and 

morphology of the message is correct; 6) whether the pronunciation is correct 

and 7) whether the articulation of the message has the right speed, loudness, 

precision and fluency.  Levelt (1983) concludes by stating that “speakers can 

monitor for almost any aspect of their own speech” (p. 463).   

 

As for L2 learners, there appears to be no research to date on the reasons 

behind why they monitor and whether the reasons why they monitor are 

different from L1 users.  However, taking into consideration that an L2 is less 

automatized than an L1 (Automaticity will be discussed in more detail in 

section 2.3.3.) then it is most likely that the reasons for monitoring in an L2 

are different.  In other words, L1 users automatically monitor their language 

production for any reason at any time; however, L2 learners, at any 

developmental sequence of language learning, would not be able to monitor 

with such consistency for any reason.   

 

2.2.2. Error detection in L1 and L2 production 

During the process of monitoring, a person may detect an error.  Detection is 

the “process that selects, or engages, a particular and specific bit of 

information” (Tomlin & Villa, 1994 p. 192) and according to van Patten (1996), 

“detected information causes great interference with the processing of other 

information” (p.16).  As for error detection behavior, speakers use editing 
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expressions, such as, “er” (Hockett, 1967).   

 

The point at which detection occurs reveals processes at work in speech 

production.  For example, if a speaker detects errors in a certain way then 

processing units can be better explained and differentiated.  Evidence of 

detection of errors are interruptions or cut-offs in speech.  Nooteboom (1980) 

first investigated cut-offs in L1 monitoring.  (The research done on cut-offs has 

been limited to L1 monitoring unless it has been stated otherwise.)  According 

to his findings, less than 3% of errors were cut-off in the middle of a word.  

These results led him to conclude that speakers complete the utterance of 

words and then cut-off to repair, signaling detection of an error.  Based on 

Noteboom’s findings, Levelt proposed the Main Interruption Rule, which is 

the hypothesis that speakers “stop the flow of speech immediately upon 

detecting trouble” (Levelt, 1989, p. 478).  Levelt then began research of his 

own in order to provide further evidence of this hypothesis.   

 

While researching he clarified the boundaries at which a cut-off occurred: 

phrase, word and syllable boundaries.  Also, he differentiated between 

immediate cut-offs, the interruption of speech either while the trouble word is 

being uttered or after, or delayed cut-offs, the interruption of speech either 

while a non-trouble word is being uttered or after.   The results of his research 

provide evidence that both phrase and word boundaries are not respected in 

relation to when speech is interrupted.  As for syllable boundaries, they were 
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not found to be important units of interruption.  Interesting results were 

found though.  First, it was more likely for error detection to occur at the end 

of a phrase rather than at the beginning or middle of a phrase.  Second, only 

23% of erroneous words were interrupted.  Levelt makes an exception to his 

rule then and states that speakers do not tend to interrupt correct words, 

however, they do often interrupt erroneous words.  He further suggests that if 

there is a delay in interruption then there is a delay in detection.   

 

Bredart (1991) conducted similar research and drew similar conclusions.  In 

his research, he found that trouble words that were shorter were more often 

completely uttered than trouble words that were longer.  Also, that trouble 

words were more often interrupted than non-trouble words.  These results 

confirm Levelt’s suggestion that the completion of a trouble word is a delay in 

error detection.   In response to such claims, Berg (1986) argues that there is 

no direct correlation between the detection of an error and cut-offs.  He 

suggests instead that speakers will attempt to interrupt speech at an 

appropriate time.  In other words, at a point that interferes less with speech 

communication.  Berg bases his argumentation on L1 research that he had 

previously collected.  Unfortunately, he collected his data online and did not 

record his data collection.  Also, the data collected was written down as it was 

heard and therefore could be subject to perceptual bias.  Therefore, further 

research was needed to back up his claims.   
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Poulisse and van Hest (ms) took it upon themselves to reproduce a similar 

study comparing L1 and L2 production and produced different results.  Their 

conclusion was that speakers were not able to control where they cut-off.  

Blackmer and Mitton (1991) countered by finding evidence that suggests that 

speakers detect errors prior to cutting off speech.  In their study they found 

zero milliseconds cut-off-to-repair times.  This would suggest that the 

speakers were planning before the cut-offs.  Blackmer and Mitton also found 

that depending on the error being repaired, there will be differences in the 

time in which an error is detected.  For example, inappropriate errors may 

take more time to detect than incorrect ones.  It may also mean though that 

speakers may find it more important to correct errors that are incorrect than 

the ones that are inappropriate.   

 

In a more recent study on L1 and L2 SISR behavior, van Hest (1996b) found 

that L2 speakers tended to interrupt their speech earlier than L1 speakers.  

She claims that due to L2 monitoring being a more controlled process and to 

L2 speakers speaking slower, they have more opportunity to monitor their L2.  

Kormos (1999) argues that further evidence is needed to support such claims, 

because van Hest’s study did not provide an accurate measure of corrected 

and noncorrected errors.  Also, Kormos suggests that the reason the L2 

learners in van Hest’s study may have interrupted their speech earlier on is 

because of the context the learners were in; a formal language instruction 

context in which a learner’s accuracy may have been emphasized over fluency.   
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There are several conclusions that can be made from the research done on 

error detection.  First, that detecting errors interferes with information 

processing and that editing expressions can be used.   Second, that when 

detection of an error occurs, the speaker stops the speech, Levelt’s Main 

Interruption Rule, and that speakers often interrupt erroneous words, but 

they do not tend to interrupt correct words.  This conclusion being somewhat 

obvious is however important for investigating the processes at work in 

monitoring.  For example, there has been debate over at what point an error is 

detected.  If speech is only interrupted during an erroneous word then this 

would provide evidence of when an error may have been detected.  It might be 

the case also with the use of L2 that there may be instances in which a learner 

interrupts a correct word when repairing; however, according to the research 

done both on L1 and L2 language use this rule holds true.  Third, speakers 

cannot control where they cut-off their speech.  The final conclusion that can 

be made is that L2 speakers tend to interrupt their speech more often than L1 

speakers and that the types of errors detected may depend on the context the 

learner is in.  There are other possible variables that influence the detection of 

an error, which will be discussed in the next section. 

 

2.2.3. Variables involved in error detection 

Kormos (1999) suggests that variables such as availability of attention, the 

ease of correction, the type of error, the place at which the error occurs and 

discourse constraints can affect error detection.  Researchers found that a 
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learner’s grammatical accuracy and monitoring was influenced by availability 

of attention (Foster & Skehan, 1996; Skehan & Foster, 1996).  The variable 

attention will be discussed further in the section 2.4.  It has been suggested 

that ease of correction also influences detection of errors (Krashen, 1982; 

Lennon, 1994). 

 

2.3. Making repairs in L1 and L2 

After an error has been detected a person may attempt to repair the error.   

According to Levelt (1989), repairs are made in a linguistically principled way, 

include more or less of the original utterance and correction, can be detected 

by a listener from the very first word of the repair and may include a pitch 

change.  In this chapter self-repairs as indicators of learning, the rules 

proposed by Levelt, the Constituent and Well-formedness rules, and 

substitution will be introduced.  Also, automatic and controlled processes 

involved in making self-repairs, a taxonomy of self-repairs and the 

distribution of self-repairs will be discussed.   

 

2.3.1. Self-repairs as indicators of learning 

In both L1 and L2 research a learner’s developing ability to self-repair has 

been linked to their competence and metalinguistic awareness (Evans, 1985; 

O'Connor, 1988; Rogers, 1978; van Hest, 1996b; Verhoeven, 1989).  However, 

acquisition of a language itself is different for both L1 and L2 learners.  

According to Kormos(1999), monitoring enhances L2 acquisition; acquisition 
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is enhanced by acquiring the L2 when the learner begins to gain more 

receptive knowledge, ‘notices the gap’ (Schmidt & Frota, 1986), notices errors 

and tests hypotheses in the production of the L2.  A learner’s performance in 

an L2 can increase with the acquiring of receptive knowledge, which has been 

suggested to be stable and reliable compared to productive knowledge (de Bot, 

1996; Kormos, 1999).   It has also been suggested that noticing the gap can 

lead to L2 acquisition (Robinson, 1995; Schmidt, 1990; 1993; 1994; Schmidt & 

Frota, 1986; Swain, 1995; Swain & Lapkin, 1995).  A learner will ‘notice the 

gap’ in language production when they are aware of the differences between 

what they produce and what a NS produces in order to make changes in their 

interlanguage system.  Also, if a learner notices errors they are becoming 

more aware of their interlanguage system.  Schmidt (1990; 1993; 1994) has 

claimed that ‘noticing’ which involves a person’s conscious awareness of the 

language is necessary in language acquisition.  Consequently various 

language teaching methods related to developing a learner’s abilities in 

consciously being aware of the language being learnt, such as, ‘consciousness 

raising’ (Ellis, 1993a; Ellis, 1993b; Fotos & Ellis, 1991; Rutherford, 1987; 

Sharwood Smith, 1981; Yip, 1994), ‘input enhancement’ (Doughty, 1991; Ellis, 

1994; Ellis, 1995; Sharwood Smith, 1991; 1993; White, Spada, Lightbown, & 

Ranta, 1991), ‘focus on form’ (Long, 1991; 1994; Long & Crookes, 1992), 

‘priming’ (Mellow & Cumming, 1994) and ‘analytic teaching’ (Lyster, 1994) 

have been introduced over the years.   
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A learner testing hypotheses has also been linked to L2 acquisition (Pica, 

Holliday, Lewis, & Morgenthaler, 1989; Swain, 1985; 1995; Swain & Lapkin, 

1995).  If a learner begins hypothesis testing then the learner is attempting to 

use a form that has been heard or seen.  After using the form, the learner will 

receive feedback from an interlocutor, most likely a NS, which will provide the 

learner with information about whether or not the form has been used in a 

way that a NS would use it.   It can be concluded then that monitoring and 

self-repairing should be encouraged and that self-repairing is evidence of 

what a learner can and cannot do in a L2.   

 

2.3.2. The constituent, well-formedness rules and substitution 

There have been two rules, the constituent rule and the well-formedness rule, 

proposed by Levelt in order to explain the structure of repairs made by 

learners and it has been suggested that the most frequent form of repair is 

substitution (Fathman, 1980).  The first rule states that “speakers restart 

their speech at a phrase boundary or constituent boundary” (Levelt, 1983, p. 

75) and the second rule states that “an original utterance plus repair <OR> is 

well formed if and only if there is a string C such that the string <OCorR> is 

well formed, where C is a completion of the constituent directly dominating 

the last element of O” (Levelt, 1989, p. 486).  In the second rule, the 

well-formedness rule, O stands for original utterance, R stands for the repair 

proper, and C is a string of zero or more words that will complete the original 

utterance.  The rule ignores editing expressions mentioned before.  Although 
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this second rule seems abstract at first by considering the following example 

the rule can be better understood: Did you see Mark-er-Matt yesterday?  As 

can be seen by this example the utterance is well formed if there is an or 

inserted between the constituent and the repair proper in the following way: 

Did you see Mark or Matt yesterday?  Another example of this second rule is: 

Are you free on the 5th-I mean-the 6th?  This utterance would be considered 

well formed as well because by replacing an or for the editing expression I 

mean the following sentence is well-formed: Are you free on the 5th or the 6th?  

However, Levelt has suggested that there are exceptions to this last rule and 

it is possible due to attentional lapses and high processing demands that 

speakers may make ill-formed repairs.   

 

Van Wijk and Kempen (1987) conducted research to verify the 

well-formedness rule.  Based on their findings, they suggest that self-repairs 

are computed by two different mechanisms: reformulation and lemma 

substitution.  In other words, self-repairs may either be completely 

reformulated structurally in the reformulation mechanism or a lemma may be 

substituted without the changing of structure in the lemma substitution 

mechanism.  An example of a self-repair being reformulated in the 

reformulation mechanism would be ‘the man pushes, with the gla-, the man 

with the glasses pushes away the sad clown’ (van Hest, 1996b, p. 12).  And an 

example of a self-repair involving a lemma being substituted in the lemma 

substitution mechanism would be ‘the clown is pushed away by the man with 
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the/without the glasses’ (van Hest, 1996b, p. 12).  Therefore, according to their 

research, the well-formedness rule would only apply to reformulations.  The 

results from a study done by van Hest (1996b) show that the self-repair 

behavior of second language learners is also governed by the well-formedness 

rule.  Therefore, in summary, both the constituent rule and well-formedness 

rule are applicable in self-repair behavior in both L1 and L2 production and 

substitution is the main form that is used for self-repair.    

 

2.3.3. Automatic and controlled processes in making self-repairs 

As mentioned earlier, Levelt has described monitoring in a L1 as involving 

both automatic and controlled processes.   According to the perceptual loop 

theory of monitoring, the former are the processes of message-generating and 

monitoring and the latter are processes of grammatical encoding, form 

encoding and articulating.  In SLA research, hesitation in speech production 

and the amount of corrective repairs made by a learner have been studied as 

an indication of processes in language production that have yet to be 

automatized.   

 

Hieke (1981) first conducted a comparison study of L1 and L2 self-repair 

behavior in German and English using a taxonomy of hesitation phenomena.  

Although in his study he did not find any notable differences between the 

self-repair behaviors of NS and non-native speakers (NNS), he did find that 

the NNS repaired more often than the NS.   
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Wiese (1982; 1984) conducted similar research on hesitation phenomena in L1 

and L2 production of German and English.  Like Hieke, he also found that L2 

speakers produced more than twice as many hesitation phenomena as L1 

speakers.   Weise suggests that the reason why L2 learners hesitate more 

often is because they make more errors than L1 learners and concludes by 

also suggesting that learners hesitate more because they have a limited 

knowledge of the L2 and have more processes in language production which 

have not been automatized.   

 

Temple (1992) as well investigated hesitation and repairs of NS and NNS; 

however, the languages under investigation were French and English.  The 

results of her study showed that the French speakers spoke twice as fast as 

the NNS of French.  Also, that the NNS repaired more frequently and left 

more errors unrepaired.  As for the types of errors the NNS repaired, they 

made more lexical error repairs than syntactic error repairs.  She explains the 

differences found in her study between the NS and the NNS self-repair 

behavior as differences in processing.   She suggests that searching for repairs 

for lexical items may require more automaticity than searching for syntactic 

error repairs and therefore, in conclusion, makes an obvious suggestion that 

the NNS requires more automaticity in general and specifically for repairing 

lexical items.    

 

As for research done on corrective repairs made by learners in relation to 
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automaticity, O’Connor (1988) hypothesized from her data in her research 

that less proficient learners would use more corrective repairs than more 

proficient learners.  In her research she analyzed the speech of six American 

speakers of French; three beginning and three advanced.  She concluded that 

a lack in automaticity reduces a learner’s ability to preplan and avoid 

problems.   

 

Lennon (1990), on the other hand, found that the amount of corrective repairs 

made by the participants in his research increased after living in England for 

six months.  He suggests that as the participant’s competence in the language 

increased, more attention was available for monitoring and self-repairing and 

that perhaps due to this there was an increase in the amount of corrective 

repairs made by the participants.   

 

Van Hest (1996b) found that although both the beginning and intermediate 

learners in her research made approximately the same amount of self-repairs, 

the more advanced learners made fewer  corrections.  She concludes then that 

both levels of learners are still at the trial-and-error stage and therefore have 

yet to gain automaticity. 

 

The conclusions that can be made from these studies on hesitation and the 

amount of corrective repairs are that as a learner becomes more proficient in a 

language, hesitation will lessen and the types of repairs that are made will 
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become more complex; however, the amount of repairs that are made may or 

may not increase with language proficiency.   

 

2.3.4. Taxonomy of self-repairs 

Levelt (1983) has also provided the most detailed categorization of self-repairs.  

Kormos (1998) has adapted Levelt’s taxonomy of L1 self-repairs in order to 

account for L2 self-repair behavior.  In Table One the contributions made by 

Levelt have been depicted with additional contributions made by other 

researchers, including Kormos, which have been added where possible.  Each 

of the repairs mentioned below will be further explained in detail in this 

section using examples provided by Kormos.  When giving examples she 

included retrospection data in order to further understand the underlying 

processes at work when a L2 speaker makes a self-repair, which has been 

 

Table One: Taxonomy of self-repairs 

Example 
number 

Name of self-repair 

 Different information repairs 
1 Ordering error repair 
2 Inappropriate information repair 
3 Message replacement repair 
 Appropriacy repairs 
4 Appropriate level of information repair 
5 Coherent terminology repair 
6 Appropriate level of information and coherent terminology repair 
7 Repair for good language 
8 Pragmatic appropriacy repair 
 Error repair 
9 Lexical error repair 

10 Phonological error repair 
11 Grammatical error repair 
12 Rephrasing repair 
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included with each example as in the original.  Also, as in the original, the 

repairs made have been bolded and she used the following transcription 

notation:  

  

 

 

 

– = 0 – 0.5 sec long pause 
+ = 1 – 2    sec long pause 
++ = 2 -3    sec long pause 

+++ = pause longer than 3 seconds 
:: (:) = prolonged sound 

 

 

Levelt identified three main types of repairs: different (D-repairs), 

appropriateness (A-repairs) and error repairs (E-repairs).  D-repairs are made 

if there has been an error made in the conceptualizer.  If the information in 

the conceptualizer is either inappropriate, i.e. the information in a message 

has not been appropriately or correctly generated or not appropriately ordered 

then an error may be detected and repaired.  The former different information 

repair is an inappropriate information repair (see example one) and the latter 

is an ordering error repair (see example two).  Kormos further suggests that 

there are message replacement repairs (see example three). 

 

Example 1. Inappropriate information repair  

you have to + we have to + make a contract 
(Retrospection: I realized that it is stupid to say that you have to make a 
contract, it’s the restaurant who has to write it.) 
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Example 2. Ordering error repair  

uhm – well there’s a – big dining table for – forty person.  + And –  
then + we’ve got – er well it’s + well the dining table occupies half of the room.   
(Retrospection: I thought, I did not tell you first how big the room was, so I 
said that the dining-table occupies half of the room, and then I said what I 
originally wanted to say.) 

 

Example 3. Message replacement repair  

we have some er + er v…maybe you have vegetarians in your group 
(Retrospection: Here the idea of vegetarians suddenly popped up and I 
abandoned what I was going to say because I would not have been able to list 
any more types of food anyway.) 

 

 

According to Levelt (1983), A-repairs are different from D-repairs because 

A-repairs are made when a speaker consciously decides to modify the 

intended information in a message.  A-repairs are made when an encoding has 

been ambiguous, incoherent or is pragmatically inappropriate.  Levelt has 

suggested that speakers make inappropriate level of information repairs, 

ambiguous reference repairs, coherent terminology repairs and appropriate 

level of information and coherent terminology repairs.  Appropriate level of 

information repairs (see example four) are made when the information 

supplied had been inappropriate and ambiguous repairs (see example five) 

are made when a speaker needs to further specify information.   

 

Example 4. Appropriate level of information repair 

there are er + er + twenty er + tables + er + about twenty tables. 
(Retrospection: Here I was thinking about the number of the tables in the 
restaurant.) 
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Example 5. Ambiguous reference repair 

in this – uhm – in this part of the town – er there are many vegetarians  
er this because the – university is here and vegetarians like it + er – 
like this restaurant 

 

 

Coherent terminology repairs (see example six, which is an example provided 

by Levelt (1983, p. 53)) are made when the term the speaker uses is not 

coherent and appropriate level of information and coherent terminology 

repairs (see example seven) are repairs that can be identified as either 

appropriate level information repairs or coherent terminology repairs.   

 

Example 6. Coherent terminology repair 

Ga je een naar boven, is uh kom je bij geel 
Go you one up,             is uh come you to yellow 
‘If you go one upwards, is… you come to yellow.’ 

 

Example 7. Appropriate level of information and coherent terminology repair 

in this case er if it is so urgent and important for you, we would like er you to:: 
to write us an order – er in er 24 hours that you make sure that you will er 
come and book this err room.   
R: Well, that’s fine.  But we might have two problems with this. Er one is that 
er er I’m not sure that there will be 35 people in our er company, maybe 
there’ll be only 24.  Is that a problem, if there is only 24 or 25 of us? 
S: We may – agree if you::: er er would like er to:: to arrange the room er on 
this er condition – that you will have enough er place but I’m not sure that we 
can reduce the price er because of this. 
R: I see, all right and then I can only pay the deposit next week when I er find 
out how many people come and when I have talked to all of the people. 
S: Er but this letter is er – the order – er your request is er anyway – 
needed and we::: 
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Kormos further suggests that L2 speakers make pragmatic appropriacy 

repairs (see example eight) when they consider the information they are using 

to be pragmatically inappropriate.  

 

Example 8. Pragmatic appropriacy repair 

it doesn’t + it’s not a problem 
(Retrospection: First I wanted to say ‘it does not matter’ but I realized that in 
a business deal you cannot say ‘it does not matter’.) 

 

 

Bredart (1991) as well has proposed that speakers use another type of 

A-repair, i.e. make repairs for good language (see example nine).  According to 

Bredart, what would be considered good language by a speaker is either 

socially appropriate or aligns with perceived standard rules.  In example nine, 

it can be seen from the retrospection that the repair is being made because 

what was been uttered was considered to be stylistically inappropriate, which 

can also be considered to be a repair for good language. 

 

Example 9. Repair for good language 

thirty-five per – people 
(Retrospection: First I wanted to say ‘persons’ but I had used ‘persons’ several 
times before, so I said ‘people’.) 

 

 

E-repairs are made when an error has occurred in the formulator.  These 

types of errors can be made at any point of speech processing; during lemma 
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retrieval, grammatical and phonological encoding and articulation.  According 

to Levelt, there are three types of E-repairs; lexical error repairs, syntactic 

error repairs and phonological error repairs.  Lexical errors occur specifically 

during the processing of the preverbal plan.  The preverbal plan specifies a 

concept that corresponds to a lemma, which is called lexical access.  Lexical 

error repairs (see example ten) are made then when there has been an error 

made in content or function words and phrases, idioms or collocations.   

 

Example 10. Lexical error repairs 

you have to – er rent it er ++ for + 35 – person ++ uhm it’s max…minimum 
minimum (Retrospection: I realized that I was not using the right word.  It’s not 
‘maximum’, but ‘minimum’, since it is a room for 40 people.) 

 

 

Syntactic errors occur during grammatical encoding and phonological errors 

occur during phonological encoding (see example eleven for an example of a 

phonological error repair).  The former type of error has been claimed by 

Kormos to be better specified as being repaired as a grammatical error repair 

(see example twelve).   

 

Example 11. Phonological error repair 

we could arrange er – more – smaller [taIbIe] tables if you would like that – 
better 
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Example 12. Grammatical error repair 

 then you + if you + er decided it + decided it o 
(Retrospection: I was looking for the right way of saying decide on.) 

 

 

Rephrasing repairs (see example thirteen) are made when the content of the 

original message is not changed, but rather rephrased.  These types of repairs 

are used when there is an uncertainty about correctness.    

 

Example 13. Rephrasing repair 

we will er reflect er to you in another letter we will answer you  
(Retrospection: What happened here was that I was not sure whether ‘reflect’ 
really means ‘answer’, I knew what ‘reflect’ means but I do not know whether you 
can use it for writing as well, that is whether it means the same in writing as in 
speech that you ‘reflect on something’.) 

 

 

All of these repairs that have been described are overt repairs and do not 

include covert repairs, which was a distinction first proposed by Levelt; 

repairs that are made before the erroneous word has even been uttered, 

therefore, what is being repaired is unknown.  The latter types of repairs are 

of value as well though and in order to account for these types of repair 

Kormos (1999) has suggested that retrospection may prove useful as a tool for 

eliciting a learner’s intentions for making these types of repairs.   
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2.3.5. Distribution of self-repairs  

Research findings on the distribution of self-repairs is able to provide us with 

information about the types of errors that are more frequently detected by the 

monitor and provide insight into speaker’s repair behavior.  Levelt found in 

his research that E-repairs, especially lexical error repairs, were most 

frequently repaired, followed by A-repairs and then D-repairs.  At this point 

when he was unable to classify a repair as either D-, A-, or E-repairs, he 

classified the repair as a rest-repair (R-repair).  Bredart (1991), using Levelt’s 

classification of self-repairs, did a comparison study of Levelt’s findings and 

found that, in comparison, D- and R-repairs were proportioned similarly; 

however, there were more E-repairs and covert repairs and less A-repairs 

than what Levelt had found.  From both Levelt’s and Bredart’s findings, it can 

be deduced that E-repairs are made the most frequently.   

 

According to research findings on L2 self-repair behavior, E-repairs are made 

the most often by L2 learners as well (Fathman, 1980; Lennon, 1984; Poulisse, 

1993a).  Therefore, both L1 and L2 speakers repair lexical errors more often 

than other errors.   This seems reasonable too, because miscommunication 

would be more likely to occur if the vocabulary or words being communicated 

are not what were intended.  However, research has also shown that a large 

amount of lexical errors, and errors in general, are not either detected or 

repaired (Cutler, 1983; Levelt, 1983; Noteboom, 1980; Poulisse & Bongaerts, 

1994; van Hest, 1996a).  Also, it has been suggested that A-repairs are made 
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more often by learners when the task demands that they be more precise (van 

Hest, 1996b).   

 

These results on the distribution of self-repairs can reflect a speaker’s monitor 

bias.  In other words, the repairs that a speaker makes and does not make 

provides evidence of repair behavior.  According to van Hest, there are two 

factors which can influence monitor bias; the context or setting and a 

speaker’s individual characteristics.  It has already been mentioned how 

certain tasks being used will affect the type of repairs made by speakers.  Task 

demands and the effect on attention will also be explored more in section 2.4.4.  

In the next section the speaker’s individual characteristics that may possibly 

influence their own self-repair behavior will be described in more detail and 

related to recent research.   

 

2.3.6. Individual characteristics influencing self-repair behavior   

Seliger (1980) first investigated the relationship between self-repair behavior 

and individual characteristics of L2 learners and has suggested that the way 

in which a learner self-repairs can indicate processes and strategies used by 

the learner in the L2.  He has proposed that there are two types of learners; 

High Input Generators (HIG) and Low Input Generators (LIG).  Depending on 

the degree of the interaction the learner has with the language environment 

they are either a HIG or a LIG.  In light of the results of a study he conducted 

on the speech of L2 English learners, he has concluded that that HIGs have a 
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tendency to use trial and error methods more frequently compared to LIGs 

who are careful planners and that therefore HIGs produce more errors and 

repairs.   

 

Dietrich (1982) investigated both learner and linguistic variables in relation 

to the morphological and phonological self-repairs that L2 German speakers 

made.  The results of his study shows that of all of the variables investigated, 

language background and language aptitude affected the morphological and 

phonological self-repairs that were produced.   

 

O’Connor (1988), on the other hand, investigated self-repair behavior as a 

variable itself in a similar study to what was mentioned above, and postulated 

that self-repair behavior is an indication of interlanguage variation and 

change.  In her investigation on corrective repairs made by learners, she 

focused on the corrective and anticipatory repairs made by both advanced and 

beginning level L2 speakers of French.  The latter type of repair is a repair 

made when a learner anticipates the production of an error whereas the 

former type of repair is a repair made after an error has already been 

produced.  She found that both levels of learners produced the same amount of 

repairs, but that they produced different types of repairs.  The beginning 

learners made more corrective repairs whereas the advanced learners made 

more anticipatory repairs.  Therefore, she has concluded from these results 

that self-repairs can indicate the level of performance of an L2 learner.   
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Lennon (1990) further investigated the connection between performance and 

self-repair behavior.  In his investigation, in the study mentioned above, he 

examined the developing performance of L2 English learners.  He found that 

although the learners paused less and their speech rate went up, the 

frequency of self-repairs that were made by the learners stayed the same.  The 

results of his study then would suggest that self-repairs are not correlated 

indicators of L2 performance.  As for learner variation, Lennon found that 

different learner strategies and learner personalities could account for 

self-repair behavior.   

 

In conclusion, HIGs produce more errors and repairs and beginning learners 

make more corrective repairs whereas advanced learners make more 

anticipatory repairs.  Also, language background, language aptitude, different 

learner strategies and learner personalities may account for self-repair 

behavior.  Kormos (1999) suggests as well that “noticing and attention are of 

central importance to further specify mechanisms involved in speech 

monitoring” (p. 312).  Noticing, which has been explained previously, will also 

be discussed in relation to L2 research done on attention and memory in the 

next section.  Also, theories and models relating to the variables of attention 

and memory and L2 research that has been done in relation to these variables 

will be discussed.   
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2.4. Attention and memory in L1 and L2 

Levelt (1989) has stated that monitoring involves controlled processing, which 

requires attention and that attention is dependent on context, task, and 

memory.  It has already been mentioned earlier on in this thesis that task 

demands and contextual factors can affect repairing, and therefore affect 

monitoring, and in section 2.4.4 these variables again will be reviewed in 

relation to research done on attention.  However, it is necessary to 

acknowledge at this point that these variables will not be the focus of this 

thesis for various reasons.   

 

First, task demands and contextual factors have been explored to a great 

extent in research done on attention, which will be explained further in 

section 3.1.  Second, since contextual factors and task demands are variables 

that can be controlled to some degree and have been controlled to a high 

degree in previous research, the final variable, memory, will be the variable 

that is mainly focused on in this thesis.  In other words, because the former 

variables can be controlled and the latter cannot, the latter variable is 

considered to be a viable predictor of individual differences.   

 

Although the main purpose of this thesis is not to explain individual 

differences in L2 performances, many studies in L2 research have sought to 

better understand possible individual differences that may influence 

self-repair behavior and their SLA most likely for the purpose of being able to 
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predict ability in an L2 and in the current research project this will be 

explored as well.  However, the main purpose for researching into SISR in this 

thesis will be to explore the phenomena in light of new research and to 

investigate SISRs made by JLLs, which has never been explored before.   

 

As for the variable of attention, if Levelt’s perceptual loop theory of 

monitoring is taken into account, this variable can account for a learner’s 

ability to detect and repair an error, and ultimately perform in the L2.  Thus, 

attention has capacity limitations and if there is not enough attention 

available, there most likely will be a decline in L2 performance.  A decline in 

performance would be most noticeable in L2 speech because L2 user’s speech 

is less automatized.  In the next sections first theories of attention and 

memory will be introduced, including Robinson’s theory of attention and 

memory, and research done related to attention and memory in L2 will be 

reviewed.   

 

2.4.1. Theories of attention  

According to Robinson (1996), the term attention can be used in three ways: 

the selection of information to be processed and stored in memory, the 

capacity for processing information and the mental effort involved in 

processing information.  Each of these distinctions of attention has influenced 

theories on attention.  There are two main types of theories of attention; filter 

theories and capacity theories.   
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There have been different filter theories proposed over the years.  In early 

filter theories, it is suggested that information is processed on a singular path.  

Broadbent (1958) proposed that information is processed through a filter that 

selects information from a sensory register which is then relayed to a 

detection device.  After passing through the filter, information is analyzed for 

meaning, enters awareness and then goes straight into short-term memory.  

Treisman (1964) suggested that not only sensory information but semantic 

information as well is detected by the filter.  In filter theories that were 

proposed later, information is processed in parallel, enters working memory 

and is either judged as important or not.  Information which is judged to be 

important is selected for elaboration; however, if it is judged unimportant 

then the information is forgotten.  

 

Capacity theorists of attention, unlike filter theorists of attention, argue that 

a person has control of attentional resources and that attention will be 

allocated depending on the task at hand.   Kahneman (1982), the first capacity 

theorist of attention, proposed the Capacity Model of Attention outlining 

attention as being allocated to stimuli from a pool of cognitive resources which 

varies depending on a person’s state of arousal.  According to this model, 

attention is divided between enduring predispositions, e.g. identifying 

something familiar, and momentary intentions, e.g. selective listening.  

During this process, if sufficiently aroused and if tasks are not exceedingly 

demanding then performance will not be affected.  Wickens (1980; 1984; 1989) 
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further suggests that there are multiple pools of resources and that tasks that 

require the use of the same pool of resources will affect attention available for 

performing the task.  For example, if a person has to perform two similar 

tasks at the same time then the person will have difficulties being able to 

equally divide attention to the performance of each task.  However, when 

tasks require different pools of resources or when performing the task has 

become automatized, the distribution of attention becomes less significant 

and it is possible to perform two tasks at once and to share time between the 

performance of each task.  Individual differences and task characteristics may 

account for the way in which attention is allocated.   

 

After a thorough review of the theories of attention Robinson (1996) suggests 

that an SLA theory of attention should explain the way in which task 

demands affect implicit and explicit information processing.  He bases this 

suggestion on research that has shown that implicit processing, as well as 

explicit processing, have different processing consequences and that both 

processes are affected by task conditions (Shanks & St. John, 1994; 

Whittlesea & Dorken, 1993).  Also, that task demands affect what gets noticed 

(Schmidt, 1990) and that different levels of noticing may occur or the aspects 

of input may differ according to the task itself (Ellis, 1995; Fotos & Ellis, 1991; 

Long, 1989; Loschky & Bley-Vroman, 1993; Rankin, 1990; Robinson, Ting, & 

Urwin, 1995).  In the next section models of memory will be reviewed.   
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2.4.2. Models and theories of memory 

Although memory is described as a variable within a theory of attention, 

Robinson has suggested that it be looked at as a variable within itself because 

it will gain importance in developing SLA theory for the following reasons: 1) 

memory systems have been further distinguished in magnetic resonance 

imaging and evoked brain potential research and 2) that these systems 

support different forms of learning.   

 

Current models of memory describe short-term memory as involving the 

activation of neural structures, control processes and as capacity limited.  

Short-term memory has been seen as the place at which skill development 

begins (Anderson, 1983; Baddeley, 1986; Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977) and 

ultimately as an interface between all that is seen, done and known (Cowan, 

1993).  As a result, there has been an association made between short-term 

memory capacity and language aptitude  (Carroll, 1993; Carroll & Sapon, 

1959; Harrington & Sawyer, 1992; Sasaki, 1993).  Shiffrin and Schneider 

(1977), suggest in their theory that practice in consistent environments will 

lead to links being made between short-term memory and long-term memory.  

However, Logan (1988a; 1988b; 1990) argues that models of memory were 

lacking explanations for why practice in consistent environments is necessary 

and why attention gradually is withdrawn when language becomes 

automatized and therefore proposed the Instance theory.   
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With this theory, Logan suggests that once stimuli have been attended to, 

they are encoded into memory and that they are stored separately according 

to the instances in which the stimuli occurred.  Also, he suggests that a 

consequence of this process is the retrieval of a memory.   As for access to 

long-term memory, there have been suggestions made that there is both 

explicit memory, which is accessed consciously, and implicit memory, which is 

accessed subconsciously (Schachter, 1989; Squire & Cohen, 1984).  These 

suggestions are based on observations of the manipulation of one variable on 

later implicit and explicit test phases.  For example, before the test phases, 

instruction will be given to place attention on semantic aspects of words and 

therefore accessing different processing mechanisms during the test phases 

(Craik & Lockhart, 1972).   

 

According to Cantor and Engle (1993), there are three main theoretical views 

of how working memory capacity can account for individual differences in 

abilities: the task-specific view, the processing efficiency view and the 

activation view.  Someone who has a task-specific view would consider that a 

person who is more efficient at processing information will have more storage 

capacity for processing and for retrieval of information in long-term memory 

(Cantor & Engle, 1993).  Thus, when testing a person’s working memory 

capacity, the task which is being tested needs to be performed.  Someone who 

has a processing efficiency view would consider that when a task involves the 

use of language not only certain skills will be used to perform the task, but 
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general skills as well (Daneman & Tardiff, 1987).  Therefore, when testing a 

person’s working memory capacity with this second view, it would not be 

necessary to perform the task being tested.  Someone who has an activation 

view would consider working memory as a part of long-term memory which is 

activated (Cantor & Engle, 1993; Engle, Cantor, & Carullo, 1992).  With this 

last view in mind, if a person’s working memory were tested then levels of 

activation would be tested.  In other words, a person’s working memory is 

unrelated to the task being performed and cannot be related to span tests, 

which will be discussed in section 2.4.4.  

 

The following conclusions can be made from the previous sections in which the 

connections between memory and attention have been made: 1) awareness is 

required for encoding language into long-term memory; 2) short-term memory 

is the subset of long-term memory in a currently activated state; 3) conscious 

and unconscious information can be accessed through long-term memory and 

4) the level of attentional awareness during retrieval is a function of task 

demands and automatic processes, which determine access to long-term 

memory.  As for the view in the current research project of how working 

memory capacity can account for individual differences in abilities, working 

memory capacity will be viewed as a processing efficiency factor.   The reasons 

for taking this view will be explained further in section 2.4.4.  In the following 

section the theory of attention and memory proposed by Robinson will be 

explained in detail.   
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2.4.3. Robinson’s model of attention and memory 

In Figure Three Robinson’s model of attention in SLA has been depicted, 

which has been entitled Noticing as detection with awareness in short-term 

memory.  Three main processes are included in his model; detection, attention 

and awareness.  As can be seen in the model, attention is required for both 

 

Figure Three: Noticing as detection with awareness in short-term memory 

                                

  Long-term memory     

Short-term memory  

                     detection           noticing 

                     +attention      +attention 

                    -awareness    & rehearsal >         >         >   elaboration  

                              +awareness 

 

 

 

 

detection and noticing.  It has been suggested that detection does not require 

awareness; however, that which does not require awareness cannot be 

considered as something that has been learned (Shanks & St. John, 1994).  

Noticing, on the other hand, requires both attention and awareness.  

Something that is noticed may be encoded into short term memory and either 

forgotten over time or eventually be encoded into long term memory through 

rehearsal and elaboration.  Rehearsal in short term memory occurs depending 
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on the demands of task processing and rehearsal can be process driven by 

either data or concepts.  Processing, which is data driven, involves a 

continuing rehearsal of instances in memory and conceptually driven 

processing involves rehearsal that has been elaborated on with schemata 

activation or relations of higher order being made in long term memory.   

 

Therefore, in conclusion, Robinson’s model of attention is consistent with the 

literature to date in the following ways: 1) learning requires awareness at the 

level of noticing; 2) learning is a result of both explicit and implicit 

information processing; 3) learning requires conscious information 

processing; and 4) there is a central executive attentional mechanism that 

allocates limited resources to satisfy known task demands.   

 

2.4.4. L1 and L2 research related to attention and memory 

There are two variables related to attention in L2 speech processing; working 

memory and task demands in performance (Kormos, 1999).  In this section 

research conducted on attention in relation to working memory and task 

demands in performance will be discussed. 

 

Working memory in research on attention 

Cook (1977) investigated both the short term and long term memory of users 

of both an L1 and L2.  He found that in both the L1 and L2 the users 

performed more similarly on short term memory tests than on the long term 
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memory tests and therefore concluded that short term memory capacity is 

more closely transferable to the processing of an L2.   

 

According to Daneman and Carpenter (1980; 1983), limited working memory 

capacity involves the competition between processing and storage functions 

which may explain individual differences in reading abilities.  Therefore they 

designed a test, the Reading Span Test (RST), which measures working 

memory capacity and abilities in reading.  In the test, participants are 

requested to comprehend sentences while also recalling the last word in a 

presented set of sentences.   The participant’s reading span is calculated by 

the number of words recalled in the correct order of presentation.  Several 

studies using the RST have made correlations between an individual’s 

working memory capacity and reading abilities (Daneman & Carpenter, 1980; 

Harrington & Sawyer, 1992; Masson & Miller, 1983; Turner & Engle, 1989).   

 

Daneman and Green (1986) later introduced the Speaking Span Test (SST) in 

order to measure working memory capacity and speaking abilities.  In the test, 

participant are first requested to view and read silently sets of unrelated 

words, the length of which increases over time.  Then the participants are 

requested to recall, at the end of each set, each of the words in the set by 

creating a sentence for each word in the order they were presented.   The 

participant’s speaking span is calculated by the number of grammatical 

sentences the participant could create.   
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Daneman and Green also designed the Speech Generation Task, the Oral 

Reading Task and the Oral Slip Task in order to test fluency.  The latter has 

been adapted from a task designed by Baars, Motley, and MacKay (1975).  

The Speech Generation Task elicits discourse fluency whereas both the Oral 

Reading Task and the Oral Slip Task elicit fluency in terms of speed and 

accuracy in the articulation of words.  For the Speech Generation Task 

participants are requested to describe a picture for 1 minute and 30 seconds 

and fluency is measured by the number of words spoken, (the main measure of 

fluency in this task) richness and context originality.  For the Oral Reading 

Task participants are requested to read a passage aloud and fluency is 

measured by reading time.  Therefore, if the passage was read at a fast speed 

with a high level of accuracy of articulation of words then the reader of the 

passage would receive a high score.  For the Oral Slip Task participants are 

requested to read aloud pairs of words that are presented on a computer 

screen and fluency is measured by how many errors are made and the types of 

errors made.  Therefore, if the pairs of words were read at a fast speed with a 

high level of accuracy of articulation of words and there were very few errors 

made then the reader of the words would receive a high score.   

 

Daneman and Green (1986) conducted a study in which 29 English L1 

university students participated by doing each of the tests mentioned above, 

including the RST.   Their conclusion was that speakers who are more fluent 

have a larger working memory capacity than speakers who are less fluent.   
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Fortkamp (1999) conducted a similar study in which 16 participants, who 

were both NSs of Portuguese and highly advanced NNSs of English, were 

requested to do each of the tests mentioned above as well.  The participants 

were requested to take both the RST and the SPT in both Portuguese and 

English; however, the other tests were just taken in English in order to test 

L2 English fluency.  The results of Fortkamp’s study were that the SST in 

English correlated with the Speech Generation Task and the RST in both 

Portuguese and English correlated with the Oral Reading Task.  In conclusion, 

Fortkamp argues for a task-specific view of working memory capacity.  In 

other words, as mentioned earlier, a person with a task-specific view would 

consider working memory capacity to be dependent on task processing.   

Therefore, it would be proposed that a task can only be measured in 

correlation with working memory capacity if the task is being processed 

during the measurement of the correlation between the two.   

 

However, as mentioned earlier as well, the view that will be taken in the 

current research project of working memory capacity will be a processing 

efficiency view.  In other words, general skills will be used when performing 

tasks along with specific skills and thus it is not necessary to perform the task 

being tested.  One reason for taking this view instead of the task-specific view 

is because the task-specific view requires the task to be performed during the 

collection of the data on working memory processing.  First, it has already 

been mentioned that in the current research project there will not be a focus 

 49



placed on task demands and how this will affect the participants’ abilities to 

SISR or their working memory capacity in the current research project.  The 

reasons for there not being a focus placed on this variable will be explained in 

further detail in section 3.1.  Second, since task demands have been proven to 

affect performance in L2, it is believed that the actual performance of the 

tasks in the span tests and the context in which the tasks were performed 

would affect the results of a study using such span tests.  Another reason for 

taking this view is because there have been suggestions made to use other 

methods than the span tests to measure working memory capacity in relation 

to L2 abilities (Fortkamp, 1999; Harrington & Sawyer, 1992).   

 

Several studies have also shown that there are correlations between memory 

scores on aptitude tests and language learning abilities (Carroll, 1993; Carroll 

& Sapon, 1959; Sasaki, 1993),  Carroll (1993) has asserted though that 

memory related questions on aptitude tests do not derive from recent memory 

research. 

 

Task demands in performance in research on attention 

There have been numerous studies done on how task characteristics (Brown, 

1991; Foster & Skehan, 1996; Robinson, 1995; Robinson, Ting, & Urwin, 1996; 

Skehan & Foster, 1996) and familiarity (Bygate, 1996a; 1996b; Plough & Gass, 

1993) affect L2 performance.  These studies have shown that the amount of 

attention needed for linguistic encoding was reduced when there was task and 
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discourse domain familiarity and conceptual planning time was given.  

Bygate (1996) specifically studied how task demands influenced L2 

monitoring.  He found that after repeating a task for the second time the L2 

learners repaired more often, which meant that there was more attention 

available for monitoring.  Although it is not possible to conclude from this one 

study with a small number of subjects that more attention is available for 

monitoring due to task familiarity and/or repetition, it can be concluded in 

this section that memory and attention are variables which have been found 

to influence a learner’s ability to monitor and self-repair in an L2.  In the next 

section the methodology used to collect data in the current research project 

will be explained.   
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Chapter 3: Methodology  

 The underlying assumptions when developing this thesis, which have been 

stated in the introduction, were that a learner’s errors are evidence of their 

individual developmental sequence of language learning (Chaudron, 1988; 

Corder, 1981; Cutler, 1982; Garrett, 1975) and that when a learner repairs an 

error, the processes at work in L2 production are revealed (Kormos, 1999; van 

Hest, 1996b).  SISRs made by an L2 user in particular are of interest because 

these repairs are made on the learner’s own initiative and therefore are 

evidence of what the learner is noticing.  If what has been suggested is taken 

into account, which is that learning requires noticing (Schmidt, 1990; 1993; 

1994), following this argumentation, SISRs made by learners provide 

evidence of what is being learned.  If a learner is repairing an error then the 

learner is noticing that an error has been made.  It has also been suggested 

that monitoring in an L2 and individual differences in working memory 

capacity may be related (Kormos, 1999).  In the current project for the first 

time SISRs made by Japanese L2 users will be explored.  Each of these areas 

of research interest will first be stated as questions in this chapter with 

reference to previously reviewed literature.  Then the design, subjects and 

data collection procedures used in the current research project will be 

described.  This chapter will conclude with a description of the experimental 

procedures used in the research project. 
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3.1. The research questions 

 This research project addresses the following four questions: 

 

1. do self-initiated self-repairs (SISRs) made by learners provide evidence 
of what is being learned, i.e. that which is noticed?   

 
 

2. are monitoring in an L2, and specifically the making of SISRs, and 
individual differences in levels of attention and memory related? 

 
3. is there a relationship between the making of SISRs in an L2 and 

proficiency in an L2? 
 

4. what are the functions of SISRs made by learners of Japanese?   
 

 

Research question one 

Question one addresses the suggestion that has been made by researchers 

about learning requiring noticing.  There has been ample evidence of how 

influential the concept of noticing has been on language teaching methods 

(Doughty, 1998; Ellis, 1993a; Ellis, 1992; 1995; Fotos & Ellis, 1991; Long, 

1991; 1994; Long & Crookes, 1992; Lyster, 1994; Rutherford, 1987; Sharwood 

Smith, 1991; 1993; White et al., 1991; Yip, 1994), which shows the recognition 

and acceptance of the importance of the concept.  However, whether SISRs 

themselves are evidence of what is being learned has yet to be explored.  It can 

be stated though from the reviewed literature that  according to the criteria of 

what gets noticed, SISRs are what is being noticed by the learner and 

therefore are available for encoding into long-term memory (Robinson, 1996).   

 53



Research question two 

Question two addresses a lack of research in the area of levels of attention and 

memory and its relation to monitoring in an L2, and specifically SISRs.  It has 

been suggested that there are two variables related to attention in L2 speech 

processing; working memory and task demands in performance (Kormos, 

1999). 

 

As for the first variable, very few studies in L2 research have been conducted 

on working memory capacity and in these studies they have mainly focused on 

exploring the relationship between short term memory capacity and language 

learning abilities and skills (Carroll, 1993; Harrington & Sawyer, 1992).  Also, 

even though there were correlations made in these studies, some have 

admitted that the claims that they made may not be reliable, i.e. the memory 

related components in the tests did not derive from recent memory research 

(Carroll, 1993). 

   

As for the second variable, there have been numerous studies conducted on 

task demands and its relation to monitoring in an L2.  As mentioned 

previously, basically the conclusions that have been made from these studies 

are that attention needed for linguistic encoding was reduced when there was 

task and discourse domain familiarity and conceptual planning time was 

given (Brown, 1991; Bygate, 1996a; 1996b; Foster & Skehan, 1996; Plough & 

Gass, 1993; Robinson, 1995; Robinson et al., 1996; Skehan & Foster, 1996).  
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Similarly there have been numerous studies that have placed an importance 

on discovering the influence of task demands on what gets noticed.  The 

conclusions that have been made from these studies are that task demands 

affect what gets noticed (Schmidt, 1990) and that different levels of noticing 

may occur, or the aspects of input may differ, according to the task itself (Ellis, 

1995; Fotos & Ellis, 1991; Long, 1989; Loschky & Bley-Vroman, 1993; Rankin, 

1990; Robinson et al., 1995).  Since there have been numerous studies done on 

this variable it will not be explored to the extent that it has been in the past; 

however it is possible that task demands may be related to the repairs being 

made in the current research project, therefore this variable will still be 

considered in light of the data that is collected.  Also it is important to 

consider this variable as well in the current research project because the use 

of Japanese as an L2 is being explored for the first time in relation to SISRs.  

It is possible that the influence of task demands on the types of SISRs being 

made may differ depending on the L2 being used and also there may be 

relations made between individual learners and their capabilities to use 

certain types of SISRs.   

 

Research question three 

Question three addresses a question that has remained unanswered in 

previous research about the relationship between an L2 learner’s self-repair 

behavior and proficiency in the L2.  Although conclusions have been made 

that beginning learners make more corrective repairs whereas advanced 
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learners make more anticipatory repairs (O'Connor, 1988), which is an 

intuitive conclusion, there has yet to be a relationship made between 

proficiency and self-repair behavior in an L2.   

 

Research question four 

Question four addresses the overall question of the function of SISRs for 

Japanese L2 users.  Numerous conclusions have been made from research 

done on SISRs made by L1 and L2 users; 1) editing expressions are used 

commonly when repairing (Hockett, 1967); 2) when detection of an error 

occurs, the speaker stops the speech (Bredart, 1991; Levelt, 1989; Noteboom, 

1980); 3) speakers often interrupt erroneous words, but they do not tend to 

interrupt correct words (Levelt, 1989); 4) speakers cannot control where they 

cut-off their speech (Poulisse & van Hest, ms); (Both conclusions three and 

four relate to theories of the detection of errors.  In other words, if it is known 

where a person detects an error or whether this can be controlled then this 

information will lead to a better understanding of the processes of 

monitoring.) 5) both the constituent rule and well-formedness rule are 

applicable in self-repair behavior in L2 production (Levelt, 1983; van Hest, 

1996b); 6) task demands affect the type of repairs made by a learner, e.g. 

appropriateness repairs (A-repairs) are made more often by learners when the 

task demands that they be more precise (van Hest, 1996b); 7) L2 speakers 

repair lexical errors more often than other errors (Bredart, 1991; Fathman, 

1980; Lennon, 1984; Levelt, 1983; Poulisse, 1993a); 8) a large number of 
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lexical errors are not repaired (Cutler, 1983; Levelt, 1983; Noteboom, 1980; 

Poulisse & Bongaerts, 1994; van Hest, 1996a); 9) the most frequent form of 

repair is substitution (Fathman, 1980); 10) language background and 

language aptitude affects morphological and phonological self-repairs that are 

produced (Dietrich, 1982).  Each of these conclusions will be explored further 

in comparison to the data that is collected and analyzed in the discussion 

section of this thesis.   

 

There have been other conclusions made in relation to variables that influence 

self-repair behavior that will not be explored in the current research project.  

So far it has been mentioned that due to the ample amount of research that 

has been done on task demands in relation to monitoring that this variable 

will not be explored to the extent that it has been in the past.  The reasons 

why other variables will not be explored further may be important to mention 

as well at this point.  In the current research project there have been 

intentional measures taken to exclude further research and comparison with 

obvious findings that have been made in previous self-repair behavior 

research.  For example the following conclusions that have been made are 

either intuitive or fairly obvious: 1) L2 speakers tend to interrupt their speech 

more often than L1 speakers (van Hest, 1996b); 2) as a learner becomes more 

proficient in a language hesitation will lessen (Hieke, 1981; Wiese, 1982; 

1984); 3) the types of repairs that are made will become more complex 

(O'Connor, 1988) and 4) beginning learners make more corrective repairs 
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whereas advanced learners make more anticipatory repairs (O'Connor, 1988).    

Therefore, in this thesis there will be a focus on explaining and exploring 

SISR behavior in light of recent research while avoiding the comparison of 

obvious findings and in a way that reveals new insights into the SISR 

behavior of L2 users and specifically Japanese L2 users.   

 

Also, as mentioned above, variables that have been researched in depth, e.g. 

task demands, will not be explored to the extent that they have been in the 

past.  There have been numerous studies conducted on comparing repairs 

made in an L1 and L2, which will not be explored to any extent in the current 

research project due to the fact that this variable has been both explored in 

depth already in previous research and most likely only obvious findings can 

be found because so far previous research has revealed mainly obvious 

findings.   

 

Other conclusions, e.g. conclusions such as High Input Generators (HIGs) 

produce more errors and repairs (Seliger, 1980), will not be explored in the 

current research project in order to provide a succinct overview of a few 

variables related to self-repair behavior that have been suggested to influence 

self-repair behavior.  There is one variable related to self-repair behavior 

which has not been found to be explored in L2 self-repair behavior, which is 

the reasons for monitoring.  In the discussion chapter of this thesis, the 

possible reasons the participants in the current research project have for 
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monitoring will be compared to the reasons Levelt has suggested that L1 

users have for monitoring.  As a final point, one conclusion can be made for the 

first time in light of the reviewed literature; self-repairing is evidence of what 

a learner can and cannot do in a L2.  In the next section the design of the 

research project will be explained in detail.  

 

3.2. Design 

The research project has been designed in a way to collect data in order to 

seek answers to the above four proposed questions.  The data collection 

methods used in the current research project will be described in more detail 

in section 3.2.3.  In this section the reasons behind choosing the methods for 

data collection that were used in the current research project will be explained 

and where possible references will be made to related research.  Various data 

collection methods, including qualitative and quantitative methods, were 

used in the current research project in order to achieve triangulation; 1) 

participant observation, 2) classroom interaction tape recordings; 3) a 

questionnaire, 4) stimulated recall interviews, 5) attention test, 6) memory 

and attention test and 7) proficiency level assessments.  It is important to 

mention at this point that only five of the above methods were further 

explored by analysis.  The methods that were further explored by analysis and 

the reasons for doing so will be explained at the beginning of Chapter 4.   

 

Most research that has explored self-repair behavior has been designed 
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around eliciting either real-life spontaneous speech, e.g. conversations on the 

phone, or by requesting that learners perform a highly structured task.   Due 

to the fact that tasks have been thoroughly explored previously and that the 

focus of this research project is not to once again explore this variable, highly 

structured tasks were not sought to be used.  The context which was chosen 

for the current research project, which will be explained in more detail in 

section 3.3.1., was a conversation class that learners participated in by 

speaking freely about previously decided subjects.  Therefore, the task to be 

performed in class, i.e. free discussion of a previously decided subject, is a 

fairly unstructured task.   

 

There are numerous types of tasks and definitions of task types.  In this thesis 

a task will be referred to by level of structuredness.  If a task is highly 

structured it is a task that has been pre-planned to a high degree, i.e. the task 

has been designed in order to elicit certain data and the outcomes of the tasks 

have been projected, and the performers of the task are fully aware of the task 

being performed during the elicitation of the data.  On the other hand, if a 

task is unstructured then the task to be done has not been pre-planned and 

therefore the outcomes are unknown.  The task to be performed in the current 

research project is considered to be fairly unstructured because there is very 

little pre-planning prior to collection of the data.  As has already been 

mentioned, the learners freely discussed previously decided subjects.  The 

actual expectations of the learners and further information about the tasks 
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performed during the classes in the current research project will be discussed 

in further detail in the next section.  

 

It is important to mention at this point that by the learners’ performing a 

fairly unstructured task there was a tendency for learners to focus on 

meaning rather than form in class and therefore, naturalistic data was 

provided.  Naturalistic data is not spontaneous speech, but is natural-like in 

that the task being performed during speech is fairly unstructured and 

therefore is less likely to affect the naturalness of speech compared to 

structured tasks. 

 

There are various reasons why gathering naturalistic data was preferred to 

gathering spontaneous or elicited speech in the current research project.  First, 

the context of the current research project did not require elicitation 

procedures for data that was to be collected in the current research project.  

The data sought to be collected, SISRs made by the learners, did not require 

any elicitation procedures, because learners repair their errors often during 

speech despite the type of task being performed.  Second, there are numerous 

difficulties associated with obtaining Japanese L2 user’s spontaneous speech, 

e.g. finding Japanese L2 users, etc. and various factors that may affect 

spontaneous speech, e.g. background noise, etc. which were avoided by 

collecting classroom data.  The last reason for choosing to collect naturalistic 

data rather than spontaneous or elicited speech is because there has been a 
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shift in L2 research to understand language in its natural state because there 

has been a “perspective shift from research on the teaching process to 

research on the learning process” (Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991, pg. 24).  

Therefore, the context of the current research project is the most natural-like 

in comparison to previous research on self-repair behavior.   

 

It is the belief of the researcher of the current research project that 

naturalistic data as well will provide insight into the natural state of language 

processing.  It could be argued however, that considering the learners are in a 

class with a teacher present that the data is not completely natural.  

Nevertheless, it is the most naturalistic data next to spontaneous speech.  In 

this chapter, the reasons for choosing the data collection methods mentioned 

above will be explained. The participants and the context in the current 

research project, and the data collection methods and procedures used to 

collect the data will be explained as well.   

 

3.2.1. Explanations for choosing the data collection methods 

The reasons for choosing each of the seven methods used to collect data in the 

current research project, participant observation, classroom interaction tape 

recordings, a questionnaire, stimulated recall interviews, attention test, 

memory and attention test, proficiency level assessments, will be explained in 

this section.   
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Participant observation 

The first method chosen for collecting data was participant observation. It is 

the first time this has been used in collecting data on self-repair behavior.  

The purpose of using this method was to collect “insider” information on the 

types of SISRs made by the learners, including the researcher, and other 

possible phenomena related to SISRs made by the observed learners and 

researcher.  By insider it is meant that by participating in the conversation 

classes while at the same time researching, the researcher would be able to 

gain a perception that only one could have by being in the inside or middle of a 

situation.  Not only does this gaining of perception provide a unique 

opportunity for the researcher to gain at first hand the phenomenon being 

researched, but it will also provide insights that can later validate related 

findings from the research.  This reflexive approach yields an understanding 

of the phenomenon under investigation which is richer and more complete 

than more conventional forms of data observation. 

 

A personal reason for choosing this data collection method was because as a 

learner of Japanese for almost ten years I find myself at times to be conscious 

of linguistic items in Japanese that I am learning, and in particular the 

repairs that I make, and I thought that I would be able to both participate in a 

Japanese language class while at the same time being consciously aware of 

my own participation and the participation of others during classroom 

interactions.  It was speculated that this type of insight would be useful for a 
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better understanding of self-repair behavior.   

 

Within the SLA field, participant observation has been known to not only 

provide researchers with detailed and comprehensive data on participants 

within a study, but also, since there are no previous hypotheses to be tested, 

researchers are left free to pay attention to any factors which may influence 

the SLA process (Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991).  However, Larsen-Freeman 

and Long (1991, pg. 17) also remind us that “in participant observation the 

scope will be limited by the fact that even the most perceptive researchers’ 

attention is going to be divided between participating in the activities and 

observing themselves and others while doing so”.   

 

The following suggestions have been made in order to make the most of what 

is being observed by a participant; a participant observer should: 1) find the 

right distance between the group that is being observed and the observer; 2) 

be consciously aware of the group that is being observed and the observer and 

3) develop introspection according to this consciousness during the 

observation (Silverman, 1997, pg. 12).  Silverman makes these suggestions 

based on his own research and the research that has been done by others.  The 

first suggestion made about finding the right distance when observing means 

that an observer needs to be aware of the roles that are being projected of both 

the observer and the observed and to control any emotions that the observer 

may have during observation in relation to what is being observed.  If the 
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right distance is not found then the roles that are being played during the 

observation and emotions as well may become obscured which will affect the 

data being collected.  The second suggestion made about being consciously 

aware during observation refers to the issue of an observer being able to 

remain conscious of the fact that observation is occurring during observation.  

It is highly likely that participant observers may get lost in the moment of 

participating and forget the initial purpose of observing.  The last suggestion 

made about introspection refers to how during observation an observer needs 

to be aware of the development of new attitudes or the borrowing of new roles 

towards what is being observed and what this means.  During observation it is 

possible that new attitudes or roles may come about which in turn will affect 

what is being observed and possibly the observation.  When this occurs it is 

important to be aware of these changes and to account for them if possible.   

 

Classroom interaction tape recordings 

The second data collection method chosen was classroom interaction tape 

recordings.  This data collection method was chosen to collect information on 

the types of SISRs made by learners, the frequency of which the SISR were 

made and other possible phenomena related to SISR made by the participants.  

Although previous self-repair behavior research conducted has used tape 

recordings, the tape recordings that were used were either spontaneous 

speech elicited over the phone and in interviews or speech that was elicited by 

performing a highly structured task both in and outside of a classroom.   
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Questionnaires 

The third type of data collection method used was questionnaires.  The 

purpose for using this type of method is to collect data on the learners’ 

personal and background information.  For example, information on the 

learners’ ages, nationalities, and information on the learners’ experiences in 

Japan were collected using this data collection method.  As far as known, this 

type of data is being collected for the first time in self-repair behavior research 

as well.   

 

Stimulated recall interviews 

The fourth data collection method chosen was stimulated recall interviews.  

The purpose for using this method was to provide some stimulation, the tape 

recordings of the classroom interactions, to discuss the learners’ abilities to 

SISR.  This method is valuable because the learner’s language usage will be 

used to stimulate a reflection of their own abilities to SISR.  Therefore, four 

participants, excluding participant five because she would become the 

interviewer, were interviewed.  During the interview it was also hoped that 

the possible reasons for why each learner makes and is able to make SISRs 

would be revealed.  Also, the frequency at which each learner could recognize 

the SISRs she made during the classroom interactions could be calculated.  

This information would indicate whether there were differences in abilities 

between the participants to recognize the repairs that each of the participants 

themselves were making, i.e. whether there were differences in the 
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participants’ noticing abilities.    

 

As previously mentioned, Kormos (1999) has suggested that retrospection 

may prove useful as a tool for eliciting a learner’s intentions for making covert 

repairs, which are repairs that are made before the erroneous word has even 

been uttered.  It can also be declared that any further data from learners on 

their self-repair behavior, especially when stimulated by their own repairs 

made, would be useful data indeed.  Due to the fact that there is a long history 

of the use of stimulated recall interviews starting with the introduction by 

psychologist Bloom (1953) and that they are widely being used within the SLA 

field, it is obvious that this data collection method is and would be useful.   

Gass and Mackey (2000) suggest that this method is useful because it is a 

flexible tool, which promotes vividness and accuracy through a stimulus and 

in second language research is important because it examines the process of 

language use and not just the product.  However, they also advise that there 

are various limitations, which are that participants can only report processes 

that they are conscious of and that they can remember.  Therefore, it would be 

paramount to conduct the interview as soon as possible after the data had 

been collected.  Also, humans are sense-making beings (Dennett, 1987) who 

bring with them personal characteristics and beliefs that may influence the 

data collected.  Therefore, the data collected relies heavily on the participant 

chosen and their ability to relate knowledge that they are conscious of to the 

interviewer.   
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The stimulated recall interviews, classroom interaction tape recordings and 

participant observation were three data collection methods chosen because 

they would complement each other.  The participant observation would 

provide the researcher with inside knowledge about the interactions that took 

place in the classroom, the classroom interaction tape recordings would 

provide evidence of this interaction and the stimulated recall interviews gave 

the opportunity for the participants to use a stimulus to reflect on the 

interactions that took place in the classroom.  It was speculated that these 

three methods would provide ample data on the participant’s abilities to SISR 

and other related phenomena.   

 

Attention test and memory and attention test 

The fifth and sixth data collection methods that were used were the attention 

test and memory and attention test.  The purpose of using these two data 

collection methods is to collect quantitative data on the participant’s memory 

and attention.  Since it has been suggested that attention, including memory, 

is the causal variable in monitoring, there were two tools used to assess the 

participants’ attention; an attention test and a memory and attention test, 

which will be further explained in section 3.2.3.   

 

There are no studies known that explore attention and memory in relation to 

self-repair behavior.  There are studies that have related short-term memory 

capacity to language learning abilities and skills (Carroll, 1993; Carroll & 
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Sapon, 1959; Harrington & Sawyer, 1992; Sasaki, 1993).  However, as 

previously stated, some have admitted that they have made claims using 

aptitude tests that have memory components which do not derive from recent 

memory research (Carroll, 1993).  

 

Other studies have related working memory capacity to fluency in speech 

production (Daneman & Green, 1986; Fortkamp, 1999).  However, in these 

studies span tests were used and in the current research project these tests 

were not used for the following previously stated reasons.  First, there will not 

be a focus on the effects of task demands, because there has been ample 

research done on this variable and second, because this variable has been 

shown to affect performance on tasks and therefore, would affect the results in 

the current research project.  Also, there have been suggestions made that 

using other methods than span tests to measure working memory capacity in 

relation to L2 abilities may yield different types of results (Fortkamp, 1999; 

Harrington & Sawyer, 1992).   

 

Proficiency level assessments 

The last method used to collect data in the current research project was 

proficiency level assessments.  This method as well is being used for the first 

time in self-repair behavior research and is also being used to collect 

quantitative data.  However, the quantitative data collected with this method 

is the Japanese proficiency levels of the participants in the current research 
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project.  Previous studies that have related proficiency to self-repair behavior 

have either compared beginning level learners with advanced level learners or 

a group of learners over a certain period of time.  The first method would seem 

to, and did, provide evidence that the more proficient a learner is, the amount 

of corrective repairs made decreased.  The second method when used however 

provided evidence that the more proficient the learner is the number of self 

repairs made increased.  Therefore, both methods yielded different results 

and lead to different conclusions being made.  In the current research project, 

the participants are at similar levels of proficiency.  However, there may be 

subtle differences between the levels of each of the participants which may 

affect self-repair behavior.  This will be explored further in the discussion 

section of this thesis.   

 

Each of these last three methods used to collect data, the attention test, the 

memory and attention test, and the proficiency level assessment, were 

established methods.  In language research there is a tendency to create or 

“adapt” methods for the specific use of collecting data on language production, 

i.e. The Reading Span Test and The Speaking Span Test; however, a 

suggestion can be made that it would also be productive and reliable to use 

established methods for collecting data in language research as well.   In the 

next sections the participants in and context of the current research project 

will be described and the data collection methods and procedures used will be 

explained in detail.   
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3.2.2. Participants and context 

The current research project was conducted over six weeks in an intensive 

summer program for advanced Japanese language in Japan.  There were 

various reasons for choosing such a context.  First, a good amount of data over 

a set period of time could be gathered.  Second, each of the participants in the 

program has studied Japanese previously and therefore would have higher 

abilities in noticing than beginning learners.  Also, the participants would be 

at similar levels of proficiency.   The reason they are considered to be at 

similar levels of proficiency is because they all have had approximately the 

same amount of formal education in Japanese and are all participating in an 

advanced Japanese language program.  (Further support of their similar 

levels of proficiency is provided in the discussion of the results of the 

proficiency level assessments.)   

 

Previous research on comparing proficiency levels has focused on comparing 

beginning and advanced level learners’ self-repair behavior which has yielded 

results, such as, advanced learners exhibited more advanced ways of 

self-repairing.  Since it is common knowledge that in any learning 

environment there are different levels of abilities and proficiency, even at 

advanced levels, in the current research project it was acknowledged as well 

that there would be differences in proficiency levels between the participants, 

which was one of the variables that was set out to be investigated as 

influencing their self-repair behavior.  Therefore, rather than investigating 
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the differences between beginning and advanced level learners, advanced 

level learners with varying degrees of proficiencies were investigated.  By 

doing so, the number of variables influencing the learners’ self-repair 

behavior was controlled more than if beginning level learners and advanced 

level learners’ abilities were compared.   

 

The final reason for choosing such a context for collecting data is because the 

L2 of an advanced learner has become more automatized and therefore, they 

are freer to notice the language being learned than beginning or intermediate 

learners.  This last reason for choosing such a context is that the researcher is 

familiar with the language to be learned and therefore can provide further 

insider information on the SISRs being made by herself and the other 

participants.   

 

During the summer program there were various classes that the participants 

took part in.  The class that was chosen to be observed was a one-hour 

Japanese conversation class in which students freely discussed various topics 

with each other and it was held twice a week.  The objective of the class was to 

improve fluency through free discussion on various topics.  Teachers 

moderated and encouraged participation and introduced the use of 

appropriate expressions when necessary.  In these conversation classes there 

were approximately five to six students.  The researcher, as a student, and the 

other students in her conversation class, all together five participants, were 
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the participants in the current research project.  The researcher was 

participant five.  Each participant was female, in their mid-twenties, had 

successfully completed two to three years of college-level instruction in 

Japanese, and intended to pursue a professional or academic career in 

Japanese.  Because of this last reason, these five students were placed in the 

same conversation class.  In Table Two the information collected in the 

questionnaire is displayed.  Prior to the collection of data the consent from the 

participants was gained and an explanation of the purpose of the study was 

given.  Therefore, during the data collection period the learners were aware of 

what type of data the researcher was collecting.   

 

During the six week program there were ten conversation classes that all of  

Table Two: Background information on participants 

 Participant 
one 

Participant 
two 

Participant 
three 

Participant 
four 

Participant 
five 

General 
background 

USA; 
Caucasian; 

English 

USA; 
Caucasian; 

English 

USA; 
Korean; 
English 

China; 
Chinese; 
Chinese 

USA; 
Caucasian; 

English 
Formal 
LL 
background Japanese: 2 

yrs; 
Spanish: 1 

yr 

Japanese: 5 
yrs; French: 1 

yr; 
Indonesian: 3 
yrs; Spanish: 

5 yrs 

Japanese: 5 
yrs; 

German: 4 
yrs 

Japanese: 2 
yrs; English: 

7 yrs; 
Korean: .5 

yrs; 
French: .5 

yrs 

Japanese: 7 
yrs; 

Spanish: 3 
yrs 

Prior 
experience 
in Japan 

Lived in 
Japan from 
ages 10-12: 

2yrs; 
university:  
10 months; 

summer 
program: 1.5 

months 

Taught 
English: 1 yr 

Traveled in 
Japan; 
taught 

English: 1 yr

None 

High school: 
1 month; 

university: 1 
yr; taught 
English: 3 

yrs 
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the students participated in; however, approval for tape recording was not  

gained until the third class.  Therefore, tape recording began in class three, 

which is depicted in figure six as class one.  In Table Three the structure of the 

classes and the participants that were recorded during the class are shown.   

 

Table Three: Classroom structure 

Class One Two Three Four Five Six Seven 
Structure Conversation Debate Discussion 
Participants 1; 2; 3; 4; 5 1; 5 1; 2; 5 
 

 

The first two classes, which were not recorded, were introductory classes.  In 

these classes the participants were introduced to the structure of the class.  

This was decided as a group by the students.  It was decided by the group that 

each participant would in turn bring an article of her choice and lead a 

discussion about the article and related topics.  Throughout the program, 

suggestions and comments were given by the teacher.  Also, the students 

introduced themselves to one another and the teacher present.  There were 

approximately three teachers that would rotate throughout the program.  

Therefore, the first few classes there would be a different teacher at each class 

and each student would once again go through the introduction process.   

 

By the third class, i.e. class one in figure six, the classroom interactions were 

being recorded and this conversation class was led by participant two.  
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Participant two brought an article and led a discussion about medicine that 

Japanese women were using in order to make their legs longer.  The fourth 

class, i.e. class two in figure six, was led by participant four and she proposed 

that everyone discuss a Korean drama that had recently become popular in 

Japan and all over Asia.  In the fifth class, i.e. class three in figure six, the 

participants discussed discrimination and this class was led by participant 

three.  Participant five led the final conversation class, i.e. class four in figure 

six, on personal experiences that each of them had had while in Japan.  In this 

last class each of the participants was requested, by the teacher present, to 

consider changing the structure of the class.  The teacher suggested that they 

join another conversation class and join in debate for the next class.  During 

this next class, the debate and eighth class, the participants joined another 

conversation class and were taught about the rules of debating.  All of the 

participants then formed groups and attempted to debate in Japanese.  This 

class was not tape recorded because of the change in structure.  In fact most of 

the class was dedicated to practicing debating, so the conversation that took 

place did not yield much natural communication between the participants.  

During this class the teacher rather explained the process of debating.  The 

students then gave suggestions for topics that could be debated during the 

classes.   

 

Tape-recording resumed by the eighth class, i.e. class five in figure six.  

Although there were ten students participating in the debate data was still 
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collected on just the original five participants.  The participants debated 

whether animals should be used for experimentation of human products.  By 

the end of this class it was apparent to the teacher and the students that the 

debate class was not proceeding smoothly.  Therefore, it was decided by all 

present that the final classes would change structure once more and would be 

a sort of discussion class, similar to the conversation classes.  Due to the 

difficulty of discussing in such a large group it was decided that the students 

should be divided into two groups for the last classes.  So, they were randomly 

divided and in these last two classes students discussed over the legal 

drinking age in Japan and other countries and arranged marriages.  In the 

next two sections the methods and procedures used when collecting data will 

be explained.    

 

3.2.3. Data collection methods and procedures 

As mentioned above, there were seven data collection methods used in the 

current research project; 1) participant observation, 2) classroom interaction 

tape recordings; 3) a questionnaire, 4) stimulated recall interviews, 5) 

attention test, 6) memory and attention test and 7) proficiency level 

assessments.  In this section the methods and procedures used to collect the 

data will be explained in detail.   

 

Participant observation 

The first method used to collect data was participant observation.  During 
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class I would participate in the classroom interactions while observing.  

Unfortunately there was not much participant observation data collected in 

the form of memos or notes because it became increasingly difficult to 

participate in the classroom interactions and take memos or notes at the same 

time.  Therefore, the few memos and notes collected have not been included in 

the appendices, because they are abstract and do not contribute to any further 

understanding of the learners’ abilities to SISR.  However, it can be argued 

that because of my participation in class and by being consciously aware 

during the observation period that my insight is useful for the current 

research project.  Also, my participation rendered an insider’s perspective 

during the transcription of the tape recordings and stimulated recall 

interviews and subsequent data analysis.  In other words, because of my 

participation in the classroom interactions, while transcribing and 

interviewing and during the analysis of these data collection procedures, I 

was able to recall the actual interactions that took place during class and was 

able to reflect and provide further insight into the self-repair behavior of all of 

the participants including myself in particular.   

 

Classroom interaction tape recordings 

The second method used to collect data was the actual tape recordings of the 

classroom interactions.  As already mentioned, each class was one hour and 

there were seven classes recorded.  The reasons why only seven classes were 

tape recorded have been explained above.  In each of the classes the 
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researcher would tape record the classroom interactions which took place 

from the beginning until the end of class and since seven one-hour classes 

were recorded then there were seven hours of classroom interaction data 

collected.  The tape recorder was placed on top of the table that the 

participants sat around and the researcher requested the participants to, as 

best they could, interact normally during class.   

 

Questionnaires 

The third method used to collect data was a questionnaire.  (See appendix one 

for the questionnaire that was completed by participant one.)  This 

questionnaire was designed in order to obtain personal information, e.g. age 

and nationality, and background information, i.e. their experiences in Japan.  

The main purpose of collecting this data in this way, is to ensure that this data 

be collected and that it was collected in the most efficient way.  During the 

interview these types of questions could have been asked and answers sought, 

but it was seen as unnecessary, because the information provided in the 

questionnaire is rather factual information that needs no further analysis.  

However, another purpose for collecting this data is that it will contribute to 

the analysis of other data, e.g. participant observation.  It is possible that a 

variable, such as, intentions for studying Japanese, which was information 

gathered in the questionnaire, may influence language learning behaviors 

and may influence the self-repair behavior of the learners in the current 

research project.   There have been various factors such as these which have 
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been considered to influence repairing and language learning.   

 

Stimulated recall interviews 

The fourth method used to collect data was stimulated recall interviews.  

After a few weeks in the program, the participants began to, in their own time, 

take part in an interview in order to discuss the self-repairs they were making 

in the conversation classes.  The interview was a fairly unstructured 

stimulated-recall interview.  As mentioned before in relation to tasks, a data 

collection procedure which is structured is pre-planned, i.e. has been designed 

in order to elicit certain data and the outcomes have been projected, and the 

participants are fully-aware of what the data is to be collected during 

elicitation.    

 

Prior to the interview, the participants were aware that they would 

participate in an interview which involved them listening to the classroom 

interaction tape recordings and then if possible recalling the self-repairs that 

they themselves had made during class.  During the interview the researcher, 

first, again explained the purpose of having the interview.  Second, the 

researcher told the participants that both the researcher and the participant 

will listen to the tape recordings and if the participant recognized a SISR 

made then the participant was requested to stop the tape player.  Once the 

participant had stopped the tape, the researcher would begin recording the 

participant explaining the repair that was made and the possible reasons for 
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why the error was made and the repair made as well.  After the participant 

and researcher had discussed numerous SISRs made by the participants, the 

researcher asked further questions about the participant’s abilities to 

self-repair.  Depending on the degree to which the participant was able to 

comment on her abilities to SISR, the questions that were asked were either 

asked during the interview or when  it ended.  In other words, if a participant 

was able to discuss her self-repair behavior without elicitation then any final 

questions that the researcher thought might be worth asking were left until 

the end of the interview.  These questions were not pre-planned, but rather 

arose from the interactions that took place during the interviews.   

 

By the end of the program the recorded data that had been collected was from 

both classroom interactions, seven hours of tape recordings, and stimulated 

recall interviews, one hour of tape recordings, which amounted to a total of 

eight hours of recorded data collected.   This data collected would provide the 

information needed in the current research project on the types of repairs 

made by the learners during the classroom interactions and their conscious 

(or lack of) ability to SISR.  The complete stimulated recall interview 

transcripts can be seen in the appendices (See appendix two), which are in 

both English and Japanese, because the interviews that took place were in 

both English and Japanese.  However, the complete classroom interaction 

tape recording transcripts have not been included in the appendices.  For the 

purposes of the current research project, which was to collect data on the 
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types of SISRs made by the learners, it was not necessary to transcribe the 

entire classroom interactions that took place.  Instead the data transcribed 

was limited to SISRs made in Japanese by the learners and other related 

phenomena.   

 

During the transcription of this data, the way in which the data were 

transcribed and subsequently analyzed altered.  Prior to transcription it was 

decided to categorize the SISRs made by the learners in the way they had 

been in previous research. However, it became apparent that the learners in 

the current research project, for reasons that will be discussed in the 

Discussion chapter, exhibited somewhat different self-repair behavior.   

Therefore, the explanation of this data collected and the way in which it was 

collected will be explained further in the Data Collection and Analysis chapter 

of this thesis.  

 

During the program the four above mentioned data collection methods were 

used to collect data on the learners’ themselves and the learners’ abilities to 

SISR.  Since each of the participants had only six weeks to participate in the 

program and the current research project, it was impossible to collect all of the 

data that was necessary for the current research project.  After completion of 

the program, the researcher stayed in contact with the participants and 

requested that they provide further data on their memory and attention 

capacities and Japanese language proficiency by taking two tests, an 
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attention test and a memory and attention test and also by self-evaluating 

their Japanese proficiency levels.  Also, an independent judge, who also 

checked the classroom interaction tape recordings for accuracy and reliability, 

evaluated the participants’ Japanese proficiency levels.  (The independent 

judge will be explained further in the Data Collection and Analysis chapter.)   

 

All of the participants returned to their home countries after the completion of 

the program and therefore, each of these tests and assessments would need to 

be accessible through the internet.   

 

Attention test 

The fifth data collection method used was the attention test.  After the 

program ended each participant received by e-mail an attention test, which is 

available at www.psychologytody.com.  (See appendix three for a complete 

copy of the attention test taken by the participants.)  Figure Four is an 

example question that was on the test.  This test generated information about  

 

Figure Four: Attention test question example  

 Example question: You are at a conference presentation, which has ran overtime. You 
are… 

a. growing increasingly bored, restless and uncomfortable as the presentation drags 
on 

b. eagerly awaiting the end of the presentation, and having some trouble following 
what is going on. 

c. conscious of the time but having little trouble concentrating on the matter at 
hand. 

d. enjoying every minute of it, and having no trouble concentrating!  Dinner can 
wait! 
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the participants’ opinions of their own ability to attend to their language 

learning and although this information is useful, as it can be compared to 

their actual abilities, the researcher continued searching further for a test 

that specifically tested their attention and memory.   In looking at this 

example, it is apparent that these questions are based on comparing the 

learners’ perceptions of their abilities and their actual abilities and therefore, 

the results of these tests will be discussed with this view in mind.  Also, it is 

important to mention that the answers that the participants gave depended 

upon their concepts of the context and other possible variables related to the 

questions.  In other words, using again the example above, a participant’s 

answer would depend upon various variables, such as, whether the conference 

presentation topic was interesting to the participant.  Therefore, it is difficult 

to ascertain exactly how each of the participants viewed each question and 

also how they decided to answer.  This would be a limitation of the test, which 

was accounted for by seeking out other means to provide information on the 

learners’ levels of attention.   

 

As for how the results of the test were calculated, it is clear from the example 

as well which answers would be an answer chosen by a person with high 

attention levels and which answers would be chosen by a person with low 

attention levels.  For example, if a person answered a to the question above 

then that person would be considered to have low attention levels, however, if 

a person were to answer d then that person would be considered to have high 
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attention levels.  Each of the answers to the questions were worth points; the 

answers that were considered to be related to a low attention level would have 

the lowest point and the answers that were considered to be related to a high 

attention level would have the highest point.  Therefore, the more points the 

higher the score and the higher the attention level of the person.   

 

Memory and attention test 

The sixth data collection method used was a memory and attention test.  A few 

weeks after participants took the attention test, a test that could be taken 

online was found that can assess each of the learners’ memory and attention. 

These tests are available at www.profilingforsuccess.com.  Below is a table 

that was made available upon request on the reliability of the memory and 

attention test.  The scores in the table are based on the data from 

approximately 170 respondents.  According to Angus McDonald (personal 

communication, 2006), in the table  

 

Accuracy relates to the number of screens completed correctly, time the 
total time to complete the MAT, and click speed the time it takes 
respondents to complete simple screens that are not scored but provide a 
rough indication of proficiency/speed of using the mouse.  Instructions 
refer to the number of times respondents ask to be reminded of the 
instructions - because of the nature of this variable, it is not possible to 
conduct internal consistency analyses to determine reliability, so no 
figures are given.   

 

As can be seen, the test has a high rate of reliability.   A test for each 

participant was purchased and then the codes to take the test were sent to 
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them via the internet.   

 

Table Four: Reliability of memory and attention test 

 Mean SD Reliability SEM 68% 
(T-scores) 

SEM 80% 
(T-scores) 

Accuracy 55.1 14.7 0.93 2.65 use 3 3.39 use 3 
Time 925.8 261.2 0.92 2.83 use 3 3.62 use 4 
Click speed 33.7 11.8 0.88 3.46 use 3 4.43 use 4 
Instructions 18.65 19.73    
  
 

On this test learners were given instructions to apply something that they 

would remember.  For example, the following instruction would appear on the 

screen: click on all of the red diamonds.  The participant would then apply 

these instructions on the next few screens and click on all of the red diamonds.  

Their ability to click on the red diamonds and not other shapes and their 

working and click speed were calculated.  Then the program would add 

further instructions until there were approximately ten instructions that the 

participant would have to remember and apply.  Therefore, the program 

would be testing the participants’ abilities to actually attend to and remember 

something.  This is data that the previous test was unable to yield and yet the 

data that was gathered is useful, in that both the learners’ opinions of their 

abilities and their actual abilities can be compared.   A copy of the tests taken 

is not available because they were administered online.  However, a copy of 

the results is in the appendices (See appendix four) and will be discussed in 

the next chapter.  
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Proficiency level assessments 

The seventh and final method used to collect data was the proficiency level 

assessments.  There were two proficiency level assessments; a self-evaluation 

and an evaluation of the learners’ proficiency levels made by an independent 

judge.  (See appendix five for copies of both assessment types and appendix six 

for information provided by the independent judge on the participants’ 

performance.)  The proficiency level assessments were adapted from the 

International Second Language Scale Proficiency Ratings (ISLPR).  ISLPR is 

a scale developed in order to rate second and foreign language proficiency and 

has high levels of both inter-rater and intra-rater reliability (Ingram, 1984).  

The scale is made up of four subscales, which are the macroskills of speaking, 

writing, listening and reading.  Only the subscale speaking was used to 

measure the participants in the current research project, because data on the 

learners’ other macroskills were not collected and did not relate to the focus of 

the research done in the current research project.   

 

The participants and independent judge received the assessments by e-mail 

from the researcher.  The participants were requested to rate their Japanese 

speaking abilities according to the scale provided and the independent judge 

was requested to rate all of the participants’ speaking abilities according to 

the scale as well. The independent judge was considered to be qualified to 

assess the participants’ speaking abilities because she has had over ten years 

of experience teaching Japanese as a Second and Foreign Language and had 
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previously assisted in transcribing the classroom interaction tape recordings 

collected in the current research project.   The independent judge once again 

reviewed the tape recordings when evaluating the participants’ proficiency 

levels.  The evaluations then were sent back to the researcher by e-mail.  In 

the next chapter the results and analysis of the data collected will be given.    
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Chapter 4. Data collection and analysis 

 In this chapter the data that was collected, and the results and analysis of the 

data collected will be explained.  As mentioned previously, there were seven 

methods used to collect data in the current research project; 1) participant 

observation, 2) classroom interaction tape recordings; 3) a questionnaire, 4) 

stimulated recall interviews, 5) attention test, 6) memory and attention test 

and 7) proficiency level assessments.  After collecting the data, only five 

methods, classroom interaction tape recordings, stimulated recall interviews, 

attention test, memory and attention test and proficiency level assessments, 

yielded data that will be explored further by means of analysis in the current 

research project.  The reasons for not including an analysis of the participant 

observation and the questionnaire, which was also collected in the current 

research project, are that an analysis is not necessary due to the fact that the 

information collected using this method was factual, i.e. personal information, 

such as, age, etc. with the latter method and with the former method not 

much data were yielded.  Below, in the following sections, how the data 

collected from each method was analyzed and the results of the analysis are 

explained.   

 

4.1. Classroom interaction tape recording data 

The first method used to collect data that will be analyzed is the classroom 

interaction tape recordings.  (See appendix seven for classroom interaction 

tape recording transcripts.)  At first, the taxonomy of self-repairs, introduced 
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earlier in this thesis, was used to categorize the types of SISR being made by 

the learners.  The reason for using this taxonomy was that it was the most 

recently adapted taxonomy used within the SLA field.  Over time though, it 

became apparent that the participants in the current research project were 

exhibiting self-repair behavior that could not be categorized according to 

previous self-repair research.  Previous self-repair research has only limited 

the exploration of self-repairs to the actual repairs being made by the learners.  

However, in the current research project the learners were using other 

strategies to repair their language.  Therefore, the researcher included in her 

categorizations of self-repairs a section which she termed communication 

strategies.  Each of the communication strategies that she found the 

participants to be using and the types of repairs that were included in the 

taxonomy in the current research project will be further explained in the next 

sections. 

 

Communication strategies 

During the transcription of the classroom interaction tape recordings, the 

researcher recognized that the learners were frequently asking in Japanese, 

guessing, foreignizing, using rising intonation, editing expressions, repeating 

or hesitating in order to repair or monitor their speech.  Each of these 

strategies used by the learners will be explained in more detail.   

 

At times learners would ask directly in Japanese how to say a word or phrase 
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in Japanese and thus, this strategy is termed as asking in Japanese.  For 

example, a JLL, if she does not know the word library in Japanese, may ask in 

Japanese, “How do you say library in Japanese?”.  The word library would be 

said perhaps with a Japanese pronunciation in order for the interlocutor to 

understand.  Considering that in Japanese there are numerous English loan 

words and that teachers of Japanese often know English, it is possible for a 

JLL to effectively use this strategy without causing a communication 

breakdown.  This phenomenon will be further explored in section 5.4.   

 

Also, learners guessed in Japanese by once-in-awhile attempting to use a new 

word or phrase in Japanese. The way in which it was known whether a 

learner was guessing or not, was in the way the learner pronounced the new 

word or phrase.  Often these new words or phrases would be spoken with 

hesitation and ended with a rise in intonation.  These guesses are related to 

hypothesis testing, which has been previously linked to L2 acquisition (Pica et 

al., 1989; Swain, 1985; 1995; Swain & Lapkin, 1995),  in that a learner is 

attempting to use the language that has been heard or seen and  is seeking 

feedback from an interlocutor on the usage of the language.  Therefore, these 

guesses may provide evidence of what a learner can and cannot do in an L2.  

This strategy is different from the strategy of rising intonation, in that, words 

that were uttered with just a rise in intonation were words that were either 

commonly being used by the learners during the classroom interactions or 

words that were perceived by the researcher as words that would be known at 
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their advanced level of proficiency.  These words would then most likely have 

already been acquired and therefore is evidence of what is already known.  

However, uttered words that were considered to be guesses by the researcher 

were either words that were not being commonly used in the classroom 

interactions, were considered to be advanced compared to other words being 

uttered during the classroom interactions and may have even been referred to 

during the interview as being words that they had not known but had guessed 

that they could use.  For example, a JLL, if she was unsure of whether she 

was pronouncing or using the word library correctly in Japanese, may say the 

word in Japanese with a rise in intonation.  Further evidence that the 

learners pronounced and used these words with rising intonation correctly is 

that most of the repairs, including the communication strategies, were 

unnecessarily made, which will be further explored in section 5.4. as well.  

Therefore, these learners correctly pronounced and used the words that they 

pronounced with a rise in intonation.  

 

Foreignizing, which is a strategy used by learners in which they use an 

English word in place of an unknown Japanese word, was also used by the 

learners.   

 

The last communication strategy that was used by most of the learners was 

hesitation or repetition.  Language learners may hesitate when uttering or 

repeat what has been uttered in order to either subconsciously or consciously 
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signal for feedback from an interlocutor.   

There were two more categories added during the transcription of the tape 

recordings, which were pronunciation checks and other.  The latter, other, was 

a categorization of strategies that could not be categorized as any of the above.  

Although these types of strategies were not used frequently these data 

collected were also seen to be related to the repairs being made and 

monitoring of speech by the learners.  A pronunciation check strategy was 

used when a learner repeated a word in order to check pronunciation.    

 

Learners also used editing expressions, which was first introduced by 

Hockett(1967) as mentioned previously, such as, by saying “er” in English.  

Today edited expressions are more commonly termed as fillers which is an 

“insertion at any moment within spontaneous speech of a long and stable 

vocalic segment” (Candeas, Vasilescu, & Adda-Decker, 2005, p. 1)  These new 

set of categories, communication strategies and edited expressions, were 

added to a more condensed adaptation of the taxonomy of repairs that had 

previously been introduced.   

 

Self-repairs 

The types of repairs that were included in the taxonomy in the current 

research project were different information repairs, appropriateness repairs, 

and error repairs, including lexical error repairs, syntactic error repairs and 

phonetic error repairs.  Each of these types of repairs will be described briefly 
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again.  Different information repairs are made either when information in a 

message has not been appropriately or correctly generated, or not 

appropriately ordered.  Appropriateness repairs were made when information 

in a message was considered to be ambiguous, incoherent or pragmatically 

inappropriate.  Error repairs were made when a message was considered to be 

lexically, syntactically or phonetically incorrect.   Lexical error repairs were 

made when the content or function words and phrases, idioms or collocations, 

used were incorrect.    Syntactic error repairs were made when there was a 

question of whether what was being uttered was grammatically correct and 

phonetic error repairs were made when there was a question of whether what 

was being uttered was phonetically correct.   

 

The categorizations of repairs and communication strategies were made while 

listening to the recordings and therefore, reflect the data that was collected in 

the tape recordings in the current research project.  Therefore, this new 

taxonomy of self-repairs and communication strategies that was made was 

used while transcribing the classroom interactions that took place to calculate 

the frequency and the types of repairs made by the learners.  In order to 

ensure the reliability of these transcriptions made and the categorizations of 

the repairs, the researcher sought out an independent NS of Japanese 

language who instructs Japanese to listen to the tape recordings and review 

the transcriptions made by the researcher.  (See appendix seven for classroom 

interaction tape recording transcripts.)  Both the researcher and the 
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independent judge, agree with the analysis below of the classroom interaction 

tape recordings depicted in Table Five.  As can be seen by the results, the most 

frequent types of SISRs made by the learners in the current research project 

were syntactic error repairs and the second were phonetic error repairs.  

However, it is important to note that the frequency of repairs depends on the 

learner as well as other variables, such as, the context.  As can be seen in 

 

Table Five: Classroom interaction tape recordings raw data results   

 

 One Two Three Four Five 
Repairs      
Different 16 1 1 1 25 
Appropriateness 4 1 1  4 
Error      
  Lexical     3 
  Syntactic 10 12 7 4 11 
  Phonetic 2 1 1 5 3 
Communication 
strategies      

Asking in Japanese 3 4 2  2 
Guessing 11 6  2 3 
Foreignizing  17 13 2 10 12 
Rise in intonation 13 18 9 8 9 
Repetition/hesitation 9 7 1 9 4 
Pronunciation check   1  1 

Editing expressions 

あの＊ 
なにか 

なんと言
う 
 

あの＊ 
uh 

 

あと 
uh 
um 

 

Other    

変 え る 
(substitute) 
有効 
(effective) 

なんか＊ 
ごめんなさ

い 
あの＊ 

なんと言う 
なんだけ＊ 
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Chart One, each participant makes frequent use of various repairs.  For 

example, both participant one and participant five frequently made different 

repairs.  However, the other participant rarely made these types of repairs. 

0

5

10

15

20

25

Number of 
repairs made

One Two Three Four Five
Participants

Chart One. Frequency and types of repairs made by 
participants

Different Appropriateness Lexical Syntactic Phonetic
 

 

 

Also, it can be seen in this chart that participant four makes more phonetic 

repairs compared to the other participants.  The reasons why these certain 

repairs are being made more frequently in the current research project and 

possible reasons for why the learners themselves use different types of repairs 

will be explored in the next chapter.  Also, as can be seen from the raw data 

results, communication strategies were another commonly used way of 

monitoring speech. In Chart Two it can be seen that each participant quite 

frequently uses the strategy of rising intonation.  Most of the learners as well,  
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Asking in Japanese Guessing Foreignizing 
Rise in intonation Repetition/hesitation Pronunciation check

  
 

 

excluding participant three, frequently used foreignizing and repetition or 

hesitation as communication strategies.  (See Table Six for examples of 

communication strategies used by learners of Japanese in the current 

research project.)  However, overall, participant one guesses more often than  

 
 
Table Six: Examples of communication strategies used by learners of 
Japanese in the current research project 
 
 Communication strategies 
 Asking in 

Japanese 
Guessing Foreigniz-i

ng 
Rise in 
intonation 

Repetition
/hesitation 

Pronunciation 
check 

Nihongo CM 
jyanakute… 

Hadake→
hadaka 

Aironii Kawa Kenkyuu Syujyutsu 

English Not 
commercial, 
but... 

Hadake 
→naked 

Irony Skin Research Surgery 
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the other learners and also uses foreignizing more often as well.  

Pronunciation checks were only made twice; once by participant three and 

once by participant five.   Most of the learners, excluding participant four, 

used Japanese editing expressions, such as, “ano”, quite often.   Learners 

made use of other communication strategies as well.  For example, participant 

four twice used a strategy of first stating a term in Japanese and then in 

English.  The most likely reason for her using this strategy was to receive 

feedback from the teacher on whether what she was saying was being 

understood.   

 

4.2. Stimulated recall interview data 

The second type of method used to collect data that will be further explored by 

analysis is the stimulated recall interviews.   There were two ways in which 

this data collected was analyzed; first, the abilities of the participants to 

notice the repairs made by themselves were determined and also the types of 

repairs noticed was determined.  As can be seen in Table Seven, the first three 

participants noticed 100% of the repairs that they made; any SISR that the 

researcher noticed, they noticed.  Therefore, because the first three 

participants, participant one, two and three, noticed all of the repairs that 

 
Table Seven: Stimulated recall interview results 

Participant: One Two Three Four 
Percentage of 
repairs noticed  100% 100% 100% 75% 

Types of repairs 
noticed 

Syntactic/ 
Appropriateness Syntactic Syntactic Phonetic 
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they had made, they considered to have a high ability in noticing the repairs 

that they made.  The last participant, participant four, noticed only 75% of the 

repairs that she made. Since she had a lower ability to notice the repairs 

compared to the otherparticipants, she was considered only to have an above 

average level of ability to notice the repairs that she made.  Also it can be seen 

that participants one, two and three notice syntactic error repairs the most 

and that participant four notices phonetic error repairs the most.    

 

To further explore this data, the data analysis program NUDIST was used to 

analyze the stimulated recall interview data.  NUDIST is a software program 

developed to facilitate the qualitative analysis of data.  By using NUDIST the 

data can be explored with two main functions of the program; document 

explorer and node explorer.   The former is a tool designed to facilitate the 

analysis of the documents, or data, collected by providing options, such as, 

browsing, making memos and searching the data.  The latter is a tool 

designed to facilitate the analysis of data by exploring the nodes in a 

document.  With this tool, nodes can be created, node trees can be displayed, 

and nodes can be searched and compared.  There are two types of nodes; free 

nodes and tree nodes.  “The tree nodes may represent the axial and selective 

coding stages of grounded theory or a more prescribed code book reflecting a 

deductive path of inquiry. On the other hand, free nodes can be represented in 

the open coding stage and lack hierarchical organization” (Kaczynski, 2004, p. 

5).  After exploring the stimulated recall interview data thoroughly using the 
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NUDIST program, the following analysis was made.  During the 

stimulated-recall interview the participants related their ability to SISR to 

their performance, experience, environment and expectations, which became 

the tree nodes.  Below are examples of these tree nodes.  In Chart Three, it can 

be seen that the participants, when discussing how they SISR, usually refer to 

their experiences.  For example, in interview three turn three (see stimulated 

recall interview transcripts, appendix two), participant three states ‘I know 

there’s some times why I know I made a mistake and why, but I just still can’t 

get out’.  This is an example of her explaining experiences that she has had 

when making SISRs.  The participants’ explanations of the SISRs they made 

and the reasons why they made them were not only related to one of the four 
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categories of performance, experience, environment and expectations, but also 

these categories could be further divided up by the way in which the 

participants discussed the SISRs.    

 

Performance related responses 

Responses that the learners gave in relation to performance either were 

explanations or validations.  Below are examples of explanations or 

validations given of a participant’s performance.  (All italicized words were 

spoken in Japanese and have been translated into English where possible.) 

 

Example of an explanation of performance: 
 
I didn’t say Palestine right.  So, I don’t know I still don’t know how to say Palestine 
right.  Obviously it was not right so.  (Stimulated recall interview one: Participant 
one: Turn 1.) 
 

 
 
Example of a validation of performance: 
 
The mistake that I made there was I was trying to say if he had an illness.  So in 
English I would say if had an illness but in Japanese that doesn’t make sense, so I 
changed it to if becomes sick.  But in English I wouldn’t have said if a child becomes 
sick I would have said if a child had a sickness had an illness.  So that’s like a 
different way of thinking.  Just there’s certain verbs that are different in Japanese.  
(Stimulated recall interview two: Participant two: Turn 10.) 
 

 

As can be seen by the first example, participant one is explaining her 

performance, i.e. she refers to a SISR that she attempted to make, while at the 

same time also explaining the reason why she made the SISR, i.e. she states 
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clearly that she did not know how to say the word correctly.  In the second 

example, participant four is validating her performance, i.e. she validates 

making the SISR by explaining the differences in usage of phrases in English 

and Japanese.  In other words, she is explaining the different ways in which 

phrases are used in English and Japanese, which apparently leads to her 

confusion of which phrase is appropriate in which language and therefore, she 

is attempting to validate her performance.   

 

Experience related responses 

Responses that the learners gave in relation to experience referred to an 

explanation of the experience or a validation of the experience.  Also, learners 

referred to the experience as being either at a subconscious or conscious level.  

Below are examples of these types of responses. 

 

Example of an explanation of an experience: 
 
I guess I notice that one thing I do is the particle like ni or wo or ga some times I sort 
of test I say one and then if the teacher looks at me then I’ll try another one.  
(Stimulated recall interview two: Participant two: Turn 1.) 
 
 
Example of a validation of an experience: 
 
Especially in conversation class, because on the one hand you’re in class so you 
should be more formal, but on the other hand it’s just conversation and you’re just 
talking with your friends.  So I always mix it up.  (Stimulated recall interview one: 
Participant one: Turn 13.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 101



Example of experiences at a conscious level: 
 
I’m always really conscious of the polite form of Japanese, because I know I feel 
confident that I know the polite form of Japanese…I know them, but…and I know 
how to use them, but I am always conscious of you know I can’t just use them 
naturally, because I’m not aware of the I’m not conscious of the hierarchy that exists 
between me and every other person that I ever meet.  And so even if you know the 
polite form of Japanese if you’re not consciously thinking about is this person above 
me or below me you know where do I stand in relation to this person then you can’t 
use it.  (Stimulated recall interview one: Participant one: Turn 15.) 
 
 
Example of experiences at a subconscious level: 
 
I don’t think. I have to consciously think about it.  I just think it is intuitive.  It’s 
become kind of intuitive.  It just sounds wrong when it comes out.  I think that’s how 
I do a lot of things.  (Stimulated recall interview three: Participant three: Turn 16) 
 

 

In the first example of an experience related response, participant two is 

explaining a previous experience she has had in relation to the SISR she has 

just listened to herself make, i.e. she explains that she tests whether or not 

she can use a phrase and then depending on the interlocutor’s response, she 

may repair.  In the second example, participant one is validating experiences 

she has had by referring to the possible class expectations, which to her are 

ambiguous and clearly lead her to make SISRs.  The third and fourth 

examples are examples of the participants referring to the experiences they 

have had making SISRs and whether or not they were consciously or 

subconsciously made.  It is worth mentioning that these examples above, 

specifically the second and third one, could be interpreted as errors that were 

repaired for appropriateness.  Also, it is possible that a learner could be 

repairing for more than one reason at any given time.  Therefore, the 
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repairing of errors is elusive at times and also there may be several possible 

interpretations of why these repairs are being made as well.   

 

Environment related responses 

Responses that the learners gave in relation to the environment referred to 

either the teacher or other.  Below are examples of these types of responses. 

 

Example of the effect of the environment (the teacher): 
 
If the teacher doesn’t correct me this time she will point out to me some times when I 
read the textbook.  (Stimulated recall interview four: Participant four: Turn 3.) 
 
 
Example of the effect of the environment (other): 
 
…see the teacher’s response or even not the teacher, but just in conversation.  To see 
if people look confused then you change it. (Stimulated recall interview Two: 
Participant Two: Turn 3.) 
 

 

In the above examples the participants are referring to the effects that the 

environment has on their performance.  In the first example participant four 

is stating that “the teacher”, most likely meaning any teacher, will correct her 

if need be.  In the second example participant four is stating that she depends 

on not only the teacher’s responses but the responses of Japanese people in 

general to make repairs.   

 

Expectations related responses 

Responses that the learners gave in relation to expectations referred to 

 103



improvement which was expected either of the instruction or the participant’s 

performance.   Below are examples of these types of responses. 

 

Example of expectations of instruction: 
 
I mean I like that some of the teachers um correct me immediately while I am 
speaking.  I like that.  There’s a couple of teachers that don’t do that and there’s a 
couple of teachers that do.  I think that when it is constantly reinforced…I just sound 
better…to me. (Stimulated recall interview three: Participant three: Turn 5.) 
 
 
Example of expectations of participant’s own performance: 
 
So um that kind of stuff I always mess up on, but the more I study the more I learn 
how to correct myself again.  (Stimulated recall interview two: Participant two: Turn 
14.) 
 

 

There were two types of expectations that the participants referred to when 

discussing the SISRs that they made; expectations of instruction and 

expectations of participant’s own performance.  In the first example, 

participant three is referring to her expectation, which is that the teachers 

correct her immediately after she makes a mistake.  In the second example, 

participant two is referring to her expectation of both messing up and also 

over time being able to correct what she messes up on.  In Chart Four the 

frequency with which the participants referred to each of the above mentioned  

categories is depicted.  It can be seen in Chart Four, for example, that 

participant four more often than her counterparts refers to teachers’ 

influences affecting her ability to SISR.  Also, that the other participants, 

especially participant one and two, often refer to the experiences that they 
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have had to explain their ability to SISR.    

 

0
0.5

1
1.5

2
2.5

3
3.5

4

Frequency of 
explanations

One Two Three Four
Participants

Chart Four: The frequency of the participants' 
explanations and the way in which the explanations were 

given

Performance- Explanation Performance - Validation
Experience - Explanation Experience - Subconscious
Experience - Conscious Experience - Validation
Environment - Teacher Environment - Other
Expectations - Improvement Expectations - Instruction 

 

 

 

4.3. Attention test data 

The third type of data that was analyzed was the attention test data.  As has 

already been mentioned, the data collected on the learners’ abilities to attend 

to their language production with this method renders only information on 

the learners’ perspectives rather than their actual abilities to attend to their 

language production.  Therefore, the results of the data collected in this way 
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will be only explained briefly with an explanation of the results from the test.  

As can be seen in Table Eight, all of the learners, according to the results of 

the tests, have an average or above level of attention.   Participants one and 

four have, according to the answers they have provided on their tests, an 

average level of attention, whereas participants two and three have an above  

Table Eight: Attention test results 

Participant: One Two Three Four Five 

Score: Average Above 
average 

Above 
average Average High 

 

average level.  Only participant five test results show her attention to be at a 

high level.   Due to the fact that participant five was the researcher this may 

be an expected result; the only researcher in the study, according to this 

attention test, had the highest levels of attention.  Again, this test evaluates 

only the perspectives’ of the takers of the test and therefore cannot actually 

provide information on the learners’ actual levels of attention and memory.  

Also, it can be seen that each of the participants, excluding participant five, 

who has an above average level of attention, have high levels of attention.  

These results are interesting because participant five perceived that her 

attention was at a higher level on the previous attention test, but from the 

results of the test on her actual attention levels she scored lower.  Being the 

researcher in this study, this would be contradictory to expected results.  

However, since there is not a big gap between her actual levels of attention 

and her perceptions of her levels of attention nor the other participants 
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attention levels, from these results alone a conclusion cannot be made about 

participant five’s, the researcher’s, levels of attention.   

 

By comparing the results of these tests, however, and the results of the 

memory and attention tests, which will be described more in the next section, 

with the results of the classroom interaction tape recordings it is possible to 

evaluate whether there are any relationships between the learners’ attention 

and memory levels and their abilities to SISR.  For example, the comparison 

of the results of these tests may show that learners with higher levels of 

attention and memory make more appropriateness repairs compared to 

learners with lower levels of attention and memory.   

 

4.4. Memory and attention test data 

The fourth type of data that was analyzed was the memory and attention test 

data.  (See appendix seven for a copy of the results of the test taken by each of 

the participants that was received from the company that the tests were 

purchased from.)  As already mentioned, with this data collection method the 

participants’ actual abilities to attend to and remember something was 

evaluated.  After completing the tests online, each of the participants received 

their results and then forwarded them on to the researcher.  Below, in Table 

Nine, the results for each of the participants have been depicted as well.  By  

looking at the results of the memory and attention test, there does not seem to 

be a significant difference between each participant’s levels of attention and  
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Table Nine: Memory and attention test results 

 

Participant: One Two Three Four Five 

Memory 
Above 

average 
Average 

Above 

average 
Average Average 

Attention High High High High 
Above 

average 

Working 

speed 

Above 

average 

Above 

average 

Above 

average 

Above 

average 

Above 

average 

Click speed Average Average Average 
Above 

average 
Average 

memory.  It can be seen, for example, that participants two, four and five, have 

average levels of memory capacities, whereas participant one and three have 

above average.  Also, it can be seen that each of the participants, excluding 

participant five, who has an above average level of attention, have high levels 

of attention.  These results are interesting because participant five perceived 

that her attention was at a higher level on the previous attention test, but 

from the results of the test on her actual attention levels she scored lower.  

Being the researcher in this study, this would be contradictory to expected 

results.  However, since there is not a big gap between her actual levels of 

attention and her perceptions of her levels of attention nor the other 

participants attention levels, from these results alone a conclusion cannot be 

made about participant five’s, the researcher’s, levels of attention.  As for 

clicking and working speed, there is no real noteworthy difference between 
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each of the participant’s results.   From this data then, it is apparent that the 

participants in the current research project have similar levels of memory and 

attention and therefore, it can be concluded that although there are 

differences between how each of the learners repairs, memory and attention 

do not seem to be variables that affect the different ways in which they repair.   

 

4.5. Proficiency level assessment data 

The fifth and final method that was used to collect the data in the current 

research project that was further explored through analysis was the 

proficiency level assessments.  There were two proficiency level assessments; 

a self-evaluation assessment and an independent judge assessment.  The 

independent judge is the same person who reviewed the classroom interaction 

tape recording transcripts.  As already mentioned, both of the assessments 

were adapted from the ISLPR.  In Table Ten both the results of the  

 

Table Ten: Speaking Proficiency Level Assessment Results 

 

Participant: One Two Three Four Five 

Self-evaluati

on 
4 2+ 3 2+/3 3 

Independent 

Judge’s 

evaluation 

4+/5 3+ 3+/4 3 3+ 
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participants’ self-evaluations and independent judge’s evaluations have been 

depicted.  As can be seen from the independent judge’s evaluations, most of 

the participants, including participant one, two and three, are at level 3+, 

which means according to the assessment sheet that they are in between the 

following two descriptions: 

 
 
Level 3 – Can speak well enough to give an unprepared speech on something 
which is familiar.  In familiar situations, speech can be adjusted if necessary 
and opinions expressed can be substantiated.  Also, even though mistakes are 
made, it seems to rarely confuse the listener.  However, even when familiar 
with a topic it is difficult to go into great depth on a topic in Japanese and 
although at times vocabulary words cannot be remembered, other words or 
phrases are used to communicate.   
 
Level 4 – Can speak well in social, academic and work situations. Might be 
confused for a native speaker for a few minutes.   

 

 

Participant four has been evaluated by the independent judge to be at level 3 

and participant one has been evaluated by the independent judge to be at 

level 4+/5, which 4+ is between level 4, which is stated above and the following 

is an explanation of level 5: 

 
 
Level 5 – Can speak Japanese just as well as educated Japanese native 
speakers.   

 
 
 
 
Therefore, participants two, three, four and five are at similar levels of 

speaking proficiency whereas participant one is higher by about one level.  

From the results of the participants’ self-evaluations of their own proficiency 
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levels, it can be seen that the participants underestimated their abilities by at 

least one level and in some cases two levels.  It is possible as well that the 

independent judge may have overestimated their abilities.  The possible 

reasons for this discrepancy will be further explored in the next chapter, as 

will the other results given in this chapter.   

 

4.6. Conclusion 

 In this chapter the data that was collected, the participant observation data, 

classroom interaction tape recordings, the stimulated recall interview data, 

the results on the attention tests, the memory and attention tests and the 

proficiency level assessments, were explained.    This chapter will conclude 

with a brief summary of the conclusions that can be made from each of the 

explanations that were given of the data collected and analyzed.   

 

 From the participant observation data it can be concluded that the taxonomy 

of self-repairs that had been previously suggested can be used, but needs to be 

adapted when used in order for the data that is to be collected, analyzed and 

discussed to reflect the actual self-repair behavior of the participants.  As for 

the self-repair behavior of the participants in the current research project, 

they exhibited similar repair behavior as participants did in previous 

self-repair behavior research; however, they did exhibit different behavior as 

well.  The most important differences in behavior of the participants in the 

current research project and the participants in previous research is the use of 
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communication strategies as a form of self-repair.   

 

 The stimulated recall interview data led to findings on the participants’ 

abilities to detect the repairs that they made.  Participants one, two, and three 

had high abilities in noticing the repairs that they made and the types of 

repairs that they noticed the most were syntactic error repairs.  Participant 

four had lower abilities in noticing the repairs that she made and noticed 

mainly phonetic error repairs.  Also, from the nudist analysis of the 

stimulated recall interview data it can be concluded that the participants in 

the current research project when referring to the SISRs that they make 

relate them to their performance, experiences, expectations and the 

environment.  It can be concluded from the attention test results and memory 

and attention test results that the participants in the current research project 

have approximately the same levels of attention.  The final conclusion that 

can be made is on the proficiency level assessment results which revealed that 

participants two, three, four and five were at similar levels of Japanese 

language proficiency and participant one was at approximately one level 

above their proficiency level.   
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Chapter 5. Discussion 

In this chapter the results of the data collected will be discussed in relation to 

previous self-repair research.  According to Levelt (1989), language specific 

requirements is a possible variable in monitoring and because most of the 

research done on monitoring and self-repair has been limited to the study of 

English, a comparison can be made between the findings in the current 

research project, which focus is on Japanese, and findings done in previous 

research.  Therefore, research done on repairs made by English Language 

Learners (ELLs) and the repairs made by the JLLs in the current research 

project can be compared.  

 

Again, the conclusions are that:  1) editing expressions are used commonly 

when repairing (Hockett, 1967); 2) when detection of an error occurs, the 

speaker stops the speech (Bredart, 1991; Levelt, 1989; Noteboom, 1980); 3) 

speakers often interrupt erroneous words, but they do not tend to interrupt 

correct words (Levelt, 1989); 4) speakers cannot control where they cut-off 

their speech (Poulisse & van Hest, ms); 5) both the constituent rule and 

well-formedness rule are applicable in self-repair behavior in L2 production 

(Levelt, 1983; van Hest, 1996b); 6) task demands affect the type of repairs 

made by a learner, e.g. appropriateness repairs (A-repairs) are made more 

often by learners when the task demands that they be more precise (van Hest, 

1996b); 7) L2 speakers repair lexical errors more often than other errors 

(Bredart, 1991; Fathman, 1980; Lennon, 1984; Levelt, 1983; Poulisse, 1993a); 
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8) a large number of lexical errors are not repaired (Cutler, 1983; Levelt, 1983; 

Noteboom, 1980; Poulisse & Bongaerts, 1994; van Hest, 1996a); 9) the most 

frequent form of repair is substitution (Fathman, 1980); 10) language 

background and language aptitude correlated to the production of self-repairs 

(Dietrich, 1982).  Therefore, in the following sections error detection, the 

constituent rule, the well-formedness rule, substitution, the effects of task 

demands, the distribution of self-repairs, and individual differences in 

self-repair behavior will be discussed in terms of the data gathered in this 

study.  Also, the reasons why the participants in the current research project 

monitor will be discussed.   

 

5.1. Error detection 

As has already been mentioned, there have been several conclusions made in 

self-repair research in relation to error detection, which are that speakers use 

editing expressions commonly, stop speech when an error is detected, often 

interrupt erroneous words and cannot control where they cut-off their speech.  

Although the above conclusions that have been made in previous self-repair 

research were not the focus of the current research project and an analysis of 

each of these variables has not been given, these variables can be discussed in 

relation to the data collected in the current research project.  According to the 

first conclusion mentioned above, editing expressions are used commonly 

when repairing and in the current research project, during transcription of 

the classroom interaction tape recordings the types of editing expressions 
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used by each participant were recorded.  Although the frequency at which the 

editing expressions were used and the types of editing expressions used were 

not calculated or further explored, the raw data results shown in Table Four 

(on Page 90), demonstrate that all of the participants, excluding participant 

four, used editing expressions.  Also, it can be seen from this result that the 

most commonly used editing expression used was “ano”, which is an editing 

expression used commonly by Japanese speakers.  However, by looking at 

Appendix Seven, the Classroom Interaction Tape Recordings, it can be seen 

that the type of editing expression that is used depends on the learner.  This 

may be idiosyncratic, in that, the language being used depends on the person 

using the language.  In other words, depending on a number of factors, 

including one’s own personality, a person communicates in a certain way and 

will also use certain ways of editing their communication.   

 

The last three conclusions mentioned above, which are that speakers stop 

speech when an error is detected, often interrupt erroneous words and cannot 

control where they cut-off their speech, will also be discussed in relation to the 

raw data results of the classroom interaction tape recordings.  Below is a list 

of examples of repairs that were made by the participants.  Different types of 

self repairs made over the data collection period and one error repair made by 

each participant was chosen in order to show that these types of repairs were 

made during the entire data collection period and by all participants.  This list 

will be used when discussing the last three conclusions.  First though, these 
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examples will be further explained.   

 

The first example below is of a different repair made by participant one.  

Participant one first utters “as for me” and then realizes that this message 

has not been appropriately generated, i.e. the information in the 

conceptualizer is inappropriate, and therefore repairs by uttering “not only 

me”.   

 
 
Self-repair example 1.  
 
As for me →  not only me 
(Class three, Participant one, Different repair)  
 
 
 
The second and third examples are examples of appropriateness repairs.  In 

the second example, participant five first utters “something is this” and then 

realizes that this is inappropriate because she is making a statement that 

may not be true and therefore repairs by uttering “I think something is this.”  

In the third example, participant three repairs her utterance of the word 

“dad” with “father”.  She apparently believes that it is more appropriate to use 

the latter word than the former.  Perhaps she believes that in the context that 

she is in she should use a more formal and less intimate term.   

 
 
Self-repair example 2.  
 
Something is this → I think something is this 
(Class three, Participant five, Appropriateness repair) 
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Self-repair example 3.  
 
Dad → father 
(Class three, Participant three, Appropriateness repair) 
 
 
 
The fourth and fifth examples are examples of syntactic error repairs.  In the 

fourth example, participant two first utters “How do you think” and then 

realizes that this phrase is erroneous and should be “what way do you think 

about this”.  With the utterance of this phrase, participant two is attempting 

to ask what the others think about something, but at first ends up asking how 

they think rather than what they think.  Therefore, this is a syntactic error 

that has been made and repaired.  In the fifth and last example, participant 

four makes a syntactic error repair as well when she first utters “Taiwan’s” 

and realizes that this is erroneous and repairs by uttering “In Taiwan”.  In 

other words, participant four meant to describe something in Taiwan but has 

made what she was to discuss a possession of Taiwan, which is an example of 

a syntactic error repair that has been made in Japanese.  It is worth 

mentioning that these syntactic error repair examples can be interpreted as 

lexical error repairs; however, when taking into consideration the syntactical 

differences between English and Japanese, which will be explained in the 

next section, it would be more likely that these error repairs would be 

classified as syntactic rather than as lexical error repairs.   

 
Self-repair example 4.  
 
How do you think → in what way do you think about this 
(Class three, Participant two, Syntactic error repair)  
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Self-repair example 5.  
 
Taiwan’s → In Taiwan 
(Class two, Participant four, Syntactic error repair) 
 
 

The second conclusion mentioned above is that when detection of an error 

occurs, the speaker stops the speech, which is the Main Interruption Rule.   In 

order to use the examples above to explain when the participants are 

detecting errors or making repairs, first the syntactical differences between 

English and Japanese need to be briefly explained.  In English, sentences are 

syntactically ordered as subject, verb and then object.  However, in Japanese 

the order in which sentences are spoken often do not include a subject and 

usually end with a verb.  Therefore, in the above examples, when a verb is 

used, the verb is used at the end of the utterance and therefore, this shows 

that the repairs are made right after the errors have been detected.  As for 

when an erroneous word has been repaired, each participant has replaced an 

erroneous word with the word that they had intended to use right after the 

erroneous word was uttered.  This would then correspond with previous 

conclusions that have been made on self-repair behavior research which 

suggest that speakers do not interrupt correct words.   

 

The final conclusion mentioned above that has been made in self-repair 

research in relation to error detection is that speakers cannot control where 

they cut off their speech.  There is no evidence to support otherwise in the 

current research project, therefore, it can be deduced from the results that the 
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participants are not controlling where they cut-off speech.  Therefore, in 

conclusion, according to the results in the current research project, the JLLs 

in the current research project detect errors in the same way that ELLs do.   

 

5.2. Constituent rule, well-formedness rule and substitution 

In this section the constituent rule and the well-formedness rule, which have 

been found to be applicable in self-repair behavior in L2 production (Levelt, 

1983; van Hest, 1996b) will be discussed in relation to the classroom 

interaction tape recording transcripts.  Also, substitution, the most frequent 

form of repair (Fathman, 1980), will be discussed as well in relation to the 

classroom interactions tape recordings.  (See appendix seven.)  The first rule 

states that if a repair is made then it is made at a phrase or constituent 

boundary and the second rule states that the sentence in which a repair is 

made is well-formed.  As can be seen in the transcripts, repairs were only 

made at a phrase or constituent boundary and all the repairs made were 

well-formed.  An example of a repair being made at a phrase boundary is 

“People that are young → young people” (Class two, participant four) and an 

example of a well-formed repair is “It’s a rule, but… → even though it’s a rule” 

(Class four, participant five).  The last concept in this section, which is that 

substitution is the most frequent from of repair, holds true in the current 

research project as well.  In other words, a correct word is substituted for an 

erroneous word by all of the participants when a repair is made.  An example 

of substitution is “My thought is… →  my opinion is…” (Class four, participant 
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five).   

 

5.3. The effects of task demands  

There have been numerous connections made between task demands and 

self-repair research and van Hest (1996b) has explicitly stated that task 

demands affect the type of repairs made by a learner.  In the current research 

project there is evidence of this due to the fact that the structure of the class 

changed.  When the structure of the class changed, it can be seen that 

different types of repairs were made.  The best evidence for this is the 

evidence provided by participant one.  Participant one in class five, when the 

class changes from a conversation style class to a debate style class, makes 

numerous appropriateness repairs.  This participant makes no other 

appropriateness repairs during the data collection period.  Below is the list of 

appropriateness repairs that she makes in class five: 

 
 
This will start →  now I will start this…;  
Doing something →  something is being done; 
Somebody is here →  someone is here; 
Have it, don’t you →  you have it don’t you? 
 

At this time it is necessary to, once again, explain the differences between 

Japanese and English.  By looking at this translated version it is perhaps 

difficult to recognize the types of repairs that are being made by the 

participant.  However, if it is taken into consideration that there are different 
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levels of formality in Japanese and each repair that is made above changes 

from a less formal to a more formal structure then it is obvious that the 

demands of the task, which is to debate rather than to communicate freely 

about a topic, has affected the type of repairs that this participant made.  

There could be several reasons behind why this participant alone makes these 

types of repairs during this class and the others do not, e.g. because this 

participant has completed the same summer program the previous year.  

However, the most likely reason is that the participant has a higher level of 

speaking ability, which has been shown on both the proficiency assessments.  

Therefore, because participant one has a higher level of speaking ability than 

the other participants, her language is more automatized, which frees her to 

make different types of repairs and frees her to make what can be considered 

more difficult repairs, i.e. appropriateness repairs.  Appropriateness repairs 

made, especially in Japanese, can be considered to be more difficult than 

making other repairs because these types of repairs are made often to change 

from a less formal language to a more formal language.  Because the more 

formal, polite, or humble forms of language in Japanese are not used often by 

the participants, and by fewer and fewer Japanese, depending on their 

occupation and status, etc., it can be stated that these forms of language are 

less likely to be noticed and even less likely to have become automatized.   

Participant one, by making a considerable number of appropriateness repairs, 

shows that she is well aware that the situation called for a more formal style 

of language to be used, that she knew the style of language, but that it had yet 
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to become automatized for her.  None of the other participants exhibited such 

behavior and therefore they either did not acknowledge that a formal style 

was being called for or did not know the formal style.  It is possible as well 

that the participants knowing that the formal style had not become 

automatized yet, chose the less formal style in order to communicate more 

effectively.  By looking again at the examples above, it can be seen that the 

repairs that participant one made would impede communication.  Perhaps the 

other participants knowing that they could not effectively communicate while 

attempting to use the formal style, chose to communicate meaning rather 

than focusing on form.    

 

5.4. Distribution of self-repairs 

According to previous research on self-repair behavior, L2 speakers repair 

lexical errors more often than other errors (Bredart, 1991; Fathman, 1980; 

Lennon, 1984; Levelt, 1983; Poulisse, 1993a) and a large number of lexical 

errors are not repaired (Cutler, 1983; Levelt, 1983; Noteboom, 1980; Poulisse 

& Bongaerts, 1994; van Hest, 1996a).  In the current research project, as has 

already been shown in the last chapter, syntactic error repairs were the type 

of repairs that were most often made across all of the participants.  The 

second type of error repairs that were made the most frequently by the 

participants were phonetic error repairs.  Lexical error repairs were actually 

the least likely repair to be made out of all of the error repairs made.  The 

reason for this most likely is that the participants in the current research 
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project used communication strategies, such as, asking in Japanese, guessing, 

foreignizing, rise in intonation and repetition or hesitation instead of making 

lexical errors.  For example, in class seven, when discussing arranged 

marriages, participant one uses three of these types of communication 

strategies, guessing, foreignizing, and repetition or hesitation.   

 

The first communication strategy that she uses is guessing, by guessing how 

to say Palestinian American.  Not only is it clear that she is guessing by 

listening to the classroom interaction tape recordings, but also during the 

interview, participant one further explains that she did not know how to say 

Palestinian American for sure but that she just tried to say it and therefore 

this is clearly an example of a participant guessing.  It is important to clarify 

at this point that guessing lacks a clear basis, i.e. it is not an ‘educated guess’, 

whereas the foreignizing strategy is believed to be based on a valid 

understanding of how Japanese works. 

 

As for the other types of strategies used, she repeated or hesitated when 

saying ‘cute’ and ‘impression’ and she used the strategy of foreignizing by 

saying the English word ‘prom’ with a Japanese pronunciation.  This last 

strategy is often quite effective due to the fact that within the Japanese 

language there are countless English loan words.  In a Japanese language 

classroom, especially within an advanced Japanese language classroom, the 

chances of the teacher of the class knowing English is extremely high, 
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therefore, one strategy for learners is to, during class, attempt to use an 

English word with a Japanese pronunciation in place of the unknown 

Japanese word.  Often to the learners’ and teachers’ amusement the word is 

functional in Japanese with a slight difference in pronunciation, a Japanese 

pronunciation of the English loan word. Other LOTE learners have been 

known to use similar compensatory strategies.  Whether the word is actually 

acquired or not is of debate.  However, the pronunciation of the word possibly 

is a place to start to find out whether the learner has acquired the word or not.  

A correct Japanese pronunciation of the English loan word may indicate that 

the learner has acquired the word as part of her Japanese language learning 

system.   

 

By these strategies being used, it is apparent that the learners are trying to 

make up for something that they lack.  Their monitors are detecting that they 

do not have efficient knowledge to communicate.  However, in the current 

research project the participants’ monitors were especially sensitive.  The 

evidence for making this statement is provided by both the researcher and the 

independent judge who have agreed that most of the errors that were repaired 

by the learners were not actual errors.  In other words, the SISRs made by the 

learners usually did not need to be made.  For some reason or another the 

learners felt it necessary to repair their language even though there was no 

repair needed.  Therefore, the last conclusion that was mentioned above about 

lexical errors often going un-repaired does not hold true in the current 
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research project.   

 

In conclusion, the participants in the current research rarely made lexical 

error repairs and instead used communication strategies to compensate for 

what the participants considered to be a lack of knowledge; however, the 

repairs that they made most often, which were syntactic error repairs, were 

made even though the participants had not made a syntactic error.   The 

reasons behind why these learners repaired unnecessarily are unknown.  

However, this will be further explored in the conclusion.   

 

5.5. Individual differences in self-repair behavior 

There have been numerous variables proposed for individual differences in 

language ability in SLA research and this holds true for self-repair research 

as well. The only conclusions that are known to have been so far made about 

individual differences influencing self-repair behavior have been language 

background and language aptitude, which both have been shown to correlate 

to the production of self-repairs (Dietrich, 1982).  In the current research 

project the main individual variables that were explored in relation to the 

participants’ abilities to SISR were their memory and attention capabilities, 

which have been suggested to influence a learner’s ability to SISR (Kormos, 

1999) and their language proficiency (Dietrich, (1982). Both of these variables 

will be discussed in the conclusion.  Other variables that can be discussed in 

relation to the participants’ abilities to SISR are first language, language 
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learning background and experience in Japan.   

 

All of the participants’ first language is English, except for participant four.  

Participant four also has had no prior experience in Japan.  These factors may 

relate to the way in which participant four SISRs, her abilities to SISR and 

her ability to discuss the SISRs she has made.  As can be seen by the 

classroom interaction tape recordings, participant four rarely made repairs 

and when she did, she made more phonetic error repairs than any other type 

and made more of these types of repairs compared to the other participants.  

According to the results of the stimulated recall interview, participant four is 

unable to notice the repairs she has made at the same rate as the other 

participants and the only types of repairs that she did notice were phonetic 

error repairs.    

 

There are several possible reasons why participant four is unable to notice the 

repairs that she has made at the same rate as the other participants, which 

are that she is not a native speaker of English and that this was her first time 

to come to Japan.  (Refer back to Table Two on P. 82)  The former factor may 

influence her ability to discuss in English her self-repair behavior.  The latter 

factor may influence her listening skills in Japanese.  The other participants 

had lived in Japan previously and therefore, most likely have higher levels of 

listening skills.  Therefore, these two factors may influence her ability to 

listen to the tape in Japanese and then comment on what she hears in 
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English.   

 

As for language learning background, participant two and participant four 

have studied more languages than the other participants, which is a factor 

that has shown to facilitate the acquisition of another language in SLA 

research; however, in the current research project neither participant exhibits 

similar self-repair behavior and therefore, no conclusions can be made about 

the number of languages being learned affecting the abilities to SISR.   

 

As for the amount of time that each participant has spent learning Japanese, 

this is difficult to assess.  For example, participant one has studied Japanese 

formally for two years, one year at a university and 1.5 months in the same 

summer program the previous year.  Also, she lived in Japan from ages 10-12.  

Participant two and participant three have studied Japanese formally for five 

years and taught English in Japan for one year.  Participant four has studied 

Japanese for two years formally and has had no prior experience in Japan.  

Participant five has studied Japanese formally and informally for seven years.  

Also, she has been to Japan several times, twice to study Japanese, which was 

for about a year and once to teach English, which she did for three years.  Due 

to the fact that it is difficult to even ascertain the actual amount of time each 

participant has spent learning Japanese, it is difficult to relate any findings to 

this factor.  However, it is possible to discuss these variables in relation to 

proficiency, which will be done in the conclusion.  At this point though, it is not 

 127



possible to draw any conclusions about the abilities of the participants in the 

current research project to SISR in relation to their individual differences.   

 

 

5.6. Reasons for monitoring 

The reasons behind why a learner monitors may influence self-repair behavior.  

As mentioned previously, it has been suggested that an L1 speaker can 

monitor for any aspect of their speech and that they may monitor for just 

about anything, e.g. whether the message is wanted to be expressed now   

(Levelt, 1983).  However, if it is taken into consideration that an L2 is less 

automatized, as mentioned previously, then L2 speakers cannot monitor for 

any aspect of their speech and they will not be able to monitor in the way that 

an L1 speaker would be able to monitor.  In order to understand why a 

speaker may monitor certain aspects of her speech more than other aspects, 

the speaker’s speech must be considered first.  Therefore, if the results of the 

repairs made by the participants are looked at again, it can be seen that 

participant one and participant five make more different repairs than any 

other type of repair and they make more of these types of repairs than any 

other participant.  Participant two makes more syntactic error repairs than 

any other type of repair and also makes more of these types of repairs than 

any other participant.  Participant three as well makes more syntactic error 

repairs compared to any other type of error repair.  Participant four makes 

more phonetic error repairs than any other type of repair and also makes 
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more of these types of repairs than any other participant.  Therefore, each 

participant frequently uses one type of error repair more often than others 

and their counterparts.   

 

From the interview it can be seen that all of the participants interviewed, 

participants one, two, three and four, have mainly related their abilities to 

SISR to prior experiences.  However, participant four equally relates her 

abilities to SISR to prior experiences and the environment.  In the interview 

she states that she is concerned about her Japanese pronunciation and that 

the teachers have instructed her to work on her pronunciation.  (See 

Stimulated recall interview four: Participant four: Turns 3 and 7)  As for the 

other participants, it is difficult to understand why exactly they are making 

more types of error repairs than others.  It can be seen from the results of the 

interview, that participants two and three also frequently refer to their 

performance, more so than does participant one and participant four.  Perhaps 

there is a connection between their referring to their performance frequently 

and their both making more syntactic error repairs than other types of repairs.  

Participant one mainly refers to experience when referring to her ability to 

SISR and makes different repairs more frequently than other repairs.  As 

mentioned previously, different repairs are made when a message in the 

conceptualizer is considered to be inappropriate, ordered incorrectly, or if it is 

considered better to replace the message by another.  Therefore, it may be 

possible to state that making more different repairs than other types of 
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repairs may be a factor worth exploring further in relation to abilities to SISR.    

In conclusion it is necessary to state clearly the participants’ possible reasons 

for monitoring in the current research project.  From the results, it can be 

concluded that participant four monitors her pronunciation more than other 

aspects of her speech because she has been told that she needs to work on her 

pronunciation.  The other participants have mainly commented on previous 

experiences that they have had when speaking and therefore, most likely 

monitor for certain aspects of their speech due to their experiences.   
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Chapter 6. Conclusion 

In this last chapter each of the main research questions will be addressed, the 

limitations of the current research project will be explored and in conclusion 

recommendations will be given for further research on self-repair behavior 

and on possible further actions that can be taken to better understand 

functions of SISRs made by JLLs in the language classroom. 

 

6.1.    Research question one 

The first question is: do SISRs made by learners provide evidence of what is 

being learned, i.e. that which is noticed?  In the current research project most 

of the participants had high abilities in recognizing the repairs that they had 

made during class.  The participants were able to not only recognize the errors 

being made and the repairs that were attempted, but were also able to 

comment on reasons for why they may have made the errors, possible 

alternative repairs and whether they actually knew how to repair the errors.  

In other words, the participants were exhibiting abilities in noticing which 

has been suggested to be what is necessary in language acquisition  (Schmidt, 

1990; 1993; 1994). 

 

6.2. Research question two 

The second question is: are monitoring in an L2, and specifically the making 

of SISRs, and individual differences in levels of attention and memory 

related?  The results of the first attention test, which provided evidence of the 
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participants’ perceptions on their attention levels, did not reveal any 

significant differences between the participants’ attention levels.  The results 

of the second memory and attention test, which provided evidence of the 

participants’ actual abilities to attend to something and remember what it 

was they had attended to, as well did not reveal significant differences 

between the participants’ actual levels of attention and memory. 

 

When comparing the results of both tests though it is possible to conclude that 

the first four participants have underestimated their levels of attention, but 

that participant five has overestimated her attention levels.  In other words, 

participant five on the first attention test viewed herself as having a high 

level of attention, but according to the results of the second memory and 

attention test, which tested her actual ability, she received a lower score than 

she received on the first test and in comparison to some of the participants 

received a lower score as well.  As for the other participants, each of them 

viewed themselves at having a lower higher level of attention on the first test 

and on the second test each of the participants received higher scores.  Each of 

the participants exhibit considerable differences in the way they self-repair; 

however, these differences cannot be related to their memory and attention 

capabilities, because there are no significant differences between their levels 

of attention and memory.  It may be possible to relate their memory and 

attention levels to their proficiency levels, which will be further explored in 

the next section.   
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6.3.    Research question three 

The third question is: is there a relationship between the making of SISRs in 

an L2 and proficiency in an L2?  The results of the self-evaluation proficiency 

level assessments show that the participants are at similar levels of speaking 

proficiency.  There were noticeable differences, however, which are that 

participant one rates herself at level 4 and the other participants rate 

themselves at either level 2+ or 3.  The results of proficiency level assessments 

by the independent judge show as well that the participants are at similar 

levels of speaking proficiency.  There are slight differences as in the 

self-evaluation assessment, which are that participant one has been rated at 

level 4+/5 and the other participants have been rated at an average of 3+.  

Specifically, participant three was rated at level 3+/4, participants two and 

five were rated at 3+ and participant four was rated at level 3.  As can be seen 

from the results on both of these tests, all of the participants have rated 

themselves lower than what the independent judge has rated them.  As for 

their levels of proficiency relating to the SISRs that they make, there are some 

relations worth mentioning.   

 

Participant four has been rated by herself and the independent judge at being 

the lowest level of speaking proficiency compared to the other participants 

and has made the least number of SISRs.  Also, during the stimulated recall 

interviews she had the lowest ability to notice the SISRs that she had made.  

Therefore, her level of proficiency may affect the number of SISRs that she 
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made and her ability to notice the SISRs that she had made.  Participant one 

has been rated by herself and the independent judge at being the highest level 

of speaking proficiency and has made more SISRs than all the participants 

except for participant five.  As already mentioned, she makes appropriateness 

error repairs frequently compared to the number of appropriateness error 

repairs that she has made in the non-debate classes and compared to the 

number of appropriateness error repairs made by the other participants when 

the task for the class changes from communicating freely to debating.  Also, as 

already mentioned, these appropriateness error repairs made by participant 

one during this class are repairs made in order to adjust the formality of her 

language because the formality of the task changed.  This is significant 

because she has adjusted her language in order to meet the task demands, 

whereas the other participants did not.  Although participants two and three 

as well make some appropriateness error repairs during this class, the repairs 

are not made to adjust formality of their language.  They are made in order to 

adjust the style of language rather than the formality.   

 

It can be concluded from these results then that the participant in the current 

research project with the highest level of speaking proficiency was able to 

adjust the formality of her language when the task demanded her to do so.  

The evidence being that she made appropriateness error repairs often during 

the time that she felt that she needed to change the formality of her language.  

This is significant because her higher level of speaking ability and her 
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self-repair behavior can be related because of this evidence.  Also, it can be 

concluded that the participant with the lowest proficiency made the least 

number of repairs and was unable to notice the repairs at the rate that the 

other participants noticed the repairs that they had made.  However, it cannot 

be assumed that the more SISRs made by the learner the more advanced they 

are in the language, because participant five makes the most repairs and she 

is at a lower level of speaking proficiency compared to participant one.  A 

possible reason for why participant five makes the most repairs compared to 

the other learners might be because participant five was the researcher and 

may have, by participating while observing, inadvertently made more repairs 

than she normally would have because she was attempting to be consciously 

aware at all times of the repairs that she was making.  Other reasons for why 

all of the participants were making SISRs, i.e. the functions of SISRs, will be 

discussed in the next section.   

 

6.4. Research question four  

The fourth and last question is: what are the functions of SISRs made by 

learners of Japanese?  As has already been discussed, according to the 

stimulated recall interview analysis, the participants in the current research 

project relate their abilities to SISR to their performance, experiences, the 

environment and expectations.  Also, the participants relate their abilities to 

SISR mainly to the experiences they have had.  In other words, the 

participants when explaining how they made an SISR and why, would usually 
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refer to a past experience that they had when making repair.  They may have 

related the experience in order to either subconsciously or consciously explain 

or validate their behavior.  Participant four alone makes numerous references 

to the environment in relation to her abilities to SISR. Therefore, from the 

stimulated recall interview results, it is apparent that the main function of 

SISRs for the participants in the current research project is to repair possible 

errors that the participant believes she has made but also at another level to 

repair errors that the participant believes others, such as, the teacher, will 

want them to repair.  This last reason for repairing would seem at first an 

essential part of learning a language; however, when the results of the 

classroom observation tape recordings and the proficiency level assessments 

are taken into consideration, there is an emergence of another possible 

function of SISRs made by the participants than what they have revealed in 

the interviews.  This possible function will be explored next.   

 
According to both the researcher and independent judge, most of the repairs 

made in class were not needed to be made.  In other words, the participants 

were making repairs that did not need to be made because they had not made 

an error.  Also, according to the results of both of the proficiency level 

assessments, the participants underestimate their speaking proficiency in 

comparison to the independent judge’s evaluation by at least one, some times 

two and three levels.  Therefore, the participants in this program are 

over-repairing and underestimating their speaking abilities.   
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6.5.    Limitations of the current research project 

 
In this section the limitations of the current research project will be stated.  

The limitations of the current research project are that the sample size was 

small, only five participants, that the data were collected in a similar context 

throughout the data collection period, which was in a conversation or 

discusssion class, excluding the one debate class, and that the participants 

were very similar.  It would be necessary to provide further support to the 

claims made in this thesis by having a bigger sample size and by further 

exploring the specific behavior that has been exhibited by the participants in 

the current research project in different contexts.  As for the last limitation, 

although it was perceived from the beginning of this project a better idea to 

limit the variables influencing the self-repair behavior of the participants by 

choosing a context in which the participants were similar in many ways, this 

may have influenced the data collected.  As previously stated each participant 

was female, in their mid-twenties, had successfully completed two to three 

years of college-level instruction in Japanese, and intended to pursue a 

professional or academic career in Japanese.  Since these similarities may 

have influenced the data collected, it would be necessary in the future to 

compare research done in a less homogenous context.   

 

6.6.    Recommendations 

In this final section recommendations for further research on self-repair 
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behavior and on possible further actions that can be taken to better 

understand functions of SISRs made by JLLs in the language classroom will 

be given.  There have been two main findings made in the current research 

project; 1) the participants provided evidence of noticing or what is being 

acquired by making SISRs and 2) the participants needlessly repaired and 

used communication strategies often.  It is recommended that further 

research be conducted on these findings and below are some specific directions 

in which this research could be taken.   

 

Evidence of noticing 

The former finding that participants provided evidence of noticing, or what is 

being acquired, by making repairs and using communication strategies is 

evidence of an essential aspect of acquiring a second language.  It has been 

argued in this thesis that L2 learners provide evidence of their developmental 

sequence of language learning by making errors (Chaudron, 1988; Corder, 

1981; Cutler, 1982; Garrett, 1975) and that the repairing of these errors 

represents the processes at work in L2 production (Kormos, 1999; van Hest, 

1996b).  Also, it has been argued that learning requires noticing (Schmidt, 

1990; 1993; 1994).  Since evidence from the data in the current research 

project has provided further support to these claims, it is recommended that 

further research be carried out on the relationship between repairs made and 

communication strategies used by learners and what they are able to notice.  

This information gathered would supplement Japanese instruction.  Further 
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research on how this information could be used to supplement Japanese 

instruction would be significant as well.   

 

Over-repairing and frequent use of communications strategies 

As for the latter finding, there could be any combination of variables that may 

influence the participants in the current research project to repair needlessly 

and to use communication strategies often, e.g. individual differences; 

however, considering that every participant has exhibited similar behaviors 

and used SISRs in similar ways then it would be necessary to take into 

consideration other possible variables.  That is, variables that would have 

influenced each participant while learning Japanese equally.   

 

One variable that has already been mentioned by the participants themselves 

in relation to their abilities to SISR is the environment.  The environment 

that the participants referred to as being an influence on them was their 

teachers and other native speakers of Japanese, or the target community.   

 

The target community and their attitudes towards learners of the target 

language is considered to be a contextual factor in learning a second language 

(Loveday, 1982; Walqui, 2006).  The Japanese community has been considered 

to be a community that is uneasy with non-native speakers who speak 

Japanese fluently (Chamberlain, 1904; Jorden, 1978; Miller, 1967; 1971; 1977; 

1980; 1982; 1986; Suzuki, 1975a; 1975b; 1987) and it has been postulated that 
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these feelings stems from Nihonjinron (Manabe & Befu, 1992), which is 

defined as “works of cultural nationalism concerned with the ostensible 

‘uniqueness’ of Japan in any aspect, and which are hostile to both individual 

experience and the notion of internal sociohistorical diversity” (Dale, 1986).   

 

As for the uniqueness of the Japanese language, Haugh (1998) has suggested 

that there are essentially five facets of this belief, which are that silence is an 

important component of Japanese (Hinenoya, 1997; Miller, 1982) and that 

Japanese is a difficult language to learn (Kindaichi, 1957), is ‘pure’ (Miller, 

1982), is emotive and personal (Dale, 1986) and comprises of a soul/spirit 

(Watanabe, 1974).  There have been only three surveys used to quantitatively 

investigate how much the Japanese people support the belief of Nihonjinron.  

The results from the first survey provided evidence that there is significant 

support of Nihonjinron (Manabe & Befu, 1992); however, the results of the 

last two surveys were mixed, in that native speakers supported some aspects 

of Nihonjinron in regards to beliefs about the Japanese language (Haugh, 

1998; 2003).  More research is needed on the attitudes of the Japanese 

community towards learners of Japanese.  This research, along with other 

research on possible variables that may influence self-repair behavior, may 

lead to a better understanding of why learners are repairing when it is not 

necessary to do so.   

 

In conclusion, it is recommended that in a Japanese language classroom 
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learners are encouraged to repair only when necessary and repairs made and 

communication strategies be utilized to supplement Japanese instruction.  

The first recommendation would involve promoting an awareness of fluent 

Japanese speech of both native and non-native speakers where repairing is 

minimalized to when it is necessary.  Over-repairing not only leads to 

breakdowns in communication but may also send messages to the interlocutor, 

e.g. that the speaker lacks confidence, which may not intentionally be meant 

to be sent.  The second recommendation would involve systematically 

collecting information on the repair behavior of the learners in a classroom.  

This could be done in the form of a questionnaire in which a learner is 

requested to give information about what is known or unknown about the 

Japanese language.  This method would require a level of noticing on the part 

of the learners.  Therefore, this method would be used with intermediate or 

advanced language learners of Japanese.   However, at any level though it is 

possible for a teacher of the Japanese language to become more aware of the 

learners’ abilities to SISR or speaking abilities in the language in general, e.g. 

by either taking notes of the learners’ performances during class or conducting 

proficiency level assessments on a regular basis.  What would be important is 

to use the information collected to guide further instruction rather than just 

for assessment.    This information could also be used to justify what has been 

taught.  In brief, a function of SISRs in an advanced Japanese language 

classroom is to provide evidence of what the learner does or does not know and 

this information is pertinent when promoting the development of the learner’s 
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Japanese.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 142



Reference list 
 
Anderson, J. R. (1983). The architecture of cognition. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
 
Baars, B. J., Motley, M. T., & Mackey, D. G. (1975). Output editing for lexical 
status in artificially elicited slips of the tongue. Journal of Verbal Learning 
and Verbal Behavior, 14, 382-391. 
 
Baddeley, A. (1986). Working memory. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
 
Berg, T. (1986). The problem of language control: Editing, monitoring and 
feedback. Psychological Research, 48, 133-144. 
 
Blackmer, E. R., & Mitton, J. L. (1991). Theories of monitoring and the timing 
of repairs in spontaneous speech. Cognition(39), 173-194. 
 
Bloom, B. S. (1953). Thought processes in lectures and discussions. Journal of 
General Education, 7, 160-169. 
 
Bredart, S. (1991). Word interruption in self-repairing. Journal of 
Psycholinguistic evidence from cut-offs, 20, 123-137. 
 
Broadbent, D. (1958). Perception and Communication. London: Pergamon 
Press. 
 
Brown, R. (1991). Group work, task difference, and second language 
acquisition. Applied Linguistics, 11, 1-12. 
 
Bygate, M. (1996a). Effects of task repetition on language structure and 
control. Paper presented at the Annual conference of American Association for 
Applied Linguistics, Chicago, IL. 
 
Bygate, M. (1996b). Effects of task repetition: Appraising the developing 
language of learners. In D. Willis & J. Willis (Eds.), Challenge: change in 
language teaching (pp. 136-146). London: Heinemann. 
 
Candeas, M., Vasilescu, I., & Adda-Decker, M. (2005). Inter- and 
intra-language acoustic analysis of autonomous fillers. Paper presented at the 
Proceedings of DiSS'05, Disfluency in Spontaneous Speech Workshop, 
Aix-en-Provence, France. 
 
Cantor, J., & Engle, R. (1993). Working memory capacity as long-term 
activation: An individual differences approach. Journal of Experimental 
Psychology: Learning, Memory and Cognition, 19, 1101-1114. 

 143



Carroll, J. B. (1993). Cognitive abilities: A factor analytic approach to research. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
 
Carroll, J. B., & Sapon, S. M. (1959). The modern language aptitude test. San 
Antonia, TX: The Psychological Corporation. 
 
Chamberlain, B. (1904). Things Japanese, being notes on various subjects 
connected with Japan, for the use of travelers and others. Tokyo: Charles E. 
Tuttle. 
 
Chaudron, C. (1988). Second language classrooms. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
 
Cook, V. (1977). Cognitive processes in second language learning. 
International Review of Applied Linguistics, 15, 1-20. 
 
Corder, S. P. (1981). Error Analysis and Interlanguage. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 
 
Cowan, N. (1993). Activation, attention, and short-term memory. Memory and 
Cognition, 21, 162-167. 
 
Craik, F. K., & Lockhart, R. S. (1972). Levels of processing: A framework for 
memory research. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 11, 
671-684. 
 
Cutler, A. (1982). Slips of the tongue and language production. Berlin: 
Mouton. 
 
Cutler, A. (1983). Lexical complexity and sentence processing. In G. Flores 
d'Arcais & R. Jarvella (Eds.), The process of language understanding.  
 
Chichester: John Wiley. 
Dale, P. (1986). The myth of Japanese uniqueness. New York: St. Martin's 
Press. 
 
Daneman, M., & Carpenter, P. A. (1980). Individual differences in working 
memory and reading. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 19, 
450-466. 
 
Daneman, M., & Carpenter, P. A. (1983). Individual differences in integrating 
information between and within sentences. Journal of Experimental 
Psychology: Learning, Memory and Cognition, 9, 561-584. 
 
Daneman, M., & Green, I. (1986). Individual differences in comprehending 

 144



and producing words in context. Journal of Memory and Language, 25, 1-18. 
 
Daneman, M., & Tardiff, T. (1987). Working memory and reading skill 
re-examined. In M. Coltheart (Ed.), Attention and performance. Hillsdale, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum. 
 
de Bot, K. (1992). A bilingual production model: Levelt's speaking model 
adapted. Applied Linguistics, 13, 1-24. 
 
de Bot, K. (1996). The psycholinguistics of the output hypothesis. Language 
learning, 46, 529-555. 
 
de Bot, K., Cox, A., Ralston, S., Schauffeli, A., & Weltens, B. (1995). Lexical 
processing in bilinguals. Second Language Research, 11, 1-19. 
 
Dell, G. S. (1986). A spreading activation theory of retrieval in sentence 
production. Pschological Review, 93, 283-321. 
 
Dennett, D. (1987). The intentional stance. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
 
Dietrich, R. (1982). Self-corrections.  Case studies in the speech of adult 
learners of German as a foreign language. Zeitschrift fu 
Literaturwissenschaft und Linguistik, 12, 120-151. 
 
Doughty, C. (1991). Second language instruction does make a difference: 
evidence form an empirical study on SL relativization. Studies in Second 
Language Acquisition, 31, 431-469. 
 
Doughty, C. (1998). The effect of instruction on the acquisition of 
relativization in English as a second language. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, Ann Arbor. 
 
Ellis, N. (1993a). Rules and instances in foreign language learning: 
interactions of explicit and implicit knowledge. European Journal of Cognitive 
Psychology, 5, 289-318. 
 
Ellis, R. (1992). Second language acquisition and language pedagogy. 
Clevedon: Multinlingual Matters. 
 
Ellis, R. (1993b). Comprehension and the acquisition of grammatical 
knowledge in  a second language. In C. e. al. (Ed.). 
 
Ellis, R. (1994). The Study of Second Language Acquisition. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 
 

 145



Ellis, R. (1995). Interpretation tasks for grammar teaching. TESOL Quarterly, 
29, 87-105. 
 
Engle, R., Cantor, J., & Carullo, J. J. (1992). Individual differences in working 
memory and comprehension: A test of four hypotheses. Journal of 
Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory and Cognition, 18, 972-992. 
 
Evans, M. (1985). Self-initiated speech repairs: a reflection of communicative 
monitoring in young children. Developmental Psychology, 21, 365-371. 
 
Fathman, A. K. (1980). Repetition and correction as an indication of speech 
planning and execution processes among second language learners. In H. W.  
 
Dechert & M. Raupach (Eds.), Towards a crosslinguistic assessment of speech 
production. Frankfurt, Germany: Peter D. Lang. 
 
Fortkamp. (1999). Working memory capacity and L2 speech production: 
Universidad de Federal de Santa Catarina. 
 
Foster, P., & Skehan, P. (1996). The influence of planning and task type on 
second language performance. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 18, 
293-323. 
 
Fotos, S., & Ellis, R. (1991). Communicating about grammar: A task-based 
approach. TESOL Quarterly, 25, 87-112. 
 
Garrett, M. (1975). The analysis of sentence production. In G. Bower (Ed.), 
Psychology of learning and motivation (Vol. 9). New York: Academic Press. 
 
Gass, S. M., & Mackey, A. (2000). Stimulated recall methodology in second 
language research. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
 
Harrington, M., & Sawyer, M. (1992). L2 working memory capacity and L2 
reading skill. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 14, 25-38. 
 
Haugh, M. (1998). Native speakers beliefs about Nihonjinron and Miller's 
"Law of inverse returns". Journal of the Association of Teachers of Japanese, 
32(2), 27-58. 
 
Haugh, M. (2003). Japanese and non-Japanese perceptions of Japanese 
communication. New Zealand Journal of Asian Studies, 5(1), 156-177. 
 
Heatherington, L., Daubman, K., Bates, C., Ahn, A., Brown, H. & Preston, C. 
(2004). Two investigations of "female modesty" in achievement situations. Sex 
Roles: A Journal of Research, 29 (11-12), 739-754. 

 146



 
Hieke, A. (1981). A context-processing view of hesitation phenomena. 
Language and Speech, 24(147-160). 
 
Hinenoya, K. (1997). A sociolinguistic study of the effects of ethnocentrism 
and cultural traits on English proficiency of the Japanese. Unpublished MA 
thesis, McGill University, Canada. 
 
Hockett, C. F. (1967). Where the tongue slips there slip (Vol. 2). The Hague: 
Mouton. 
 
Ingram, D. E. (1984). Report on the formal trialing of the Australian Second 
Language Proficiency Ratings (ASLPR). Canberra: Department of 
Immigration and Ethnic Affairs. 
 
Jorden, E. (1978). Linguistic fraternization: a guide for the gaizin. Paper 
presented at the Symposium on Japanese Sociolinguistics: The Summer 
Institute of the Linguistic Society of America, The University of Hawaii. 
 
Kaczynski, D. (2004). Examining the Impact of Qualitative Data Analysis 
Software upon the Analysis Process. Paper presented at the Australian 
Association for Research in Education, Melbourne, Australia. 
 
Kahneman, D., Slovic, P., & Tversky, A. (1982). Judgments under uncertainty: 
Heuristics and biases. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Kindaichi, H. (1957). Nihongo. [Japanese]. Iwanami shinsho 265: Iwanami 
shoten. 
 
Kormos, J. (1998). A new psycholinguistic taxonomy of self-repairs in L2: A 
qualitative analysis with retrospection. The Even Yearbook 3, 43-68. 
 
Kormos, J. (1999). Monitoring and self-repair in L2. Language learning, 49(2), 
303-342. 
 
Krashen, S. D. (1982). Principles and practice in second language acquisition. 
Oxford: Pergamon. 
 
Krashen, S. D. (1985). The input hypothesis: issues and implications. New 
York: Longman. 
 
Larsen-Freeman, D., & Long, M. H. (1991). An introduction to second 
language acquisition research. New York: Longman Group UK Limited. 
 
Laver, J. D. M. (1973). The detection and correction of slips of the tongue. In V.  

 147



A. Fromkin (Ed.), Speech errors as linguistic evidence. The Hague: Mouton. 
 
Laver, J. D. M. (1980). Monitoring systems in the neurolinguistic control of 
speech production. In V. A. Fromkin (Ed.), Errors in linguistic performance: 
slips of the tongue, ear, pen, and hand. New York: Academic Press. 
 
Lennon, P. (1984). Retelling a story in English as a second language. In H. W.  
 
Dechert, D. Mohle & M. Raupach (Eds.), Second language productions (pp. 
50-68). Tubingen, Germany: Gunter Narr. 
 
Lennon, P. (1990). Investigating fluency in EFL: A quantitative approach. 
Language Learning, 40, 387-417. 
 
Lennon, P. (1994). Self-correction and error in advanced learner spoken 
narrative. In G. Bartlett (Ed.), The dynamics of language processes.  Essays in 
honor of Hans W. Dechert. Tubingen, Germany: Gunter Narr Verlag. 
 
Levelt, W. J. M. (1983). Monitoring and self-repair in speech. Cognition, 33, 
41-103. 
 
Levelt, W. J. M. (1989). Speaking: from intention to articulation. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press. 
 
Logan, G. D. (1988a). Automaticity, resources and memory: Theoretical 
controversies and practical implications. Human Factors, 30, 583-598. 
 
Logan, G. D. (1988b). Toward an instance theory of automatization. 
Psychological Review, 95, 492-527. 
 
Logan, G. D. (1990). Repetition priming and automaticity: Common 
underlying mechanisms? Cognitive Psychology, 22, 1-35. 
 
Long, H. M. (1989). Task, group and task-group interactions. University of 
Hawaii Working Papers in ESL, 12, 1-26. 
 
Long, M. H. (1991). Focus on form: A design feature in language teaching. In K. 
de Bot, R. Ginsberg & C. Kramsch (Eds.), Foreign Language research in cross 
cultural perspective. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
 
Long, M. H. (1994). The role of the linguistic environment in second language 
acquisition. In W. C. Ritchie (Ed.), Handbook of language acquisition. New 
York: Academic Press. 
 
Long, M. H., & Crookes, G. (1992). Three approaches to task-based syllabus 

 148



design. TESOL Quarterly, 26, 134-156. 
 
Loschky, L., & Bley-Vroman, R. (1993). Grammar and task-based learning. In 
S. Gass & G. Crookes (Eds.), Task-based language teaching. Clevedon: 
Multilingual Matters. 
 
Loveday, L. (1982). The sociolinguistics of learning and using a non-native 
language. Oxford: Pergamon Press. 
 
Lyster, R. (1994). The effect of functional-analytic teaching on aspects of 
French immersion students' sociolinguistic competence. Applied Linguistics, 
15, 262-287. 
 
Mackay, D. (1987). The organization of perception and action: a theory for 
language and other cognitive skills. New York: Springer. 
 
Manabe, K., & Befu, H. (1992). Japanese cultural identity. An empirical 
investigation of Nihojinron. In Deutsches Institut fur Japanstudien der 
Philipp-Franz-von-Siebold-Stiftlung, 4, 89-102. 
 
Masson, M. E. J., & Miller, J. A. (1983). Working memory and individual 
differences in comprehension and memory of text. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 75, 314-318. 
 
Mellow, J. D., & Cumming, A. (1994). Concord in interlanguage: efficiency or 
priming. Applied Linguistics, 15, 442-473. 
 
Miller, R. (1967). The Japanese language. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press. 
 
Miller, R. (1971). Japanese and the Other Altaic Languages. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 
 
Miller, R. (1977). The Japanese language in contemporary Japan. Washington, 
DC and Stanford, California: Stanford University. 
 
Miller, R. (1980). Origins of the Japanese language: Lectures in Japan during 
the academic year, 1977-1978. Seattle: University of Washington Press. 
 
Miller, R. (1982). Japan's modern myth. The Language and Beyond. New York 
and Tokyo: Weatherhill. 
 
Miller, R. (1986). Nihongo: In defense of Japanese. London: Athlone Press. 
 
Noteboom, S. (1980). Speaking and unspeaking: detection and correction of 

 149



phonological and lexical errors in spontaneous speech. In V. A. Fromkin (Ed.), 
Speech errors as linguistic evidence. The Hague: Mouton. 
 
O'Connor, N. (1988). Repairs as indicative of interlanguage variation and 
change. In T. J. Walsh (Ed.), Georgetown University Round Table in 
Languages and Linguistics 1988: Synchronic and diachronic approaches to 
linguistic variation and change (pp. 251-259). Washington, DC: Georgetown 
University Press. 
 
Pica, T., Holliday, L., Lewis, N., & Morgenthaler, L. (1989). Comprehensible 
output as an outcome of linguistic demands on the learner. Studies in Second 
Language Acquisition, 11, 63-90. 
 
Plough, I., & Gass, S. M. (1993). Interlocutor and task familiarity: effect on 
interactional structure. In G. Crookes & S. Gass (Eds.), Tasks and language 
learning: integrating theory and practice. Clevedon, UK: Multilingual 
Matters. 
 
Poulisse, N. (1993a). Slips of the tongues and their correction in L2 learner 
speech: Metalinguistic awareness and second language acquisition. Paper 
presented at the 10th World Congress of Applied Linguistics, Amsterdam. 
 
Poulisse, N. (1993b). A theoretical account of lexical communication strategies. 
In T. Schreuder & B. Weltens (Eds.), The bilingual lexicon. Amsterdaym: John 
Benjamins. 
 
Poulisse, N. (1997). Language production in bilinguals. In A. de Grot & J. 
Kroll (Eds.), Tutorials in bilingualism: Psycholinguistic perspectives (pp. 
201-224). Hilsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
 
Poulisse, N., & Bongaerts, T. (1994). First language use in second language 
production. Applied Linguistics, 15, 36-57. 
 
Poulisse, N., & van Hest, E. (ms). Lexical bias in L2 learners' speech errors. 
Unpublished manuscript. 
 
Rankin, J. (1990). A case for closemindedness: Accuracy and complexity in 
performance on open and closed second language tasks. Unpublished 
manuscript. 
 
Robinson, P. (1995). Attention, memory and the "noticing" hypothesis. 
Language learning, 45, 283-331. 
 
Robinson, P. (1996). Consciousness, rules, and instructed second language. 
New York: Peter Lang Publishing. 

 150



 
Robinson, P., Ting, C., & Urwin, J. J. (1996). Investigating second language 
task complexity. RELC Journal, 26, 62-79. 
 
Robinson, P., Ting, S., & Urwin, J. (1995). Investigating second language task 
complexity. RELC Journal, 26(2). 
 
Rogers, S. (1978). Self-initiated corrections in the speech of infant school 
children. Journal of Child Language, 5, 365-371. 
 
Rutherford, W. (1987). Second language grammar: Learning and teaching. 
London, New York: Longman. 
 
Sasaki, M. (1993). Relationships among second language proficiency, foreign 
language aptitude and intelligence: A structural equation modeling approach. 
Language learning, 43, 313-344. 
 
Schachter, D. L. (1989). On the relation between memory and consciousness: 
Dissociable interactions and conscious experience. In H. L. Roediger & F. I. 
Craik (Eds.), Varieties of memory and consciousness. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum. 
 
Schmidt, R. (1990). The role of consciousness in second language learning. 
Applied Linguistics, 11, 129-158. 
 
Schmidt, R. (1993). Awareness and second language acquisition. Annual 
Review of Applied Linguistics, 13, 206-226. 
 
Schmidt, R. (1994). Deconstructing consciousness in search of useful 
definitions for applied linguistics. In J. H. Hulstijin & R. Schmidt (Eds.), 
Consciousness in second language learning (Vol. 11, pp. 237-326): AILA 
Review. 
 
Schmidt, R. W., & Frota, S. N. (1986). Developing basic conversational ability 
in a second language: a case study of an adult learner of Portuguese. In R. R. 
Day (Ed.), Talking to learn: conversation in second language acquisition (pp. 
237-326). Rowley: Newbury House. 
 
Seliger, H. (1980). Utterance planning and correction behavior: Its function in 
the grammar construction process for second language learners. In H. W. 
Dechert & M. Raupach (Eds.), Towards a crosslinguistic assessment of speech 
production (pp. 87-99). Frankfurt, Germany: Peter Language. 
 
Shanks, D. R., & St. John, M. F. (1994). Characteristics of dissociable human 
systems. Behavioral and brain sciences, 17, 367-447. 

 151



 
Sharwood Smith, M. (1981). Consciousness-raising and the second-language 
learner. Applied Linguistics, 2, 159-169. 
 
Sharwood Smith, M. (1991). Speaking to many minds: On the relevance of 
different types of language information for the L2 learner. Second Language 
Research, 7, 118-132. 
 
Sharwood Smith, M. (1993). Input enhancement in instructed SLA. Studies in 
Second Language Acquisition, 15, 165-179. 
 
Shiffrin, R. M., & Schneider, W. (1977). Controlled and automatic human 
information processing: II. Perceptual learning, automatic attending, and a 
general theory. Psychological Review, 84, 127-190. 
 
Shoaf, L., & Pitt, M. (2002). Does node stability underlie the verbal 
transformation effect?  A test of the node structure theory. Perception & 
Psychophysics(5), 795-803. 
 
Silverman, D. (1997). Qualitative Research: Theory, Method and Practice. 
London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 
 
Skehan, P., & Foster, P. (1996). Task type and task processing conditions as 
influences on foreign language performance. Paper presented at the Annual 
conference of American Association for Applied Linguistics, Chicago, IL. 
 
Squire, L., & Cohen, N. (1984). Human memory and amnesia. In J. McGaugh, 
G. Lynch & N. Weinberger (Eds.), Proceedings of the conference on the 
neurobiology of learning and memory. New York: Guildford Press. 
 
Stemberger, J. P. (1984). Lexical bias in errors in language production: 
Interactive components, editors, and perceptual biases. Unpublished 
manuscript, Pittsburgh. 
 
Suzuki, T. (1975a). Kotoba to shakai. [Language and society]: Chuukoosoosho. 
 
Suzuki, T. (1975b). Tozasareta gengo. Nihongo no sekai. [A closed language.
Japanese in the world]: Shinchoosensho. 

 

 
Suzuki, T. (1987). Reflections on Japanese Language and Culture. Studies in 
Humanities and Social Relation, 15. 
 
Swain, M. (1985). Communicative competence: some roles of comprehensible 
input and comprehensible output. In S. Gass & C. G. Madden (Eds.), Input in 
second language acquisition (pp. 235-253). Rowley: Newbury House. 

 152



 
Swain, M. (1995). Three functions of output in second language learning. In S. 
M. Gass & C. G. Madden (Eds.), Principle and practice in applied linguistics: 
studies in honor of H.G. Widdowson (pp. 125-144). Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 
 
Swain, M., & Lapkin, S. (1995). Problems in output and the cognitive process 
they generate: a step towards second language learning. Applied Linguistics, 
16, 371-391. 
 
Temple, L. (1992). Dysfluencies in learner speech. Australian Review of 
Applied Linguistics, 15, 29-44. 
 
Tomlin, R., & Villa, V. (1994). Attention in cognitive science and SLA. Studies 
in Second Language Acquisition, 16, 185-204. 
 
Treisman, A. (1964). Selective attention in man. British medical bulletin, 20, 
12-16. 
 
Turner, M., & Engle, R. (1989). Is working memory capacity task-dependent. 
Journal of Memory and Language, 28, 127-154. 
 
van Hest, E. (1996a). Self-repair as a measure of language proficiency. Paper 
presented at the 18th Annual Language Testing Colloquium, Tampere, 
Finland. 
 
van Hest, E. (1996b). Self-repair in L1 and L2 production. Tilburg, The 
Netherlands: Tilburg University Press. 
 
van Patten, B. (1996). Input processing and grammar instruction. New York: 
Ablex. 
 
van Wijk, C., & Kempen, G. (1987). A dual system for producing self-repairs in 
spontaneous speech: evidence from experimentally elicited corrections. 
Cognitive Psychology(19), 403-440. 
 
Verhoeven, L. T. (1989). Monitoring in children's second language speech. 
Second Language Research, 5, 141-155. 
 
Walqui, A. (2006). Contextual Factors in Second Language Acquisition 
 
Watanabe, S. (1974). On the Japanese language. Japan Echo, 1, 2, 9-20. 
 
White, L., Spada, N., Lightbown, P. M., & Ranta, L. (1991). Input 
enhancement and L2 question formation. Applied Linguistics, 12, 416-432. 

 153



 154

 
Whittlesea, B. W. A., & Dorken, M. D. (1993). Incidentally, things in general 
are particularly determined: An episodic-processing account of implicit 
learning. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 122, 227-248. 
Wickens, C. D. (1980). The structure of attentional resources. In R. Nickerson 
(Ed.), Attention and performance VIII (pp. 239-257). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum. 
 
Wickens, C. D. (1984). Processing resources in attention. In R. Parasuraman 
& D. Davies (Eds.), Varieties of attention (pp. 63-102). New York: Academic 
Press. 
 
Wickens, C. D. (1989). Attention and skilled performance. In D. Holding (Ed.), 
Human skills (pp. 71-105). New York, London: John Wiley. 
 
Wiese, R. (1982). Psycholinguistic Apekte der Sprachproduktion: 
Sprech-verhalten und Verbalisierungsprozesse. Unpublished Dusseldorf: 
Doctoral dissertation, Universitat Bielefeld. 
 
Wiese, R. (1984). Language production in foreign and native languages: same 
or different? In H. W. Dechert, D. Mohle & M. Raupach (Eds.), Second 
language productions. Tubingen: Gunger Narr Verlag. 
 
Yip, V. (1994). Grammatical consciousness-raising and learnability. In T. 
Odlin (Ed.), Perspectives on pedagogical grammar (pp. 123-178). New York: 
Cambridge University Press. 
 



  

Appendix One: Participant One’s Completed Questionnaire  
 
Participant one’s answers have been bolded and italicized.   
 
I.  Personal information: 

 
A. Name: Participant one 

B. Age: 25 

C. Sex: F 

D. Nationality: USA 

E. Native language: English 

F. General interests (hobbies, sports, etc.): Swimming, photography, cooking 

G. Interests in Japan (friends & family, anime, etc.): 

J. children’s literature and folklore 

H. Exposure to Japanese outside of class (friends & family, music, etc.): 

Lived in Japan for 2.5 years from ages 10-12, 10 month study abroad in 
college, 2x summer language program at IUC 
 
I. Plans for the future (occupation, etc.): Professor 

II.  Background: 
 

A.  Experience in Japan: 
 

1.  Have you ever been to Japan?    Yes           No 

2.  If yes, how many times?    4  Times 

3.  How long were you there?  3 Years      6 Months 

4.  Reason for being there 

a. study  c. travel  d. work  e. other: living 
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Appendix Two: Stimulated Recall Interview Transcripts 
 
The following stimulated recall interviews were taken during the Inter-
University Center for Advanced Japanese Language Studies Summer 
Program in 2004.   
 
Participant: P Researcher: R 
 
Stimulated recall interview one: participant one 
 
1. P:  I didn’t say Palestine right.  So, I don’t know I still don’t know how to 
say Palestine right.  Obviously it was not right so. パラスタイン系のアメリ
カ人 パラ however you say パラスタイン系のアメリカ人 それあってい
る？ 
 
2. R:  あの  I don’t understand for sure, but it sounded like it was パラスタイ
ン人 
 
3. P:  私より違う結婚の定義がある, but I think it would probably be 私とあの
違う定義をもつ I mix up um ます form.  Like I’ll say 私とち違うかもしれない
けど…and then the next sentence なになにます so I’m not I’m not what’s the 
word I am not continuing  
 
4. R:  つなかる put together 
 
5. P:  Oh, no.  I’m not.  Oh my goodness I’m forgetting English because I’ve 
been studying Japanese. 
 
6. R:  I do that everyday.  
 
7. P:  I’m not oh my goodness what’s that word 
 
8. R:  The tense.  Is it the tense? 
 
9. P:  I don’t keep with the same thing.  It’s not continuous, but you 
understand what I am saying.   
 
10. R:  Right. 
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11. P:  I don’t stick you’re supposed to if you’re like speaking in ます form 
you’re not supposed to mix that up like かもしれない you should say かもし
れません.  I do that.  I guess. 
 
12. R:  Yeah and it’s difficult because in class we have to you know raise our 
level and we have to try to be more proper whereas when we’re outside the 
class when we’re speaking it’s not as proper. 
 
13. P:  Especially in 会話 class, because on the one hand you’re in class so 
you should be more formal, but on the other hand it’s just 会話 and you’re 
just talking with your friends.  So I always mix it up.  Like in regular class 
where its more like I’m talking to the teacher and it’s more formal I’m much 
better at using you know ます form all the time, but in 会話 it feels kinda 
like a mixture of having to be formal and you know talking with your 
friends.  So that’s kind of different. 
 
14. R:  Definitely.  I agree.   
 
15. P:  I’m always really conscious of 警護, because I know I feel confident 
that I know 警護 forms like I know the polite the 警護 form of 来る is いらし
ゃる and that 謙譲語 is まえる.  I mean I have those things.  I know them, 
but…and I know how to use them, but I am always conscious of you know I 
can’t just use them naturally, because I’m not aware of the I’m not conscious 
of the hierarchy that exists between me and every other person that I ever 
meet.  And so even if you know 警護 if you’re not consciously thinking about 
is this person above me or below me you know where do I stand in relation 
to this person then you can’t use it.  I am always having a really hard time 
like using 警護 in the correct way even though I think I know it pretty well.  
Um and some times con and some times really really self-conscious 育つ vs. 
育てられる 受身 vs. 使役系 I don’t know if I misuse it, but for some reason I 
am just really conscious about it.  I probably do misuse it a lot like um the 
fact that 育てられる can mean I was raised or it can mean being raised in 
the honorific.  That really confuses me some times cause I don’t know if I’m 
being I don’t if I am saying something in the passive voice or if I am saying 
something in the honorific voice.   
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Stimulated recall interview two: participant two 
 
1. P: I guess I notice that one thing I do is the particle like に or を or が 
some times I sort of test I say one and then if the teacher looks at me then 
I’ll try another one (inaudible) 私達 something 反対に 反対を cause I’m still 
really bad at thoughs (inaudible) self-repair (inaudible) 
 
2. R: And so one of your strategies is to maybe first guess… 
 
3. P: …yeah, see the teacher’s response or even not the teacher, but just in 
conversation.  To see if people look confused then you change it.  
 
4. R:  And um I forgot what I was going to ask you oh are you conscious of 
that?  <Do you feel you are conscious of that?> 
 
5. P:  …<yeah>…<yeah> the more I study Japanese though the less 
conscious I am of about you know thinking about things.  Stuff like the 
particles, but there’s certain contexts where I still never know if it’s わ or 
が or に or で.  And so I’m pretty aware of that.  I’m aware of the fact that I 
don’t know and so I guess.  That was I guess I messed up tenses or like 
potential.  I said いった instead of いったら um I guess it’s just a different 
way of thinking, because in Japanese like you have to like put the tense at 
the end whereas in English it comes earlier in the sentence.  You know what 
I mean? 
 
6. R:  Yeah. 
 
7. P:  So that’s still confusing for my brain.  (inaudible) wrap around that.  
What else.   
 
8. R:  Do you want to listen to it again? 
 
9. P:  Sure. 
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10. P:  The mistake that I made there was I was trying to say if he had an 
illness.  So in English I would say 病気があったら but in Japanese that 
doesn’t make sense, so I changed it to になったら.  But in English I wouldn’t 
have said if a child become sick I would have said if a child had a sickness 
had an illness.  So that’s like a different way of thinking.  Just there’s 
certain verbs that are different in Japanese.   
 
11. R:  Definitely. 
 
12. P:  I guess that I do that fairly often.  Well, you know, there’s all this 
verbs that I am still not sure of. Like um we say like make a family like 家族
をつくる or like make a child, but in English we wouldn’t use that verb 
necessarily.   
 
13. R:  To make a family.   
 
14. P:  Yeah.  So um that kind of stuff I always mess up on, but the more I 
study the more  I learn how to correct myself again.   
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Stimulated-recall interview three: participant three 
 
1. P: I was just reading straight off, but somehow I just said うたらえていま
す（utaraeteimasu）instead of saying 歌っています（utatteimasu）.  
Simple mistake.  (Laugh)  I don’t know why I change it to the passive.  
 
{tape plays} 
 
2. R: Is that you? 
 
3. P: I corrected myself on the next one.  Get lost in the moment 
and…otherwise your nervous or…I don’t know you are just thinking in that 
language.  You kind of lose that ability to…(inaudible) I know there’s …yea, 
I know there’s some times why I know I made a mistake and why, but I just 
still can’t get it out…(inaudible) 
 
4. R: And do you think there is um anything that you could do or something 
that could help you with that. 
 
5. P: Not really.  Except just practice.  I mean I like that some of the 
teachers um correct me immediately while I am speaking.  I like that.  
There’s a couple of teachers that don’t do that and there’s a couple of 
teachers that do.    I think that when it is constantly reinforced…I just 
sound better…to me.  It’s just intuitive at some point.  It becomes intuitive I 
suppose.   
 
6. P: どうして考えていますか。どうやって考えていますか。Anyway, I 
corrected myself there. (inaudible) 
 
7. R: So, you thought you weren’t grammatically there? 
 
8. P: Yeah.   
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9. R: <And you corrected yourself> 
 
10. P: <And you corrected myself> 
 
11. R: 聞こえた I didn’t hear the last part.   
 
12. P: Yeah, but, yeah I guess I said it so slowly that it came out O.K.  I 
didn’t even think about it.   
 
13. R: O.K., so I guess I will just ask you one last a few I guess...let’s see like 
as far as your ability to correct the mistakes you make um is there anything 
that you believe that um either helps or hinders your ability to correct 
yourself I mean in anyway I don’t want to give you um answers or 
anything… 
 
14. P: …O.K., <because I can’t think of anything>… 
 
15. R: …<but like>…for example um as far as our language development at 
our at our stage of language development um according to research um we 
our ability is much bett greater than people that are at a beginning level of 
language learning so and I mean just by listening to us and you know 
looking at the differences between us and our class you can kind of tell that 
you know your ability to self correct is very good advanced so how did how 
did you get to that stage and what helps you be able to correct yourself or 
anything about your ability to correct yourself like today you said it wasn’t 
grammatically correct do you know that are you consciously aware of that or 
do you feel it’s…<anything at all>…  
 
16. P: …<I don’t think> I have to consciously think about it.  I just think it 
is intuitive.  It’s become kind of intuitive.  It just sounds wrong when it 
comes out.  I think that’s how I do a lot of things.  Um, yeah, I am sure I do 
self correct a lot.  I know I make a lot of mistakes.  Especially when 
speaking.  Cause I’ve (inaudible) I have been just in America reading  I can’t 
really think of what specifically helps.   
 
17. R:  Do you think there is a certain way um a certain phrases or such that 
you use in Japanese to correct yourself?  A certain way? 
 
18. P:  I always pause and go hmmm… or say ano…I guess I use those fillers 
or whatever there called … 
 
19. R:  Is there any certain like um like in English we will say like I 
mean…um oh, I’m sorry I didn’t mean to say that I…dah…dah…is there 
certain that way you find you use in Japanese?  Like for example ato toka 
(inaudible)  I think for everybody it’s different, so I am not sure… 
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20. P: …yeah, if I can’t self correct myself I always say 日本語でなんと言いま
すか。Otherwise I think I just use those fillers. 
 
21. R: And you feel comfortable like um if you don’t know something it’s 
fairly notice like you notice that you don’t know something and you can ask 
right away 
 
22. P: …yeah… 
 
23. R:…you don’t get caught up and like trying to say something and get lost 
 
24. P:  Some times I do.  Definitely  
 
25. R:  I don’t notice us asking that much in class like 日本語でどうやって言
うとか we don’t usually say it that much <in class> 
 
26. P:  <that’s true>, but I think she’s been allowing a lot more English.  
When we don’t know the word in Japanese or if we can’t say the word in 
Japanese.  I don’t know. 
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Stimulated recall interview four: participant four 
 
1. P: 発音の intonation is a problem (inaudible) like I mean my native 
language is Chinese so in Chinese we have tones so when I pronounce in 
Japanese I some times have the incorrect intonation such as (inaudible) 
something like that (inaudible) 
 
2. R:  So do you correct yourself?  Or does the teacher correct you?   
 
3. P:  If the teacher doesn’t correct me this time she will point out to me 
some times when I read the textbook 
 
4. R:  And do you think can you notice? 
 
5. P:  Yeah.  But I first I didn’t notice.  (inaudible) 
 
6. R:  So, now you can tell the difference. 
 
7. P:  Uh some times still make mistakes.  For example, today she told me it 
be better to have a Japanese teacher to have me practice intonation every 
day.  So that I can get better.  She said that I am getting better.  Compared 
to the beginning.  
 
8. R:  Uh.  I want to say young わかわか若者 or 若った時 some times um 
(inaudible） 
かわいいと若い (inaudible) 
 
9. P:  Yeah.  Maybe the hiking.  Yeah, well some times I pronounce a 
Japanese word that I don’t have enough evidence of (inaudible) repeat 
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(inaudible) some times I pronounce (inaudible) because the teacher always 
have problems with 発音 (inaudible) 
 
10. R:  Do you you talked about pronunciation, but also do you find any 
other um mistakes that you make using Japanese?  Besides pronunciation.     
 
11. P:  Um  using you mean speaking or writing everything? 
 
12. R:  I guess speaking mainly or grammar or any other mistakes.  Do you 
notice yourself making? 
 
13. P:  Um…maybe the the past tense and (inaudible) the beginning letter 
(inaudible) my native language is Chinese, so some times I am thinking of 
some Chinese word and I took for granted that Japanese might have this 
word. (inaudible) For example like I use a Japanese word that they might 
not use anymore a 古い Japanese form.  They have another word for it.  For 
example (inaudible) in Japanese they have a word for  
せんいん せんきゅのおと, but でもこれは古い Japanese so I talked with the 
teacher  and she said and now they say ゆうてん 
 
14. R:  Yeah, all right, O.K., but is the 漢字 the same?   
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Appendix Three: Attention Test  
 
 
The Attention Test for Adults  
 
20 questions, 10 min  

 

1. You are seated at your desk, busy with an important task, when your instant 
messenger icon begins to blink, signaling that you have received a message 
from a friend. Do you・  

 instantly have to stop everything you are doing in order to check the message, 
and then write a detailed response in return? 

 Have to check the message, but then get right back to work?  
 make a mental note to check the message during your lunch break, but have no 

trouble ignoring it?  
  Instant Messenger? What's that? Only programs necessary for work are installed 

on my computer. I wouldn't notice the blinking anyway.  

2. Your job involves paper work that must be handed to your superior each 
Friday. How often do you notice careless errors when it is too late to fix 
them?  
 
Almost always  
Often  
Sometimes  
Rarely  
Never  

 

3. How would you describe your demeanour at work?  

 Fidgety, I'm up and down from my seat all day.  
 I try to be professional, but I am often distracted by what is going on around me. 
 It depends on the time of day- in the morning I'm very efficient, but by 4:45 I notice 

that it is hard to get things done because the end of the day is approaching.  
 There's no stoping me! I've broken productivity records, and have been known to 
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skip lunch in order to keep working.  

4. What does your desk/work space look like on the average day?  

 It looks like a tornado just rolled through. No matter how much I try, I just can't get 
organized.  

 It is always messy, and it takes hours to organize all my papers and supplies.  
 It is somewhat messy, but if I have a meeting I can tidy it up nicely within minutes.  
 When I get caught up in a project, it can get a little disorderly, but the rest of the 

time it is very neat.  
 There it not a pen, paper, or hair out of place on my desk.  

5. You are at an important meeting, which has run severely overtime. You 
are・  

 growing increasingly bored, restless and uncomfortable as the meeting drags on, 
and this is obvious to those around you.  

 eagerly awaiting the end of the meeting, and having some trouble following what 
is going on.  

 conscious of the time but having little trouble concentrating on the matter at 
hand.  

 enjoying every minute of it, and having no trouble concentrating! Dinner can wait! 

6. It's Friday afternoon around 4:30. You have been looking forward to a visit 
from a good friend who lives across the country for months. S/he is coming 
in at 5:45. All you have to do is get through the end of the day. The trouble 
is that you have an important memo to send out before you leave. How do 
you deal with the situation?  

 I don't. Instead of getting the work done, I find myself making a list of the places 
that I want to take my friend. I guess it will have to wait until Monday.  

 I write as little as possible, as quickly as possible, while I daydream about where 
I'll take my friend until it is ok to leave. At least it is done.  

 I dawdle a little bit and am slightly distracted but in the end I get my work done 
on time.  

 I put my friend's visit out of my mind completely and finish the task at hand, then 
I am able to leave five minutes early to pick up some flowers.  

7. Do you set goals for yourself that you can't seem to achieve?  

 Yes, I can't get close to accomplishing even the simplest goals. I just can't seem 
to get my act together. 

 Yes, I set reasonable goals, but I always seem to sabotage myself just when I 
have almost succeeded.  

 Sometimes, but I achieve many of the goals I set for myself.  
 No, I achieve most of the goals that I set for myself  
 No, I achieve practically all of the goals I set for myself.  
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8. When you are having a conversation with co-workers, friends, or family do 
they get annoyed with you because you bounce between conversational 
subjects and/or don't appear to be listening?  
 
Always  
Often  
Sometimes  
Rarely  
Never  

 

9. When you were a child, did you often have trouble sustaining attention, 
following directions, and/or finishing assignments? Did you often lose things, 
make careless mistakes and/or get in trouble for not listening?  

 Yes, all those statements applied to me as a child.  
 Yes, a few of those statements applied to me as a child.  
 No, I wasn't like that, although of course there were occasional situations where I 

had difficulty paying attention.  
 No, I was the opposite of that actually.  

10. Do you feel that lack of attention has a significant negative impact on your 
life?  

 Yes, it interferes with work/school/ other duties on a daily basis.  
 Yes, it often interferes with work/school/ other duties.  
 No, it bothers me occasionally but I can force myself to do what I need to get 

done if I have to.  
 No, I don't have any problems paying attention 

11. If you feel that you do have a problem paying attention, how long have you 
had such difficulties?  
 
Just today in fact  
A month  
Six months  
My whole life- I've always been like this!  
N/A (I don't have trouble paying attention)  

 

12. Do you notice that you have difficulty following directions, i.e., in cookbooks, 
maps, or in assignments, because of minor distractions around you?  
 
Almost always  
Often  
Sometimes  
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Rarely  
Never  

 

13. How true of you is the following statement? "No matter what I do, I can't 
finish everything I want to get done on time."  
 
Completely true of me  
Very true of me  
Somewhat true of me  
Unlike me  

 

14. Are you easily diverted from important tasks by distractions around you, i.e. 
somebody's phone ringing, the sound of a conversation from the hallway, 
etc.?  
 
Yes  
No  
Sometimes yes/sometimes no  

 

15. You are reading a new book that seems really good. Do you have trouble 
reading it straight though (you skip around, go to the end first, or never 
finish)?  
 
Almost always  
Often  
Sometimes  
Rarely  
Never  

 

16. You have just started a new project that you are very excited about. Do you 
have difficulty following though and getting it done because you get 
distracted and/or pick up another project?  
 
Always  
Often  
Sometimes  
Rarely  
Never  

 

17. If someone were to walk by your room/office when you were supposed to be 
doing work, what would they be most likely to see if they glanced in?  
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 I would be pacing the room- I work best when I am moving.  
 I would most likely be staring into space, daydreaming.  
 If they walked by when I didn't have any major deadlines looming, there is a 

pretty good chance that I would be pacing or daydreaming. 
 There is a good chance that I would be working, but there is a small chance that 

I would be pacing or daydreaming 
 I would be working intently  

 

 

18. Do you make piles and piles of stuff (bills, important papers, magazines) 
around your house, but never know where anything is when you really need 
it?  
 
Almost always  
Often  
Sometimes  
Rarely  
Never  

 

19. How many of the following areas of your life are significantly affected by a 
lack of attention on your part: work, school, home, relaxation time, 
relationships?  
 
All of the above  
Two or more of the above  
One of the above  
None of the above  

 

20. Do you find yourself "fading out", that is, becoming unable to concentrate, 
when you are performing long, difficult, or boring tasks?  
 
Yes, all the time  
Yes, often  
Sometimes  
Rarely  
Never  
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Appendix Four: Memory and Attention Test Results 
 

 
 

 

Memory and Attention Test 

Level 1 

Participant One 

Introduction  

This report describes your results on the Memory and Attention Test. This test looks at 
your ability to memorise increasingly complicated instructions, and apply these quickly 
and accurately. 

Before reading this report, please note the following points: 

• psychometric tests are only one source of information about your abilities and 
style, and the test you have taken only looks at quite specific abilities. 

• all test scores (as with any measurement) are subject to error. Scores therefore 
indicate a band of ability within which you might fall. As the test you have taken 
is still being developed, this might also add to the amount of error in your test 
score. 

• high scores are easier to interpret than low scores. There are few reasons for 
people to do well other than that they have the ability being measured. People 
can, however, get low scores for many reasons - misunderstanding, lack of 
familiarity with tests, anxiety, etc. Low scores should therefore be seen as 
meaning that "you have not yet shown evidence of this ability on this test". 

• all scores are compared to a group of people who have already taken the test - 
people at various stages of their education, those working in different jobs, etc. 
Test scores are not, therefore, fixed. A score may be above average compared to 
one group and below average compared to another. 

• the results show how you performed on the test on this particular occasion. Your 
scores can fluctuate according to a number of different factors: this means your 
scores may change if you took the test again. 
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• this test has given you the opportunity to practise the kinds of tests often used 
by employers and, hopefully, to get some useful feedback on how you did. 
Although tests such as this one measure very specific abilities, they have been 
found to be a useful part of an overall assessment of an individual's abilities.  

  

Results 

To understand what your score on the test actually means, it has to be put into context. 
This is done by comparing it to the scores of a larger group of people who have already 
taken the test. In this case, you test score has been compared to the following 
group: General Population 

The Memory and Attention Test looks at three main areas: Memory, Attention and Speed 
of Working. The speed with which you were able to use the mouse to click on the shapes 
was also measured. Your results in each of these areas are given below. 

Memory 

In the Memory and Attention Test, you were given a number of instructions to 
remember. As you went through the test, the number if instructions you had to 
remember increased. This part of the test looks at how well you were able to remember 
the instructions, without needing to be reminded of them. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Above Average. Above 
average means that your score fell between the top 10% and middle 40% band of the 
comparison group. About 20% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Attention 

The instructions for the Memory and Attention Test directed you to click on various 
shapes. This part of the Memory and Attention Test looks at how well you were able to 
follow the instructions, by attending to the screens and clicking on the correct shapes. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was High. High means that 
your score was similar to that of the top 10% of the comparison group - that is, about 
the top 10% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

   

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Speed of Working 

The time it took you to complete each of the test screens was recorded. This gives an 
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indication of how quickly you were able to attend to the shapes on each screen and then 
apply the instructions to the test screens. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Above Average. Above 
average means that your score fell between the top 10% and middle 40% band of the 
comparison group. About 20% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Click Speed 

The time it took you to complete several very easy items at the start of the test was also 
recorded. Since the instruction for this item ("Click all red shapes") was very easy to 
remember, the time taken to respond to these items will give a rough indication of how 
quickly you were able to click on shapes. This in turn should be taken into consideration 
when evaluating your speed of working, as reported above. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Average. Average 
means that your score was similar to that of the middle 40% of the comparison group - 
that is, about 40% of the comparison group score would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
  

Date tested: 11/11/2004    Norm used: General Population 
Copyright © Profiling for Success 2002  
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Memory and Attention Test 

Level 1 

Participant Two 

Introduction  

This report describes your results on the Memory and Attention Test. This test looks at 
your ability to memorise increasingly complicated instructions, and apply these quickly 
and accurately. 

Before reading this report, please note the following points: 

• psychometric tests are only one source of information about your abilities and 
style, and the test you have taken only looks at quite specific abilities. 

• all test scores (as with any measurement) are subject to error. Scores therefore 
indicate a band of ability within which you might fall. As the test you have taken 
is still being developed, this might also add to the amount of error in your test 
score. 

• high scores are easier to interpret than low scores. There are few reasons for 
people to do well other than that they have the ability being measured. People 
can, however, get low scores for many reasons - misunderstanding, lack of 
familiarity with tests, anxiety, etc. Low scores should therefore be seen as 
meaning that "you have not yet shown evidence of this ability on this test". 

• all scores are compared to a group of people who have already taken the test - 
people at various stages of their education, those working in different jobs, etc. 
Test scores are not, therefore, fixed. A score may be above average compared to 
one group and below average compared to another. 

• the results show how you performed on the test on this particular occasion. Your 
scores can fluctuate according to a number of different factors: this means your 
scores may change if you took the test again. 

• this test has given you the opportunity to practise the kinds of tests often used 
by employers and, hopefully, to get some useful feedback on how you did. 
Although tests such as this one measure very specific abilities, they have been 
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found to be a useful part of an overall assessment of an individual's abilities.  

  

Results 

To understand what your score on the test actually means, it has to be put into context. 
This is done by comparing it to the scores of a larger group of people who have already 
taken the test. In this case, you test score has been compared to the following 
group: General Population 

The Memory and Attention Test looks at three main areas: Memory, Attention and Speed 
of Working. The speed with which you were able to use the mouse to click on the shapes 
was also measured. Your results in each of these areas are given below. 

Memory 

In the Memory and Attention Test, you were given a number of instructions to 
remember. As you went through the test, the number if instructions you had to 
remember increased. This part of the test looks at how well you were able to remember 
the instructions, without needing to be reminded of them. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Average. Average 
means that your score was similar to that of the middle 40% of the comparison group - 
that is, about 40% of the comparison group score would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Attention 

The instructions for the Memory and Attention Test directed you to click on various 
shapes. This part of the Memory and Attention Test looks at how well you were able to 
follow the instructions, by attending to the screens and clicking on the correct shapes. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was High. High means that 
your score was similar to that of the top 10% of the comparison group - that is, about 
the top 10% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

   

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Speed of Working 

The time it took you to complete each of the test screens was recorded. This gives an 
indication of how quickly you were able to attend to the shapes on each screen and then 
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apply the instructions to the test screens. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Above Average. Above 
average means that your score fell between the top 10% and middle 40% band of the 
comparison group. About 20% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Click Speed 

The time it took you to complete several very easy items at the start of the test was also 
recorded. Since the instruction for this item ("Click all red shapes") was very easy to 
remember, the time taken to respond to these items will give a rough indication of how 
quickly you were able to click on shapes. This in turn should be taken into consideration 
when evaluating your speed of working, as reported above. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Average. Average 
means that your score was similar to that of the middle 40% of the comparison group - 
that is, about 40% of the comparison group score would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
  

Date tested: 23/11/2004    Norm used: General Population 
Copyright © Profiling for Success 2002  
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Memory and Attention Test 

Level 1 

Participant Three 

Introduction  

This report describes your results on the Memory and Attention Test. This test looks at 
your ability to memorise increasingly complicated instructions, and apply these quickly 
and accurately. 

Before reading this report, please note the following points: 

• psychometric tests are only one source of information about your abilities and 
style, and the test you have taken only looks at quite specific abilities. 

• all test scores (as with any measurement) are subject to error. Scores therefore 
indicate a band of ability within which you might fall. As the test you have taken 
is still being developed, this might also add to the amount of error in your test 
score. 

• high scores are easier to interpret than low scores. There are few reasons for 
people to do well other than that they have the ability being measured. People 
can, however, get low scores for many reasons - misunderstanding, lack of 
familiarity with tests, anxiety, etc. Low scores should therefore be seen as 
meaning that "you have not yet shown evidence of this ability on this test". 

• all scores are compared to a group of people who have already taken the test - 
people at various stages of their education, those working in different jobs, etc. 
Test scores are not, therefore, fixed. A score may be above average compared to 
one group and below average compared to another. 

• the results show how you performed on the test on this particular occasion. Your 
scores can fluctuate according to a number of different factors: this means your 
scores may change if you took the test again. 

• this test has given you the opportunity to practise the kinds of tests often used 
by employers and, hopefully, to get some useful feedback on how you did. 
Although tests such as this one measure very specific abilities, they have been 
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found to be a useful part of an overall assessment of an individual's abilities.  

  

Results 

To understand what your score on the test actually means, it has to be put into context. 
This is done by comparing it to the scores of a larger group of people who have already 
taken the test. In this case, you test score has been compared to the following 
group: General Population 

The Memory and Attention Test looks at three main areas: Memory, Attention and Speed 
of Working. The speed with which you were able to use the mouse to click on the shapes 
was also measured. Your results in each of these areas are given below. 

Memory 

In the Memory and Attention Test, you were given a number of instructions to 
remember. As you went through the test, the number if instructions you had to 
remember increased. This part of the test looks at how well you were able to remember 
the instructions, without needing to be reminded of them. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Above Average. Above 
average means that your score fell between the top 10% and middle 40% band of the 
comparison group. About 20% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Attention 

The instructions for the Memory and Attention Test directed you to click on various 
shapes. This part of the Memory and Attention Test looks at how well you were able to 
follow the instructions, by attending to the screens and clicking on the correct shapes. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was High. High means that 
your score was similar to that of the top 10% of the comparison group - that is, about 
the top 10% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

   

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Speed of Working 

The time it took you to complete each of the test screens was recorded. This gives an 
indication of how quickly you were able to attend to the shapes on each screen and then 
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apply the instructions to the test screens. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Above Average. Above 
average means that your score fell between the top 10% and middle 40% band of the 
comparison group. About 20% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Click Speed 

The time it took you to complete several very easy items at the start of the test was also 
recorded. Since the instruction for this item ("Click all red shapes") was very easy to 
remember, the time taken to respond to these items will give a rough indication of how 
quickly you were able to click on shapes. This in turn should be taken into consideration 
when evaluating your speed of working, as reported above. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Average. Average 
means that your score was similar to that of the middle 40% of the comparison group - 
that is, about 40% of the comparison group score would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
  

Date tested: 19/11/2004    Norm used: General Population 
Copyright © Profiling for Success 2002  
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Memory and Attention Test 

Level 1 

Participant Four 

Introduction  

This report describes your results on the Memory and Attention Test. This test looks at 
your ability to memorise increasingly complicated instructions, and apply these quickly 
and accurately. 

Before reading this report, please note the following points: 

• psychometric tests are only one source of information about your abilities and 
style, and the test you have taken only looks at quite specific abilities. 

• all test scores (as with any measurement) are subject to error. Scores therefore 
indicate a band of ability within which you might fall. As the test you have taken 
is still being developed, this might also add to the amount of error in your test 
score. 

• high scores are easier to interpret than low scores. There are few reasons for 
people to do well other than that they have the ability being measured. People 
can, however, get low scores for many reasons - misunderstanding, lack of 
familiarity with tests, anxiety, etc. Low scores should therefore be seen as 
meaning that "you have not yet shown evidence of this ability on this test". 

• all scores are compared to a group of people who have already taken the test - 
people at various stages of their education, those working in different jobs, etc. 
Test scores are not, therefore, fixed. A score may be above average compared to 
one group and below average compared to another. 

• the results show how you performed on the test on this particular occasion. Your 
scores can fluctuate according to a number of different factors: this means your 
scores may change if you took the test again. 

• this test has given you the opportunity to practise the kinds of tests often used 
by employers and, hopefully, to get some useful feedback on how you did. 
Although tests such as this one measure very specific abilities, they have been 
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found to be a useful part of an overall assessment of an individual's abilities.  

  

Results 

To understand what your score on the test actually means, it has to be put into context. 
This is done by comparing it to the scores of a larger group of people who have already 
taken the test. In this case, you test score has been compared to the following 
group: General Population 

The Memory and Attention Test looks at three main areas: Memory, Attention and Speed 
of Working. The speed with which you were able to use the mouse to click on the shapes 
was also measured. Your results in each of these areas are given below. 

Memory 

In the Memory and Attention Test, you were given a number of instructions to 
remember. As you went through the test, the number if instructions you had to 
remember increased. This part of the test looks at how well you were able to remember 
the instructions, without needing to be reminded of them. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Average. Average 
means that your score was similar to that of the middle 40% of the comparison group - 
that is, about 40% of the comparison group score would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Attention 

The instructions for the Memory and Attention Test directed you to click on various 
shapes. This part of the Memory and Attention Test looks at how well you were able to 
follow the instructions, by attending to the screens and clicking on the correct shapes. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was High. High means that 
your score was similar to that of the top 10% of the comparison group - that is, about 
the top 10% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

   

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Speed of Working 

The time it took you to complete each of the test screens was recorded. This gives an 
indication of how quickly you were able to attend to the shapes on each screen and then 
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apply the instructions to the test screens. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Above Average. Above 
average means that your score fell between the top 10% and middle 40% band of the 
comparison group. About 20% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Click Speed 

The time it took you to complete several very easy items at the start of the test was also 
recorded. Since the instruction for this item ("Click all red shapes") was very easy to 
remember, the time taken to respond to these items will give a rough indication of how 
quickly you were able to click on shapes. This in turn should be taken into consideration 
when evaluating your speed of working, as reported above. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Above Average. Above 
average means that your score fell between the top 10% and middle 40% band of the 
comparison group. About 20% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
  

Date tested: 18/11/2004    Norm used: General Population 
Copyright © Profiling for Success 2002  
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Memory and Attention Test 

Level 1 

Participant Five 

Introduction  

This report describes your results on the Memory and Attention Test. This test looks at 
your ability to memorise increasingly complicated instructions, and apply these quickly 
and accurately. 

Before reading this report, please note the following points: 

• psychometric tests are only one source of information about your abilities and 
style, and the test you have taken only looks at quite specific abilities. 

• all test scores (as with any measurement) are subject to error. Scores therefore 
indicate a band of ability within which you might fall. As the test you have taken 
is still being developed, this might also add to the amount of error in your test 
score. 

• high scores are easier to interpret than low scores. There are few reasons for 
people to do well other than that they have the ability being measured. People 
can, however, get low scores for many reasons - misunderstanding, lack of 
familiarity with tests, anxiety, etc. Low scores should therefore be seen as 
meaning that "you have not yet shown evidence of this ability on this test". 

• all scores are compared to a group of people who have already taken the test - 
people at various stages of their education, those working in different jobs, etc. 
Test scores are not, therefore, fixed. A score may be above average compared to 
one group and below average compared to another. 

• the results show how you performed on the test on this particular occasion. Your 
scores can fluctuate according to a number of different factors: this means your 
scores may change if you took the test again. 

• this test has given you the opportunity to practise the kinds of tests often used 
by employers and, hopefully, to get some useful feedback on how you did. 
Although tests such as this one measure very specific abilities, they have been 

182 



  

found to be a useful part of an overall assessment of an individual's abilities.  

  

Results 

To understand what your score on the test actually means, it has to be put into context. 
This is done by comparing it to the scores of a larger group of people who have already 
taken the test. In this case, you test score has been compared to the following 
group: General Population 

The Memory and Attention Test looks at three main areas: Memory, Attention and Speed 
of Working. The speed with which you were able to use the mouse to click on the shapes 
was also measured. Your results in each of these areas are given below. 

Memory 

In the Memory and Attention Test, you were given a number of instructions to 
remember. As you went through the test, the number if instructions you had to 
remember increased. This part of the test looks at how well you were able to remember 
the instructions, without needing to be reminded of them. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Average. Average 
means that your score was similar to that of the middle 40% of the comparison group - 
that is, about 40% of the comparison group score would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Attention 

The instructions for the Memory and Attention Test directed you to click on various 
shapes. This part of the Memory and Attention Test looks at how well you were able to 
follow the instructions, by attending to the screens and clicking on the correct shapes. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Above Average. Above 
average means that your score fell between the top 10% and middle 40% band of the 
comparison group. About 20% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Speed of Working 

The time it took you to complete each of the test screens was recorded. This gives an 
indication of how quickly you were able to attend to the shapes on each screen and then 
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apply the instructions to the test screens. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Above Average. Above 
average means that your score fell between the top 10% and middle 40% band of the 
comparison group. About 20% of the comparison group would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
 

Click Speed 

The time it took you to complete several very easy items at the start of the test was also 
recorded. Since the instruction for this item ("Click all red shapes") was very easy to 
remember, the time taken to respond to these items will give a rough indication of how 
quickly you were able to click on shapes. This in turn should be taken into consideration 
when evaluating your speed of working, as reported above. 

In relation to the comparison group, your score on the test was Average. Average 
means that your score was similar to that of the middle 40% of the comparison group - 
that is, about 40% of the comparison group score would achieve a similar score. 

    

Low Below Average Average Above Average High 
  

Date tested: 27/8/2004    Norm used: General Population 
Copyright © Profiling for Success 2002  
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Appendix Five: Proficiency Level Assessments  
 

Japanese Language Speaking Proficiency 
Self-evaluation 

 (Based on the ISLPR) 
 

 
0 I can’t communicate anything at all when speaking in Japanese. 
 
0+ I can communicate using a limited range of simple phrases that I have learned. 
 
1- I can communicate mainly using simple phrases.   
 
1 I can communicate my basic needs and factual information in situations or on 

topics which are familiar.  I make a lot of mistakes though and I often have to 
repeat myself unless what I want to say is predictable from the context. 

 
1+ I can speak well enough to take part in simple face-to-face conversations.  

However, I have trouble remembering vocabulary I may need to communicate. 
 
2 I can speak well enough to take part in face-to-face conversations and in 

telephone conversations.  Also, I can convey my opinions in Japanese fairly well.  
However, I still make quite a lost of mistakes and have trouble some times 
remembering vocabulary I may need to communicate.  Also, I get frustrated 
when I can’t express something in Japanese.   

 
2+ I am midway between 2 and 3.   
 
3 I can speak well enough to give an unprepared speech on something which is 

familiar.  In familiar situations I can adjust my speech if necessary and I can also 
substantiate opinions that I express.  Also, even though I know I make mistakes, 
it seems to rarely confuse the listener.  However, it is difficult for me to go into 
great depth on a topic in Japanese even if I am familiar with the topic and 
although at times I may not remember a vocabulary word, I am able to use other 
words or phrases to communicate.   

 
3+ I am midway between 3 and 4.   
 
4 I can speak well in social, academic and work situations.  Someone might think I 

was a native speaker for a few minutes.   
 
4+ I am midway between 4 and 5.   
 
5 I speak Japanese just as well as educated Japanese native speakers.   
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Japanese Language Speaking Proficiency 
Independent judge-evaluation 

 (Based on the ISLPR) 
 

 
0 Cannot communicate anything at all when speaking in Japanese. 
 
0+ Can communicate using a limited range of simple phrases that have been   

learned. 
 
1- Can communicate mainly using simple phrases.   
 
1 Can communicate basic needs and factual information in situations or on topics 

which are familiar.  Makes a lot of mistakes though and often has to repeat 
unless what is being said is predictable from the context. 

 
1+ Can speak well enough to take part in simple face-to-face conversations.  

However, has troubles remembering vocabulary needed to communicate. 
 
2 Can speak well enough to take part in face-to-face conversations and in 

telephone conversations.  Also, can convey opinions in Japanese fairly well.  
However, still makes quite a lost of mistakes and has trouble some times 
remembering vocabulary needed to communicate.  Also, gets frustrated when 
something cannot be expressed in Japanese.   

 
2+ Midway between 2 and 3.   
 
3 Can speak well enough to give an unprepared speech on something which is 

familiar.  In familiar situations, speech can be adjusted if necessary and opinions 
expressed can be substantiated.  Also, even though mistakes are made, it seems 
to rarely confuse the listener.  However, even when familiar with a topic it is 
difficult to go into great depth on a topic in Japanese and although at times 
vocabulary words cannot be remembered, other words or phrases are used to 
communicate.   

 
3+ Midway between 3 and 4.   
 
4 Can speak well in social, academic and work situations. Might be confused for a 

native speaker for a few minutes.   
 
4+ Midway between 4 and 5.   
 
5 Can speak Japanese just as well as educated Japanese native speakers.   
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Appendix Six: Independent Judge’s Evaluation of Proficiency 
 
Participant One Participant 

Two 
Participant 
Three 

Participant 
Four 

Participant Five

She doesn’t make 
many grammatical 
mistakes and uses 
a high level of 
vocabulary while 
talking.   
It is easy to 
understand what 
she is saying 
because she has 
confidence when 
pronouncing 
words and she 
talks politely.  She 
is able to 
communicate at 
the same level as a 
Japanese person is 
able to.   ４＋～
５ 

She speaks quietly 
and doesn’t seem 
to have much 
confidence but she 
speaks politely, if 
fluent, uses a wide 
range of 
vocabulary and 
can use grammar 
correctly in most 
instances.   
Some times she 
uses the wrong 
vocabulary word, 
but usually has no 
problem in 
communicating.  
３+ 

She is polite and 
fluent.  She gives 
her opinion when 
necessary and is 
concise in her 
speech。There are 
times when the 
words do not 
smoothly come 
out, but she is able 
to use difficult 
vocabulary 
naturally.   
３＋～４ 

She doesn’t seem 
to have much 
confidence when 
speaking and 
speaks quietly.  
She often uses rise 
in intonation to 
check for whether 
what she is saying 
is correct or not.  
Most likely she is 
thinking while 
talking.  However, 
it can be seen that 
she has an interest 
in Japanese and 
that she can use 
general Japanese. 
３ 

She has her own 
opinion, but at 
times cannot 
communicate 
them well in 
Japanese.  
However, she 
speaks clearly and 
what she is saying 
can be easily 
understood.  She 
also is able to 
initiate 
conversation with 
others easily.   
３＋ 

・no relation to 
age at all 
・making a face 
like you don’t 
understand 
・raise 

・dwell on 
something 
・a radical social 
problem 
・pressure from 
society 
・expected 
response 
・definition 

・a lot of 
situations 
・is more realistic 

・possible 

・obesity 

・liposuction 

・is natural 

・have interest in 
relation to… 
・not sure if it is a 
real picture or not 
・it is more a 
problem associated 
with the individual 
rather than society 
・30s or 40s 

・angry about 
soemthing 
・probably have 
done something 
before 
・other than this 

・too skinny 

・not only A but 
B 
・afro 

・impression 

・the way she 
wears a hat 
 

・a demand of 
Japanese society 
・the image of 
Korea is 
fashionable 
・the difference 
between saying 
something that 
you really mean 
and saying 
something that 
you don’t mean 
・a good looking 
man who is nice 
・not A but B… 

・I would like you 
to think about the 
relationship 
between the 
following… 
・lyrics 

・a child of mixed 
parentage 

・white people 

・people of mixed 
blood 
・it would be 
better to 
・like… 

・like something 

・romantic tv 
show 
・that is to say… 

・wives 

・the truth is… 

・to lose one’s 
memory 
・developed 

・can see the tears 

・young people 

・gang 

・there is no man 
as wonderful as 
him in Japan 
 

・it depends on… 

・in comparison 
with… 
・proof 

・in replacement 
of… 
・in relation to… 

・in terms of… 

・I don’t know for 
sure but 
・surgery 

・I have done 
something 
before… 
・do you want to 
talk about this 
topic 
・in order for 
someone to be 
able to understand 
・scholarship 
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Appendix Seven: Classroom Interaction Tape Recording Transcripts 
 
 
Class one 
 
 
 Participant 

one 
Participant 
two 

Participant 
three 

Participant 
four 

Participant 
five 

Repairs      
Different Something 

is possible 
→ 
Something 
is probably 
possible 

    

Appropriateness  Lengthened 
→ 
Became 
taller 

   

Error  Lengthen 
grow → 
Grow 

    

Lexical In any way 
(it cannot be 
done)→ 
No matter 
what you 
do1 

    

Syntactic  Looked → 
look; 
Beauty 
woman; a 
beautiful 
woman 

 I think 
Japanese 
people 
→ 
I think that 
they were 
Japanese 
people3  

 

Phonetic Homone 
→ 

hormone； 
Somebody 
is sanging to 
me → 
somebody is 
singing to 
me2 
 

Conplex → 
Contest 

 Ten → forty  I want to 
look up → I 
wanted to 
look up 
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Communication 
strategies 

     

Asking in Japanese  Not 
commercials, 
but…; 
How do you 
say this…; 
Not… 

Not eye, 
but…;  
What do 
you call this 

 How do you 
say the 
whole of the 
body? 

Hypothesis testing Eyelid     
Foreignizing  Obesity; 

looks; sexy; 
actor; eye; 
glue 

  Symmetry 

Rise in intonation Skin; 
Something 
is done; 
Basis 
 
 

Lengthened; 
won’t 
become…; 
something to 
do with skin; 
South 
America; as 
time goes 
by; GED; 
expressing 
something; 
cosmetic 
surgery 

Had 
cosmetic 
surgery 
done 

Twenty year 
old;  
eyelid 

I want to 
climb 

Repetition/hesitation Something 
is done 

   I want to 
climb; I 
want to look 
up 

Pronunciation check     Surgery 
Editing expressions     Sorry 
Other      
 
1 Although the phrase was not finished, both phrases could have been used and they 
would have been appropriate. 
2 The first phrase was not properly pronounced, so an incorrect pronunciation in English 
has been given.  
3 In Japanese there is just one simple difference 
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Class two 
 
 
 
 
 Participant 

one 
Participant 
two 

Participant 
three 

Participant 
four 

Participant 
five 

Repairs      
Different    People that 

are young → 
young 
people 

 

Appropriateness      
Error       
Lexical      
Syntactic Which 

American → 
which drama; 
I feel; I have 
felt that 

He’s stupid 
→ He seems 
stupid;  
He is 
lookin’ like 
he doesn’t 
know 
something→
He is 
looking like 
he doesn’t 
know 
something1 

 Taiwan’s → 
In Taiwan;  
Can hear → 
can hear2 

Not yet → 
again 

Phonetic  Nuked → 
naked 

 Husband; 
Young; Last 
month 

 

Communication 
strategies 

     

Asking in Japanese      
Hypothesis testing Characteristic Nuked  Died; Butt  
Foreignizing Main 

character 
Cartoon; 
Situation 

 Blind; 
Rental; 
Architecture; 
Accident 

 

Rise in intonation Two people As for 
America 

 Young; 
Intellect;  
Last month; 
I knew 
something;  
Do you have 
any interest? 

 

Repetition/hesitation Admire Reality; 
Feeling 
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Pronunciation check      
Editing expressions      
Other      
 
1 The first phrase is more colloquial, but both can be used.   
2  Two different phrases were used, but they mean the same thing and are both correct. 
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Class three 
 

 Participant 
one 

Participant 
two 

Participant 
three 

Participant 
four 

Participant 
five 

Repairs      
Different Different 

culture with 
→If you 
marry 
someone 
with a 
different 
culture; 
Different 
humans → If 
you married 
someone 
who is  
different; 
As for me → 
not only me 

 Big hit → 
sung a big 
hit 

 Black people 
have more… 
→ 
what was that; 
because → 
because of 
that reason; 
my thought 
is… → of 
course I… 

Appropriateness   Dad → 
father 

 Don’t have 
any…→ we 
don’t have 
any, do we?; 
Something is 
this → I think 
something is 
this. 

Error       
Lexical      
Syntactic  Something 

is… → 
something 
by…; 
How do you 
think → in 
what way 
do you 
think about 
this 

Can sing → 
…is 
singing; 
That to → 
not only 
that; what 
are you 
thinking → 
how do you 
think about 
this 

 Can’t see → 
Because I 
can’t see 

Phonetic   Race   
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Communication 
strategies 

     

Asking in Japanese Can you say 
dread hair; 
what was…; 
how do you 
say… 

 
 
How do you 
say… 
 

  How do you 
say… 

Hypothesis testing Dread hair Original 
work; racial 

  Discriminately 

Foreignizing Negotiation; 
colonization; 
masculine 

  Banker Aboriginal; 
colonization 

Rise in intonation Cultural 
gap; value; 
price of 
someone 
else; to be 
put into debt 

Race;  
Black 
people’s 
culture; 
Woman 

 To Asians City; 
Law 

Repetition/hesitation  Race; if you 
didn’t want 
something 

 Acquaintance Law without 
discrimination 

Pronunciation check      
Editing expressions Ano Ano; uh   Ano; well; 

what did I 
want to say 

Other      
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Class four 
 
 Participant 

one 
Participant 
two 

Participant 
three 

Participant 
four 

Participant 
five 

Repairs      
Different     If you say 

this way → 
this talk; He 
said twenty 
one → He 
answered 
twenty one 

Appropriateness      
Error       
Lexical     One → In 

the first 
instance; 
My thought 
is… → my 
opinion is… 

Syntactic Because he 
doesn’t 
speak 
English at 
all → 
Because he 
doesn’t 
speak in 
English  

It was dirty 
→ it was 
dirty*; 
It was put 
on → it was 
put on*; 
When he 
went out 

  Someone 
drove for me 
→ someone 
drove for 
me; It’s a 
rule, but… 
→ even 
though it’s a 
rule  

Phonetic Sa face → 
sad face  

    

Communication 
strategies 

     

Asking in Japanese     How do you 
say… 

Hypothesis testing      
Foreignizing      
Rise in intonation  Cleaning fee    
Repetition/hesitation   Was doing 

something 
  

Pronunciation check   1966   
Editing expressions     Ano; well 
Other      
 
*Both phrases are syntactically correct, but they were changed syntactically for an 
unknown purpose.  The first is changed from formal to less formal and the second is 
changed from informal to formal.  Thus suggesting that these are not A-repairs. 
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Class five 
 
 Participant 

one 
Participant 
two 

Participant 
three 

Participant 
four 

Participant 
five 

Repairs      
Different     Of course 

experiments 
like that are 
a little → 
how it can 
be done; 
People → in 
place of 
animals 

Appropriateness This will 
start → now 
I will start 
this…; 
doing 
something → 
something is 
being done; 
Somebody 
is here → 
someone is 
here*; have 
it, don’t you 
→ you have 
it don’t you? 

Small → 
because it is 
small 

Can use → 
can use; 
it is not 
important → 
it’s not 
important1 
 

  

Error       
Lexical      
Syntactic Because of 

cancer → 
cancer, the 
sickness 

Against → 
against 
something 

Which → 
which 2 
 

 Don’t use 
and → use 
and 

Phonetic      
Communication 
strategies 

     

Asking in Japanese     How can 
you say… 

Hypothesis testing  To sum up    
Foreignizing Study Arbitrary; 

animal 
rights 

 Effective; 
neglect; 
cologne 

Evidence 

Rise in intonation  Can feel;  Gave birth;  Logic; effect Medicine; 
research 
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Repetition/hesitation  To sum up  Peace; 
science; 
good results 

 

Pronunciation check      
Editing expressions Something; 

ano 
   Sorry; 

something 
Other    Substitute → 

substitute; 
Effective → 
effective3 

 

 
1 Subtle differences between the two phrases.  Most likely changed for appropriateness.    
2There are two different ways to use which in Japanese and each way needs to be an 
agreement with the following noun.   
3Here participant four first uses Japanese and then English. 
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Class six 
 
 Participant 

one 
Participant 
two 

Participant 
three 

Participant 
four 

Participant 
five 

Repairs      
Different Alcohol → 

When 
younger 
people drink 
alcohol; 
It is 
questioned 
how much 
can be drank 
→ because 
you don’t 
know; 
Depends on 
the state → at 
the state; 
Young → very 
young; 
Yes → 
Against 

   Can drink  
→ it would be 
better to 
drink;  
drink → 

drink; I’m → 
mine; even 
related to 
religion → in 
Japan that 
religion;  
the car drive 
→ if you 
don’t drive 
then; what → 
what do you 
think; even 
when you do 
it → do it → 
because you 
do something 
bad; no 
matter how 
many times it 
has been 
taught; 
from any age 
it is good → 
really 
students → 
teacher’s 
house 

Appropriateness     I don’t 
understand → 
I do not 
understand 

Error       
Lexical     From a 

young heart 
→ from since 
I was young 

Syntactic Come over →   Drinking is From 5:40 → 
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is coming 
over 

bad → 
drinking is 
bad1 

at 5:40; at the 
teacher’s 
house 
students → 
students that 
go; Even I →
Even my 
mother 

Phonetic     Religion → 
religion 

Communication 
strategies 

     

Asking in Japanese     How do you 
say… 

Hypothesis testing Snoze →
sneeze; 
Thousands of 
times; 
As it is 
written; hear 
of something; 
vending 
machine 

    

Foreignizing Baptist; 
Driver’s Ed; 
Pressure; 
Fear; 
Physical 
education; 
Obsessive; 
Documentary; 
ID; 
Serve 

   Catholic; 
Pentecostal; 
Literal 
translation; 
Protestant; 
Organization; 
Maturity 

Rise in intonation To have 
someone 
follow them; 
Think; 
To let 
someone sit 

   On the other 
hand; people 
that do that; 
people that 
follow that 

Repetition/hesitation It had been 
taught to 
someone; 
Being hit…; 
Being 
killed… 

    

Pronunciation check      
Editing expressions Ano  Something  Something; 

sorry 
Other      
 
1Subtle differences between the two phrases.  Most likely changed for syntactic reasons. 
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Class seven 
 
 
 Participant 

one 
Participant 
two 

Participant 
three 

Participant 
four 

Participant 
five 

Repairs      
Different Various → 

Probably 
there is 
more of a 
variety than 
I know； 
The prom is 
very 
important → 
It is an 
important 
day for high 
school 
students 

My school 
→ when I 
was in high 
school 

  That is in 
America → 
it is different 
there; 
Six months 
before → 
before 
marrying; 
Even before 
that → way 
before that; 
In Japan → 
before then 
→ before 
coming to 
Japan; 
There are 
not many 
reasons to 
get married 
→ 
It is my 
opinion 
but…; 
More → if 
you get 
married then 
more…; 
Money 
wasn’t 
necessary → 
money is 
necessary 
but…; 
I → that 
school 

Appropriateness     Wait → 
waited 

Error       
Lexical      
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200 

Syntactic  When living 
in Japan → 
when I 
lived… 

  When I was 
young → 
when I was 
young; 
Those two 
people → 
both of them 

Phonetic      
Communication 
strategies 

     

Asking in Japanese     How do you 
say… 

Hypothesis testing Palestinian 
Americans 

Host family    

Foreignizing Arranged 
marriage; 
blind date; 
prom 

Personals; 
Bride; 
Perfectly 
proportioned

  First love 

Rise in intonation  Group date    
Repetition/hesitation Cute; 

Impression 
Religion; 
 

  Applied 

Pronunciation check      
Editing expressions      
Other Ano Ano   Something 
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