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. Giladly therefore will I glory in my infirmities, that the power of Christ may dwell
in me. 10 For which cause 1 please myself in my infirmities, in reproaches, in
necessities, in persecutions, in distresses, for Christ. For when [ am weak, then am [

powerful.
2 Connthians 12; 9, 10

We thought a day and night of steady rain
was plemty, but it’s falling again, downright tireless. ..
... Much bke words
But words don’t fall exactly; they hang in there
1n the heaven of language, immune to gravity
If not to time, entering your mnd
From no direction, travelling no distance ax all,
And with rainy persistence tease from the spread earth
So many wonderful scents ...
Robert Mezey, Fords

... Words strain

Crack anl sometimes break, uvnder the burden,
Unders the tension, stip, slide, perish,

Decay with imprecision, will not stay in place,
Wil not stay shill. ..

T. 8. Eliot, Burni Norion



CONTENTS

Acknowledgements

Abbreviations

List of tables

List of figures

Introduction — Scope of the study
FIRST PART

Chapter 1: Leamer Variables and SLA
1.1. introdugction

1.2 Learner variabies

1.2.1 Age

1.2.2 Sex

1.2.3. Language aptrtude

1.2.4 Motivation

1.2.5 Athitude

]1.2.6 Personaiity

1.2.6.1 Extroversion/introversion

1.2 6.2 Risk taking/sensitivity to rejection
1.2.6.3 Tolerancef/intelerance of ambiguity
1.2.6.4 Empathy

1.2.6.5 Self-esteem

1.2.6.6 Inhibition

1.2.7 Cognitive style

1.2.8 Learning strategies

1.2.9 Aifective factors

1.2.10 Beliefs

1.2.3 Conclusions

Chapter II; Learner External Factors
2.1. Introduction

2.2 Social factors

2.2.1 Social class

2.2.2 Ethmic identity

2.2 3. Learning setting

2.2 3.1 Macro environmental factors
2.2.3.1.1 Language envirenment
2.2.3.1.2 Learner’s raole

2.2.3.1.3 Availability of concrete referents
2 2.3.1.4 Target language models
2.2.3.2 Micro-environmenial factors
2.2.3.2.1 Salience

2.2.3.2 2 Feedback

2.2.3.2.3 Frequency

2.3 Input

2.4 Conclusions

Chapter I11: Learner Internal Factors

Page

Xii
X1il
viii

WO W R O ]

12
12
14
17
18
1%
19
20
2]
22
22
23
26
33
32

34
34
35
36
42
45
45
46
47
49
50
50
50
51
51



3.1, Imroduction

3.2 Theoretical perspectives

3.2.1 Cognitive accounts of SLA

3.2.2 Linguistic universals

3.2.3. Language transfer

3.2.3.1 Transfer cutcomes

3.2.3.1.1 Positive transfer or facilitation

3.2.3.1.2 Negative transfer

3.2.3.1.3 Differing lengths of acquisition

3.3 Canclusions

Chapter TV: The Role of the L1 in SLA

4.1. From behavioristic to interlanguage studies

4.2 Principles governing the development of 1Ls
4.2.1 Vanability

4.2.1.1 Free variation

4.2.1.2 Systematic variability

4.2.1.3 Variability resulting from amount of attention
4.72.1.4 Free variation as an impetus for development
4.2 2 Common acguisition orders and developmental sequences
4.2.3 L1 influence on 1Ls (Constraints)

4.2 3.1 Language level

4.2 3.2 Socwhnguistic faciors

4.2.3.3 Markedness

4.2.3.4 Prototypicality

4.2.3.5 Language distance and psychotypology
4.2.3.6 Developmental factors

4.2.4 Conclusions

SECOND PART

Chapter V: Description of the Experiment (Fiest Part)
5.1. Introduction

5.2 Description of the experiment (first part)

5.2.1 Staue cne

5.2.2 Stage two

5.3 Data analysis

3.3.1 Stage one

5.3.1.1. Meaning similarity

5.3.1.2 Concrete/abstract

5.3.1.3 Core/non-core

5.3.2 Stage two

3.3 Conclusions

Chapter VT: Description of the Experiment (Second Part)
&.1. Introduchion

6.2 Description of the experiment (second part)
6.2.1 Stage ong

6.2.2 Stage two

6.3 Hypotheses

6.4 Data analysis and results

6.4.1 Stage one

o
59
59
69
75
7o
79
79
835

3

£3
94

06
96
L
08

100
103
103
107
110
112

120
120
122
122
123
125
125
125
128
141

150
130
150
150
i51
153
154
154



o i
e

vii

6.4.1.1. Meaning similarity (59 natives and 54 non-natives) 154

6.4.1.2 Concretefabstract (59 natives and 54 non-natives) 158
6.4.1.3 Core/non-core {59 natives and 54 non-natives) 164
6.4 2 Stage two 168
6.5 Discussion 173
6.5.1 Siage one 173
6.5.1.1. Meaning stmilarity 173
6.5.1.2 Concrete/abstract 177
6.5.1.3 Core/non-core 180
6.5.2 Stage two 18]
6.6 Conclusions At

Bibliography 101



LIST OF TABLES

Table 11: Factors listed as influencing individual learner
differences in language learning in three surveys (Ellis, 1994, p. 47)
Table 1.2: Dimensions of personality and L2 learmng. (Taken and
adapted from Ellis, 1994, p. 518},

Table 1.3: OMaliey and Chamot's typology of learning sirategies
(Taken and adapted from Chamot 1987 in Ellis, 1994, pp. 537/8
and O'Malley and Chamot, 1990, pp. 137, 138, 139).

Table 2.1: Factors affecting social and psychological distance
{based on Schumann 1978b) (in Ellis, 1994, p. 232

Table 2.2: Adjustments in Foreigner Talk Discourse. Taken and
adapted from Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991, pp. 125/6.

Table 3.1: Relative clause production in five language groups
{Schachter 1974: 209)

Table 3.2: Error taxonomy (Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991, p. 59)
Table 3.3: Basic word order of some of the world’s languages
(Odlin, 1989, p. 44)

Table 4.1: Learner strategies identified in early developmental
studies {Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991, p. 67)

Table 4.2 Developmental sequence for interrogatives in ESL
{Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991, p. 93)

Table 4.3 Developmental sequence for ESL negation (Taken and
adapted from Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991, p. 94 and Ellis,
1994, p. 100)

Table 4.4: Differences between English and Japanese discourse
(Odlin, 1989, p. 65)

Table 4.5: Markedness theory and L1 transfer (Ellis, 1985, p. 206)
Tahle 46 Sentences with breken ranked according to coreness
{prototypicality) (adapted from Kellerman 1979a, p. 49) {Taken
from Ellis, 1994, p. 325 and Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991, p.
105)

Table 5 1° Sentences used in the experiment, illustrating different
meanings of the verb turn and their Spamsh equivalents.

Table 52 Instructions for the parficipants (Stage one and stage
twe),

Table 5.3 1% part - Similarity matrix of meanings of fur7 (12 native
speakers)

Table 5.4: 1* part - Similarity matrix of meanings of turn (38 non-
native speakers

Table 5.5 Isolated occurrences of sentences (12 native speakers)
Table 5.6: Meaniny similarity ranking {12 native speakers)

Table 57 Isolated occurrences of sentences (38 non-native
speakers)

Table 5.8 Meaning similarity ranking (38 non-native speakers)
Table 5.9: Concrete/abstract ranking (12 native speakers)

18, 19

28,29
39, 40
49

81
24

87
93

9

G

102
105

109
123
124/5
126
127
127
127
128

128
129

it



Table 5.10: 1% part — Concrete/abstract ranking — 12 natives

Table 5.11; 1% part — Concrete/abstract ranking — 38 non-natives
Table 5.12: 1% part — Concrete/abstract ranking — 38 non-natives
Table 5.13; 1* part — Core/non-core ranking ~ 16 non-natives

Table 5.14: 1% part - Core/non-core ranking -~ 16 non-natives

Table 5.15: Transferability or translatability ranking for furmn.

Table 6.1: Form for Stage One.

Table 6.2: Form for Stage Two.

Table 63- 2* part — Similarity matrix of meanings of twrm (59
natives)

Table 6.4; 2™ part — Similarity matrix of meanings of fr# (34 non-
natives)

Table 6.5: 2™ part — Similarity matrix of meanings of furm (71
natives}

Table 6.6: 2™ part — Sirnilarity matrix of meanings of fyrn (92 non-
natives)

Table 6.7: Meaning similarity — Comparison of results: isolated
occurrences of sentences chosen by natives and non-natives.

Table 6.8 Meaning similarity — Comparison of results: pairs of
sentences chosen by natives and non-natives.

Table 6.9; 2™ J;aﬂ ~ Concrete/abstract ranking (5% natives).

Table 6.10: 2™ part — Concrete/abstract ranking (54 non-natives).
Table 6.11: Concrete/abstract results (71 natives: 12 + 59)

Table 6.12: Concrete/abstract results {92 non-natives: 38 + 54)
Table &.13: Concrete/abstract results — Comparison natives vs. nan-
natives.

Table 6.14: Core/non-core results — {59 naiives)

Table 6.15: 2" part - Core/non-core ranking — (54 non-natives)
Table 6.16: Care/non-core results - (70 non-natives: 16 + 54)

Table 6.17: Corefnon-core results — Comparison natives vs. non-
natives.

Table 6.18; Rank order of isolated occurrences — Comparison
natives vs. non-natives,

Table 6. 19; Percentages corresponding 1o the 16 sentences in Stage
TWo.

Table 6.20: Ranking of the 16 senfences — Stage two.

i33
133
133/4
141
144
147
151
152/3

154
155
156
156
157
157/8
158
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
168
173

182
183

ix



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 2.1: The sociocultural and cognitive dimensions of the additive-
subtractive contimmm. (Hamers and Blanc, 1982, p. 8§}

Figure 22: “Average” order of acquisition of grammatical
morphemes for English as a second language {children and adults).
{Krashen, 1982, p. 13, from Krashen, 1977)

Figure 3.1° Schematized mode! of the cognitive dimensions of
language processing (adapted from Bialystok & Ryan, 1985a i
Hamers and Blanc, 1989, p. 69).

Figure 3.2: Core and peripheral grammar (Taken and adapted from
Ellis, 1985, p. 194).

Figure 4.1; Style shifting in learner language {from Tarone 1983 in
Ellis, 1994, p. 146)

Figure 4.2; Lexical knowledge. (Ringbom, 1987, p. 37)

Figure 4.3: The tole of the L1 in L2 communication and learning.
(Ellis, 1994, p. 339).

Figure 5.1: Concrete (left)y/abstract (right} ranking of each the 16
sentences. (12 natives)

Figure 52: Concrete (left)fabstract (nght) ranking of the 16
sentences shown together {12 natives)

Figure 5.3 Concrete (left) /abstract (right) ranking of each of the 16
sentences. {38 non-natives)

Figure 5.4: Concrete (left) /abstract (right) ranking of the 16
sentences shown together. {38 non-natives)

Figure 5.5: Concrete (left) /abstract (nght) ranking of each of the 16
sentences. {50 participants, i.e. 12 natives + 38 non-tafives)

Figure 5.6: Concrete (left) /abstract (right) ranking of the 16
sentences shown together. (50 participants, i.e. 12 natives + 38 non-
natives)

Figure 5.7: Core (lefty/non-core (right} ranking of each of the 16
sentences. (16 non-natives)

Figure 5.8: Care (lefty/non-core ({right) ranking of the 16 sentences
shown together. (16 non-natives}

Figure 5.9: Transferability judgments obtained from 54 first-year
students of English

Figuore 6.1; 2* part - Concrete/abstract ranking (59 natives}

Figure 6.2: 2™ part - Concrete/abstract ranking (54 non-natives)
Figure 6.3: Concrete/abstract results (71 natives: 12 + 59}

Figure 6.4: Concrete/abstract results (92 non-natives: 38 + 34)
Figure 6.5 Core/non-core results (59 natives)

Figure 6.6: Core/non-core ranking (54 non-ratives)

Figure 6.7: Core/non-core results (70 non-natives: 16 + 54)

Figure 6.8: Transferability judgments obtained from 56 advanced
students of English.

4]

5%

&b
72

o7
101

118
129/30/31
132
134/35/36
137

138/%

140
141/2/3
143

146
159
160
162
163
165
166
167

170



Figure 6.9: Transferability judgments obtained in the 1¥ part (54
first-year students of English) and in the 2™ part of the study (56
advanced students of English}.

Figure 6.10; Transferability judgments obtained in both parts of the
experiment (110 participants: 54 first-year students of English and
56 advanced students of English).

Figure 6.11; Translatability judgments obtained from 56 advanced
students of English including both right and wrong translations (2"
part of the experiment),

Figure 6.12: Model of second language learning (from Bialystok,
1978, in Ellis, 1994, p. 357)

171

172

173

175



Acknowledgements

1 would like io thank my mentor, Sue A. Spath Hirschmann MA and PhD., for
encouraging me to continug with this project, my thesis advisor for her patience atwd
gencrosity and, above all, my whole family, without whose suppor, hetp and understanding I
would never have been able to finigh this thesis,



o Xaaes Ao

Abbreviations

CA  Contrastive Analysis

CAH Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis
DA Discourse Analysis

EA Error Analysis

IL Interlanguage

MDH Markedness Differential Hypothesis
NL Native Languape

SLA  Second Language Acquisition
TL Target Language

L1 First Langnage or NL

12 Second Language

PA  Performance Analysis

UG

Universal Grammar

X



INTRODUCTION
Scope of the study

Langeape is parl of the semiolic or symbolic functica, that i, of the various ways in whick the
individuals septesent to themselves the outside world and their own actions and experniences.
(Hamers & Blanc, 1982, p. 60) Without this semiouc funclion thotight could nol be expressed ...
jand] [u]nlike cther aspects of the scmicdic fanction ... [language has 1o be] transmiticd 10 the
child (ibidem, p. 61},

Language has two main functions: it is used for communication and for
organizing knowledge but, at the same time, it is an object of analysis, that is to say
that an individual also uses cognitive organization to analyze language and he
manipulates language m order to organize knowledge (metalinguistic knowledge).
The development of language is highly dependent on socialization processes and on
"the existence ¢f language-behaviour models in the child's environment” (ibidem, p.
64). In the early stages of this development, language is ghly contextualized but
“[a]s the child grows older language is used in more decontextualized ways and he
jearns to use it as an active organizer in thought processes” (ibidem, p. 66): the child
appropriates language to express abstract ideas. This kind of language, which is a
prerequisite for the use of language as a cogpitive OTganizer, depends more on
linguistic than on situational information and its development seems to be promoted
through a number of language-related activities between adult and chiid {cf
Vygotsky's Zone of Proximal Development construct, Vygotsky, 1978)."

Social context is also an important factor since in order for the child to acguire

language, it has to be transmitted to him According to Mascovici (1984), the

'ypolsky claims thal properly organized leaming, which occurs whea the child is mieracling i his
environment under adult puidance andfor in cooperation with his peers, creates the zone of proximzal
development, i.¢. evokes a variety of processes which onee intenmlized becorme completed maatation
eycles and as such provide a basis for the child's independent and potential achievement. The ZPD
involves at least iwo levels of development and can be described as "the distance between Lhe actual
developmental level as determined by independent problem solving® {(ie. the functons that have
already matured, the end products or "fiuits” of development} "and the level of polential development
as determined through problem solving uader adult guidance or in collabotation with more capabie
peers” (i.¢. linctions that are in the process of mahration, "buds or Aowers of develogment™)
(Vygatsky, 1978, p. 87).
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cognitive function only develops through social interaction and it is through social
interaction that the transmission of knowledge occurs (Hamers & Blang, 1939, p.
62)

There are three main theoretical positions that aim at explaining how first
languages are learned. First, behaviourisis thought that language learning could be
reduced to imitation and habit formation. From this point of view, success would be
greatly influenced by "the quality and quantity of the language which the child hears,
as well as the consistency of the reinforcement offered by others in the environment”
(Lightbown and Spada, 1993, p. 1}. Even though this position fails to explain how
complex grammatical structires are acquired, 1t seems to account for the acquisihon
of routine aspects of language. Second, the innatist position (Chomsky, 1959) argues
that children are endowed with an innate capacity to learn languages, that is,
tanguages do not have to be taught and language development oceurs in the same
way as other biological functions develop. In this view, language acquisition ¢an be
described as theory construction: the child is born with the ability to discover the
underlying rules of a language system and is able to develop the theory of his
language with very small amounts of data from that language. Chomskoy refers to this
capacity as Universal Grammar (U(3) since "the underlying rules of the grammar of
any language may not be specific to that language but may instead be the rules of
buman languages in general" (Selinker, 1992, p. 78). Third, the interactionist
position claims "that language develops as a result of the complex interplay between
the uniquely human characteristics of the child and the environment in which the
child develops” (Lightbown and Spada, 1993, p. 14). The interactionists posit that
both innate and environmental factors have to be considered to account for the
language acquisition process {Larsen-Freeman and Loag, 1981, p. 266} In this
perspective, "language which is madified to suit the capability of the leamer is &
crucial element in the language acquisition process” (Lightbown and Spada, 1993, p.
14).

As regards second language acquisition, theories also

range along a continunm frem naivist throupls interactionist Lo environmenialisl ... Jaccording to]
... the relative importance they attach to innate mechanisms and nowledge, o Lotermctons among
iomale abilities, learned abilities and environmental factors, and 0 ¢xperiemtially conditioned
Jcamer characteristics and the linguistic snput (Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991, p. 226).

When reférring to the goal of SLA, Ellis comments that it should be



the description and explanation of the leamer's lingistic Of Communicalive competence [...] the
rescatcher musl exanmng ASpects of the learner's usage or use of the L2 in actual performance, by
collecting and analysing either samples of leamer lanpuags, repocts of learners' infrogpections, or
records of their intuitions regarding what is correct oF appropriate L2 behayiour (Ellis, 1994, p.
15},

Very often a distinction is made between secomd and foreign language
acquisition. When the acquisition takes place "in ap environment in which the
language i3 spoken natively" {Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991, p. 6), we speak of L2
acquisition -for exafnpla the Jearning of French in France- and when it takes place
only in an instructional setting because it 18 not spoken in the community, we refer 1o
it as foreign language acquisition. However, the term "second” 1§ generally used to
express the acquisition of any language other than one's native language, it 18 even
used with respect to studies of simultaneous bilingualism. Moreover, Ssome
researchers prefer 1o use the term second language acquisiion or sequential language
acquisition to describe "the process of learning another language after the basics of
the first have been acquired” to distinguish it from simultaneous or bilingual
acquisition, 1.e. "the acquisition of two languages simultaneously from infancy”
(Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982, p. 10).

Another distinction that is frequently made is the distinction between aceiisition
and fearming, for example, Krashen (1981) argues that acquisition and learning are
rwo distinct and independent ways of developing competence in a second language:
the former and its result or acquired competence are SUBCONECIOUS Processes, 1e. the
acquirers are only aware that they are using the language for communicaton. This
process is similar to the way children develop ability in their L1 and is also known as
impiicit learning, informal learning, or natural learning. Learning, on the other hand,
is a conscious process and as such, implies grammar mstruction and error correction,
and is also described as formal or explicit learning. According to Krashen, this
distinction can also be applied to first language.

In this study, however, the terms acquisition and learning will be used
interchangeably and the term SLA will be used in the superordinate sense to COVer
both kinds of learning, 1.e. second and foreign language acquisition.

For all these reasons, the scope of SLA research -part of which will be considered
in the first part of this analysis- is extremely broad and covers a wide range of

aspects. Therefore, in Chapter I, we aitempt 10 describe learner varigbles, but we



focus only on the most relevant to L2 acquisition, such as: age, 5€x, language
aptitude, motivation, atttude, personality, cognitive style, learning strategies,
affective factors and beliefs. Chapter Tl is devoted to characterizing the role of the
linguistic environment in which we include input and social factors like social class,
ethnic identity and learning setting, The internal, and therefore, invisible mechansms
or processes responsible for janguage learning that take place inside the learner’s
mind —i.e. “the black box™- and, also the theoretical perspectives that aim af
explaining them are considered in Chapter ITL Finally 1n the last chapter of the first
part, Chapter 1V, we deal with the influence of the 1.1 in second language
AcquUisition.

This influence or role of the first language in SLA, which occupies an important
place among a large number of unsolved problems, is central for the purposes of our
study. From a historical perspective, language iransfer or the role of the learner’s
existing linguistic knowledge in the course of L2 development was the first factor to
receive serious attention in applied linguistics so much so thal in the 19505 1t was
considered a decisive factor it both SLA theory and methodology; furthermore
whenever reliance on L1 knowledge was suspected, the term tremsfer was nsed.
Fortunately, its importance has been reassessed in the last decades. As a result, a
more balanced view of transfer has emerged: its influence is no longer denied -like it
was in the 1960s- but it is seen to interact with other factors n ways which are not
fully understood yet. However, Kellerman & Sharwood Smith {1986} suggest
abandoming the term fransgfer not only becanse it might have some past negative
comnolations but also because it is not broad enough 10 cover all the aspects of L1
influence on L2 learning and, suggest using in its place a theory neutral term like

L1

cross-hnguistic influence which subsumes phenomena such as “‘transfer’,
‘imterference’, ‘avoidance’, ‘borrowing’ and L2 related aspects of language Joss |
thus permitting discussion of the similarities and differences between these

phenomena” (Sharwood Smith and Kelierman 1986-1 in Ellis 1994, p. 301).

"3

# .. “Language \carning is sometimes described 25 a black box problom because although we can
obscrve the lanpuage which leamers hear and sce and the sentences that they produce, we camol
observe whal goes on inside the black box, i.c., how they actually icam lynguage” (Richards, Platt,
and Plat, 1992, pp. 38/9).



There are various constraints on fransfer. Theorists like Zobl (1983b, 1984),
Eckman (1977), Kellerman {1977), and Gass {1979), among others, proposed
“linguistic markedness” based on the fact that languages have certain hnguistic
elements which are more basic, typical, natural, and frequem than ¢gthers. The former
are referred fo as “unmarked” whereas the latter are described as “marked”.
Furthermore, markedness can also be considercd from the point of view of language
typology, i.e. “when crosslinguistic comparisons of languagces show that the presence
of some linguistic feature imphies the presence of another feature” (ibidem, p. 101).

Chomsky's theory of Universal Grammar also distinguishes the rules of a
language that are “core” and “petiphery”. Core rules are governed by universal,
abstract principles of language and are, according to Chomsky, innate such as, for
example, basic word order. Core rules can he both unmarked and marked whereas
peripheral rules are always marked. For Kellerman {1983), the concepts of “Coreness”
and “markedness” are closely connected.

Other important constraints on transfer are language distance and prototypicality.
Kellerman (1977) referred to the learners’ perceptions of the LI-L2 disiance as
“psychotypology™. Later, in 1983, he referred to native speakers’ perceptions of the
structure of their own language as “psycholinguistic markedness™. 1n 1986, be used
the term “protetypicality” —a concept that originates in Cognitive Psychology- smce,
and even though he described the same concept, he dealt with the prototypical
meaning of a lexical itemy, i.¢. the one that the dictionary considers to be the primary
meamng of an tem.

Kellerman carried out several studies, most of which exammne lexicn-semantics, in
ordet to demonstrate the importance of the learners’ perceived transferabibty and
came 1o the conclusion that “learners resist transferring non-prototypical meanings”
(Eliis, 1994, p. 333).

In the second part, in Chapters V and VT we describe our experiment which draws
on Kellerman'’s work, especially, on his breken study (Kellerman, 1978). Qur aim is
to analyze lexical transfer; more specifically, to test Kellerman’s hypothesis using
apother verb, That is, we assume that if his hypothesis was valid for the verb hreak
(hreken) then it could also be valid for a verh of such special characteristics as the

verb furn. Lexical acquisition is undoubtedly at the heart of SLA, since in order 10



master a language it is necessary to have a good knowledge of vocabulary so much
so that a “beginner’s vocabulary” is made up of 1,000 w0 2 000 words (Zimmermar,
in Coady & Huckin eds, 1957, p. 14}, Moreover, there is plenty of evidence thai
seems to suggest the existence of important simijarities between L1 and L2 patierns
of lexical acquisition so much so that there appears to be “a universal core of
semantic information accessible to all learners and which may aid in the acquisition
of new vocsbulary™ {Odlin, 1989, p. 80). Nevertheless, it seems that the role of
vocabulary has often been undervalued.

In addition, the impact of proficiency or the acquisition of real knowledge of the
ianguage on metalinguistic awareness _learners’ perceptions of meaning, and L1-1.2
meaning similarity and distance- will be central for the purposes of our analysis.

We resort to intuitional data and tap metalinguistic intuitions via grammaticality
judgements’. Even though metalinguistic awareness has been defined in different
ways, the factor underlying most of the definitions is that they refer to some ability
on the part of the learmer that enables him/her ™10 matipulaie language as an object”
(Fowles and Glanz, 1977, p. 43?2 m Gass, 1983, p. 273). Grammaticality judgiments
which can, for example, involve word games, identifying mistakes and comecting
them, transiations, are crucial to determine this “ability related to a greater facility

with the language™ {ihidem) and play an impartant part in our study.

! Two hundred and seventy-three participants took pant. in the experiment: one lundred and sixty-three
in Stage onc (sevenly-one native speakers of English and ninety-two non-native speakers) and one
hundred and ten in Stage two, all of (hem non-nalive speakers of English (Afty-four beginners and
fiftv-six upper intermediale and advanced stodents),
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