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ABSTRACT ' ”

j&;‘The Effect of Speech Sample Length oo
on Interrmter and. Intrarater Reliability :

t

Gl&ude Hamel .

Thi; study investigates- the reliabglity>of 50L1§tic
rater judgements of 30-, 60- and 120-second speecﬂ samples
elicited from two relafgyeiy homogeneous sroupé, one young
and at a “beginner” level, éﬁe other older and at an

“interﬁédiate" level. Samples are Judged on the basis of

v

overall oral proficiency by  pools (n=6) of raters per

speech sample length condition. Analysis of variance is
used to estimate pooled rater reliability, interrater
reliability and intrg;ater reliability. The effect of
speech sample length on reliability is discussed. Also
considered are the effect on reliability of pooled (n=6€)

versus individual rater judrements, and the effect of the

'speakpr group. It is -~suggested that reliability estimate®

for the “"intermediate” .eroup are generally higher than
those for the "beginner” group because of the comparative
heterogeneity of the "i;termediate“' group. Most
impoftantly, findings suggest that, given thﬁ length
conditions involved, single-rater judgements give rise to
unstable reliability estimates while pooled (n=6) rater
judgements yield much more stable estimates. The
investigator proposes tentatively that single judgements of

speech samples which are less than two minutes in length be

accepted with caution.
' i
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. ' .o Chapter '1
/ ' . '
/ 5 R . Purpose of Research :
A Contexgrfor'research question: S »
/ It seems reasonable to assume that the leaggjng of a

, second language is most ogken prompted by a desire to be

. 3
able to participate in active discourse with another
. , .

-

'speaker of the langgage, whether that speaker be a fellow

—~learner or a pative speaker. It seems equally reasonable to

. 4

assume that for such second  language 1éarners, there

[3

exists a mnatural curiosity concerning one’'s general second
7 f -

~ language developnment, and specifically, one’s oral

. proficiency relative +to that of other learners of the same

‘langpage. Teaghers too , require occasional - indications of

° o student progress for purposes of accountabilit§ towards
. .

‘student ‘and colleague alile.
: /

From time to time, the teacher of a second languagée:
\ must try to determine at what pointr along the oral

- -~

proficiency continuum a learner’§ interlanguage might fall.
(-%7 + — But o;al proficiency is a complicated amaléam of various
’ skills: It incorporates fluency, a knowledge of voc§bulary
and syntax, a facility for pronunciation, and an awa;enesé
of the correctness of the language.
el Tests, or pgrtions of tests Mmade up of discv:-etéfﬂT‘“_-—J
point items. enjoy a degree of reliability in scoring which
is maye difficult to establish for an oral interview. After «

&
]
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all, decontextualized discrete-point items usually elicit

t

answers which‘aré'clearly either correct or iﬁco;rect. On
the_otﬁér hand, attempting to establish, even partly, an
‘examinqe’s ‘oral proficiency level on £hé9 basis of an
“interview", is a much more delicate, muéh more suﬁjective
exercise.

This ‘paper will not gensider the guestion of how
valid the interview is as a measure of oral proficiency.
Nor will donsideration be given to the question of whether
an impressionlistic, hok}stic juagement qf a speech sample
is more reliable than a judgemgnt which assigns weishtings
to individual aspects of ‘oral production. These are

-importan? questions butnmhey' are not within the scope of
this paper. The study reported here deals exclusively with
the reliability of holistic rater judgements of 30~secona,
60-second \géé 120—secoﬁd‘lspeech samples ei?cited using a
jbce—to-fgce "interview” techniqué-f A more detailed
‘di;cussion of. the concept of re]iagility and the inherent
problems of error .variange w&ll preface’  the section on
statistical analgsis, but for the mopeﬁt, it is important
}o strfél that it is ytﬁe precision of %mp;eﬁgigpistic

ratings of short interviews which is of interest. Two ma jo

- .

questions arise: b ey

1. To what extent does an individual rater, judging a

spcech sample of a specific léngth by a speaker, agree with

the judgement of the same speech sample made another

: {
rater . (interrater reliability)? How does this agreement

RN

C v
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éhange given longer speech samples? ' . 1%

3

speech sample .of the same.lepgth by th? same spegkéx
(intraratcr reliability)? Bow‘ does this agréement change
given longer speech\samples?

The research questlon addressed> in this study is
thergfore: What %s‘the effect of spefcb sample lgggth on

interrater and intryrater reliability when raters are askea

to make judgements basgd on‘overall oral proficiency? It
follows that phe fwé dependgnt variables are interrater and
}nt*arafer reliabi%@&y Wﬁile speech sample 'length‘
constitutes the main-independent varlable, other pertngnt
effects will beé con51dered The effect of ghe;Bpeaker group
will be taken into account, one group being young and at a
"beginner” level, the other group being older #nd at an
”inferme?iate" level. The effect of rating a continuous
speech segment 'of a p;rticular length (for example, one
segment of 60 seéonds) versus téo segments‘which total the
same length (for example, two 30-second ;egments) will be

investigated. As well, the effect on reliability of  a pool

of six raters versus individual raters will be considered.

The results of such a study woﬁld have implications

~

for‘gedagbgical or research situations in which a teacher
or rater 1is asked toiEEka holistic judgements of overall

proficiency on the basis of shoét . segments of speéch. If

S )

2. To ‘'what gxtegt. does -an indiVvidual rater, judging a
: ' » LS . !, *
speech sample of . a .specific length by a speaker,

ith his/her judgement of a different, previously -,

\

b
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. rating$ performed under such conditions are seen to be
highly reliable, resultsaﬁould sugges€ thak speech segmenfs
1 4 ' . N
of either 30, 80 or 120 E@conds are perhaps §E§quate for

student placement ‘and evaluatﬁpn purposes, or for purposes
“ I3

of re%::fch. If, on +the other hand,. reliability estimates

of su holistic Jjudgements are shown to Jbé highly

Vg . L
unéfgble, then the efficacy of ratings performed under

spich conditjions mist also be gquestioned.

(,\\ ' e T
_B. Review ofythe literatufe:‘ . .
. ‘ ‘ Y ) .
& ‘ Most manuals whichj accompany tests of laﬁkgage
14

proficiency offer pertinent s&a@istical information

resulting from validity and ,}eliaﬁility studies performed
: g
by or for authors of the tests. Because _the questﬁpnugf

validity will not Qe considered here,:déta'pertaining to it
will not be mentioned. Indications of  reliability of
various ‘language tests, howéver, are pertinent to the study
reported in this paper. A ‘ . ’ i R //

It is of some value to cﬁmpare the reliability

estimates of® commoﬁly-used objectivé' %ests of geﬁefal

* langua proficiency, commonly-used subjgctive tests of

oral proficiency and finally, tests of an aspect of

language proficiéncy . ahqse results are sometimes based,

.

like those ,of oral proficiency, on subjective ‘Trater
judgements, namely tests of .writing proficiency. Such a
comparison smight then. allow speculative reasons °*for one

°

. type “of test showing higher reliability estiqpte% than

v
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Title -

Teut of Enzlinh
Tas &' Foreign
Language
(TOEFL)

-

Michigan: Test
of English
Language
Proficiency
(MIELP)

™~

Secondarxy Level
English
Proficiency"
Test (SLEP)

.4
Hodern Language

Aptitude Test-
Elementary g

(EMLAT)

'l"ABLE 1

4

Deucription of and reliability eatinutaa for tests of
¢eneral language proficiency, oral proficiency and writing -

proticiency

.

.Type - Time

Reliability

General language proficiency

objective paper +
pencil test; 4
scores: listening
comprehension,
structure and

. written expreauion.
reading and vocab' g

150 min.

total. .
objectiye items on 75 min.
grammar, vocab. and

reading comprehension;
part of battery which
tests writing plus
aural or oral akills

150 objective m/c
items; 3 scores:
listening compre- s
henslon,reading

90 min.

. comprehension,total.

< .
objective; 5 scores:
hidden words,
matching words,
finding rhydes,
number learning,
total. .

75 min.

'(continued)

reliability

for 3
sections:
.87 to .88,
and for
total score:

.

(Loyd 1985)
R-R 21 ‘

. reliability
coefficients

for 6 forma:
.82 +, (Cer-
yenka 1978)

reliability
for two
sections:
.94 and .93 -

and for total

score: 96,
(Loyd 1985)

reli bility"
estimates

fo arious
sections and
total score:

983 to .96 -

{Hakstian
1872)

Level

. appllcaﬁts from

non-English
countries to
American
colleges,

college
applicants from
non-English
colintries,

A

ESL students
entering .

_@rades 7-11.

ESL speakers:
grades 3-6.?

"

<

e

ot
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"I .

»  Test of Spokan
English (TSE),

"- ’ -

Ilyin Oral
- Interview (I01)

Fox:eign Service
Interview (FSI )

Collegs Board -

Achievement Tast-

in Englis -
[ ot

.. Test ‘of Hnitten-
' (TOWL)

' I 9
TW iy pom -
T e f o~ A "u—“. u . : )
b o "‘uv?." . [RE e L, - f
. -~ , B ey e L 4
- , .
° " L] ,/‘ B
i (continued) E Sl
Oral. profieiqncy"' . : o
Tesponses taped 20 min. interrater adult gspeakers -
and scored by Educ reliability of E:sﬁwQ B
Testing Service; qatimates:. Co
4 subjective scores: from .87 to Y
‘overall comprehensi- - .92 (Subko- . oo .
bility (r. 0-300), viak 1985) . ! ] y
S pronunciatign » Erammar . A1 e
and fluency each on a e
scale 0.0 to 3.0- .
.'question/answer; 5-30 no inter- Junior high,
each of 50 . answers min. rater/intra- Secondary and
3cored on 0-3.scale . rater data adult ESL, ~
for aAppropriateness, cited., | Speakers. -
Erammaticality apd . (Guyette
inte111¢ib11:lty. 1985)
face-to-face 20-4 interrater Proapective '
interview; sub- min. reliability .8overnnent
- Jective holistic from .82 to employees.
ratings; scale of .93 ¢ ’
1-5. ) L 1978) (Res-
: o . chke 1978) o= -
Writing proficiency N
objactive; -80 60 min. reliability . college entrance.
S-choice items. g coafficient - - .
of .91 . »
) (Harris 1978)
3 objectiva sub- 40 niin. interrater grades 3-1%.
tests; 3 subjective . reliability -
subtests on sponta- for 3 subjec- w
neous writing of tive subtests:
story, .93, ..98,".78 .
(Williams "~
1985) -




;5““~am,BeggqucqmparisonB of reliability estimates are made,
one should pe;;ééélbgytéminded,thgt whep'one talks about a
. - test being objective or’ subjective; %oné refeps to the
procpdure involved for scoring such tests. As can be seen,
the fgliability fiéures listgd'in Table 1 are consistentl} ‘
high for alllthree typés of language proficiency (general,/
oral and writing) . and for both objecti§e and subjective
e . types of test.
T .Let/ﬁs first consider the oﬁjgc£ive1y scored teips‘éf
general profitiency. With regard to the TOEFL, ,"the
- reliabilities ' reported fof the three sec@ions (.87 to .89)
‘ and for ' the ‘total score (.95) are reasonébly high." (Loyd
- - 1985:1569) The MTELP estimates are "based on the scores of, |,
six ';roups of 150 randomly selected applicants to U.S.
h%gh%r inétitutionéjfrom a variety of laﬂguage backgrounds.
. For the six forms treated here, K-R 21 reliability

coefficients were .92 or gredter." (Cervenka 1978:190) For

the SLEP, internal consistency reliabilities “based on the.

data from a gfbup of 326 'students tested - at intérnationalf
. test centers ..... dre .94. and .93 for the two section '
scores iésﬁectively and .96 for the +total score." (Loyd
1985:13565 Finally, the EMLAT e§timates are “"based upon
indépéndéntly aﬁministered and timed Aalf:tests, with the
resﬁlting ‘correlations corfgcted with the Spearman-Brown

formula. The obtained reliabilities, data on which were

gathefed-'from four schools, and which werd estimated at

”
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9
each of the four grade levels for each sex, are ey;remely“
high, ranging from .93 to .96." (Hakstian 1972:95)

One might suggest that the reliability eatimates for
the tests,of general language proficiency are uniformly
high because those tests are objective in nature, and test

i ’ ‘ieéﬁlt%ﬂqanﬁthequgpe be scored with a certain consistency.
. ' As well, oneycaﬁ ‘aee tﬁaé'-theirange qfxggofig}engy among
°§ subjects for computing reliabilities is ‘wide, much wider

‘% ( than the , range of proficlency one usually finds in a

E particular classroom of second language learners, as is th;

case for speakers used in the study reéported hér;. One

suspects that a wider range of proficiency among subjects

wou{d allow distinctions between them to be made more

effectively, thus enhancing reliability estimates.

For the purpose of this paper, it is the reliability

1 estimates for th; subjective test of writing proficienc}

and most especially, the subiéotive tests of oral

proficiency which ha;ét closer,q}tenti@n, brecisely because

N of their subjective Qature. _ L

. Let us consider briefly the reliability of the two

. tests of writing proficiency ‘mentioned in Table 1. The

9bjective College Board Achievement Test rppor£a~ Lfor &8n

unspecified form of the lEnglish test - a reliability

coefficient .of .91."  (Harris 1878:136) It is perhaps

‘bechuse it does not address the ability to write above the

’

senteace levéi and because of 1%; objective nature that tﬁe‘

test enjoys a  high. degree* of reliability; The Testlof

s
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Written Language (TOWL), a test which includes three
&bjective and +three subjective subtests, achieves higﬁy
degrees of interrater reliability“ for each of tbe
subjective suhyests (.93; .98 and .76?. It should be noted;
however,' that the scope of éhe study upon which these
figufes were based was - somewhat limited; “both the number
of scorers [15j and +the number of stories [15], five at-

&

each of the three grade levels {3, 5 and 7], seem small."

(Williams 1985:1603) As for t?p tests of genergl

proficiency, the two tests of writing proficieﬁcy,cited in

- Table .1 achieve, reliability est%gateq\ebased on studies

involving groups of subjects whose ranges of ability are
wide éompared £o the range of ability of subjects
comprising the groups used in the study reported in this
paper. Again, this may account in pa;t for hiéh estimates.
of reliability.

Let us next consider the reliability of tests ‘of éral
proficiency, the (most important information in Table ; for
the purpose of the 'study‘ reported -here. It seems “;
surprising, initiall}, that reliability figg;es 'fgr
susjectively rated oral tests should be so similar +to the
reliability figures quoted for the objectively scored

tests. For example, the Test ‘of Spoken English (TSE) .

. reliability estimates, based on a study of 134 foreign

teaching assistangs, fall within the range .87 - .92.
"These interrater reliabilities are high for“a subjective
scoring procedure." ' (Subkoviak 1985:1593) It should be

k}

‘




11
noted, howeve;. that TGE uoéroa. scores resulting f;;m
subJectiQe judgements, are all submitted to the Educational
Teﬁting Service for scoring; as a result, one would
anticipate a certain consistency in scoring 'propeéure and
therefore high degrees of interrater‘reliability. Also, the
Judgements, whilq subjective, are b;sed on speaker
responses which have been elicited via taped and therefore
consistent cues. Responses are similar inxworientation, s0
comparisons of épeech samples can presumably be established
more effectively. As well, the range of ability of speake;s
is potentially (wide. It should also be noted that final
scores are not the result of an exclusively impressionistic

+

judgement but rather °~ the resulf of four combined-scores

k]
reflecting varlious aspects of production. ‘

The Ilyin Oral Interview (IOIl), ic‘ another cémmonly—r

used subjective . oral test. Unfortunately, "the author of
the IO{}has not demonstrated that scorer agreeménth can be

obtained. Neither interjudge nor Iintrajudge reliability

data are presented."” (Guyette 1985:677) Any comment .’

regaidingirater reliability is-therefor; unwarranﬁed. Thié
test, though, is similar to the TSE 1in format, in
elicitation cues ‘and in breakd&wn of rater scores according
to various aspects of a spegker’s oral production.

Raters of the Foreign Service Interview (FSi) test,
unlike raters for the TSE and IOI, make holistic judgements

ch&rding to overall oral proficiency of, speakers on the

baslis of a face-to-face interview. Also - and this is of

-
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particular importance - like the subjectively scoredi

samples of speech for the TSE and of writing for Vthe three
subjective subtests of the TOWL, FSI speech samples reflect
a wide range of speaker ability and are the result of
considerable test time,.between twenty and forty minutes.
It "would seem reasonable to suppose that such test
lengths would elicit oral (in the case of the TSE or FSI)
or written (in the case of the TOWL) samples of languagg
that - might offer raters more opportunity for reliable
Judgements than samples of language which are much shorter.
Because none of the FSI reliability gestimates is the
'resuft, specifically, .of investigation 4into the effect of
speech’ sample Jlength on interrater and intrarater

reliability, one ,can only speculate on that relationship.

" The FSI reliability figures, though, are of particular

interest for +the study reported in this paper. Estimates
are based on Judgements of relatively 1long segments ‘of

speech; they .are also the result of holistic judgements of
)

oral proficiency using a: face-to-face interview as

élicﬁtaqion procedure. As will be described, speech samples

-

used in the study ;eported'here"are comparatively short at
30- , 60- and 120 seconds, but they too are subjected to

\holistic rater Jjudgements and are the result of a face-to-

e -

face "interview" procedure.
The reliability studies conducted by the U. S. Foreign

Service Institute therefore warrant close attention. The

Institute has investigated the interratér reliability\of.

'
»
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judgements based on FSI iﬁterviews which typically last
from twenty to forty minutes. These reliabfiity studies are
all based on results of FSI oral interview tests in which
participants include a candidate, aﬁ,’interviewer ?nd an

examiner. The test procedure involves an'examiner who is in

charge of the test and an interviewer who directs LERY

conversation. The proficiency scale used COnsiSts of eleven
points, 0 (no ﬁroffﬁiency), o+, 1, 1+ ...... T4, 4+, 5
(native or bilingual proficiency). The examiner and the
interviewer assign ratings independently. fgo ratings which
differ by half a point result in tpe lower rating being
assigned:'Two ratings which differ by a full point result
in an arbitrgtion procedure with the head of the testing
unit. ‘

One FSI reliability study involved twenty;one
examiners ahd interviewers (é in French, 4 in Germi&n and 11
in Spanish) who ligﬁened to and rated indéﬁenden&ly
.approximately fifty test tapes eéch. Tapes varied 1in
proficiency level from 0 fo 5. Corpelations between pairs
of raters for each of the languages m?ntioned “.... in &all
cases exceeded .82, yith the average correlation .91."
(Adams 1978:135)

A previous reliability study coAducted by the FSI in
1973 #lso involved rater Jjudgements of French, German,and
Spanish or;l ;nterviewé. Taking- all judgements into

account) the study “yielded a reliability coefficient of

. ” i 3
.85. Other in-house reliability studies conducted by the

]
-
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FSI, which were limited to only ’one language, have produced
s‘i‘milarsre_;;u‘lts. with one study, based on French tests,
given, showing a rel.iability coefficient of .93." (Reschke
1578:78) | ‘ - '

It musit:ti)e remembered that in the aﬁ:ove—mentioned FSI
studies, \ }
a) t'he speech samples.used were of. between twenty and forty

minutes in length, and - .

b) the eleven-point proficiency scale used (0, 0+, 1, ‘1"}

.... 4, 4+, 5) reflected performances ranging from “"no
proficiency” (0) to "mative or bilingual proficiency" (5).
These two factors render the FSI findings of li‘t;tle
practical value to teachers who must oz\w‘erate within a more
confined context. First of all, given. the. time, personne]:‘.
and resource constraints of the average classroom test
' situation, whether such testing be for evaluation or
placement purposes, an examiner must o?ften base judgements
of oral proficiency on much shorter samples :)f sx.:eech.
Secondly, it would seem comparatively easy to differentiate
be}twegn oral preficiency 1levels which range from "no
proficiency” to “native profici.ency"; ‘ if oné i.s askeld to
rate a group of leamer,s,whose abilities- fall .within such a
wide range, one would anticipate reiiable ratings based on

. widely discernible differences in proficiency levels. Most

teachers,  however, ‘must make much finer distinctions

*

between students who are part of a fairly homogeneous grotp =

of second language leai:ners.. In short, it would seem to 't;e

i

.
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more difficult to provide reliable proficiency ratings for

a glaqs of students whose linguistic abilities fall wifh;n
a much ’narrower range along the agcohd language oral
proficiency continuum. | ‘

- The foliowing study éon:idera these two. crﬁcial

factors. To begin with, relatively short samples of’ speech

(30, 60 and 120 seconds). are used in the rating procedure.

As  well, the speech ~ qgmp;es are elicited from two
relatively homogeneous groups of sécohd language learners,
each group being’ made up of ypeakers why would undoubtedly
not fall within so wide a profici cy ‘range as that
reflected in the FSi rating scale of(1 (no proficiency) to
5 (native or b@li;gual proficiency). In fact, all students
of one group were considered to be at a "beginner” level

at an "intermediate” level. x

As well as the comparative‘genera; effect of speech

sample length on reliability, two major comparisons were

anticipated:

1. a comparison of ©pooled (n=6) rater réiiabiiity,

interrater reliability and intrarater reliability, and

o

2. a comparison-of reliability of judgements of speakers at

& "beginner” level and speakers at an "intermediate” level.

ey
A}

' ¢

while all students of the other group were considered to be
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Chapter 2 -
Method ‘

A. Speakers: ' . ‘ ) ' : * )
| In érder to investigate feliaﬂility of rater .
judgenents for more than one age group and for more thah
. one . general level of second language 6ral’proficieﬂcy,
speech aamfi?a we?e collected from two groups.
A Youﬁ%’Group (Group Y) was composed of twelve young
‘ n?ﬁive frenqh' speakers  who haé participated in -an
experimental, innovative and intensive five month
( - ‘ (Sépﬁqmber 1984 - February 1985) Grade 5 ESL program, and
whose previous formal exposure to English had been minimal.
Range of age was. t?%ito eleven years; seven speakers were
- female and five weré?ﬁgfgf’These twelve. students were p&ft
n of a larger class of twenty-six students. Clasé membefé had
been randomly selected from approximately 150 Grade 5
applicants to the dintensive program. Children already
fluent in English and 'children with severe learning or'

emotional disabilities had been excluded from the program.

.

A questicnnaire . administered] to th; twenty-six students

revealed that although most of them listened to English

music or vatéhed English television every day, the large

majority had no occasion to spealy English e%ther at home

‘ 4 ;ith other members of ’ﬁﬁeir families or with friends.

Exposure “to priof. ESL instruétion ha& been one hour per
RN . ' s

b 16
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week from Grade 1,‘ Two of the Group Y speakers, however,

had been exposed to English schooling vprior to tHe

intenszive program, one in kindergarten, the other in Grades.‘

1, 2 and 3. "Intensity"” of instruction involved twenty and
a half hours per week for five months.. Speech samples of

all twbnty-six spudegﬁp were.collected during three taping

.sessions conducted within three weeks afte; éompletion of

éhe intensive program. The_'elicitatidn procedure for ail
twenty-six students -involved the Picture Card Game, which
is desc:ibéd in Data‘Cpllection Procedure. Twelve studentg
provided relapively uninterrupted sﬁeech samples of at

least 180 seconds. These twelve students were drawn from

"the larger group and constitute Group Y. . s

a ’ P

Group Q -

Twelve Older épehkers (age -range 20-30 years; meanwageA

23.5; 8 male, 4 female) constitute Qroup 0. All twelve
speake£; were ;ative French speakers, ten froﬁ the province
of Quebec, one from Manitoba anq\ one from Zaire. All were
members of a larger class of students enrolled in ESL C20f

Engliéh Language - Intermediate 1, a Concordia University

English ;oourse @esoribed in the University catalogue as

being “for students who are not nap}ve‘speakers of English
and who need fugther training in the effective use of
English in théghnivéfsiti setting."” Placement in ESL C207

was on the basis of Test of English as a Foreign Language

) X

‘\,,ﬁ ©
’
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4 (TOEFL) and/or Concogdia English Diagnostic Language Test -
(CEDLT) results. ) ' oo

¢ .
B. Data Collection-Procedure: ’ !

’ Group Y | ~ . o A
' Bgcause of the age qf Group Y speakers, and bécause
their exposure to English was more‘iimiﬁed than that of
' Group O speakers, the elicitation procedure for Group Y
involved a' task which, it was hoped, would prompt speech

ples of sufficient 1length and with few interlocutor

intefruptions. An extension.of the Picture Card Game (PQQ)
used by Upshur (1871) and by Lightbowﬁ and Spada (1978) ;as 'y
i therefore used to elicit. speech from Group Y speakers.
R The PCG involves an interlocutor and a subject. The __—
subject is offered a set of four cards from which one card
must be chosen. The interlocutor has facing him/her a set
of four cards identical to the set of four offered to the |
- subject. Yhe * four cards featt:lre a grabhic dépiction of an'.‘/
D \\\“\ obJject or event, each card differing ;nlyq in somé small
det;i froq the other three. The subject is asked to talk
abou }he picture s/he has chosen and told phat .on the
basis{ of that descri§£ion or naffﬁtive, the‘interlqcutor
will try to guess which one of the fou} cards the subject
has qﬂ;senﬂ The same procedure is followed for each set of .
four 5&rds. o

The eight original setsAof,cards used by Lightbown and
. Spada (1978) were also used for this datavcgflection. but-

- v
-,

’
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—t they were sed together with two additional sets (see

. Appendix A fpr examples ~of orlglnal and addltional sets).

Each new t of four cgrds was used following exactly the

“

r"as those for the elght,prlglnal sets. The

same game "rules
¥
two new pxcture sets, however, were much more complicated

» t

N\ graphically in~ ordar to provide more detailed visual
s . ' contexts, contexts which would prompt sufficiently lengthi,
relatlveiy uninterrupted samples of speech

The order of presentatlon of each set of cards was the

[ . -

same for all speakers. The two more complicated visual cues

were aluays_thé ninth and tenth picture sets +to be played.

. As well as prov1ding consistency in procedure, maintaining °
. : order of preseqtatmon meant that by the ninth and tenth
- picture sets, - the speaker was famllxar wlth the game and

- was at ease playing it. As anticipated, it was these last

<

~ two picture sets that proYided speech samples which were of

sufficient. relatively uninterrnpted %ength.‘ Twelve of the
" twenty-six students prowided speech sanples of at feast ;80 . | \
ol . seccnds based on picture sets nine and:ten. These twelve

students constitute Group Y. Speech samples were edited to
-
sy .
. elimlnate the few interlocutor Lnterruptzons present, but

¢ he51tat10ns, pauses anﬁéﬁ false starts of speakers were

nctaincg. ‘ ‘ B - N

s , . EBach of the twelve Group Y speakers provided at least
.. 420 seconds of speech based on picture sct>nine and at {
a ' \gleagtgsixty seconds of speech based on picture set ten (or

/;91ce 'versa).‘ The 120-second segment (for example, from ' : {

A
o > * A . v L
r . 2 . : . !

, # Y

"
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plcture set nine) was then broken down to provide s 30- -

second, a 60-second and a 120-=eoond segment. The €0-seocond -
segment (for example,.from picture set ten) was broken down
to provide a 30- second and a 60- eecond segment. Figure 1
illustrates %he procedure ‘Appendix B offers transcriptions

'corresponding to each segment for each speaker.

Picture Set 8 Pigture,Set 13,
/ ----- () . L S - ‘/ --------- S .
ooooo L-.unancuuunnno----‘- .y ----'o‘c----‘-.-cvo-oo - (
... (30 seconds) #......  .u...... (30 seconds)
e, (60" seconds) S ... (80 seconds) '
eeeds.. (120 seconds) L ' o o >
Figure 1. Graphic representation of transcriptions - ' ,'\\

‘ corresponding to plicture sete 9 and 10

. Two.30-second samples, two 60-second samplesl and one
" 120-second sample ‘' were thus obtained:for each speaker in

4 . .
. o F )

Group Y.- ‘ . ‘ ‘ R

‘.gmLQJI . .

Taped speech samples of Group O speakers were kindly -
provided by Kate Owens, an instructor of ESL C207, whose
elicitation techpique had stipulated only -that subjects

Adecide on and taik about a topic of interest. Theseﬂsgmplee
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| provided’ ;:.he data, &g}ln with minimal e‘d\itiﬁg, for two 30-
- second s'amples, “two 60—se;:on;i samples- an;:l one 120-second
.. sample for each of tlie twelve Group‘ O speakers. The
< J i:reakdown 61; taped speech segments followed 'the same

- prrocedure as for Group Y in Figure 1."H9wéver, it must be
' remembered that vhile speech‘ samples for' ﬁGroup Y s'pe;.kers
were all based .on £he same visual "~ cues and therefore
'similar in content, 'the speech samples for Group O speakers

. | reflécped varied topics of- converéa}/;,idn: Appendix B offers

transcriptions corresponding to each segment for each Group

O speaker.

‘C. .Raters: ‘

Students from three Concordia University TESL summer
‘session classes (1985) were asi:.éd .;t.o parbicipa*t;e in  the
research ‘pr\oject.: Two of these clas’ses were introéuc@ory,

one in Comparative Phonetics (TESL C221/1), the other in

° Modern English Grammar (TESL C231/1); +the third was a.

Methodology class (TESL A2§B/1) ‘ offered to teachers who

r . L \ N . .
.already had either a  minimum of two years ESL teaching

[
‘experience or credit t‘m "a TESL n‘;ethodo‘logy class. Of the
Qtwenty—three v9%;lmteers, five were male, r eighteen were

| female. Ei-ght’ele;n\ ofﬁ Ehe twenty-three raters designated

) o English, while four listed French, +to be their pfesent

.0 ~ dominant languagei One rater ‘designated’ épanish "to be her

~irst and present dominant language. ’c | |

#* ‘ Six -raters were ‘current full-time teachers of ESL;
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eight raters wer% current part—-time teacWof ESL. ESL
teaching experience among raters ranged f;-om a few months
to twént}—three years, with a mean of 5.4 years. . |
Six raters designated their s';tatus to be full-time
TESL ulnder.:graduateo students while nine designated their

status to be part-time. One rater des:Lgnated her status .as

€

‘graduate studentt Exposure to TESL-related classes ranged

from a few weeks to ‘four years. . S
. . p .

For rating purposes, these wide differences in ESL

4 ! . -

‘ teaching experience and TESL-related academic history were
" ¢donsidered of  minor ’impc;xjtanca. In fact, similar

'+ disparities exist in many , second language evaluative

51tuations where * judgements must still be made regard:tng'

¥ ’ !

the oral proficiency of second language learners. ' i I
. ¢ - 0

(3

N . N i

D. Rating Procedure:
As mentioned, twenty-threk volunteers partlclpated in
the rating procedure of these, seventeen were randomly'

assigned to perform’ one rati'ng task while six were randomly

assigned to perform another }ating task. A deséription of

each task and t.hg rationale for the useé of a second task

follow. . . : R G
»

Rating Task 1 )

: As can be’ seen  from Figure 1, taped samples for each

speaker from G:'Eoups Y and O inclﬁded two 30-second samples,

‘two 60-second samples and one 120-second sample. Five

/.7
.
‘“" -
N ~ .
AR -
Y -

-



)

23
raters were randomly assigned to rate the 30-second speech

samplgs of Groups Y and O, while six raters performed the

_ rating task for the B60-second samples and six raters did

the same for the  120-second samples. For each length

condition, in drdqr to minimize order effect, half of the

raters first rated Group Y samples . while the other half.

first rated Group 0 samples. (Because five raters, rather:

than six, were assigned to the 30-second condition, three
raters listened to Group Y samples first while onlf iwo
listened to those of Group o £4rst. However, for the 60-
and 120-second conditions, three xraters rated Group Y
samples first while three raters rated Group O samples
first.) Appendix C shows the random order of presentation
of samples for each condition of length,

Speech samples of the least orally proficient- speaker

and the most orally proficient speaker from each Group were

selected independently by the investigator~ and two

colleagues, and these samples were used as bipolar models

for each length condition. Each series of taped samples was

then prefaced by the model of low proficiency and the model
of high proficiency of pertinent length for each Group

The rating procedure was as follows

1. Raters vwere given & rating sheet (see Appendix D for

. examples). At the top of the sheet' were two 11 om lines.

The first line had an intersecting mark at its extreme left
Iy /
hand side corresponding to the model speech sample of low

profipiency for the Group in question. The second 1line had
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an intersecting mark at its extreme right hand side
indicating the highest rating ﬁgssible. This highest rating
corresponded to thevmodel of high proficiency also heard at
the‘beginning of the tape. \ o,
. 2. Réters were told that after hearing the two model .speech
sa@ples, one low and one high, they would hear a series of

- speech samples of the same length as the two model samples.

The rating sheet provided 'had an 11 cm line corresponding

to each of the speech samples tq.'he heard. Raters were |

asked to listen to each saﬁ%le and assign a rating, on the
basis of overall oral proficiency, to- each sample by
markiqg where, along an 11 c¢m line, that spegker might
fall. For the 30-second 'and 60-second conditions, therg
Qere two speech samples‘ r Young and 0ld speaker, 'which
meant that dor these\ieﬂé;:econditions, raters made twenty
judgements for Young speékers and twent¥'judgements fof old
speakers, two judgements per speakér. For the 120-second
condition, whé}e there ' was only one spe;ch saﬁple per

speaker, raters made tem judgeménts for Young speakers and

+ ten judgements fqr Old .speakers, one per speaker. -

3. As mentioned, raters first rated +the ten or twenty

I

speech samples of oné Group. The tape was then fliéped over
to the other side where the ten or twenty speech‘samples of

the other Group could be heard. The rating procedure, using

a model of low proficiency, a model of high proficiency and

another series of 11 cm lines, remained the same as the

'procedure adopted for the first Group rated. Intersecting

2]
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1

marks were subsequenﬁiy assigned jumerical values to. the

closest .5 cm.

During a pilot rating procedure using Rating Task 1,

‘there\ emerged a potential threat to the validity of the

1

procedure for gatings of 30-aqcopd and 60-second samples
foi Group O. It ,will be recalled that Group O speakers were
ésked to talk about 'a topic:- of personal interest. This
meant that the rater might recognize Speake} X‘on hearing
Speake£ X’s second speech sample, eiéher because of voice
quallty of Speaker X or because of Speaker X's toplc of

conversatﬁyn The result would be assignment .of the same

rating for the‘gecond sample as for the first for Speaker

X. Raters in the filot procedure, however, agreed  that it

was not until. they hig heard most of the samples‘for Group
0 Epat they realized there Qere two samples per Group O
speaker. Fur£hermo;e, it-was agreed that +the rating task
itself, iﬁvolv;ng oﬁly an 11 cm 1liney, frustrated easy
recall of previously assigned ratings.0 -
Rating Task 2 ' o, : )
Because the first rating +task meant thaf raters were
asked ~to use the same scale (an 11 ecm line) for-both

»

Groups, it was  natural for ‘- raters to consider the same
: %

designated range from lowest to highgst level of

proficiency for .both Groups. The “lowest” 1level for each

Group had, after all, been designated by an intersecting

mark at the extreme left hand -side -of one line, and the
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"highest"” level had been designated by an intersecting mark’
at the extreme right hand side of a second line. Althéugh
speakers in Group Y, forJexample. might have been perceived
as falling within a narrgwer range of proficiency, raters
would still tend to use the enﬁire r;ting scale (the entire
11 c@ line) while assigning Jjudgements. zﬁnﬁngs of
proficiency of Group Y speakqfs would theref&re ena up
being marked along‘%égzale that was identical to the scale
used for Groqp 0 speakers, a group whose actual range of
proficiency might well have been perceiyed by the raters to
be much wider than the range of proficiency for Group Y. In
short, observed scale differences between speakers might
have been a result of the ;Q}ing task.

This complication was anticipateé, so a second rating
task was devised for the 60-second sample length condition.
This timé, six raters were fequested to listen to two 60~
seéond speech samples. The first sample was of a randomly
chosen speaker from Group Y. The sgmple hqd-been assigned
the arbit;gry nﬁﬁber 26. The second sample. was of a-
randomly chosen speaker from Group 0. That sample had been

assigned the arbitrary number 114. Raters were subsequently

asked to 1listen to randomly ordered» 60-sécond samples of

'phe remaining eigh%een speaker? (nine from Group Y, nine

from Group 0), and to assign a number to each speech sample
on the basis of the arbitrarily assigned numbers (26 and
114). See Appendix D for an example 9gf the rating sheet

used for Rating Task 2.

-, . i
* i
’ /
.



PRI

»

/« ) 27
( It was speculated that a low paroeived ranie o?

proficiency for Group Y speakers would
relatively tight cluster around the fixed

» that a comparatively high perceived range

for .Group O s=speakers would result in a correspondingly -

wider range of numbers below and above the fixed~numbef

-

114. - ¢ ‘

result in @
_number 26, and

of proficilency

N 4
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Chapter 3
) ' RESULTS Y

A. Pertaining to Rating Task 1

How: cleariy "would the differen%eq’in speékers"oral
pfofic;ency be seen by thé.raters? How ﬁrecisely éoulq @he
raters agree in their Judéémgnts of oral proficiency of
speakers? . ;

Estimating how much '&greement exig}é ‘in rg@er
Juﬁfementa will offer a measufe of fhoﬁf reliable those
ratings are. A reliability 'coefficient will serve as a
measure . of the precision with which ra£;r§4~f1nd true

Qifferdnoes in proficiency amongdapegkérs: Before estimates

of reliability'can be made, théugh,, one must be aware ¢f

L ) X .
o the key concepts of true scores, +true variance and error

variance. _
Consider the speaker who ~i$v rated - for overall oral
proficieﬁcy on a particular occasion by a particular raﬁerl
Applying thé helpful explanatioh of “Krzanowski and Woods
(1984), the rating the éﬁeaker gets is a.random ratipg]f;oﬁ
a whole population of possible ratings, a:"superpopulation“'
of ratings. The &zgg score for thisfsgeaker can be defined
as the mean of this superpopﬁlétion of ;Atings agd‘as such,
is a -purely"hypotheticdl score. Equally hypothetical is
true varlance, an index of the true yariabilityiwhioh
exists among a group of spbakersf It is i;possible to
establish true s ea,’and therefore true vafiance,_becagee‘
SR R d

3
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thét;;tingq each speaker receives are limited. Theubé;t one
can do is estimate from samples what true score ahd true
variance might be. The estimated true score of a speaker is
then caicﬁlated to pe:\the mean of all of the'assigned
raiings féf that speaker, and estimdted‘ﬁiue variance is an
_index'bf the variability calculated to ist among the true~
scores of a group of speakefs.

In order to determine the rq}iability lof "rater

judgements, one must try to establish how much of the total

variance egstimated to exist among speakers is due to real

differences in proficiency (W) and how much is
dué to éhance error (girg; variance). There is bound to be

" error variance in any situation where rater -judgements are
made. All raters will, not agree completely regarding the
variation of oral proficiency of speakers within a group.

There will be errors of measurement. If: such error‘variance

[}

is found to be as large, for example, as the true vériance
estimated to exist among ' speakers, then reliability of
fater judgements must be considered to be low. 1f, hohev%r,
tfue variance is shown to account for most of the total
~ variance, then one 'éan make stfonger claims about tLe
reliability of rater judgements.

In order to investigate reliability, one mﬁ{t be able
" to quantify trué variance :and error variance. Analysig of
variance (ANth) will .do exacily Q at its title states; it
will analyze sources’ of varian e. It will assign a

proportion of total variance to thé true variance estimated

]
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. © to exist among'spegkéra and will also assign a proportion

of total variance to various sources of error variance. An
ANOVA. table - wi&l provide - "source of variation” i;formaticn
with numericalfyalues for the percentage of Frue variance
among speakers and the pexcentage of error variance due to f
oneiér'severéycsources. Sources of variance are listed in B
,’the ANOVA , tables (see Appendix E for all ANOVA tables) as
" either ﬂAIN kFFECTS’?r INTERACTIO&“EFFECTS. references to
the effect of variables invoived in“the analysis. In the
analyses of variance used in tﬁi; study, the possible MAIN
EFFECTS a;e speaker, rater . and ig;ing__gggggign. An
INTEﬁACTION EFFECT is simply . a cémbihépion of any two o#’
- these ﬁain effects or'allythree. ‘
The effect of speasker on total vériance is reflectedv
. in qﬁgumerical valﬁe» which \is ‘an estimate of thex}eal
variation existing among speakers; as,such: fﬁat numerical
va}ue must be considered the estimate of ~Irue variance.
Variance, however, due to ‘inconsistepcigs among raters Jdr
between two rating occasions must be considered error
variance aﬁd numerical values will ©be assigned
- ’ éropoitionétely to these effects. It follows that any N
interaction effect will also be assigned a numerical value

I

which reflects a proportion o\i\'_error4 variance 'due .to that

interaction. It will become cleér in the following

discussion when and why a 2-way ANOVA (speaker, rater) or a

3-way ANOVA (speaker, rater, rating occasion) was used.

Having obtained from ANOVA taBleé numerical values for '%/r
-~ . . A
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true variance and error* variance, one can then substitute
those values in a ratio which defineq reliability. Thﬁ

resulting reliabiiity coefficient will in turn maﬁﬁiﬁ'

possible claims concerning the reliability of rater - ™
judgements in question.

- T ) v

The ratio defiding reliabil&fy is ____J%..

o , v, + V) ‘ -

. o t e
where 'Vt refers to true variance, and ,
P
Ve refers to error v&@iance. fff

y Looking at ‘the formula, it becomes clear that if most
of the total vafiance is due to +true wvariance, then
reliability wi%% have a_value close $o 1. If, however; most ':
of the variance is due to error vagiance,- reliability will
‘have a Qalue close to 0. A reliability coefficient ;f .87,
”fér example, would indicate that 87% of the estimated total
'variance is due to true variance among speakers and the
relqining:13% is attribg;able ;Q’error variance.

The reader will recognize in the following discussion
that the error variance ( Ve )‘ component of the ratio
iﬁcorporates different sources of error vgriance, dépending
on the aspect of réliability be%ng investigated. This study -
considers three such aspects of rgiiabiiity:

L 4

i) the reliability of judgements of a speakér made by
a éool of raters,

ii) the reliability of & judgement® of a speaker made
by an individual rater and a. judgem;nt. of the same’

spedker . made by any qther rater (interrafer y
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reliability), and ,

jii) thg reliability of two judgements of »

made by any one rater (intrarater reliability).

. BEach aspect of reliability will be considered in turn.

il
¢ -~

»

i):tﬁe re}iability'of pooled ratings:

;hFirst consideration will be given to the c&Qparétive
reljability of pooled ratings for each deéféngtea subgroup.
Subgroups will be referred to és 30-second- Young, 60—sécond
Young, 120-second Young, 30-second 01d, 60-secon5 0Old and
lzd*second 01d. “ °

It must be remembered . that raters -judged two samples
o per speaker for. the 30-second and 60-second conditionms,

‘ 'Y R
whilqy;aters judged ohly‘oqe sample per speaker for the

120-second coﬁaition. Therefore, 'for each of the subgroups

¥ '—7 30-second Young, 60-second OYoung} 30-s_egond 014, a;xd 60-
- ,‘ second 0Old - tﬁree separate Z;Way (sééaket.;ater)
%nalyses of Yariahce were perfofmedgaThree separate ANOVAS
were performed. fqr each of“ theiﬁ subgroups in order to.

. f . allow a comparison of reliability for pooled ratings where
ffj a) both speech samples per s?eaker wé;é inbluded‘in

. the ANOVA, . - .

R b) only the first speech sample péf,gspeaker was | e
included in the ANOVA, and < ‘ g .
' . c) only the second speech 'sample' per speaker was‘ )
Faee " included in the ANOVA. . ‘
b .-,>‘For each of the remainiﬁg'two ubgroups (120-second Young,
.1 | %
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120—sec§ond,, 014), only  one ‘wOVA was necessary because
d raters judged only one speech sample per speaker.
4 . A B Resul‘hi;:g ANOVA tables listed source of variation

information with numerical wvalues for:

P -

« . ' ~ estimated true variance between speakers,
- estimated error variance due to the overall interacdtion

effect of speaker and rater, and ' ~ e

- estimated error variance due to the effect of individual
Q 4 B

o raters.

~

o - . ) Begé‘use inter.;est ;t this ° point was only‘ in pooled
. { ratings per s,ubgroup, it was “estimated error:rariance due

to (the overall interaction effect of speaker .and rater" -

.which would' reveal how reliable pooled ratings might be.

The K "estimated error )varianqe'_ due 'to the effect of

e

individual rat;ema[' was not of immediate concern but would

be used later in ‘aadressing the reliability of interrater ‘
. : . wd
v .agreement .

. <

e

'~ In - calculating reliaiail’ity of pooled rater
~ ‘judgements per subgroup then, the reliability formula
. . y , .

. . "' ~'t ’ .- v
- \" ' L Co ‘ Vt+Ve \ “‘ ' <0

could be. altered to read : V \

N

. . )

’ . bl

s Y " o

“'\‘ ‘ Vet Yoy e

. #here V. “‘fas the estimated true variance 'Y

-
N

) , J
between speakers, and

[

L s x y Was the estimated error variance due to the

© ¢
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overall interaction effect of speaker and

__ .rater.

The reliability estimates for pooled ratings are
x . i : . .. »

‘pzesented ir} Table 2. As mentioned, results of all ANOVAs

are included in Appendix E. ' - —«w -

PR

TABLE 2

-

Reliability .of pooled ratfings for two -groups of speakers
. with\gix raterss

- - . G - T S e A G W R G e G R e R G e OO R S AN G OE T N SR G e G T S W G e A

Youﬁg 0l1d
. both samples: .67 .89
L sample 1 only: 70 .66
sample g only: . .60 + .70
- ‘ .
both samples: 83 . .91
sample 1 only: .82 .88
sample 2 only: . .74 .85
‘ . 120-second condition '
> I
h : | .85 .82

& with the Spearman Bnown prophecy formula applied to the
30-second condition where rater n=5.

- e T S S W - S SN G o D A P D WA e S G WD OV W — - -

—P——
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ii) Interrater reliability: ‘

\ _Thé? previous section reported‘ findings which
deresséd the , reliability oi" pooled ratings for each

subgroup. Investigating the reliability of Jjudgements

o between individual raters per .subgroup meant a return to

the ANOVA tables which listed source of* wvariation
information. By&retaining the numerical values - for “the
. estimated true variance between- -speakers” and “"the

estimated error variance due to the interaction effect’ of
. ALY
speaker and rater" and including “"the estimated error

variance due to the effect of individual raters”, one could

investigate how inclusion of ¥he latter effect would alter

J;eliability.uIn short, ene could investigafe interrater
:reliability. Expansion of the. Vg component of the
reliability ra‘t'.io"‘ho include ‘the por-tinn of erlror variance
due to inéonsisténcies of individual raters would mean
?hahging the original ratio to read: ’
Vs 1'

Vs'*" vs xrt V\f

where vS was the estimated t;ue v?riance between
>Q spealers,
e i Vg  p ¥as the esfc,imafe.d error‘variance due to
_the overall interéc%ioh effect of speaker
and ratef, and 3
: V  was the és£imated' error variance due to

r ,
the effect of individual raters.

Substitution in the ratio of appropriate numerical values

-

USRSy - .
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trom the ANOVA tablea per 5ubzroup yielded estimates of

1nterrater reliability. which are preaented 1n Table 3.

TABLE 3 o -

Interrater reliability coefficients for two grdupa‘of
speakers

(R .j.----..:-'. ..................................

: ': Young 0ld
\ - :

both samples: © .23 .27
sample 1 only: . .37 .22
‘sample 2 only: - .18 .39 .
‘both samples: .12 .20
.sample 1 only: 17 .23
sample 2 only: - 120 0 T

" 120-second condition . .43 T .62

. 1i1) Intrarater reliability: ' ]

Aa mentioned, for the 30-second and 60-second conditions,
two speech samples per speaker were rated. Whenr/gg rater .
Judged two apeech samples of the same speaker, how much
‘agreement was there between the two rating occasions?
Investigating that agreement would reveal degrees “of

intrdrater Eelihbility for the four aubgrqups’(ao-second
y)
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*

Young, 60-second - Young, 30-second Old, 80-second Old) in

~question.

Just as the 2-way (speaker, rater) ANOVA revealed source
of wvariation information with corresponding npumerical
values allowing one " to estiméﬁé pooled-rater reliability

and interrater reliability, a 3-way (speaker, rater, rating
]

ggggzign) ANOVA would take into account all listed sources
pf error variance in which ggggéigg had an éffect. allowihg

4 v

on§ to estimate intrarater reliability. One wquld égaiﬂ

simply break down the Ve cémponent of the origiﬁal

reliability ratio which would now read

VS ‘ o

vs+vq+lvon+VrX0+VrXth') |

where VS ‘ was the éstimatéd true vérjaqce between
\ ‘ speakers; S ) '

Vo _was ¥he estimated ~error variance due to

i the effect of the wating occasion, S
st o ;as the estimated error variance due to
the interaction effect of ;pea}er and

occasion, ’ D
er 0 was the estimated error variance due to
. the interaction effect of rater and’

‘ occasion, and. ‘ .
vr‘sz 0 was the estimated; error variance due to
'the interaction effect of rater, speaker

; and occasion.

Again, source of variation information per subgroup was .
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retreived "from the 3-way ANOVA tables End appropr%ate )
numerical values we;é substituted ‘in the ‘formula. Estimates

of'intrarater reliability are given in Table 4.

™.

Intrarater rél}ability‘coefficients pe¥ subgroup

Young 0ld
‘ . 30-second condition: .44 .38
60-second condition:: .53 .74

B."Eert;ininé to Rating Task 2 )
' » The description of, and reason for a second rating

task have beeﬁ bresented {see Rating Task 2 of Rating
Procedure). Briefly, betause raters were asked t6 use an 11
cm upmarked line for ratiqgs of both Groﬁps, it was natural

for them +to make use of the entire scale (the entire 11 cm

line), having been given a model 1low sample designated by

an intersecting mark at the extreme left hand side of one

11 cm 1line and d(}model high sample designated, by an
intersecting mark'at’%?e extreme right hand side of another
11 em line. The réters'may have perceived a wider range of

proficiency \for one of the Groups, but that perception

_woulg have been masked by the .rating task. The second

»

-
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rating task, 1n4§1ving‘ the two arbitrary numbers 28 and
114, allowed raters the opportunity to rate speakers from
either Group according to a fairly narrow perceived range
of proficiency or a comparatively wide perceived range of
proficiency, simply by dssignment of appropriate numbers.

It 1is 4interesting to look only at the estimated
values reflecting "true" variance in the ANOVA tgblegafoé
Rating Task 1. The mean square value in an ANOVA table is
an index of the variétiqn due to a particular effect. The

mean square value for SPEAKER is then an of the

variatiop which has been seen to exist among peaklrs in a
group. That numerical value séys notﬁing, by/itself, about
the reliability of ratings Dbecause it dods not include

information about error variance, bﬁt it doeX indicate how

much variation has been seen to exist among speakers. The
higher the numer;cal value corresponding to that "true”
yariance, the wider\the perceived range of proficiency for
that group of speakers. Looking only at the mean square
%hmerical valugs reflecting Qgtimated true variance among
speakers for 30-, 60- and 120-second sample lengths, one
can'extract from ANOVA tables the'data incluged in Table 5.
If one then calcﬁlates true variance among speakers’of
Group Y and Group O using ratings of Rating Task 2, one can
see whether greater true ®variance values result from that
rating task and ﬁhether a greater di;crepancy exists

between the numerical values for Groupa Y and O uaing that

rating task. In other words, oné can seg'how RatingA Task 2

’ N '
-
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has affected the perceived range of proficiency for either
Group. The true variancé estimates based on Rating Task 2

are also listed in Table 5.

' . TABLE 5
¢3riance of pooled ratingé for speakers
using Rating Tasks 1 and
. Rating Task 1
_ Young 0ld
" 30-second condition
both samples: 13.183 15.272
.’ sample 1 only: 14.155 - "9.929
sample 2 only: 7.036 13.544
; §0-second condition N
both samples: ) 12.187 25.598
2 SN
sample 1 only: 8.683 17.248
sample 2 only: T.644 10.500"
o ‘ 120-second condition
o 29.535 26, 494
"Rating Task 2
80-second condition
20.68 - 162.14
- - - - — - — == - 3-‘-__-.., ------------------------------

One might speculate that +the reason the true variance

estimates foruﬁoth Groups Y and O using Ratiqg Task 1 are
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comparatively close in value is that raters used the entire
scale in assigning ratings. As discussed, +the perceived
range of proficiency among speakers could have been masked
by the rating task. Rating Task 2, however, allowed raters
to assign ratings according '‘to a fairly narrow or a ’
comparatively wider range of proficiency.

While the +true variance value for Group Y using

<

‘Rating Task 2 is slightly higher than the true variance

values using Rating Task 1 for that Group at 60 seconds,
the same comparison for Groq? 0 shows a much more marked
increase in perceived range of proficiency using Rating
Task 2. In short, raters seeme& able to establish a wider
range in oral proficiency among speakers using Rating Task
Z,ibut mogt especlally for Group O.

One might hypothesize how the reliability
céefficients calculated via the task involving the 11 cm
line (Rating Task 1) would be affected if the:per?qued
range of proficiency for Group ¥ had been és wide as ;he
perceived range of ‘profioiency for Group O, assuming
constant error variance. Such hypothetical extension is

called “disattenuation”. The formula which allows for it

(see Gulliksen: 1958: 111) is: - o

’

2
Y . N s X N '
~Rxx"] '_5_2——( 1 = T ) ’
X
where Szx and S.zx represent variance of' two seta of numbers,

in this case, variance among speakers for Group Y [2Q.68]

and Group O [162.14] respectively as a - result of Rﬁting_
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. Because only one uamplerper subject was rated in the task .
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!

Task 2, and where rxx: is - the original reliability
coefficient, in this case, the coefficient originally
éalc;ulatad for the Group being co;'rected for attenuation,
\Group ‘Y. o ‘ ‘

Because there is little diffe;ence in the origiﬁal
reliability estimategs (se\e Table 2) for pooled ratings
using the 120-second condition, and there are
1nconsistenci..'es for the pooled rater estimates based on the
30-s’econd c;ndition. it “ is for the 60-second condition,
where G&up 0 coefficients are conslstently higher, that
the correction for attenuation seems {:ppx"opriate.

As will be recalled, for results of the 6§0-second
condition rating task involving 'the 11 cm line, three
separate 2-way ANOVAs were performed to allow a comparison
_of reliabllity for pooled ratings where

a) both samples were included in the analysis, ‘

b) only the first sample was included in the analysis,

» ¢

and

c¢) only the second sample was included in the analysis.»\

i:nvolvins assignment of numbers, two separate values for rxx'

(rg)flecting conhitions b and ¢ above) were substituted in

1

the formula.

The foliowing zesult; were obtained:
1. The.original’ reliability coefficient calculated for
pooled ratings <for the 680-second Youné subgroup where cu;ly

sample 1 was used in the analysis (.B82) increased to .98.

'
. .
R B
° A
\
-
-

-b'"
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2. Thg 'lorixihal* reliability oocefficient ocalculated for
pooled ratt;}s-fsr the 60-séco;d Youngf subgroup ‘where only
sémple 2 was used in the analysis (.74) increased té .97.
Tablé- 6 shows Loriginal reliability coefficients for
hpooled ratings of the 60-second Young suﬁgroup,\xeliébility
coefficients for pooled ¥atings of ihe 60-seéond Youﬁg
subgroup corrected for . a%tenuatiqp, and original

(reliability co;fficients calculated for pooled ratings of

the Bojsecon& 01d subgroup.

] TABLE 6 .
Original reliability estimatesb§§r pooléd ratings of 60~

" second Y and 0 subgroups and reliability estimates for 60-
" second Y subgroup corrected’for attenuation. ‘

....._......._..._.._..--_-_....-................_....-_...._......-.._.._....._-...._.I-(. ......
—— "~ @roup Y Group O .
~ . original corrected /gz:izinﬁl
sample 1: .82 98- .88 Q@
sample 2: T4 .97 .85
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Chapter k
Diacuésién '

It is perhaps prudent to pr;face this discussibn wiﬁ;?
a reminder that the findings 6?§\§§e study in question can
be interpreted’ only\on the baqig of a limited'humbe; and
type of speech sample, and' that the reiiability figures
listed here can béw consi&eied only within those

limjtations. It is clear that the numbers of speakers and

*

‘rdters are limited. The elicitation. procedures used to

obtain speech samples and the scoring procedure are also
peculiar to this study. Given those restrictions, one can

no% assume that the results of éhe stuﬁy are generally,

. much less universally, applicable. On the other hand, one

can use the results ”t; hypothesize about conditions which

might affect the.ieliability of'fater Judgements. One might

also offer tentative, practical pedagogical applications of

the findings and sﬁgges? implications which those findings

may have for further research. Having qualified
gqperalizability and applicabllity, let us gddress the
comparative general effect of .speech sample’ 1ength,oh

reliability and consider the two anticipated comparisons

meﬁfioned in Chapter 1:

1. =a compafigon of ﬁhpooled {(n=6) rater feliability,

interrater reliability and intrarater reliabiiity, and "\

3,
N

'2.,a comparison of reliability of Jddgements of speakers at 7,

& "beginner” level and speakers at an "intermediate" level.

e
.

&

5
\



45

1. Pooled rater reliability, interrater reliabilitx and ,

t *

'

infrarater reliability:

. o .

\ To begin with, the reliability coefficients for
pooled

Y
T ow observ;}ions:

‘

ratings per subgroup (Table 2) prompt two major
. ~ PR

\

.o . 1) There is a trend toward hiéher degrees of reliabilit&
for Group O judgqments, but thére is nonetheless a striking
similarity between rgliability coefficients per speech
sample ' leﬁgth ‘for Young and pld speakers despite

« expectations based on the relativ; heterogeneity 6f~Ehé 0ld
Group; | o |
ii) The reliability coefficients .in; Table 2 reflect a
certain cdnsistency in rank oré;ring of speékers by pools

: _ df}raters. While soﬁe raters scoggdhall speakers within\a

limited range at one: énd of +the ;?ting scale, and other

raters sqored all speakers withip:;;’equally limitédﬂrange

at the opposite end of the scale, the rafers, despite

inconsistencies in use of }he scale, . have still rated
- N - {

speakers in comparable rank orders. AT e

T~ ,
) ).

-

o
~

In general, there is increased reliability wifﬁ
increased length éf speech sayple. For .example, for the
Young Group, there is less reliaﬁility using either 30-
- second sample '(.70‘ or .60) than using either 60-second
sample (.82 or .74). Both 30-second ;amples give rise to

P /”\5pproximately the same reliabiliéy (.67)n as either 30-‘
. second éample (.70 or .60), so that using onhe or +two 30-

. second samples seems to make little difference in

i

s
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reliability. Further, uéins both 30—se‘oond sanglea gives
rise to less reliability (.67) than using either 60-second
sample (.82 or .74). Fipally, reliability based on-the 120-
second sample (.85) exceeds the relisbility based on either. .
60-second‘ sampleh (.82 vor .74) or both 60-secon samples :
(.83).
‘ i There is one exception tor the trend of increased
reliability with increased length of sample. For the 014
Group, the best estimate of reliability seems to be the
result of - Judging two 60-second samples  (.81).
‘Surprising}.y. there is slightly higher reliability for
eitﬁe;; 60-second sample (.88 or .85) ﬁhan for one 120—
second sample (.82). It would seem that, for the 01d Group,

one 60-second sample might provide as much opportunity as

one ‘120-se<,=ond sample 'onr reliab]:e, pooled judgements, .a,nd .
that'two 60-second samples might provide better opportunity’ -
for reliable judgement than one 1'20—suégnd sample. | ‘ [ \

"These, differences in pooled-rater reliability
e timates: seem ' min?r. however, especlially when the same
gooied rater estimates are considered in comparit;on wit};_
interrater and intrarater estimates. ‘ ‘ ’
.ComparinGg the rellability coefficients for pooled

ratings (Table 2) with those affected by interrater
differences (Table ’N3), one can notice a drastic decline in .
values. Estimates of - intertfater agreement . b;sed oon speech °

segments of 120 seconds are more stable (.43 and .62) than

f . .
estimates based on 30- or 60-second~\ segments, but there

¢

- - . P e
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seems to be no pattern in tﬁe estimates of interrater

reli?tility for the latter two conditions of length.
é&early,a there is much less' interrater agreement thah.

agréement in the average of ratings assigned by pools of

>
kd ™~

(p=61 raters.

-

Finally, one should consider the reliability

coefficients resulting from the investigatibn into
- . .

intrarater agréemept (Table 4). Again, pooled ratings seem

to give rise to much higher degrees of reliability than two
ratings of a speaker ‘performed by any one rate%. Also, an

individual rater will seem to agree more with his/her

R

previousiy _assigned rating of a speaker «Gintragater

a

agreement) than with the r%ting of that same speaker by
aiother uratér (interratéé aézeement). Higher intrarater
estimates than interrater .eéiimétes would suggest that
raters,‘when jﬁdging alone, used more consigtent priteria
When an Tindividual

for scoring. rater’s

-
other rater, however,
L] t

sS5cores were

compared ”with thosé of any

«

discrepancies in scoring criteria gave rise to greater

differences in ratings. -
Fy AY

. One should‘ also note that: while there{ is no

significant difference between the intra?ater iéliability

estimates between the two - Groups £6f the’ 3b—second

t

<6ondition, there is a mafk§d~difference' in the estimates

.

-fer the 60-second condition between +the two Groups. A

possible explanation for this might be that when raters

‘judged two 'samples of a Group Y -speaker, there was a ﬁopic

-

2 ’

..v&l
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change involved; one sample was the result of a description
of a picture from picture set 9 and the other the resuli of .
a description of a picture from picture set 10, or vice
versa. A speaker was perhaps more familiar with the
vodabulary or ‘tha context’ of one of the two pictures. This
could have resulted in a differe?ce in facility or fluency
of speéch for one of the tﬁo pictures. This in turn might
have affected the ratings of that quaker. When the raéers
judged two samples of a Group O speaker, no topic change
was involved. It was perhaps easier for raters to maintain
relative "consistency in ratings when the topic remained
coﬁZtant, as it did for Group O speakers. The‘shorter
length condition of 30 second; may not have been of
sufficient duratiomn for this situation to affect intrarater
' reliabilipy but thé longgr 60-second condition may have
been. . This wo?ld account for the subs?antially higher

degree (.74) of intrarater agreement for the 60-second

- samples of Group O.
. e

+

~

In general, . re;§¥%s would suggest thaﬁ,"given
. relaﬁivelyAshort speech segments of speakers who have been
"designated at the same general level of proficiency, a pool
of'six raters can make distinction; among those speakers
which are mucﬁ more reliabie than the distinctions made by
individual raters. F;; pqpled‘ratings, raéer differences
seem to compensate for each other, so that although there

are certain inconsistencies in rank ordering and estimated

~r
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differences in proficiency among speakers, there is still a
high degree of general overall agreement. In,k;qping with
' the discussion of variancé. one might be reminded that for
pooled ratings, true differences (viz. true variance) among
sﬁeakers can be established much more ieligbly than when
any individual rater judgemeﬁts are considered. For thé
latter rating condition, the error variance invotved seems
to preclude stable estimates qf reliability.

AGiven the speech sample lengths investigated, one
should not assume high reliability for holistic judgements
?y individual raters. This has both pedagogical and
research implioations: .

The teacher who monitors the progresé of‘a group of
students over an extended peried of time has  the
opportunity to make repeated evaluations and, pfesumbabf}
therefore, hoge Qe}iable judgements. It . ‘is certainly not
unpsual, however, for teachers of a second language to-have
to make judgementi\of overall frofiéiency on the basis og
short segments of speech, particularly for placement
purposes. Most teachers ;re not unfamiliar with a situation
involving a group -of second language speakers who have been
“placed” in a particular class. A few of those sgeakers,
suspected of being at the same general level as that of the
rest of the class, have -clearly been misguided. Such
indiscretions in placement are ’perhaps minor because they
are reversible; a student can be replaced in a setting more

conducive to his/her level of proficiency. Y

=

T eeT———
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~ What is more unsettling is the evaluative situation
where individual raters must make judgements upoh which a
final grade, accr;ditation or further advancement depeﬁds.
ap‘any such situation, where the Jaters are unfamiliar with
the students in quest{gg/ itfwould seem that speech samplés
longef than those uJ;a, in this study should be the basis

for evaluation. ' ‘ ’
Findingé of this sﬁudy have iﬁpiications for further
research as well. Research data | based o; holistic
judgements of‘ speech samples -which are leés than 120

seconds in length and which have been rated by individual

raters must be viewed with suspicion. Further research

=~ -

might suggest whether such single-rater judgements should

.. .

perhaps be based on longér\gpeecﬁ samples before they can

be considered satisfactorily reiiqble.‘

\ .
N

2. The reliability of Jjudgements fa;\\Group O speakers
versus the reliability of'judgements for G;bug\Y speakers:
Results reveal a trend towards greate;\;eiiabilify
estimate; for Group O than for Group Y ragihqs. This
applies to pooled ratings as well as individual Qgﬁéngs.
Why shoﬁld this be the case? On the basis of \bhg\
reliability coefficlents corrected for attenuation, 1t
seems that given a wider range of perceived proficiepcy for
Group Y, raters would probably have made Jjudgements of

proficiency for that Group which would be more comparable

in reliability teo thd‘%udgpments of ﬁfoficiency for Group Q
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speakers. It is reasonable to speculate that a more
heterog;neous groﬁp of Y speakers would have prompted a
more highly p;on§unced pergeived range of proficiency,
which would have generated a higher degree of reliability.
But why, then,, would the Group Y reliability

estimates corrected for attenuation be substantially higher \

thgn the original reliability estimates for Group O7'The
corrected reliability estimates allow one to speculate that
if raters had perceivéd as wide a range of proficiency for
Group Y as they did"for _Group O, original reliability
estimates for Group Y would have been m;ch higher. 0&;
woﬁders, though, why the Group Y c;rrected estimates are so
much higher than <the original rellability estimates for
Group O (.98 and .97 versus .88 and .85 respectively). What
could account for such a difference?

One must remember that the elicitation procedure for

the two groups was different, resulting in varied topics of

conversation for Group O speakers but conaistent contexts .
for Group Y conversations. As well, Group Y speakers, at a '

v “beginner" level, were part of a group whose 1angua;é

‘skills and strategle were less divergent gnd deveiobé&
than' those of Group O speakers,v speakers at an
_"igtermediate",level. Grodp Y samples reflected context’and
therefore vocabulary, and lanéuage,skills.’which were more
uniform. Such a situation would perhaps have allowed raters

the opportunity to use comparable criteria for scoring and

would consequently ‘have allowed differences between

£

)
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speakers to be established more effectively. On the other
hand, ratgrs, when 'listening to samples of Group O,
apeakers, would perhaps have tried to establish differences
among speakers using more complex cfiteria. Freedom of
selection of topic would necessarily have involved varied
contexts and varied vocabulary; more developed language
would have 1involved more complicated strategies. Raters,
consequently, might have judged Group O samples adcording

to more widely divergent criteria than Group Y samples. If

‘one conasiders for Group Y a perceived range of proficiency

comparable to that of Group O, combined with the effect of
consistency in elicitation cues for Group Y and the general
level of language proficiency of Group Y, one mighf ac%?unt
for the high reliability estimdtes cofrected’ for.
attenuation for that group.

«

Such high corrected reliability estimates lead one to

suspect that elicitation of speech should perhaps involve a

procedure prompting speech samples w%ich can be compared

and judged using the same scoring criteria. The same‘vféual.

or oral stimuli for verbal responses, for example, would

narrative and vocabulary. It seems logical to speculate

elicit spiéch samples which contain similar descriptions,

that such a procedure would . allow 9ppltcation5 of

consistentj criteria in sacoring ‘and thereby enhance the

reliabllity of rater judgements.
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\

In conclusion, it is hoped that further research

'

might be conducted using ‘speech sample segments of the same

—
length as those used in this study or of slightl¥ longer

. : LY
lengths and that these samples be elicited from speakers

who are deeigd to be at the same generai”proficiency\%evei.
Such research ‘might‘corroboréte or put into question the
validity of this study’'s findings. .fntil such research data
can be reported, it is +this investigator’s tentative

suggestion that holistic judgements of kpeech samples of

' less than two minutes in length, made by individual raters,

be accepted with cautio;:

/\
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’ Appendix B .
Transcripts o:f" speech segments fo? Group Y and Group O
speakers. é .

Group Y gpeakers

. Model Saﬁple (low)
:Ils uh ... old student with uh ... There’s one uh ... stand
up and uh ... d{:aw the p face of the teacher ... (30
seconds) T anéi uh ... ;nother vth ... has uh ... a
airplane uh ... made Ouh‘ ... with uh ... paper ... (60
seconds) ... and uh ... there’s ... five student ... mmm‘

.. One look uh ‘... at the door if uh ... I think the

teacher come ... uh ... The ... There@;?ﬂ four. student stand
up and one uh ... he’s ... he’s sit 'dow;x Z{ uh ... Theré's
uh ... on this picture the ... the book iS open and uh ...

this one is uh°closed ... (120 seconds)

-

Model Sample (High) e
It’s uh Q . another teacher with h;r'club. her class ... uh
... There’S a globe ... a board,’ and on the board, there
... it’s uh ... write "and milkshake, chogolate, vanilla“
.. and uh ... there’s a little boy ... he' uh ... ’erasil.ng .
the board (30 seconds) ... Over the board, there’s a clock
and it's six o’clock ... and three students are sit- ..z "
sitting on their chair and one student has a... s sv'vea?erﬁ B
ofAPrince gnd the teacher uh ... 1is wearing ... a
purple dress, and she ... have earrings and ... gRlasses

...(60 seconds)... She hold a glass ... ‘and over the board )
uh ...  beside the clock ... There's a pitture ... uh .., . °

’ r
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"In this class,
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N \

One student is uh ... wearing in her hair .., She has long
hair and in her halr, she has uh ....little springs with uh

,.. stars on it ... and there’'s a ruler on the table ...
i ;

> penguin and another is uh ... a elephant, and the name of

" the elephant is Prince -... A girl ...” she wearing a blue

. ub ... not sweater but ub ... jumper, and uh ... yellow
And I don’t know what ... brown uh blouse ..ﬂ - (60 ggcands;
and uh ... another ...;fhe fﬁat student is uh ;..Vuh R §
don’t know what it is, but uh'... 1is a person ... uh’...
‘She write suh ...‘ she erase the”’ board and uh .:. sh9'
ﬁ?&iing, he wearing, or she... a ... green uh .l.‘short
with uh ... yellow uh sweater ... mon ... uh ... refl

sweater ... uh ... Its uh ... its hair is uh ... black, and

uh ... black.... uh ... It's six uh ... it uh ... six
' v . @ .

" o'clock ... (120 aéconds).

x%k¥

<

N
PN 4 ¢
’ . , ‘

o
@ 5

they are uh \él: three, three boys and two °

and’ one student is like a duck . There's\a apple ... an

apple on the ... +the, the désk, oh yeal ... and there’s a
.. 34 the et wall”is yellow ... with .a door (120

seconds) .

‘ e

Speqkér a: |

It's.wh ... a teacher ... Ghe uh ... teach ... uh .... to

the student uh ... the good; thing for eat‘.L. She hold a

glass on uh - sh ... uh ... its hand ... In the class ;
_ there are four student ... (30 sqpondsj .. One is a

L3
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girl ... A boy's writing the board ...“ana;uh e shé uh he

.. draw a monster ... and uh ... the ... this monster ...
she ... he wriée uh ”Téachef* oo (30 seconds) - uh ... This
boy, sh-, he wearing uh ... blue, a red.sweater and uh ...
uh blue pants and he hair is uh.... short hair ... ghorﬁ
b{ack hair ....uh ... The girl :.. one girl ... she'wearing
a skirt, blue skirt and. a ... blue uh ... sweater (60
seconds ). - . . o : '

" Speaker b: . . ‘ :
Thére a”bégrd ... uh ... Is say ... on the b;ard, there are
uh ... up of the board ... theré are a clock ..,”&nd~uh e
a little decoration ... It’s a person on "it, it’s “a ORI
cable~(ﬁn cahie) ... uh ... uh ... on th¥ top of the, on
the bulletin ‘board, I think ... there apple .,. (30"
seconds) ... apple... an apple, and uh ... behind uh ... in
“the ri;ht of the.apple, there are ... A ... After there are
bread, a B, caffot;, C, door, D, eggsiE ,.. uh ... It's
about uh ... 3even, seven o'clock ... (60 seéonds) l..uh

... There's a ...-I don't know if it’s a girl or a boy ..¥

L}

, .

He is uh ... try to uh erase the board ... It have uh ..
blaék shoes ... black hair ... red uh ... sWeater and uh

. black uh short with uh . uh ... uh ... suspenders
hand'a' glob; uh ... juét uh ... at ;hé left ... of him ..
on a little table, I think ... There are a little girl ...
uh .. "Thé;efaf? a table ... and there's three perso; .
One pergén wh ... is uh ... is saying "Prince” on it and)'
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theuitdher ... It’s a duck,‘ I think ... The other, it’s a
girl ... and uvh ... in front of uh ... behind the desk of
the teacher, there ... the teacher ... she take it ... a

glass in her hand ... (120 seconds). >
, XKk
Oh ... .There are two girls, I <think ... uh three boys,

three boys ... One boys is on the board, and he ... he uh
. he write on the boar-, board "Teacher” and( he do Q

teacher with a glass and a ,bié mouth ... and hair up ...

. and another boys is sit on his chair (30 seconds) ... and

is uh point uk the board ... and uh ...] and a girls, I
think, she look of the door fof_uh?,f: loock 1if the teacher
coming ... and uh ... she have brown hair and a purple
sweater or shirt ... and uh... uh ...’short :.. it’s short,
but it's go uh ... uh ... brown knickers (60 seconds).
Speaker c: u

Uh ... I ... Is in the classroom again ... and uh ... the

teacher is uh ... is not there ... The children is uh :..
is do a, a ... (des folies) and uh ... he has a Boy uh ...

boys ... uh ... uh ... He write in the blackboard uh
“"Teacher™ (30 ‘seAOnds) -.. ,and he uh ... pe‘do a ...
monster and uh ... he has a ... girl with a airplang e
and vh ... a airplﬁne in paper ... and uh :../he has a’ boy

. uh check uh ... uh ... to uh..: when uh the teacher uh

. arrive (60 seconds) ... and uh ....and there’s ...\uh
... other boy uh ... He do "“Shhhht" ... or aoneth%pg .

\
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h .. . @
“Don’t do uwh ... " ... In the désk of thq ch;ldren. has a
book ... and uh ... on the ... teacher’s de;Ls too ... The

little girl uh.... with a airplane in her hand ... he has a
f Ay

dre¥s, blue ... blue, blue dress and qp ... the boy uh ...

with uh .. an uh ... He's write uh ... in the blackboard 'uh

Ld

. de’s wearing uh ... a red uh ... sweater, blue pants
and uh ... (un veston) ... (120 seconds).
’ KK ' ‘
Oh ... Is in the classroom ... Is uh ... uh ... Be hags%
children uh ... er&ge uh ... the ... erase the tableau ...
(30 seconds) ... erase uh ... uh ... in the blackboard, he
has ... is write uh ..: "and milkshake, chécolate, vanilla,
vanille” ... and uh ... he has uh ... is uh the Ballowe'en,

I think ... Be has uh ... costume ... He has one 1is uh ...

Her costume is a duck ... (60 seconds).
Speaker d:
Oh ... Is in the classroom ... uh ...'fhefe is uh one -
clock, aBd it’s uh ... it's six, it’s six o’clock ... The
.. There uh ... It Aas uh ... There is a board with uh ...
some word on it ... and it’s write uh ... “ggd mllkshake,
‘chocolate. Yani}la" ... (30 seconds) ... uh ... and uh ...
a }ittle'girl with ub " green short and lrgd‘sweater
erase the words ... andﬁggxt to the ligtle girl, there’s a
.. globe ... on a ... a little table uh ... or J:box (60
seconds), and uh ... wnext uh ... on the centre, there is,

there is a bureau with an, an apple a book ... and next to

-

1
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the bureau, there, there is the teacher with uh ... with uh
\>... a purple dress ... and uh .=. uh ... she uh ... ’'she
have uh ... a glass on her’head, h-, h;, hand ... and uh

. facing the teacher, there is one person with a green

hefd ... and a ... purple sweater. His name is Prince ...
Next to Prince, it has uh ... another student. It's like a
duck ... and nex£ to the uh ...' duck, if, it has a girl
with uh ... uh, black hair and uh ... some antennas on her
ﬁead (120 seconds), ) .

» | —
There’s a ... a person write on the board ... draw on the

board the.'fhe face of the teacher ...zand he write uh ..

uh “Teacher” [.. After, there's a girl\loock uh ... open the

o door and look if the teacher come :.. and uh . she have a

’ . a purple sweater ...Abrown pants (30 seconds) ... and
next to’the girl, theré is, there is a boy with uh'..; blue

pants and 'aé... green'sweéter with uh ... and uh ... brown

hair ... a#d uh ... next to the 1litt-, the, the boy,’

,\: , there’s a girl with uh ... blond hair and a ... blue dress

‘ o ... (60 seconds). -

A}

5 Speaker e:
The ... in the picture, there is%a ... a mouse and ... a

. mouse uh ... in front of the board ... uh ... It’'s wear in
uh ... he has ... uh ... a red sweater and a black shirt
(30 seconds) ... uh ... In the picturg, there is uh ...

five people, one teacher uh ... dressed in uh ... a, a
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’ black-purple uﬁ ... dress ... There is a ... a ... a girl

with uh ... sta&s.... ;tat on her head ... (60 seconds) ...

and she has a 1little watch ... She’s wear a ... a blue

jumper with uh ... anuh ... a yellow blouse with ... a
long-sleeved yellow blouse ... On thg board, on the board,
it's ﬁrite ... “and ﬁi}kshake, chocolate, vaqilla cen
vanille, vanilla™ ‘... uh ... It ... on the clock, it’s uh
. 8ix o’clock, and uﬁ ... the teacher ... she has a ...
glass ... and Ph ... she has uy ... like a pot in her hand
. Beside the little mi-, p;uge, it has a globe... (120
seconds) .
s xKX

Uh ... On the picture, there is uh ... five student ... One
F/g;ggfnt, it’s wear a ... blue, blue jeans and a red sweater
/ ... and it, he write uh.... “Teacher"” and with a ... a big
{/T face .jj“uh ... There is a little girl with uh ... yellow
1 ) uh ... hair (30 seconds) ... a blue sweater and a blue

skirt ... She has a little airplane in uh ... paper .
made in paper s uh ... A boy look uh ... behind the door

. uh’... Another boy ... he has uh ... red hair (60

seconds ).

Speaker f:
Is again at, in the school ... There is ... five children

.Oneuh ... isa ... I think is a girl because uh ...

she have uh (tresses) ... and she look uh ... she open the

door aﬁg she %&ek like that ... (30 seconds) :.. and uh -
: s

2
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her uh ...'_per uh ... sweatshirt is purple with uh ...
Brown pants ... and the other uh ... the other uh ... boy
uh ... writing on the,the, the board ... (60 seconds)
and he ... and he writing ... he, he draw the, the teacher
REE and she’s not very beautiful ... and uh ... his
5§eatshirt is r?d ... and uh ... his hair is ... black ...
black-green ... and uh ... his pants uh ... are blue, and
he have two pocket in, in the back ... and another ... he
have uh ... short hair with uh ... uh, his hair is brown,
and he do like this with his finger ... and uh ... the
color of his uh ... sweatshirt is green and his pants is uh
‘e blue (120 secgnds).
£ 3 2

I think is ﬁickey Mouse wrlting on the, the board ... ub .

.. Be have a ... a, a green ... a red uh sweatshirt ...
and uh. ... a ... short ... a black short with white and
black uh ... uh ... socks ... (30 seconds) and the shoes is
black ... and next to it, is uh ... the ... the bureau of
the teacher ... Ther; is on it a book, black book and uh

.. apples and uh ... like uh ... a book openor uh ... I
don’'t know ... ({60 seconds).

Speaker g: . .

It’'s a ... another class ... The ... the person, it’s uh
( ceevennn. ) and uh ... and after uh ... students draw

on the board a ... a teacher uh ... very uh ... not very

good ... and the ... other students play ... (30 seconds)




4
68 '

look on . _. at  the door . - Another make a ..
another girl make a, 2, a airplane with paper ... apng the

students -. don't yh -+ ubh [, we -«. he don’t uh _ ..
listenin » 1t’s not a, a good class, 1 think : when the
&cher is pot there ... (60 Seconds) ... think .. uh ...,

the teacher uyh -+ Will come 1ip the class, and he .., he
don’t want to uh ... don’t want to ub ... know the teacher
what she, we do and uh ., \. they have . ., they are three boy
and two girls -+ and the desk at the teacher . .. he have a

English book . .. There are three decks -+. three decks,

desk . . and uh one chajir -+- and there are two book open
- mmm ., yh - The, the boy uh ., draw the teacher is
wearing uh . us -+. Jeans and 8, a red sweater ... (120
sSeconds).
xkk

\

\i\e at a, a class +«. and the teacher uh e

klass on her hand . . She has glass -..~es

student -«.0One, 1 think . he has ynp
(30 Seconds) . Another, I think
a\b. rd and .another, it’sy 2, a frog and

mouse ... There -+ there are apple. pear, carrots, door
©E&, and a clock <. (B0 Seconds).

Speaker h:

~ ) ,

Uh ... There are uh ... five uh people «-. uh , .. They uh

- a@re in a class *+- One boy uh ... uh, write un writ-,

n
i

/-

~.
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write, writing‘ uh ... writing uh R it's, I think uh
“Teacher”, and the face ... (30 secénda) ... th funny wiég
dht... glasses... and uh ... There are uh ... two girls ..

and uh ... three boy, boy:,.. We Bee a little bit ... (ben)
We see a e A, three decks, decks ... and uh ... one
chair ... A éirl ... the ... oﬁen ... opening &, a door (
60 secondsi ..; On the left of the gir% who uh ... opening

the door ... uh has a finger on heff*pié mouth .. and next
there are uh .,. next there are a éirl ... the 8- ... uh,
ub ... beside a desg ... and uh ... she Holding"a ... uh

. an avion in the hand, and uh, and 63 the right of the
girl ... ther; h-, h- ...1s uh ... a boy uh ... who uh ...
showing uh ... the‘board ...and the other uh .:. hgy uh ...

writing on t§9 board (120 seconds).

L 23
Uh ... There is uh ... five uh ... people ... uh, I think
is the, the day of uh ... Hallowe’en because uh ... they
all uh ... with uh ... they wearing uh ... costumes (la)
. (30 seconds) uh ... and one boy ... ub .,. Midkey (la)
. he, or she ...it"s erase on the board and uh ... a
wokgan uh ...-on the front has a glasses ... and uh ... she
uh .\. holda ... a gl;ss. I think ... (60 seconds).
Speaker 1:
A boys with uh uh ... green uh ... pant, pants and a ... a
red uh ... sweater with uh ... a‘glove ... a vhite glove uh
.. inhis hand ... is erase on the board ... erase the
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board and uh ... the ... the teachér have a ... a purple uh
dresas with uh ... glass ... (30 seconds) and uh ... she uh

. shg hold the glass, a glass in her hand and uh ... On

the decks ... the decks ... non ... desk ... there uh ... a
apple, a book uh ... It’s uh ... 'six o'clock (60 seconds)
and uh'... There’s a children with uh ... a green head
(laughter), a ... purple uh ... purple sweater ... and uh

. it’s write oQ the, the back uh ... "Prince” ... uh ...
It’s another children ... is uh ... uh ... a head, the head
is a, a duck‘and uh ... (laughter) the other, she have a

. a yellow sweater with little flower ... uh ... She, she

.have uh ... a ... blue, another sweater with uh ... (ben)
. blue and uh ... long hair, black ... and uh ... she
have a ... star in uh ... her hair ... (120 seconds).
xkK

There’'s uh ... fivé children ... uh ... One children is uh

. a girl and she look out uh ... the door ... uh ...
She’s wearing a brown uh pants and a purple uh ... sweater
. Another boy ub,'... is uh ... there ... He has a, a
green sweater with uh ... blue pants ...(30 seconds) ... uh
. Oh ... quggés two decks ... uh ...?(ben) two little
decks and a, a big, a big desk ... uh ... Bas a, a girl
with blond hair and a gkirt, and sweater ... blue ... (60
sgconds).
Speaker j:
Is ... uh g~ in the, in the schqolw... They have ... the
. : o | 3

‘
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.. they pave one boy (ben) M- M- Martian ... Bis name is .
l / Prince ... is uh ... They have a, a girl ... They have a
star ... here ... Is in the ... is uh six o’clock :'i (30
seconds) ... They have ... on the board is uh ... write
“and milkshake, chocolate, vani}la" ... They have apple on
ﬂ the desk ... They have ruler on &he student desk ... They
have a globe ... uh ;.. They have a picture of a woman on '

. the top of the picture ... uh ... The ... the woman, the
teacher ... have a purple drePs (60 seconds) ...with, I
don't know what she have it 1in her hand, but she have, I
think it’s the glass ... The gifl's look the door ... They
have one girl look the door .L. She hasa ... a yellow
sweater, blue Jumper ... and br;;n hair ,,, At her right ,
they have a ... a bird, like bird ... I don’t ...'I ... and
uh ... The, the wall of the éiass in ... on my left is
yellow ... The ... and ... on the board, they have apple,
A, bread, B, (ben) bread, B ... acarrot and C ...D ... a
door and it’s write D'... uh ... eggs and 1is wrife E ..

and the teacher have uh ... glasses (120 seconds).

—

. xkk
They have ... they have one Loy draw the ﬁeacher. but uh
. not in the ... He have ... ‘&hen he draw the, the
teacher, he have the hair like that (laughter) ... and uh*
. They have one boy’s ... look at the door when the
teacher not come‘(lﬁ) ... (30 secoh@s) ... They ha;é one

boy said, uh ..: I domn’t know but, I”fhink said uh ...

"Look at the ... in ... in the board” ... They have one boy




said uh ... "Shut wup”, I think that Shhhhh ... okay ...
They have one «gi;'ls. I don’t know what she make ... I think
she naie the jet, or Bﬁe read some‘l-'.hing .. S};e have‘ “se
They have one .. .: The boy writév‘qn ‘ the board ... She, he

have uh uh ... a'red ... sweater ... (60 seconds).
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Group O speakers
. \
Model Sample (low)

I am from. Zaire ... uh ... in middle of uh .., uh ...
Africa ... It’s a uh ... a warm country ...'Jﬂff;. We have
. uh ... two season ... uh ... a rain- ... uh ...\a'{ainy
season and uh ... what you say ... wet ... yeah, we-, wet
uh ... sea-, season ... uh ... Our population {s uh ... uh
... thirty-millichs people (30 seconds), ... yeah, and uh
. uh 3{.. the area is two, three, four, five yh-... miles
. non ... thousand ... uh ... no ... I think mil-
kilomdtres ' uh (1auéh§er) squﬁre ... per square ... yeah
...(80 secands) _— Ah, what kind of industry ... You kgoﬁ
uh ... wuh - 2e didn’t have ... uh ... more industry,ébut
. uh ... when we ... we was uh ... uh ... colonisated éy
wh ... by the Bélge e u; the Belgium, you know and, and
they ... 'they developed uh .L: the industry of uh ...‘what.
yéu say, mines? ... yeah, m-'u..‘mine; and uh ... in thé,
the east'of wh ... m- ... my uh ... -my cbuntry,‘ uh ... uh-
. tﬁere are many industries‘of.uh ... uh ... mines ... uh

... We produce ... uh we ... we are the first uﬁ;;;;//
productor of uh ... cobalt ... yeah, cobalt ... uh . _~%h

...industriament ... (120 seconds).

| Model Sample (High) \
Well, in Canada ... theré’s a fed- ... okay ... fédergl
government ... which is uh ... responsible to get‘dh .

which is responsible to collect ail the taxes, &and all tﬁé:‘

expenditures for +the' public.. In Quebec; the people are

o




have two children ... uh ... you get,K child tax credit

74 _
affected by Quebec government and ... as well as Canada, so

Quebec government ... in other words, Quebec government

-

collects its own taxes ... from Quebeckers ... (30 seconds)é&

-.. but uh ... approximately fifty percent of the rules and
regulations are same, like ... something, s- ... some, some e
rules uh for example ... apply to.Quebeckers which also
apply to Ontarions. (60 seconds) een Ngw, it’s . uh ...
somewhat difficult, not difficult but somewhat uh ... more

expense ... in the sense of taxation, for the people who

[y

make a lot of money, in Quebec. Their ... I thini. combined

marginal, margiqai tax rate, for Quebeckers is close to

fifty—fi@ihferceni ... 80° ... more you Qork, more y¢

then uh ... from Quebec gove ....
st —~- which is

federal. You get uvh ... real estat Axes—Ird
not uvh ... given other provinces, but oy _give indirectly

by ... another form ... (120 seconds).

3

Speaker A:

Oh boy, this is very uh .. it’s not necessary difficult , |
but it’s uh ... a personal, a personal uh ... way of “
working ... I can do sss ... I can do some editing ... uh

. and they can be different than some other people can do

. this editing ... (30 seconds) ... and uh .. it's &

" personal choice ... and’uh ... yeah ... it’s sometime, it's

°

f. ~‘\’ ” | lvsh
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£ T diffijcult,“co cho8&e the exact scene uh . &f what you want
g really ... because there Qis some probhlem ... uh —_—
, sometind the voice is less uh ... 'oh less ( e ) less,
’ yc;ah ¥ llass loud than uh . you w\ant'. ... or uh .

/5ometh1ng llke that. .

"c,g . 1Qud, or uh ...

(60 séconds) S

Thé music is too

you know, and the music doesn’ t fit with uh

b W
v

_‘ : okqx

A picture

Pl

the next scene ...

>

! okay ...

'x

of what' you want .. you know,

[ e
, @irty second is very short ... (laught.er) ... and uh ...
The-{film

is uh ... it’s film uh ... it's like

n

you have grain ... grain of the

picture, you have uh ... thousand ‘of thousand of thousa'nd

®. of grain in the picture and Qidgo is ﬂne ... you can have
(O - . ‘ t ’
uh ... ‘five huwdred lines per imch ... for video ...
3 ‘ ,
\ quality’s is

. 'reasop why uh ...

so the

very different than uh .. film... That's the

your video is look like cheaper than

lem, "because "it’s line ... fbut uh ... in probably ... ten

L ~. *
~\ b ){> ' ‘
yeis. oh no} less than thayf ... two, three, or four years,
v . ]
- -, I@on + know-uh . you will have uh .
‘ o
- v ' o ... with twenty thousand lines per inch ... (120 segonds)

.There was . there will always have somebody “to do film,

F ’ a . \4 + youw oW like dth‘ere is‘ people who’work ,. would
: . T 1ik45:h .. ﬁtwot ht'nidz‘ed years ago, so ... but uh ... by
4 nc’aw,. }bheu‘video is ‘wery popula‘f’than fi‘lm- because uh k. .you
é C (canudo a:\lot_.af effects in viQeo' uh .‘. . would take uh just
o S uh ‘ onei hour or t/;vo,. ;.. (30 seconds) . and film, it
e - ”.will take uh :.. probably fou‘r days . .'....I;ecause ‘you have_to °

. . . B N
# ! N -

!

at

A I
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ﬁroéess the f£film, to develop the negative and to do a cbpy
and after that, to edit the copy ... and tq.retu:p to
tbe lab to do another copy, a final copy ... It's very long¥
| In video, you have‘the resulﬁ uh ... right now, if I
can say uh_... right now: R £ 4 j@st take ohe hour, two

hour, to depend uh‘... of the, of* the shot (60 séconds).
o Speaker B: J

o

4" . It’s because what I, what I study: in course sometime .

I, I think what I did in such ... in like teacher, and it's
help ‘me, the, the behaviour of éerﬁain k- ... uh ... some
kid in class and the answer or the s- ... one zfter one

years, I have, I met a little girl, five yeafs olde think,

. End the' morning, she wa&s reafiy, really sad, always the
tear in eyes and I didn't‘ know what she had ... (50

- ’ seconds) :.u Before she, she left the house, the morniné,
the ... their parents 'said to her that they was divorced

and she was really sad for the &ay I | feallz don’t

l@g aunderstan’d when, . when the parent ... left her to, to go to
' scheol .: She didn’t listen what we ... what we said and_
‘uh ... at the first recreation, she, she left the school
and ... run to the house ... (60 seconds) ... and, I'd like
§9 work with that ... If you don’t help this kid .right now,
I +think always, lglways they will carry, carry tha} wi}h
theém ... so ... we have to ... to do something ... preﬁty

v

, soon ... The ... What’'s happened with that example ... the,

the sociableior something, like in, in claés, the teacher

/ . .-
.
. .
. .
.
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sometime éan know uh ... something wrong, going wrong with
this kid; but he doesn’t have the time-to take cari ... He
know ..{ he.’he know he have to do something, but what? .

. . A
Maybe five minutes a day, and this kid need maybe three

hours a day ... It’s for that, and I think it’s like
sociable in Quebec ... The kid can be, can be in the group
sociable, but ... something, sometime that is help ... that

is help him, but sometime he need more, more attention,
R

more uh ... exception just for him, just uh ... just to, to

&

improve ... (120 seconds)

L3 3 3

Because I don’t belié@e at tﬁe . straight theiapy with

children, sometime; I, I think if I am a children ... maybe
five or six years old,... and I have to Qeet psychologist,
and when 1 ﬁeLt the psychologi;;h in ... is in its ... uh
...straight room with €he desk aﬁd two chair ... If I am a
cﬂildnen,l won’t, I won’t want to go there ... (35 seconds)
. so, for me ... I think it’s better to ... the—children
have to be welcome ... and the ( PR } ... the play
'with ... every, every toys ... because it’s, it’s better
for Lim. It’s my ... it’s my idea, and also,'if you want ‘to
/...~%p talk with the children, it’s mot ... is if you wani
to have better result{f you have to, to play with him .. Is
not to ... in asking “gow are you? What do youf think of

" your mother?” ... (60 secbnds). | {)#

- ’
P
’
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Speakér C: ‘
She’s good, but she treating us 1ige'kids and, you know,

when we pay for <the course and we are student uh ...

university Qludent ... and we have the right to do what w;
want with the course ... I, I think so ... and I'm not the
only one . ... The majority of, of the pe;ple‘in the class
think th;t ... and uh ... when wibuh‘... weh'are 1a£e, you
know, she uh ... look at wus with uh big eyes ... (30
seconds) ... and you know, she’s very rep{gssive ... with
us ... when we are late, and when vwe uh ... miss classes
. and all this ... and somebody uhh ... this morning ...
tell her uh ... okay ... she uh ... begin to talk about
the, the ... you know, the ... people who were late and she
she’s just not, you know ... she don’t like it ... (60
seconds) ... and she ... she ... she was felling us that
she don’t 1like it ... and .somebody tell her ... but you
know uh ... somebody tell her uh ... that we have the right
‘tg, to ... you knowt arriJe when we wapt to ... and she
don’t ... she didn’t want to talk about ... she uh ..
became uh ... uh. ... very uh ... nerv;us and uh ... didn't
want to talk about it ... and yéu know, tell in front of
the class that she don’t want to uh ... you know uh ... uh
more than that ... ubh ..: that, I don’'t know how to say it
but ... she tell the, the ... Alise that uh ... she didn’t
want to‘iﬂsult her, that’s it ... insult her in front of

£he class, but she did it all the time ... (120 seconds).

S *kk
-~
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I anQ;t know, I wish I could do something, because I don’t

want her to, you know uh ... to be out of the, the
university ... nothing like that but, ... I think it’s
important that she know and she don’t take critics ... She
don’t want to take critics ... I don’t ... I don’t know ..
maybe the department, the .English department, but A.,. I
don’t want to make a, a big deai of it ... (30 seconds)

»
1

I just want to tell her, but if I tell her, I, I'm afraid

she will, you know uh ... I don’t know ... not be fair
after that ... and I think she did ... She’s not fair when,
when people are ... got late or ... get late’ﬁr ... miss a
‘class ... She uh ...'like I said before, she, she find a
way to remind us ... indirectly ... (60 geconds).

Speaker D - , ) ‘

1]

Okay, I 1like to work in the restaurantwbecauqe I like to

work with the public and uh ... I like to serve the people,
”because ... I like to give my service, my perso;a}(service
. okay ... and i think that everybody in the li}e have/fg///’
go in the restaurant for to eat someéhing ...anduh ... T "
meet a lot of people ... and'I like to workgfor, just for
the weeke?d ... okay ... because I go t -EEP school ... and
.uh ... because I meet a lot of peoplegfiﬁ\ anq uh ...’(30‘
seconds) ... I;ﬁ very enjoy when I'm work, when I work like
waiter ... and I woéﬁd like, after my qhivefsity, I would

like to  be uh management hotel ... okay ... because I

think that\it's very important for uh . I would 1like to

T

L
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Co do uh ... another kind of restaurant ... something special /

with uh ... it’s like a ... a 1little hostel? ... okay

ngewhere in the ... when the environment is beautiful ... i
oka& ... (60 seconds) ... and I would like to have a little
hotel with uh ...  maybe ten, +ten roomg ... and a little . ‘
dining room, and something special, you know ... with a:
little farm ... with uh ... chicken and something like
thgt, you know what 1 mei?, okay? ... Bbut I can’t be alone "
for to, for to do this restaurant ... because'it's . it’sl
uh ... too big for me ... okay ... I would work twenty-four
hours in a day ... and uh ... I don’t know ... I wouldhlikg
, something likg uh ... when you go in, in England or in
France, you know ... you cahn meeé/éomething like that ...
\ o It’s cagling uh ... farming holiday or something 1like that
({120 seconds).
. *k K
— Okay ... because sometime it’s very hard to do okay ... and
you have to remember the order ... and sometime, you have a
Qquarrel‘? wiph, non, ,.a fight with someone ... and ten
minutes aftér, you can be:very happy bécause ... someone

[N

make, makes, makes you_ uh smile s okay ... and uh ...
it’s good for your character ... okay (30 seconds) ... I
‘ .
work, T w- ... when I was uh ... fourteen years old, I
began td work in the restaurant ... and I have twelve year:
.. twelve years expérience ... and uh ... when I go to

works it’'s like a habits, that’s all ... I don’t go to work

.. Jjust uhk... I feel like uh ... when I go to do ski, or

’
s -

\ ’ o k ‘ ,,é%
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something like that, but ... but sometime, it’s not very
funny, because when you meet someone uh ... how you say

ugly? non, yes ... (60 seconds).

Speaker E:

And uh ... I'm practising track and field since 1978 ..

what means six years ... I really like"it ... I'm training ‘

¥
about uh ... five to seven hours a day ... It’s not too bad

... Could be better ... Well, it’s improving every year ...

We’re having more administration problem than any other

problem ... The faci-, facilities are good ... It’s just ..
they, like, try to ... they try to ... I don’t know ... to
don’t let us do whatever we want ... (30 seconds) ... It’s
always problems to get whatever ... we would like to do or

.. like we have to do gymnastic' ... The city is the;e .-

"Aw, you should not do gymnast?c; it’s not really ggod, you
know. Gymnastic is for the gymnastic athletes” ... and ...
but gymnastic is the most important part of "the training,
so we have -to do gymnastic all the time ... and we’re
having problem with that ... We need new mats, and +this is
a tkousand bu-, dollars ... and they don’t‘*ant to buy it
and ... yeah ... you need/}t, wi}hout training, you’re not
going very farf ... It’s fun. That’s why I'm doing it ...

(60 seconds) ... The trips, cause I’m always going all over

" 4he United States, Canada and Europe ... It’s really fuq

... and uh ... I want to make +the Olympic ... That’s, you

" 4

know, after that, we’ll see ... I don’'t know if I would

.

-
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like to get a world record or whatever, but I'd like just

to get in a certain point where I’11 be happy and see what,

o

what’'s there, what is different ... It's really fun,
because you meet people all the time, and they ... You meet
peopie all want to do the sameikhing than you ... want ...
and they are human 1like you are; you know ... When you,

watch them on T.V.,ayou think they are not human, but when
you Qeet them, it’s 1like ... I mean, like you, they train
the same thing, they.do the same thing, they drink the same
thing, they dream about the same thing ... Ig’s really fun
Jt's ... It’s really a lot like 1life too ... In life,
“the +training is 1like going to school ... and after you
achieve your school, you ... can go for your goal, ‘Hhat is
having uh ... you know, doing your life, whatever it is ...
It could be professional or anything else ... (120
seconds). ‘
XK
,Pole—vauit is a different event tﬁan all the other because
it takes more guts, because you’re jumping with ... taking
off from sixteen feet, you know, where you hold the pole
so you have to have guts ... It’s a more ... you have
to tgain a bit more because it’s a, a job whith is more
near gymnastic ... and then ... at the same time, it’s a

jump, so you have to combine two sports almest, you know,

gymnastir and at the same time, running and jquing ...{(30
. aeconds) ... and uh ... also it takes, "it's a different
athlete .o It’s somebody who's really, really realxed,
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jhﬁecause in a competitiog, you spend ... A competition can
last for six to eight houLs. and you might have to &o like
uh five jumps in these six hours ... so you have to be
’ reaL}y. mentallylteally .. we;l-prepared, because you have
to be at your peak at every jump, because if you miss a
bar, if you're in a big meet, if you miss a bar , that’s

-

mean you might miss the team for, I don’t know, if it’s an

) Olympic session or something ... (60 seconds).
| >
'S;eaker F: -

Amnesty International is uh ... an unpoliticai groups ...
and it’s not supposed to work for the government ... It’s
just uh ... some members of uh .. of ... are working for uh
the"prisoner politics :.. I mean the prisoner or who
. not use violenéé ... (30 secoéds) ... who are in uh
prison? what is prison? ... penitentiary? ... for uh ...
o for their believe ... like uh ... their sex or uh ...
ethnic or uh ... color, and especially their b;liéve uh
politic ... and uh .o what we do, ° in Amnesty
International, it’s uh ... we write a lot of letter to uh
the government of uh ... the country where from uh ...
the prisoner ... (60 seconds) ... and uh ... we uh ... we

try with our letters to uh ... to, to ... to libeére ~‘-‘ toM’~
(laughter) ... oka§ . téF;Ei out the prisoner ... of the
prison ... penitentiary ... Then uh ... often we Qrite a

letter, and it’s not useful, because the government didn’t’

# take care about it ... bu , we try ... and we areé not
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sﬁpposed.%o help a prisoner if he is in Canada, because I

am in Canada ... We have to help the feople, the prisoner
out of our country ... After uh ... 'uh ... we make a lot of
conference and we make a lot uh ... I means uh . I can’t
explain it ... (120 seconds). I
| £33 3 .
. ) - N

I work a lot last uh ... last /month about a concert ..
This is a pianist Argentin ... He went in prison uh ...
three years, and he get out last year ... Then uh ... he is

a pianist Argentin, and we make for him here a concert ...

(ben): I means he make a concert for us ... for ub ...
Amnesty International ... (30 seconds) ... yeah ... and it’
was a bit hard to organize it because uh ... it's something

difficult and if you don’'t have the experience, like us,
like me, I didn’t do that before, and uh ... it was hard to
uh ... to reserve +the, the, +the place and uh ... the

tickets sold it oy sell it, and everything like that ...

and we try also to contact some uh artist? ... for this
dbncgrt ... (60 seconds).

§peaker G:

Uh ... even theugh the United States is the.uh ... tﬁe N

the most ul® ... is the world’s richest nation, and the most

uh ... sophisticated one uh ... about uh ... hedlca& care
... uh ... about forty thousand babiés uh ... perish uh ...
every, every year ... (30 éeconds) ... and uh ... ninelout
oi;ten uh ... die because they are either uhﬁ - .- premature



.
I

--beginning of uh ... her pregnancy, it could have uh ...

which is uh ... which they call it Medicaid ..

—_— - = - - v s —————
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babies. or uh :.. low weight babies ... which is abou},
which is under ... five pounds ... uh ... uh ... Thewsh (.. °
In the OUnited Stétes, they don’t 'haée uh ... the medidﬁ,
the medical .care as we have here ... The government doesn'%
pay for it :.. (60A5ecogds) ... so the, the peogle haYe té
pa} for visiting the doctor ... which is uh ... not quite
expensive, but uh ... for a lot of people, it is expensive

and uh ... most of the people uh ... mgt an insurance
a; uh ... they work ... but uh ... if they lose their,

their job, the insurance will be over after. thirty days

4
so, for uh ... a lots of people ... visiting a doctor

is a lux- a luxury? ... so ... uh ... uh ...if most of the

S L

mothers uh ...‘had seen a doctor during .. well, at the

detect uh ... signs of uh trouble and could have prev4 t
. prevented uh ... the premature labour (120 secondsi/.:

\ ‘ L2 3 /
Uh ... with the recession ﬁ?. the uh ... the governgént gh

.. cut down on uh ... many expenses ... like ... on

social workers and eferything lJike that ... so he, the

people ... even though the people want to have ac

. those kind of social uh ... care ... uh ... there is a
Big selection 1.. (30 seconds) ... uh ... done
done on the people that uh ... can see or not se

... like there, there, there is unuh ... a medical cenfre

. for the poor people, but the very poor (Gom;éconds)f



Speaker B: ‘

Momm ... This year I’'m a student, I'm independént students

we. uh ... I was wofking as a secretary for uh ... eight
years, and I quit my job in last June, so uh ... to come,

to return to school was a big, big change in my life and I
‘ still feel a 1litlle bit uh ... Iiknow what to say ;..
dizzy, you know, dizzy ...(laﬁghter)(.;,'(SO seconds) ... a
new ... new way to live, you know ... and uh ... I hope I
will ... feel better in some ... in few months ... I hope
so .. uh ... uh ... Up to date, myilife has been uh .
quite ... quiet life ... (60 seconds) ... and ... I was
working ..: géod girl, nothing happened ... I didn’%{ travel

and uh ... I ... I was feeling Bored, really bored by

my life ... and uh ... I have many questions too about life

... Why do we live? Why we are here? (laughter) ... because

when I see all the ... the ... the bad things in the world,

all over the world, I just feel uh ... unhappy. When I
heard about uh ... acid rain ... when I heard about uh .

nuclear armaments ... when I heard aggut uh ... fight§'and
wars between ;ountries e wh;n I ﬁeafé about uh ... uh
... people murders like ... the one ... the big one we had

last week in India ... (120 seconds).

*kk

I ... I'm just wondering what’s happening now around us ...
I ... I feel very sad about that ... I would like to ... to

uh ... escape this® world to go 6n ... on an ... a desert

K

’
/

-
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on a desert island and forget éverything .o ;1on9 -
Every ... okay ... I'm sure I'm not alone ta feelllike tha}k
... Many people feel that ... are very sorry fér what ig
happening in this world ... (30 seeonds) ... Is completely Y
crazy, and there ... there is so vio—“... violence now ... .
You just look in ... on T.V. ... the videos ... rock Jideos‘
They are so violent, you know, and all the ... the
policies ?ibgtam‘oé T.V. and ... alwais vi- violen§>z.; (60.
- seconds). " . ‘ ' &

Speaker I: "

t

Okay ... uh ... right now, I’m looking for a, a summer job

for next sum- ... next summer ... dnd uh ... I thought to
try to find a job in the ... uh énvironmental uh ... study
I went to the, to Parc Canada, and I ask uh ... ask to »
" the guy who was there ... (30 seconds) ... uh ... what kina
of job that I can get in a park ...'s; he told me then is
uh ... there are three different jobs ... uh ... and the
one who interest more me is uh ... the one is uh ... guide
in a park uh ... put it’s-an exchange betyeen the provinces
(60 secondg) ... and you ... the ... the goal of this job
is to ... to go in one other province and uh ... they
exchange the guide, so liké,this, I will uh x be able to
“uh ..j leérn-Engliéh, and uh .. to see a i;.‘a different
country ... ndt.country, but uh ... different are-, area
and'uh ... it’s th this afternoon, I ’will have a ... I

will have to meet a person from Parc Canada for a ... He

%



I went there one time, and it, it

a
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will give me all the uh ... the paper and the information:

for a f£ill ... the sheet for the job ... and uh ... I have
B ﬁ' M h ) .

also, to give him my‘uh ... curriculum vitae ... and he

explain me ... where 1 can work"and what kind of job -

exactly what it will be ... (120 seconds}).

*k

too fggg-fo; N fq;
then ... for appreéiqte all the nice uh l.. natur?
«.. I would like to ... behabléfto st-, not atudy but live
in this kind -of uh ... environmental ... uh ... environment
. e (3ﬂrseconds) ... for uh ... be able to ... re- rep-
reproduce something quite the same here in Quebec in uh :..
in future ...4and uh .:. fdr. you have to live in for ...
really know what’s, what’s going on ... and ... like what
are the real uh ... uh ... objectivesﬂénd‘uﬁ' ... for feel,

¥ *
Just read about something, ' you, you don’t get the ... the

' right information ... (§0 seconds). N

v

q‘q

-

Speaker J: ; .
My job is go£ only to, to wsell ... 1t’s té ‘uh ... to
organize the, the store ... uh ... all stock we receive uh

. you/know ce. Y- ... see ’ evegything uh ... théi wé
receive here 'inﬁuh ... sports uh ... every kind of thinés
een (50 seconds) ... and uh ... it give me uh ... more
knowledge .about every, every kind of _sport ...,is4éhat I
‘like from that, from that job ... ub ..fwgefoge. I, I know’

only about uh ... major sport, like baseball and uh ...

It <

-
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hockey, 7::51%hin;'... Nﬁw, uh ... 1s q'lnor:e' uh * ... more
about :':amping: and uh ... \yeah, yeah‘... ubh ... We import
many tents from Euiope ... (60 seconds) .., and we are the
'uh ... the only store here\in Quebec, in Quebec‘to do it,

‘ N - M .
so,uh ... everybody who wants Ph ... new temts, new models
. they ‘come uh ... to us ... s0 uh ... we know about our

0 :

stock ... see, it’s easy to, to sell &bout ... and uh ...

I, I 1like it ... Running shoes ul'hi .. only few models

...'because ' s too comple;:... uh -if you wh ...

<don’t know how uh ... if you have 4 ... running shoe from
uh ... each company ... it's a definite (bén) ... you know
uh ... about uh ... like uh ... a guy uh sport who have uh
. I don’t know, a hundred kind of running shoes ... ( 120
seconds). ‘ :
| *kk '

We buy a lot of products from the U.S.A. ... Our dollars is
. thedper eh? ... uh ... I think it's the major reasons ..

_ yeah, and-uh ... every products ‘uh ... if they don’t ... if

we don’t import them, uh ... from the U.S.A., it's from
Ont.ario ..., SO we have always. a transport to pay ... (30
seconds),'.. . Hex?'e in Quebec, itis uh ... it’s a bit
expensive ... uh ...'Thi_a spmmer, when I go to uh ... I uh

. gone, go, g0 ... went to uh Plattsburg ... yeah ... I
* A\

. compared the, thé preducts ... uh ... In the U.5.A. okay, .

i€’s in uh ... U.S. cash ... it’s ooly for uh ... only a.
running shoe ... we ‘sell . about thirty bucks L itls uh

fifteen bucks U.S.~... (60 seconds).
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Appendix C 3

Order of presentation of speech samples “for’ each condition
of length and for both rating tasks.

Rating Task 1

30-second condition

Group Y speakers R Group O speakers
0 \

1. £ 1. B *
2..d 2. G
3. e 3. o
4 ¢ ’ 4. F
5. J 5. H
6. h ~ 6. C
7. € - 7. J
8. a 8. I
9. ¢ 9. G
10, 10. A
11. a - 11. D
12. e 12. E
13. d 13. A
14. ¢ 14. B .
15. h 15. I
16. b 16. H
17. i 17. F N
18. £ 18. J
19. b 19. C -
20. i 20. D
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Rating Task 2
80-second condition
Speakers @
1. '
2.

3.
4.
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Appendix D
,Sheets for Ra{ting Tasks 1 and 2. -
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96
Age: ......... SEX: M ... F ... C §
Languagesfspoken: English ;..lFrench «oo Other ovveiiene,
First language(s) acquireds ........eveeen.. Ve
v . .

Present dOminant 1aNgUage:...eeseesssoneresosneess

Current stétu;: (please indicate where more than_pne;aﬁﬁ$i§ii:;
" ESL teacher:. Full time ... Part time ... ‘
TESL teacher: FUll time ... Part time ...

TESL underéraquate student: Fﬁll time,... Part time ...

TESL graduate student: Full time ... Part time ..."

. . r 4
ESL-re]gted experience: !

Teachfng ESL: ....... years  Studying TESL: ..... years
Py LEVE1 sscsbforionrencssss s , ' l

a
.

Thank you very much for the time you have taken to participate
in.this project. ' ‘
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'Languages spoken: English ":'Cs

{ : . . 98,

.-
"}

AQE: ccn'cluncc ‘SeX: M T F ces N ( ' s

rench ... Other ........0 ¥

First language(s) ACQUIFEA: wuvrrneerrnnennnnaeds

Present dominant 12ngUage: «....eeevesecssss ceens

Current status: (pleaseyindicate where more than one applies),
'ESL teacher: Full time ... Part time ....
TESL teacher: Full time ... Part timé s
ATESL undefgrgduate student: Full time ...

TESL.graduate student: Full time ... Part tiﬁe .
) [

ESL-related experience: ' -

L[4

. @ * v cov , |
- Teaching ESL: ....... years Studying TESL: ..... years

Level . vvervnceanenrs . '
1 y

Thank you very much for the time you'hqve,takeh to participate

¢

-

in this project. .
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Part timef...4
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Example 1. .25, . TAPE NUMBER ...
lExampie 2. . , S - - }
R DR Mo v, .
) ?
2e vennnen 128 ...
) b - .
3.1’ e . ]3- .......
4, veeu.n. IR - OO
/
- / 15. ;
3 Be vennn. / 16, .i.n...
/ .
e eveeses ) 17, eiviene
r/’
8. LN ) * e ” g ]8 .......
: /
: 9 seee e / x4
10, veenn.. '/
] t /
Age:"o.:'o.oxntn- SEXf Ml.o. F LN )
Languages spoken: gnglisﬁ .+. French ... Other ..;;.... ..... e
- 'First 1angua§e(s) aqquﬁred: U S ‘
Présent dominant language: ...... B
I © Current status: (please indiéate where more than one applies)
ESL teacher: Full time ... Part time ... -
¢ TESL teacher: Full tipe ... Part time ...
’ TESL undergraduate‘s;udent: Full time ... Paft*tﬁ@e .
TESLfgrqguate,studeht: Full time ...-Part time ... |
ESL-related experience:
// Teaching ESL: ... years Studying TESL: ... years
) "Leve]’ ooooooo .,o-on-o-c . ’” ‘ )
Thank you for' the time you have taken to participate \<

'/ in this project.
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ANOVA tables
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2-way ANOVAs ( rating i:y.:mékg:.* rater)

A. Where both speech s@mples per: speaker are included in.

the ANOVA:

b ]

kgjprce of variation

MAIN EFFECTS
SPEAKER
RATER

2-WAY INTERACTIONS
SPEAKER RATER

EXPLARSED
RESIDOAL

TOTAL

Source of variation

‘MAIN EFFECTS

SPEAKER
RATER

2-WAY INTERACTIONS

SPEAKER -RABER

EXPLAINED ;

RESIDUAL
TOTAL

4

30~sécond Young

a

Sqm-of squires ~DF
" 300.175 | 13
11B.650 9
181,525 4
'269.825 36
269.825 36
' 570.000- 49
246.250° 50
© 816.250 99
' ¢
30-second Old,/// )
Sum of squares DF
293.592 13
137.452 9
156.140 4
2689:510 36
 289.510 36
. 583.102 49
- 274.125 50
. 857.228 99

?

Mean Square
23.080
13.183
45.381

. T.495 ¢
7.495

11.633
> 4.925
8.245

®”

Q

L

t

Mean' Square

22.584
15.272
39.035

8.042
8.042

11.900 -

. 5.483
8.659

a

Y

—
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Source’of variation
& . )
HAIN EFFECTS

[ 4

2-WAY INTERACTIONS
SPEAKER‘RATER

. .EXPLAINED

RESIDUAL ,

TOTAL

Source of variation
MAIN- EFFECTS
TER

2-WAY INTERACTIONS
. SPEAKER BATER

EXPLAINED

— RESIDUAL n-

TOTAL

_"80-second ‘Young

A

Sum of squares DF

538,654 14
109.685 9
428.969 5

108.552 . 45

108.552 - 45.

647.206 59
140.625 60
787.831 118

60-second 01d

Sum of squares DF

L4

721.625 - - 14
230. 383 9
491,242 5

113.502 45
113.592 45

835.217 59

4

100. 750 60
. 935,967 119

»

Mean Square

'48.475

12.187™

- B5.T94

Meen Square

N\

2.412
2.412»

10.970
2.344
6.620

51.545
25.598
98. 248

2.524

2.524
14.156
1.67?
7.865

"‘“7
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B. Where o;3§ sample 1 pe: speaker was included in the

SPEAKER RATER

ANQOVA:
' 30-second Young
' 4 :
Source of  variation Sum of squares OF
_“MAIN EFFECTS 211.795 13
SPEAKKR . 127.397 s ‘9
RATER 82.518 4
‘ 2-WAY INTERACTIONS 249.714 36

249.714 36

461.510 49

EXPLAINED
'RESIDUAL L0001
TOTAL . \ K& 461.510 . 50
SO;secpnd'Old
Source of variation Sum of squares DF
MAIN EFFECTS = @ ' 237.300 13
.SPRAKER : ' 89.360 - 9
RATER 142.451 4
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 211.524, 56»‘
SPEAKER RATER | 211.524)
. ; 4
EXPLATNED . ‘448.824 49
RESIDUAL ' .000 1
TOTAL 1448.824 - 50
.8 N ) -
P, )
-
/
N

Hean.Square
16.292
14.155
20.630

6.937 -
6.937 -

9.418
.000
9.230

Mean Sqiare
18.254
9.929
35.613

5.876
' 5.876

/ 9.160
.000 ‘&
8.976




C N
. Source. of variation

MAIN EFFECTS
SPEAKER
RATER

2-WAY INTERACTIONS ~
" SPEAKER RATER -

EXPLAINED I

RESIDUAL
TOTAL

Source of’variatiéﬁ
MAIN EFFECTS

'SPEAKER
RATER

_2-WAY INTERACTIONS

SFEARKER RATER
EXPLAINED

"RESIDUAL
' TOTAL - .

L]

104
60-second Young
Sunldf.séuazes
273.663 -

78.1486
195.592

¢

85.140
85. 140

358. 803
.000 _
' 358. 803

60-second 01d
- LY
Sum of squares
422.159
155.230
. 266.768

101.390
101.390 .

523.549
.000°
523.549 -

n

DF’
14

8

5
45
45
59

1
60

DF
14

45
45

" 59

80

:upan Square

¢ -
o

19.547

3g:6§2¢’

1.892 ¢
‘1.892 :

6.081
.000
5.980°

Mean Sqqare
30.154
17.248"
53;358 '

2.253
2.253

8.874
. 000
8.726

»
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e, . { 105
"¢ Where.. only sample 2 per speaker was included in the .
ANOVA: ' -’ Tt ' ¢
. ) ! . ‘ 30*5econc1 Young
.. Source of variation Sum of squares DF ) Mean Square ) _
' MAIN EFFECTS . © 186.220 13 "14.325
SPEAKER . . 63.325 9 . 7.086
RATER 122.381 4 30.595 .
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 195.427 ° 36 5.429
- SPEAKER RATER 195.427—_ 36 5.429
| EXPLAINED ..381.647 49 7.789
’ RESIDUAL - 000 .1 ».000
. ToTAL . 361.647 50 7.633
<\\' ’ : ' ! : '
‘Q * L]
\ | ‘
s
A : ¢ . 30-second 0l1d
9 « : . . .
\ . ce of variation Sum of squares DF Mean Square
MATN EFFECTS . . 202.766 _ 13 15.597
' SPEAKER 121.897 ~ 9 - 13.544
v -+ RATER.- ‘ . 72.935 4 18.234
i . 2-WAY INTERACTIONS | 239.774 36 6.660
. SPEAKER RATER “ . '239.7T4 36 .6.660
EXPLAINED : - 442.539 - 49 . 9.031
’ RESIDUAL - 000 1 - .000 |
"TOTAL . . 442.539 . 50 8.851 .
' . ! o ' "'\"
. & ' : | * " 2 =l
. A ' L4 \ . , -




. . . MAIN EFFECTS
o SPEAKKR

.. . ,RATER .

L T 2-WAY TNTERACYIONS
L SPEAKER RATER
Y | EXPLAINED
‘ RESIDUAL
TOTAL '

L et

q

/ Source of vuriation‘
L MAIN EFFECTS '
Hi, . m .

2-WAY INTERACTIONS.

S /" GPEAKER RATER
' | . EXPLAINED :

| . RESIDUAL
s T . TOTAL

~ {)

\ ! bl
. 2 ,\\ .

. ‘ \

¢
‘Shm of squares

_ 834.232

’

108 ’
! 604§;cond Young

. .Spuree of variation ° Sum of squares

335.933
68.792
264 .461

115.878
115.878

451.811, -

.000
451.811

60-second Old

- 94.504
239.619

79.571

79.571
'gis.aos
.000
41;.805

P

14

45
45

59

- 80

DF '
14

5

45

45

59
1

B0

Mean Square
23.874
10.500
47.924'

1.768
1.768

7.014
.000
6.897
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D. Where only one sample was available per apeaker:

120-second Ybuné

Source of variation Sum of squares DF Heﬁn Square
MAIN EFFECTS - 421.942 14 30.139
SPEAKER - 265.816 9 29.535
. RATER . 163.386 5 32.677
2-WAY INTERACTIONS ' 232.804 45 5.173
SPEAKER RATER 232.804 45 5.173
EXPLAINED 654.748 59 11.097
‘5” ’ RESIDUAL : ' .000 /%3 ".000
TOTAL 654.746 {60 10.912

120-second 0Old

-

= ‘ . Source of variation’ Sum of squares 'DF Mean Square
' MAIN EFFECTS . 296.308  13. 22.793
SPEAKER | . 256.446 9 . 28.494
RATER | 43.568 . 4 .  10.892
- ‘ 2-WAY INTERACTIONS © 221.731 . 36 6.158
| - SPEAKER RATER 221.731 36 6.150
. » . EXPLAINED | 518.039 49 . 10.572
« RESIDUAL . 000 1 .000
TOTAL - . ' 518.039 50 . 10.361

k;
5 .
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-

3-way ANOVAs (rating by speaker, rater, rating occasion)
30-second Young

Source of variation Sum of squares
.MAIN EFFECTS L 307.894
SPEAKER 121.055
RATING OCCASION - .945
RATER . _ 185.256
2-WAY INTERACTIONS ' 358.185
SPEAKER RATING OCCASION 66.049
SPEAKER RATER | 273.096
RATING OCCASION  RATER 16.213
3-WAY INTERACTIONS - 162.639
SPEAKER RATING OCCASION ‘
| RATER - 162.639
EXPLAINED " 828.728
RESIDUAL _ l .000
TOTAL '8

28.728

;

30-second 01d

éou;ce of ‘variation

MAIN EFFECTS
- SPEAKER
RATING OCCASION
RATER

" 2-WAY INTERACTIONS
SPEAKER RATING OCCASION
SPEAKER RATER
RATING OCCASION RATER

3-WAY INTERACTIONS .
SPEAKER RATING OCCASION
RATER *© .
EXPLAINED
- RESIDUAL
TOTAL

Sum of squareé

310.509
142.742
1.398
161.052
402.391
62.775
290.616
49.468
160.288
160.288
873.188
.000

873.188

DF

14

9

1

4

49
9

. 36

4
36
36
99

"

100

100

Mean Square

. 21.992
13.451
.945
46.314

.310
.339
.586
.053

.518
.518

.371
.000

- T S G G P P

" 8.287

Mean Squaré-

©22.179
15.860
1.398
40.263
8.212
6.975
8.073
12.§§7
4.452
,4.452
8.820
.000

8.732

/
/

/
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80-second Young

Source of variation Sum of squares DF Mean Sgquare
MAIN EFFECTS / 538.313° 15 35,888 |
SPEAKER . 109.291 9 12143 |
RATING OCCASION 188 - 1 .188
RATER 428.300 5 85.660
; . |
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 162.519 59 2.755
SPEAKER RATING OCCASION  34.770 9 3.863
SPEAKER RATER 107.208 45 2.382
RATING OCCASION RATER - 22.001 5 4.400
3-WAY INTERACTIONS  8T.082 45  1.935
SPEAKER RATING OCCASION
.. RATER | 87.082 45 1.935
EXPLAINED - 5 787.813 119 6.621
RESIDUAL . 000 17)  .o00-
TOTAL - " .787.813 120 6.566

60-second Qld

Source of yariﬁtion Sum of squares , ‘ly)F Mean Square

'MAIN EFFECTS . 723.397 16 ) 48.226

' SPEAKER 229.837 9 25.587
RATING OCCASION 2.253 1 '2.253

RATER | .491.299 5 98.260

. 2-WAY INTERACTIONS 152.927  59. 2.592

/  SPFEAKER , RATING OCCASION 20.267 9 2.252 -
: SPEAKER RATER _118.993 45 2.644
.. RATING OCCASION RATER 15.873 5 ~3.195

" 3-WAY INTERACTIONS 61.681 _ 45 1.371

. SPEAKER RATING OCCASION : S

N RATER 61.681 45 1.371
LT EXP{&INED . 938.004 119  '7.882

' 1;.Esmtm1.w' ‘ ‘ . .000 1 . .000

TOTAL : | . 938.004 120 7.817

.
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