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Chapter 8

At the Intersection of Telecollaboration,
Learner Corpus Analysis, and L2 Pragmatics:
Considerations for Language Program Direction

Julie A. Belz

Abstract

The research on Internet-mediated intercultural foreign language education
to date bas examined a variety of topics ranging from the development of L2
grammatical competence to intercultural tension to networked models for
language teacher education. The theoretical frameworks and methodological
approaches applied in such examinations have been equally wide-ranging,
including socio-cultural theory, interactionist approaches to language learn-
ing, intercultural communicative competence, appraisal theory, cultural
studies, action research, and grounded theory.Very few studies, hbowever, have
explored the application of the burgeoning field of contrastive learner corpus
analysis to networked intercultural foreign language instruction. The aim of
this essay is to encourage language program directors and foreign language
teachers to consider the inherent synergy between telecollaborative pedagogy
and learner corpus analysis as well as the ways in wbhich their inter-
illumination may influence the development of L2 competence in general
and L2 pragmatic competence in particular.

Introduction

The most salient aspect of telecollaborative foreign language (FL) study, Kinginger
notes, is “the inclusion of other people” (2004, p. 103). The “other people” to
whom Kinginger refers are the native-speaking netpals with whom FL learners
interact via Internet communication tools in the context of telecollaborative part-
nerships.! To date, research on telecollaborative instruction generally has fallen
into two categories: (1) descriptive reports in which the administrative, logistical,
pedagogical, social, and technological aspects of such programmatic innovations
are addressed (e.g., Bauer ef al. 2005; Belz 2005a; Fischer 1998; Furstenberg et al.
2001; Kinginger ef al. 1999); and (2) empirical studies designed to explore the
relationship between telecollaborative instruction and the most widely recognized
outcomes of FL education, namely, intercultural and linguistic competence.?
Researchers have examined the development of intercultural competence (Byram
1997) from a number of theoretical and methodological perspectives, including
appraisal theory, grounded theory, ethnography, cultural studies, and action
research (e.g., Belz 2003b; O’Dowd 2003; Warschauer 1996). The majority of the
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work on the influence of technology-mediated interaction on the development of
L2 linguistic competence has occurred within the interactionist approach to
Second Language Acquisition (SLA). Scholars have elucidated in aggregation the
number and types of negotiation sequences occurring within various kinds of
mediated interaction including telecollaboration (e.g., Blake and Zystik 2003; Lee
2004, 2005; Pellettieri 2000; Smith 2003, 2005; Sotillo 2000). Others have
provided aggregational reports on different linguistic features in mediated FL
interactions such as lexical density and syntactic complexity (Abrams 2003; Chun
1994; Dussias 2005; Kern 1995).

The purpose of the current chapter is to engage language program directors
and FL teachers in a consideration of the synergy between particular aspects of
telecollaborative pedagogy—beyond the inclusion of other people—and the
emerging field of learner corpus analysis (Granger 1998a; Granger, Hung, and
Petch-Tyson 2002; Granger and Petch-Tyson 2003). These aspects include the
electronic nature of the “process data” (Chapelle 2003, p. 98) or learner produc-
tion, its developmental scope (i.e., telecollaborative partnerships typically span
several weeks or months), the authenticity of telecollaborative interactions (see
Kasper 2001, p. 34), their bilingual format (cf. Bauer ef al. 2005; Furstenberg ef al.
2001), and the blended nature of telecollaborative courses. According to
Wikipedia, blended learning denotes the “integration (or the so-called blending) of
e-learning tools and techniques with traditional methods.” In the current chapter,
“blending” is used to refer to the alternation of Internet-mediated infercultural
sessions with face-to-face intracultural sessions. The first four above-mentioned
dimensions of telecollaborative pedagogy facilitate the establishment of unique
learner corpora (Granger, to appear; Nesselhauf, to appear) within the burgeoning
field of learner corpus analysis because such corpora contain nternet-mediated,
longitudinal, bilingual data as well as integrated native speaker (NS) control cor-
pora. The importance of meticulously documented longitudinal data has been the
topic of much discussion in SLA circles as of late (Ortega and Iberri-Shea 2005).
The final aspect affords classroom-based, developmental pedagogical intervention
in the form of corpus-enabled, dafa-driven learning. The general argument
advanced here is that the utilization of telecollaborative process data for the com-
pilation of an integrated contrastive learner corpus and the subsequent introduc-
tion of corpus-enabled results into the telecollaborative classroom in the form of
data-driven learning may contribute to L2 development in general and to L2 prag-
matic competence in particular. Competence is not restricted to the accuracy of
particular forms but also encompasses frequency and distribution of use.

In this chapter, this argument is developed on the basis of data drawn from 7he
Telecollaborative Learner Corpus of English and German or Telekorp, a new
learner corpus of over one million tokens, which is composed of bilingual, Internet-
mediated interactions among more than 200 learners of German and English
recorded during six years of telecollaborative partnerships (Belz, Reinhardt, and
Rine 2005). The bilingual nature of the interactions under study means that
Telekorp is composed of four sub-corpora: L1 German, L1 English, L2 German, and
L2 English. In Telekorp, every single utterance that each participant produced over
the course of eight- to ten-week telecollaborative partnerships has been archived
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in a series of relational tables in association with approximately 30 task and
learner variables (cf. Granger 2003, p. 538). In addition, numerous types of ethno-
graphic data were collected for each learner, including retrospective interviews
(Barron 2003, p. 107), written portfolios, instructor field notes, and videotaping of
classroom sessions. As a result, Telekorp is also of import for the production of
ethnographically thick and ecologically valid microgenetic analyses of the devel-
opment of L2 competence (see Kinginger and Belz 2005), an issue at the core of
SLA research.

In the first of the following sections, the concepts of data-driven learning and
learner corpus analysis are illustrated on the basis of NS and learner concordance
lines taken from the L1 and L2 German sub-corpora of Telekorp for the German
word Meinung “opinion.” This analysis demonstrates how contrastive learner
corpus analysis allows the teacher-researcher to address learner proficiency not
only at the global and prescriptive level of grammatical accuracy but also at the
local and thus descriptive level of frequency of occurrence and distribution (across
speakers, genres, and media). Further, the bilingual nature of the data enables the
immediate comparison of learner production to a baseline NS corpus thereby
obviating the time-consuming need to seek out or perhaps even construct (see
Cobb 2003; Granger and Tribble 1998) an external NS control corpus, which may
be only tenuously comparable to the learner corpus in question (see Granger
1998b, p. 13).

In the next section, the ways in which the blended nature of telecollaborative
pedagogy—in conjunction with learner corpus analysis—may contribute to L2
pragmatic learning with respect to the performance of apologies is demonstrated.
In the context of a synchronous chat in a telecollaborative session, NSs of German
commented on the perceived frequency with which their American keypals “apol-
ogize.” In a subsequent non-telecollaborative session, NS and learner patterns of
use of the tokens sorry, Entschuldigung/entschuldigen “excuse me; sorry,” and es
tut mir leid “I'm sorry” are examined in the form of a corpus-enabled, quantitative
overview as well as at the local level of group-specific concordance lines.

Finally, the relationship of telecollaborative pedagogy and learner corpus
analysis to the implementation of (developmental) pedagogical interventions is
illustrated. Corpus-driven pedagogical interventions based on telecollaborative
data can be “developmental” in two senses. First, such interventions are develop-
mental because they are based on the entirety of L2 production for each individual
learner over the duration of the networked exchange, i.e., they are based on the
documentation of L2 change over time. Second, they may be termed “develop-
mental” because the administration of the intervention itself occurs in successive
stages in the course of the ongoing telecollaborative correspondence and is sensi-
tive to evolving L2 use. The second type of developmental intervention is only pos-
sible if the telecollaborative data are entered into the corpus on a daily basis as
they are produced (see Belz and Vyatkina 2005, p. 24). Such a compilation proce-
dure is a powerful pedagogical tool for both instruction and dynamic forms of L2
assessment (Poehner and Lantolf 2003) because it affords the corpus retrievable
concretization of the learner’s emerging L2 competence on a day-by-day basis. In
order to illustrate the concept of corpus-based, developmental pedagogical
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intervention in the first sense, a case study of a low-intermediate learner of
German is presented. The potential influence of corpus-based intervention on this
learner’s misuse of formal pronouns of address as well as her under-use of particu-
lar cohesive ties is examined.

Learner Corpus Analysis
and Data-Driven Learning

The term data-driven learning originally referred to the use of information from NS
corpora in the FL classroom (Johns 2002; Johns and King 1991, p. iii). For example,
a FL teacher may use a NS corpus (e.g., The British National Corpus) in order to
produce a computer-generated concordance of a particular FL feature. A concor-
dance is “a screen display or printout of a chosen word or phrase in its different
contexts, along with the text that comes before and after it” (McCarthy 2004, p. 5).
In a classroom activity, learners examine the concordance in order to discover
authentic patterns of L2 use for particular lexical items or grammatical features
(e.g., Conrad 1999). NS concordances lines from Telekorp for the German word
Meinung “opinion” illustrate this concept in Figure 1 (see also Mollering 2001 for
the use of NS corpora in the teaching of L2 German).3 This word was chosen for
analysis because it occurs in expressions of opinion, the mastery of which is neces-
sary in an exchange designed to facilitate bilingual, intercultural dialogue.
Nevertheless, learners of German consistently have demonstrated difficulty with the
appropriate use of such phrases. The concordance lines in Figure 1 (and all others in
this chapter) were produced by exporting relevant text files from 7elekorp into
Wordsmith Tools (Scott 2001), a well-known software package for corpus analysis.

Despite the efficacy of NS concordance lines, corpus linguist Sylviane Granger
maintains that “one should not exaggerate the impact of NS corpora on foreign
language teaching” (1994, p. 25) because such corpora do not necessarily provide
access to the actual problems of learners. Instead, Granger suggests that teacher-
researchers must focus on learner productions in order to ensure that learners’
grammatical needs are met. In order to do so in an empirically grounded and sys-
tematic fashion, Granger recommends the construction of computerized learner
corpora such as the Infernational Corpus of Learner English (Granger, Dagneausx,
and Meunier 2002). Learner corpora are defined as “electronic collections of
authentic FL/SL textual data assembled according to explicit design criteria for a
particular SLA/FLT purpose. They are encoded in a standardized and homogenous
way and documented as to their origin and provenance” (Granger 2002, p. 7). With
the help of a learner corpus, FL teachers can quickly examine large amounts of
learner productions in order to ascertain where learners may be having difficulties
with L2 grammar. Using a method known as contrastive learner corpus analysis,
learner language behavior, as represented in a learner corpus, can be compared to
the language behavior of NSs, as represented in a NS corpus, in order to establish
how the linguistic performance of these two groups may differ from each other
(see Biber and Reppen 1998; Granger and Tribble 1998; Nesselhauf 2004). To
illustrate this point, representative learner productions for Meinung are drawn
from the L2 German sub-corpus of Telekorp and presented in Figure 2.
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The most immediately salient information in such a comparison relates to
frequency of use. The contrastive learner corpus analysis reveals that the learners

use Meinung 30 times per 100,000 tokens of e-mail interaction, while the NSs use

the same term 23 times. Thus, the learners overuse this term in comparison to

NSs, which may indicate that the NSs use a broader range of lexical resources for
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the expression of opinions in German. A cursory analysis of chat interaction in
Telekorp indicates that NSs tend to use Meinung more frequently in asynchronous

communication, while they chose other forms such as glauben “to believe” and

denken “to think” in synchronous expression. This brief discussion illustrates how

corpus analysis speaks to aspects of proficiency, i.e., frequency and distribution of
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use, that are not typically addressed in traditional forms of instruction based on
deterministic rather than probabilistic grammars.

A comparison of Figures 1 and 2 also reveals a wealth of information with
regard to differences in syntactic structure, lexical collocation, phraseology, and
grammatical accuracy for the two populations under study. First, the NSs use the
idiomatic phrases der Meinung sein “to be of the opinion” (lines 1-6) and meiner
Meinung nach “in my opinion” (lines 11-15) with roughly equal frequency,
whereas the learners tend to use only the second phrase (lines 5-9). Alphabetical
sorting on the first word to the left of the searched item reveals that the NSs use
more lexical variation within the two above mentioned idiomatic phrases than the
learners do, e.g., “I am of the opinion” (lines 1-3) but also “we are of the opinion”
(line 4) and “I am of the same opinion” (line 6); “in my opinion” (lines 11-14) but
also “in our opinion” (line 15). Such detailed examples provide learners with
authentic data that keypals have actually used for both the expansion of their
lexical resources and the fine-tuning of their understanding of the idiomatic
phrases. Second, the learner concordance lines reveal typical transfer errors that
never occur in the NS data, e.g., “in meiner Meinung” (lines 2-3; a transfer from
the English “in my opinion”) and “wir sind auf der Meinung” (line 1; a transfer
from the English “we are of the opinion”). Finally, the concordance lines highlight
important syntactic differences in the use of the given idiomatic phrases. For
example, the phrase meiner Meinung nach makes use of a rare post-position in
German. This is one reason why this phrase presents English-speaking learners of
German with difficulties. Because of the verb-second constraint in the main clause
in German, this phrase must be followed by the conjugated verb when it is used in
sentence initial position. Thus, what the learners characteristically recognize as a
“preposition” (nach “after, according to”) appears to be uncharacteristically (but
accurately) followed by a verb, if they do not parse meiner Meinung nach as a unit.
This structure is illustrated in the last five concordance lines of Figure 1. Learners
consistently place a different element (typically a noun) in this slot—even after
repeated, explicit instruction—as is seen in the last five lines of Figure 2.

One of the advantages of data-driven learning based on contrastive learner
corpus analysis is that learners can examine authentic examples of differences
in NS and learner use. The added instructional value of Telekorp is twofold.
First, the NS and learner comparisons are not drawn from a learner corpus and
an external NS corpus. Instead, they are based on learner and NS productions in
the very same interactions—thus ensuring a high degree of comparability of the
results of contrastive learner corpus analysis. Second, the learners are examining
data that they have produced (Seidlhofer 2002), if the data are entered into the
corpus while the partnership is in progress. Thus, their overuse of Meinung is not
with respect to some unknown set of NSs at another time in another context, but
with respect to their own keypals in interactions in which they themselves have
participated. Belz and Kinginger (2003) have argued that learners’ desire to main-
tain positive face in front of their NS keypals in telecollaborative partnerships has
contributed to their increasing approximation of NS norms with respect address
form choice. Thus, if learners can be shown aggregate patterns of learner use with
respect to patterns of use of their NS keypals for the same items this may increase
their awareness of localized norms of use.
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Learner Corpus Analysis, L2 Pragmatics,
and Blended Learning

In the following representative excerpt from a synchronous chat between the
Americans Kate and Angela and the Germans Karsten and Jette in 2004, the issue
of “apologizing” takes center stage. In the course of this episode, the learners use
three relevant lexical items: sorry, Entschuldigung/entschuldigen “excuse me; I'm
sorry,” and es fut mir Leid “I'm sorry.”

€))
1 Kate: lol
2 Karsten: what does lol mean?
3 Kate: laughing out loud—it is an American term
4

Kate: Natalia hat gesagt, dass ihr in Deutschland das auch screiben
(Natalia said that you write that in Germany), t0oo)

N

Karsten: sorry, nee!! (sorry, no!!)
6 Kate: Nein, es tut mir leid. (no, I am sorry)

7 Kate: We are supposed to tell you that the project is in the “tasks”
folder

8 Angela: ok so how old were you when you were Aufklachert
(learned about sex and birth control)?

9 Kate: You can read it and then e-mail us the topic you chose
10 Jette: At the age of 12.
11 Kate: Entschuldigung (excuse me) Angela—I didn’t mean to interrupt

12 Karsten: We do know that it’s in the folder. but we try to make sure
that we are talking about the same, at least nearly

13 Kate: okay—we just wanted to check
14 Kate: Entschuldigung (excuse me)

15 Karsten: Sorry, but why do you “entschuldigt euch” (excuse
yourselves) that often, and what for?

16 Kate: in Amerika wir sagen ,excuse me* zu sagen “sorry” (In America
we say “excuse me’to say “sorry”)

17 Kate: I guess that Germans don’t do that

18 Karsten: Please try to ask us something, ‘cause I don’t have a clue

19 Jette: There must be a reason to say sorry

20 Angela: ok—es tut mir leid (ok—I am sorry)
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In turn 4, Kate relates that another German keypal, Natalia, told her that
Germans use the abbreviation /o/ in German-language chat. Karsten denies this in
turn 5 by using the English word “sorry” in conjunction with an emphatic form
(nee) of the word nein “no” in German. Kate responds to his denial by apologizing
for her original assertion with the German phrase es fut mir Leid. In turn 7, Kate
relays to her German partners a piece of organizational information from her
instructor on the U.S. side. In turn 8, Angela picks up the assigned topic of
discussion, which relates to a German-language novel that both groups had read.
In turn 9, Angela continues with more details about the organizational informa-
tion. Jette responds to Angela’s on-task question in turn 10, which is followed by
Kate’s apology for interrupting their discussion with the organizational informa-
tion. Here she uses the German word Entschuldigung to perform her apology. In
turn 12, Karsten tells her that they already have this information and then states
that they would like to stay on the same topic in their chat. In turn 14, Kate again
apologizes to Karsten, this time for interrupting the discussion with the organiza-
tional information. In the following turn, Karsten asks Kate why they apologize
(“excuse themselves”) so often and for what reasons, indicating that he has not
understood her motivations for apologizing in turns 6, 11, and 14. His question,
perhaps, is prefaced ironically with the English word “sorry.” In turn 16, Kate
explains that Americans use the phrase “excuse me” as an apology token* and fol-
lows this with the insightful comment that this may not be the case in German
conversation (see Byrnes 1986). In his rejoinder, Karsten directs Kate to ask a
question because he doesn’t know what to talk about. He follows this with another
apology token in the form of “sorry!” In turn 18, Jette informs Kate that Germans
only say they are sorry when there is a reason to do so, indicating that, from her
German perspective, there was no cause for the three apologies that Kate has
uttered up to that point in the chat. In turn 20, Kate seems to acknowledge this
reasoning and subsequently apologizes for apologizing.

The alternation of telecollaborative and non-telecollaborative sessions in con-
junction with contrastive learner corpus analysis affords the classroom-based
exploitation of this learning opportunity par excellence (see Allwright 2005). In a
subsequent non-telecollaborative session, the instructor can draw the learners’
attention to this authentic excerpt in plenary (see Kasper 1985, for referential and
meta-lingual teaching phases in L2 pragmatic instruction). Schmidt (1993, p. 35)
has argued that noticing is particularly important for the development of L2 prag-
matic competence. Participants Kate and Angela can share their insider perspec-
tives on this interaction, while other learners weigh in on whether or not they feel
that Americans or Germans apologize more, what constitutes a legitimate reason
for an apology, and what lexical resources are used in order to perform an apology
in each language under study. Because learners have access to all previously con-
ducted telecollaborative interactions, they can support their assertions with tex-
tual data and share this evidence with their classmates.

Learners can then be presented with the comprehensive results of contrastive
learner corpus analysis for the focal items as seen in Table 1. These data reveal that
despite Karsten’s assertion that Kate apologizes too much, Germans actually use the
word sorry nearly twice as frequently as the Americans do in the very same interac-
tions. In contrast, however, the Americans use Leid in the phrase es fut mir Leid
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Table 1
Lexical Comparisons

All E-mails (2000-2004)

Germans Americans
Search Item Raw Per 103 Raw Per 103
sorry 207 62.8 91 36.5
Leid 32 9.7 98 39.3
entschuldig* 8/5 2.43/1.52 9 3.61

four times as often as the Germans do. Thus, each language group appears to over-
use the targeted apology tokens in their L2 in comparison to NS uses of those
same tokens. Both groups exhibit a low frequency of use for
Entschuldigung/entschuldigen—only eight uses for the NSs and nine for the
learners—indicating that Kate’s two uses of it in example 1 were indeed uncom-
monly frequent. However, when one examines the content of the German concor-
dance lines for entschuldig* in Figure 3, one sees that there are actually only five
referential uses of entschuldig* (lines 1-3, 7-8). The NSs excuse themselves for
not corresponding frequently enough (lines 1-3) or for not providing the
Americans with corrections of their L2 German (line 7), both explicit stipulations
of the telecollaborative partnership. In one case, a NS excuses himself because he
called his American keypal by the wrong name (line 8). In three additional cases
(lines 4-6), the NSs use this form meta-lingually in order to tell their American
keypals not to apologize, thus lending some support to Karsten’s assertion that
Kate apologizes too often.

Learner concordance lines are given for entschuldig* in Figure 4. Like their NS
keypals, the learners excuse themselves for not corresponding frequently enough
(lines 4, 6-7); however, unlike the Germans, the Americans also excuse themselves
for their “poor German,” for making mistakes in German, and for other language-
related errors (lines 3, 8-9). In contrast, the Germans never excuse themselves for
infelicities in their L2 English. Thus, it would appear, linguistic errors are not a rea-
son to apologize in German, at least in the context of the interactions under study.

An examination of NS and learner concordance lines for Leid in Figures 5 and 6
reveal further differences with respect to the group-specific use of this item. For
example, the NSs sometimes modify the phrase es fut mir Leid with adverbials such
as echt “real” or wirklich “really” (lines 1-2, 5-7, 9 in Figure 5), while the learners use
the unmodified phrase almost without exception (lines 1-16 in Figure 6). With
respect to the distribution of the phrase within an e-mail, both NSs and learners use
it directly after openings and before closings as well as within the middle of a mes-
sage; however, learners tend to use it more frequently in the first two positions, which
raises the issue of the appropriate timing of an apology in this context. Syntactically,
NSs use the phrase most frequently immediately prior to a subordinate clause intro-
duced with the conjunction dass “that.” Learners also use it in this configuration but
they often omit the necessary punctuation (lines 5, 7, 9, 13, 15, 17 in Figure 6)—
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something that NSs never do—or they confuse the conjunction dass with the article
das “the” (lines 5, 9, and 17). Furthermore, the learners inappropriately begin the
subsequent subordinate clause with 0b “whether, if” or weil “because”—also some-
thing that the NSs never do in these data. Learners may notice variations with
respect to NS observation of the German spelling reform. According to the new
usage rules, Leid should be capitalized; however, only one NS does so (line 9 in
Figure 5). In contrast, several learners adopt the new spelling rules (lines 1-2, 16 in
Figure 6). Learners’ attention my be directed to this difference and they may be
encouraged to consider why they spell “correctly” in German more frequently than
Germans do in this case. This topic can be pursued in subsequent intercultural
interactions, which may reveal the numerous passions surrounding the German
spelling reform.

From the semantic perspective, the differences between NS and learner uses
of es tut mir Leid seem to mirror those for entschuldig*. On the whole, Germans
use this phrase with their American keypals in order to apologize for breaking
the rules of the partnership with respect to frequency and length of correspon-
dence, class attendance, or other task assignments (lines 1-3, 7-8 in Figure 5).
In addition, they use this phrase to express regret about or empathy for a certain
situation in their keypals’ lives (lines 4, 9 in Figure 5). In contrast, as with
entschuldig*, the learners often use this phrase to apologize for their own linguis-
tic shortcomings in their L2. For example, they apologize for comprehension
difficulties (lines 1-2 in Figure 6); for using too much English (line 4); and for
the perceived deficiency of their German (lines 5, 8). They also use this phrase to
apologize for transgressions against the rules of the partnerships (lines 9, 13,
16); for writing about “boring” topics (line 15); for cutting their correspondence
short (lines 6, 11-12); for technical difficulties (line 10); and to express empathy
for aspects of their partners’ life situations (lines 7, 17).

Based on the authentic, project-based interaction between learners and NSs
in example 1, a potential “languacultural rich point” (Agar 1994) between the par-
ticular interlocutors in question was exposed. This rich point concerns the lexical
resources used to apologize in the respective L2s, the scope of legitimate reasons
for doing so, and the frequency with which one typically employs the resources
that one chooses. Corpus analysis is particularly beneficial with respect to the later
point because frequency of use is generally not amenable to introspection (by nei-
ther learners nor NSs). With recourse to a contrastive learner corpus such as
Telekorp, one can answer these questions not for an abstract set of NSs with whom
the learners are not familiar but with respect to the interactions that the learners
themselves have engaged in up to that point and in comparison to other learners
in previous telecollaborative partnerships. As the partnership progresses, one can
ascertain how the learners developed with respect to these lexical, grammatical,
and pragmatic points by continuing to track their L2 productions using 7elekorp.
In addition, learners can document their own development with respect to certain
lexical, grammatical, and pragmatic features by engaging in meta-lingual reflec-
tion on their progress—as documented quantitatively in the corpus—in the form
of portfolio entries which they could then discuss with their instructors (Belz and
Vyatkina 2005, pp. 36-39).
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Learner Corpus Analysis and Developmental
Pedagogical Intervention

In this section, two corpus-based developmental pedagogical interventions on a
single learner’s use of address forms and cohesive ties are presented. This learner
was chosen for analysis because she participated with the author in two consecu-
tive telecollaborative German-language courses (fall 2002 and fall 2003) and one
non-telecollaborative language course (spring 2004). According to Kern, Ware,
and Warschauer (2004, p. 248), researchers have not yet provided longitudinal
accounts of learners in technology-mediated environments nor have they thor-
oughly addressed the issue of developmental transfer between telecollaborative
and non-telecollaborative courses (e.g., Abrams 2003). Scholars working in non-
educational contexts have also begun to stress the importance of longitudinal
analyses of mediated interpersonal communication (Kutz and Herring 2005). The
case study format is chosen because it illustrates well the ways in which contrastive
learner corpus analysis with Telekorp facilitates the production of individualized
learner profiles and thus individualized assessment and instruction.

The Focal Learner

Lori (a pseudonym), a NS of English, is a white American woman from a working-
class background (Fussell 1983; Lubrano 2004). In fall 2002, when the author first
came to know her as a student in a university-level language course at a large
public institution on the East Coast of the United States, she was a 20-year-old
undergraduate student in her fourth semester of study. In an interview, Lori
reported that she was born and grew up in a “very rural” area of the eastern United
States. She further explained that her home was so isolated that she had to take
“half an hour trip to get to a grocery store.” During her childhood and adolescence,
Lori had little or no contact with people from other cultures. She stated that there
were “not even any black people” in her high school. Prior to fall 2002, Lori had
never traveled outside the United States and she had only once left her home state.
As a result, her weekly electronic exchanges with her German keypals in 2002 rep-
resented both the first and most extensive contact that she had ever had with a
person from another culture (see also Kinginger ef al. 1999, p. 855).

In high school, Lori excelled academically and participated in a number of
honors courses, including German. On a biographical survey, she stated that it
was a source of “pride” for her that she was able to read a novel in German.
Nevertheless, she had not contemplated a college career. Instead, she had planned
to get a job after graduation at the nearby factory where her mother worked; she
also considered joining the military. However, a high school teacher suggested to
her that she “had what it takes to succeed in college” and, as a result, Lori enrolled
in the local branch campus of the major public institution in her state where she
studied for three semesters prior to transferring to the main campus in fall 2002.
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When the author first met her in that same semester, she was majoring in physics,
but her interest in German as an academic course of study was already quite high
as evidenced by a number of questions concerning course requirements for a
minor in German.

In terms of written performance, Lori displayed the characteristics of a low-
intermediate learner of German on the ACTFL proficiency scale, although her self-
perception was that she rated as “advanced” in each of the traditional language
skills, as she indicated on a pre-semester biographical survey. Her oral perform-
ance was somewhat less proficient. By spring 2004, Lori had switched her major to
German because she had “always loved the language” and was receiving high
grades in all her courses. Her written German had developed noticeably, particu-
larly with respect to vocabulary, her use of idiomatic phrases, and the placement of
the conjugated verb in the main and dependent clauses. Her oral performance was
still somewhat hesitant, although this may be associated in some way with her
rather reticent personality. At the time of this writing (spring 2005), the author
learned via e-mail correspondence with Lori that she had dropped out of college
for personal reasons and was once again considering a career in the military,
although she hoped to return to the university in the following semester in order
to graduate as a German major.

Pedagogical Intervention: Interpersonal Relationships

Second-Person Pronouns

In German, there are three basic ways to say “you”: (1) du (informal singular);
(2) ihr (informal plural); and (3) Sée (formal singular and plural). As a result of the
German case system, ten different “you”-forms exist. Informal forms are referred
to as T pronouns, while formal forms are referred to as V pronouns (Brown and
Gilman 1960, p. 254). These pronouns are of enormous social relevance because
they not only index the word “you,” but also a wealth of additional information,
including social status, political orientation, occupation, age, and interpersonal
familiarity (Delilse 1986). As a result, their appropriate use is of vital importance
in the building and maintenance of interpersonal relationships such as the ones
negotiated in telecollaborative partnerships. Kasper and Rose (2001, p. 4) note
that “[a]dult learners get a considerable amount of L2 pragmatic knowledge for
free. This is because some . . . aspects [of pragmatic knowledge] may be successfully
transferred from the learners’ L1.” Transfer is not likely to be possible, however, in
the case of second-person pronouns for English-speaking learners of German
because there is no corresponding form—function mapping between L1 and L2.

Lori’s Classroom-Based Instruction in Second-Person Pronoun Use

To date, Lori has taken a total of nine university-level German courses as outlined
in Table 2.
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Table 2
Lori’s College-level German Courses and Explicit da-compound Instruction
Semester Course Instructor  da-compound Grade
Instruction
Sp 2001 1: Intermediate A “prief introduction” A
German
Fall 2001 None None None N/A
Sp 2002 None None None N/A
Fall 2002 2:Telecollaboration Author None A
Sp 2003 3:Famous Figures in B Turneaure (1987) A-
German History
Fall 2003 4: German Novelle C None A
Fall 2003 5:Advanced Grammar D Dippmann and A-
Watzinger-Tharp
(2000)
Fall 2003 6:Telecollaboration Author Intervention A
Sp 2004 7:Holocaust Literature  Author None A
Sp 2004 8: Culture, Language, D None A
and Literature
Sp 2004 9:Schiller E None A

Lori relates that she received no explicit instruction in the grammar and use
of address forms in any of these courses other than the brief (and inadequate)
explanations common in introductory textbooks (see Belz and Kinginger 2003,
pp. 599-600). Prior to the onset of telecollaboration in 2002, Lori’s U.S. cohort was
instructed to use T with their NS keypals. In all cases, the Germans initiated cor-
respondence with their U.S. partners using T; no German ever used V to address an
American keypal in any year.

Procedure

At the close of the 2002 course, it was established via corpus analysis that Lori
inappropriately used V forms over the course of the partnership almost without
exception. Her inappropriate uses occurred in the face of explicit direction on the
part of her instructor to use T, explicit peer assistance on the part of her keypals,
and roughly two months of correspondence from her NS keypals that contained
only T forms. In December 2002, Lori participated in a post-telecollaboration
retrospective interview during which she was shown excerpts of her 2002
discourse containing second-person pronouns and asked to comment on specific
uses. In the course of this interview, it became clear that Lori was unaware of par-
ticular pragmalinguistic and grammatical aspects of address form competence in
German (Belz 2005b), e.g., she did not know that /Ar and euer are T forms; she
thought that sie with a lower case “s” was an informal second-person pronoun
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when it is actually a third-person singular and plural pronoun. Her use of “sie”
caused intercultural misunderstandings because her NS interlocutors interpreted
it as an inappropriate V form. At the end of the interview, Lori was shown concrete
examples of her T/V use for the semester in comparison to that of her NS keypals.
In the fall 2003 semester, Lori once again participated in a telecollaborative course
with the author. As a result, two ten-week L2 production cycles, roughly one year
apart, are archived in Telekorp for Lori.

The Data

Lori’s aggregate T/V use for 2002 and 2003 is compared in Table 3. In 2002, Lori
uses 55 V forms and only 3 T forms, all in the singular. She has no uses of any T
forms in the plural, although she corresponded with more than one person. The
better part of her V uses occur in the nominative case in the form of Sie. Following
Lori’s exposure to her aggregate T/V use in the 2002 partnership, her use of T/V in
2003 changes drastically. She has only one occurrence of a V form in the nomina-
tive case and 4 occurrences as a possessive adjective; in contrast, she uses T forms
a total of 59 times. Her uses span both singular and plural forms as well as all the
cases. These data seem to indicate that Lori’s development of appropriate T use in
telecollaboration was not particularly sensitive to rule-based explicit instruction
in the form of textbook examples nor was it amenable to explicit peer assistance in
the course of the 2002 partnership (cf. Belz and Kinginger 2003, pp. 631-638);
instead, Lori’s use of T begins to approximate NS norms following exposure to and
teacher-guided examination of corpus-enabled comparisons of her overall T/V use
with that of her keypals.

Table 3
Overall Comparison Lori’s T/V Use in 2002 and 2003
Lori (2002) Lori (2003)

Form Raw Raw
du (T) 1 26
dich (T) 2 2
dir (T) 0 2
dein* (T) 0 9
ihr (T) 0 12
euch (T) 0 4
eu(e)r* (T) 4 4
Sie (V)° 46 + 2 1+1
Thnen (V) 1 0

Thr* (V) 7 4
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Corpus analysis is also of potential use in the disambiguation of polysemous
forms. For example, learners may be uncertain of the referential value of //ihAr* in
particular contexts as illustrated in Lori’s interview data (see also Kinginger and
Belz 2005 for the case of Grace). An examination of concordance lines such as
those given in Figure 7 may facilitate this disambiguation through awareness rais-
ing activities.

In lines 1-3, 7Ar is used as the second-person plural pronoun (“you all”) in the
nominative case, a form that Lori did not use at all in 2002, but which the NSs used
consistently and frequently. In contrast, this same form occurs as a third-person
singular feminine possessive adjective (“her”) in lines 4-5. In line 6, the same form
functions as a third-person plural possessive adjective (“their”). It is noteworthy
that this form never occurs in its function as a second-person singular/
plural formal possessive adjective (“your”) in the NS data. A similar exercise may be
designed for S/sie. In general, both learners and NSs will use “sie”-forms; however,
they will differ dramatically with respect to the function of the forms used.
Constrastive learner corpus analysis with 7elekorp draws attention to the precise
nature of these form-meaning pairings in contexts with which the learners are
familiar.

Although Lori’s 2002 problems with a word as seemingly simple as “you” may
possess a certain “shock value” (Bardovi-Harlig 1999, p. 680) with regard to the
state of her L2 pragmatic competence, much research indicates that learners of
European languages do have considerable difficulty with the appropriate use
of second-person address forms at the intermediate or even advanced levels (e.g.,
Dewaele 2004; Kinginger 2000; Kinginger and Belz 2005; Norris 2001; Thorne
2003) based, in part, on the fact that “rules” of use are typically negotiated in con-
text (e.g., Brown and Gilman 1960; Miihlhdauser and Harré 1990). Corpus-enabled
data-driven learning and developmental intervention of the type examined here
may facilitate the development of appropriate use of this important carrier of
interpersonal meaning.

Pedagogical Interventions: Cohesive Ties

The Cohesive Function of the da-Compounds

One of the ways in which textual cohesion is achieved in texts is through the use of
pronominal reference (Halliday and Hasan 1976; Kallmeyer 1972; Stemmer 1981).
German possesses a set of pronominal adverbs that allows speakers to create tex-
tual coherence by indexing nominal phrases as well as larger syntactic units and
concepts (Donceva 1982; Meraner 1988; Starke 1982). For instance, the com-
pound dariiber “there-about” in example 2 anaphorically refers to the noun das
Projekt “the project”:

@)

Wir sollen das Projekt am Dienstag im Entwurf prisentieren und wir
haben uns noch nicht einen gemeinsamen Gedanken dariiber gemacht. . ..
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Ich weif3, dass ihr Noten fiir das Projekt bekommt, deshalb verstehe ich
nicht ganz wieso es euch so unwichtig ist. (20 November 2004; NS in e-mail)

‘On Tuesday we are supposed to present the project in draft form and we
have not yet even talked about it ...I know that you are getting grades for the
project, therefore I don’t really understand why it is so unimportant to you.

BELz

In example 3, in contrast, the compound dazu “there-to” refers to the entire pre-
ceding passage:

3

Ich war mal auf einem Nachthemdenball, da hatte jeder Pyjamas und
Nachthemden an, das war an sich schon lustig, aber es waren alle
betrunken, und das finde ich dann schon traurig. Warum kann man
nicht auch ohne Alkohol Spass haben? Ich kann das schon!! Soweit
dazu. (22 November 2004; NS in e-mail)

‘Once I went to a pyjama party and everybody was wearing pyjamas
and nightgowns, that was fun just by itself, but everybody was drunk
and I find that to be really sad.Why can’t one have fun without alcohol?
That’s enough about that.

In addition to the two types of anaphoric reference shown above, da-compounds
also cataphorically refer to elements that have not yet been introduced into the
discourse as seen in example 4 where the compound davor “there-for” refers ahead
to the entire subsequent infinitive phrase.

“@

Die Frage ist nur, ob Sex zu einem absoluten Tabuthema zu machen
praventiv gegen diesen Trend wirkt und wenn wir Kinder nicht auf-
kliren, und nackte Korper als etwas anstossiges suggerieren, dies Kinder
davor schiitzt, frith an Sex zu denken. (6 November 2004; NS in e-mail)

‘The question is whether or not making sex into an absolute taboo topic
works against this trend in a preventative fashion and if we don’t educate
children about sex and suggest that naked bodies are something distaste-
ful, does this protect children from thinking about sex at an early age?’

Speakers of English tend to have particular problems with the detection, com-
prehension, and use of cataphoric da-compounds.

Lori’s Classroom-Based Instruction in da-Compound Use

Lori reports that she received explicit instruction in the grammar and use of
the da-compounds in three of the German courses listed in Table 2. During her
first semester of college, she states that she received a “brief introduction” to the
da-compounds in course 1, an intermediate-level language course at a branch
campus of her current institution. She did not receive explicit instruction on the
da-compounds in course 2, the first telecollaborative course in which she participated.
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In course 3, Lori received instruction on the da-compounds in the form of
Turneaure, a textbook for “students in composition and conversation classes who
have completed a second-year review of German grammar” (1987, p. xiii). The
entire treatment of the compounds in this text consists of a half-page explication
entitled “da-compounds preceding infinitive and dependent clauses” (p. 127).
This minimalist treatment of the da-compounds is characteristic of those materi-
als commonly in use in the North American context (Belz 2005c, pp. 45-46),
despite the importance of the compounds as cohesive ties. In fact, the compounds
are not mentioned at all in a number of popular textbooks (e.g., Donahue and
Watzinger-Tharp 2000; see, however, Byrnes and Fink 1987); in most other cases,
essential linguistic aspects of the compounds are omitted such as the full range of
syntactic configurations in which they occur (e.g., cataphoric constructions), the
multiplicity of functions which they serve, and their frequency of occurrence in
actual usage in any one function or construction (e.g., DiDonato, Clyde, and
Vansant 2004; Moeller, Adolph, Mabee, and Berger 2002; Terrell, Tschirner, and
Nikolai 2002).

In fall 2003, Lori was concurrently enrolled in three German courses. In
course 4, Lori received no instruction concerning the da-compounds. In course 5,
Lori enjoyed explicit instruction in the grammar and meaning of the compounds in
the form of Dippmann and Watzinger-Tharp, a “practical review” of German gram-
mar that is intended to provide second-year college students with a “solid grammar
foundation” that is “need[ed]” for continued language learning (1987, p. v). In this
common reference work, the da-compounds are introduced in the space of five
pages (pp. 145-150). In a first section, learners are informed that da-compounds
function as a “pronoun substitute” (p. 145). In a second section, learners are pro-
vided with a list of prepositions that do not form compounds (e.g., oAne, seit,
aufSer). In a third section that occupies approximately one-third of a page, learners
are told that some da-compounds “anticipate[ . . . ] what is expressed in the follow-
ing clause” (p. 149). This information is followed by an eight-item exercise in which
learners are directed to express the given German sentences in acceptable English.
This cursory introduction to “anticipatory da-compounds” (p. 149) constitutes one
of the few references to cataphoric uses of the da-compounds in common textbook
materials (see Belz 2005¢, p. 52; Folsom 1979, p. 46, for the frequency of cataphoric
constructions in use). In a final segment of Dippman and Watzinger-Tharp (1987),
learners are instructed that most prepositional phrases, including the
da-compounds, typically occur at the end of the German sentence.

Procedure

At the end of fall 2003, Lori received individualized, focused instruction on the
meaning, syntax, and frequency of use of the da-compounds based on her own dis-
course from the 2002 telecollaborative partnership. The da-compounds were cho-
sen for intervention for this particular learnerf because contrastive learner corpus
analysis revealed that: (1) Lori significantly under-used this feature in comparison
to both her NS keypals and her U.S. classmates; (2) traditional, classroom-based
instruction did not appear to facilitate her development of their use; (3) no NSs
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offered peer assistance in the use of the da-compounds in two years of tele-
collaborative interaction (see Belz and Kinginger 2003, pp. 620-631 for unso-
licited peer assistance in the use of other L2 features); and (4) unassisted exposure
to the compounds in the course of telecollaboration similarly did not appear to
facilitate their development.

Using Telekorp, a contrastive learner corpus analysis was conducted for Lori’s
use of the da-compounds on the basis of the 2002 e-mail data. E-mail correspon-
dence was selected for study because very few da-compounds occurred in chat dis-
course. The results of this analysis were conveyed to Lori in the form of a written
response to her penultimate course portfolio, the primary method of assessment
in the telecollaborative courses. The intervention was not conducted earlier
because available resources in 2002 and 2003 did not allow for exhaustive data
entry into the corpus until the end of the semester.

After providing Lori with a corpus-based exposition of the syntax and func-
tions of the compounds (using examples that her keypals had produced), the
author related to Lori that she had uncovered a major difference in the way that
Americans and Germans in the 2002 partnership had used the compounds. First,
Lori was presented with Appendix 1 and told that the Germans used approxi-
mately twice as many compounds as the learners had used. Second, Lori’s atten-
tion was drawn to the fact that 21% of the Germans’ uses of the compounds
occurred in cataphoric constructions, whereas only 8% of the learners’ uses of
the compounds occurred in such constructions. This information was conveyed
to her in the form of Appendix 2. Third, Lori was shown her own personal use of
the compounds in comparison to that of classmates by means of Appendix 3. She
was informed that “[t]he most relevant part of all of this for [her]...is that [she]
produced almost no da-compounds in [her] correspondence over the entire
course of the semester.” Finally, the author wrote to Lori that she “would like
[her] to begin to pay attention to the use of da-compounds in [her] texts!” and
suggested that she “go over the e-mails of [her] partners from [fall 2003] and list
their use of da-compounds” for an entry in her final course portfolio. In her final
course portfolio, dated December 19, 2003, Lori did include an entry in which she
circled all the da-compounds in the e-mails of her keypals and labeled them as
either cataphoric or anaphoric.

In spring 2004, Lori participated with the author in an advanced intermediate
German composition and conversation course that centered on the classic 1961
juvenile novel, Damals war es Friedrich, by Hans Peter Richter. Richter’s
Friedrich, which traces the histories of two childhood friends, one Christian and
one Jew, from 1925 to 1942, was one of the first German novels to explore National
Socialism and its effects from the perspective of young adults. One of the primary
assignments in this course was the maintenance of a reading log in which students
were required to reflect on their reactions to and classroom discussions of the
novel. The first entry in Lori’s 63-page, handwritten reading log occurred on
January 19, 2004, which was 32 days after the author’s receipt of her final course
portfolio in the 2003 telecollaborative course and 43 days after Lori’s receipt of the
corpus-based pedagogical intervention on the da-compounds.
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The Data

In fall 2002, Lori used a total of five da-compounds in 6001 words of e-mail corre-
spondence. Her rate of da-compound use in these data was 0.83 occurrences
per 1000 words. The average rate of da-compound use for all learners in the 2002
partnership was 1.32 per 1000 words, while the average rate of NS da-compound
use was 1.91 occurrences per 1000 words. Lori’s specific uses of the compounds
are given in Table 4.

Table 4
Lori’s Use of the Compounds in 2002

E-mail week 9

1. Aber viellen Leute lieben New York, weil gibt es verschiedene Lueten und Kulturen
darin. Nur von neugierigung, haben Sie die Schwarzen Wald gesehen.

2. Yoga ist einfach prima! Ich interefiere mich dafiir, aber gemacht es schidlich nicht.

E-mail week 11

3. Ich hafde Zensur! Wann man etwas zensiert, ist das schrecklich! Was denken Sie
dartiber, und was denken Sie tiber Indianer?

4. Wann man etwas zensiert, ist das furchbar! Was denken Sie daruber, und was
denken Sie tiber Indianer und Eskimos?
E-mail week 13

5. Ich glaube, dass konnen wir zuerst tiber Auslinder im Amerika sprechen, und dann
uber Auslinder in Deutschland sprechen, und dann verglichen sie mit einander.
‘Was fiihlen Sie dariiber? Linda ist heute krank, ich muss mit ihr das diskutieren.

In example 1 in Table 4, Lori uses darin “there-in” anaphorically to reference
the proper noun “New York.” In example 2, she correctly uses dafiir “there-for” in
combination with sich inferessieren fiir “to be interested in” in order to anaphori-
cally reference the noun “yoga.” This vocabulary item was stressed in class in
preparation for the learners’ first electronic contact with their keypals. Next, Lori
uses dariiber “there-over” twice in the phrase “Was denken Sie dariiber?” (“What
do you [formal] think about it?”). It should be noted, however, that this same
phrase is rendered pragmatically inappropriate with her selection of the pronoun
Sie instead of du. Lori’s fifth and final use for the semester is an incorrect use of
dartiber. In sum, Lori’s range of use is small (three different compounds), she does
not use the compounds cataphorically, and the majority of her anaphoric uses
index single-noun phrases as opposed to larger units, which is the preferred struc-
ture among the NSs (see Appendix 3).

In fall 2003 Lori used a total of seven da-compounds in 6499 words of e-mail cor-
respondence. Her rate of da-compound use in these data was 1.08 per 1000 words.
Lori’s specific uses of the compounds in 2003 are given in Table 5.

In example 1 in Table 5, Lori uses the compound darauf inappropriately
because it should substitute for the noun phrase thre Meinung “your opinion”
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Table 5
Lori’s Use of the Compounds in 2003

E-mail week 9

1. Den Brief Anfangen and Abschnitten ist egal. Es kommt darauf an ihre Meinung. Du
kannst schreiben auf Englisch oder Deutsch, wenn du willst!

E-mail week 10

2. It would be the same time we chat on teusdays only on thursdays instead. Was
meinst du dariiber? Es ist schwer, eine Zeit zu finden

3. Ich habe gesagt, dass ich OK sein werde, ob meine Kinder einen Freund oder eine
Freundin hat. Ich stimme damit tiberein! Kinder, wie alle Leute, werden tun, was
sie wollen, trotz des Gesellschaft.

E-mail week 12

4. Denkst du etwas dariiber? Wenn du willst, sag es.

5. Wenn ihr wollt, bitte denkt an die Themenbereiche und lasst mich kennen, was ihr
interessiert euch sich dafiir. Ich mochte an etwas arbeiten, wofiir ihr sich euch
auch interessierten.

E-mail week 13

6. Ich hoffe, dass du und Heidi ein Thema finden konnen, dass ihr euch dafur
interessieren.

E-mail week 15

7. Thr konnt etwas heraustragen, ihr konnt etwas hineinstellen, meine Deutsche kor-
rigieren, und auch mein Zitat ins Schluss integrieren, auSerdem euere Meinungen
dartiber.

instead of co-occur with it. This particular error occurs a number of times in Lori’s
L2 discourse. It is especially noteworthy because the compounds are introduced as
“pronoun substitutes” in Dippmann and Watzinger-Tharp (1987), the only other
substantive instruction that Lori had received in da-compound use next to the
corpus-based pedagogical intervention in 2003. In examples 2—4 Lori accurately
uses two different compounds in order to reference anaphorically a larger unit or
concept. She inaccurately uses dafiir in examples 5 and 6 where she should have
used wofiir in her attempt to form a question with a reflexive verb in the second-
person plural informal. In 7 she accurately uses dariiber to anaphorically index a
larger unit or concept (although the phrase in which it occurs is not completely
grammatical). In sum, Lori’s range of use is small (four separate compounds) and
she does not have any cataphoric uses; however, she does begin to index anaphori-
cally larger units or concepts, a trend which seems to be in line with NS uses in
the corpus under study.

Lori’s reading log for the non-telecollaborative course in 2004 contained
35 entries for a total of 5754 words, roughly equivalent to the total number of
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words in both her 2002 and 2003 e-mail correspondence in the telecollaborative
courses. While her initial four entries are dated, Lori does not date her reading log
entries after February 2, 2004, but they do follow the chronological and thematic
progression of the semester, which concluded on April 30, 2004. Lori’s journal
entries were of a high quality both linguistically and semantically: she
received 98/100 points for entries 1-5; 100/100 points for entries 6-13; and
100/100 points for entries 17-35. The reading logs were assessed according to a
number of explicit criteria, including length and frequency of entries, use of rele-
vant vocabulary (e.g., der Jude “the Jew [male],” die Jiidin “the Jew [female],” die
Hitlerjugend “the Hitler youth [an organization],” die Schlaufe “clasp of a neck
scarf [part of the uniform of the Hitler youth]”), idiomaticity (meiner Meinung
nach “in my opinion,” ich frage mich ob “I wonder if”), depth of reflection, and
intertextuality (i.e., relating characters’ experiences to personal experiences or
experiences reported in the news or in other literary texts).

The most striking aspect of Lori’s reading log is the drastic increase in the fre-
quency of her da-compound use. While the rate of compound use remains more or
less the same between 2002 and 2003 (0.83 and 1.03 compounds per 1000 words,
respectively), it increases to 5.74 compounds per 1000 words in the semester fol-
lowing the corpus-based pedagogical intervention. In addition, both the range and
accuracy of her uses also increase. In 2002, she used three different compounds
and in 2003 she used four. In 2004, in contrast, she uses a total of ten different
compounds including the (inaccurate) neologism dadort as well as dazu “there-to”
and damit “there-with,” the most commonly occurring compounds for the NSs in
2002 as indicated in Appendix 1 (which was shown to Lori in the intervention).
Most notably, Lori’s first cataphoric use occurs midway through the semester in
journal entry 23. Finally, Lori also successfully uses two wo-compounds in her
2004 reading log. The single most frequent mistake that Lori makes in her per-
formance of the da-compounds involves the use of the object of the prepositional
phrase for which the compound should substitute. On the other hand, Lori’s com-
pound use in 2004 indicates a diversification of syntax, which includes anaphoric
reference to single nouns, objects of prepositions, and larger units as well as the
single cataphoric use mentioned above. Lori’s three-year da-compound use is
summarized in Table 6.

Table 6
Summary of Lori’s da-Compound Use
Year Text Total Total Average Total Per Cataphoric
Words E-Mails/ Words per Compounds 1000 Uses
Entries E-Mail/Entry Words
2002 E-mail 6001 21 286 5 0.83 0
2003 Email 6499 17 382 7 1.08 0

2004 Journal 5754 35 165 32 574 1
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Discussion of Lori’s da-Compound Use

If one takes Lori’s performance of the compounds in course 2 (the first telecollab-
orative course) as a baseline, it appears that the subsequent instruction in their
use in courses 3 and 5, two non-telecollaborative courses, based on Turneaure
(1987) and Dippmann and Watzinger-Tharp (1987), respectively, had little or no
influence on her performance of them as evidenced in her telecollaborative inter-
action in course 6, the second telecollaborative course. Because courses 5 and 6
ran concomitantly, one could expect that substantive instruction in da-compound
use in course 5 might influence Lori’s performance of them in course 6. This,
however, does not seem to be the case. Instead, Lori’s exposure to the pedagogical
intervention at the end of course 6, a data-driven intervention that was composed
of examples of da-compound use from the telecollaborative process data produced
in course 2, appears to influence dramatically her performance of the compounds
with respect to both frequency and range as evidenced in her subsequent hand-
written reading log in course 7, a non-telecollaborative course.

There are, however, several limitations to this interpretation. First, one
might argue that the genres of e-mail correspondence and handwritten reading
logs are not comparable and thus attribution of the demonstrated increase in
da-compound use to the intervention is not valid. Indeed, corpus analysis has
revealed that particular linguistic features cluster in particular genres (e.g., Biber,
Conrad, and Reppen 1998). Second, it may be the case that Friedrich contained a
large number of compounds and that this increase in the number of compounds to
which Lori was exposed crossed the threshold of attentional saliency for Lori,
which, in turn, resulted in a concentration of her developmental energies in this
direction. To be sure, examination reveals a frequency of compound use in the
text that appears to be higher than that of the NSs in the 2002 and 2003 e-mail
correspondence.

On the other hand, several additional factors seem to suggest that there
indeed might be a relationship between the corpus-based intervention and the
subsequent increase in Lori’s da-compound use in her 2004 reading log. First, a
similar corpus-enabled intervention on her overuse of V in 2002 does appear to
have had an influence on her appropriate use of T in 2003. These data are both in
the genre of e-mail correspondence. Lori does not report any additional instruc-
tion in second-person pronoun use between fall 2002 and fall 2003.

Second, researchers investigating telecollaborative FL study have posited that
the regular inclusion of NSs in tutored instruction will offer “a new level of
dynamism and immediacy to pedagogical exchange” (Kinginger 2004, p. 101).
Such dynamism comprises, among other things, both exposure to a broader range
of FL discourse options than is typically the case in traditional classroom fare as
well as a diversification of learners’ epistemic roles in the classroom (Nystrand
et al. 1997; see also Kern 1995, p. 466). These aspects of telecollaboration, it was
suggested, might positively influence the development of linguistic and inter-
cultural competence in the learner. In a series of articles, Kinginger (2000) and
Belz and Kinginger (2003) provide quantitative evidence that participation in
telecollaboration does indeed positively influence the appropriate use of T for U.S.
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learners of French and German (see also Kern, 1998, p. 72; Kinginger and Belz
2005; Thorne 2003, pp. 50-51). In particular, these authors found that the devel-
opment of T hinged on episodes of “peer assistance,” i.e., explicit instruction in the
socio-pragmatically appropriate use of T, on the part of the NSs. Despite the fact
that such peer assistance typically consisted of the presentation of fragmentary
and contradictory “rules-of-use” (Belz and Kinginger 2003, p. 623), students
exhibited clear development with regard to T. This fact led Belz and Kinginger to
suggest that “it was not necessarily the information given by the NS that afforded
this development, but rather the act of peer assistance itself” (2003, p. 630; italics
in the original). Although Lori’s keypals offered such peer assistance in 2002, she
reported in her interview that she did not recall being offered this assistance and
surmised that she “must have missed it.” The corpus-enabled intervention on her
T/V use provided another form of peer assistance, however, a form that allowed
Lori to examine her own patterns of use (see Seidlhofer 2002) in comparison to
those of both her NS keypals and her U.S. classmates.

Third, Lori may have wished to maintain positive face in front of her U.S.
classmates. Previous research on telecollaboration has indicated that L2 develop-
ment appears to be hastened when learners interact with people who matter to
them. Until now, such people have generally been taken to be the NS keypals.
However, Lori’s exposure to Appendix 3 provided her with a concrete example of
her L2 performance relative the performance of her non-NS classmates, individu-
als whom she had had the opportunity to observe face-to-face on a regular basis. In
conversation with the author, Lori stated that she felt embarrassed when she
learned that she had not used many da-compounds in the course of the semester,
especially when she saw that some of her classmates, Lisbeth and Grace in partic-
ular, had used them quite extensively.

The little-explored factor of social class in FL learning (e.g., Kubota 2003; Lin
2000) may have contributed to the sharp increase in Lori’s use of the da-compounds
following the pedagogical intervention in 2003. The social class differences
between the learners in Lori’s 2002 telecollaborative German course were striking.
As mentioned, Lori hailed from a rural, working-class background. The same was
true for her American partner Linda, who once related in a class discussion that
she had lived for 10 years in a trailer.” In comparison, Grace, a linguistically tal-
ented member of Lori’s class, was the daughter of a department head at Lori’s uni-
versity, while her American partner, Lisbeth, the most proficient learner in the
course, was the daughter of a corporate executive. Lisbeth often reported on her
various international trips in class discussions; in particular, she regularly spent
her summers in Germany as well as other parts of Europe. In contrast, Lori related
on a biographical survey that she has only once left her state, as mentioned,
because she “did not have the money and [her] parents were never involved with
[her] schooling.” Lori explicitly referenced her working-class background in this
fashion at numerous points in the semester in essays, e-mail correspondence, and
in conversations with the author. For example, in the first draft of her web-biography,
she wrote that she was the first person in her family to attend college. She referred
to this experience as “anstrengend” or “taxing” because of all the “financial prob-
lems” university study entails and because of the “viele Legalische Worter” or
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“many legalistic words” she had had to learn. Based on the author’s semester-long
observation of Lori’s reactions to Grace and Lisbeth, it seems that these two learn-
ers represented “people who matter” for Lori. When she saw via exposure to
Appendix 3 that these two socially and linguistically desirable classmates exhibited
the best da-compound performance for the group, she may have aspired to mimic
them.

It should be noted that the claim here is not that Grace and Lisbeth exhibited
top da-compound performances because they come from upper-middle class back-
grounds; indeed, a number of studies has revealed that students from lower socio-
economic backgrounds perform just as well or better than students from higher
socio-economic backgrounds with respect to FL learning (e.g., Holobow ef al.
1987; Holobow, Genesee, and Lambert 1991; Thomaneck 1980; see also Gee 2005,
pp. 153-165 for the linguistic agility of Sandra, a working-class teen). In point of
fact, Jason, a 19-year-old son of a physician who had previously studied at a presti-
gious East Coast university and who reported in interview that keypal interaction
wasn’t really “that big of a deal” for him because he had already met so many
German speakers on the various ski trips that he had taken to Switzerland, ranked
at the bottom of Lori’s class with regard to da-compound use (see Appendix 3).
Instead, it is suggested that Lori’s realization that socially desirable others (with
respect to the category of class) outperformed her with regard to da-compound
use may have motivated her to pay attention to this grammatical feature more
than the potential realization that there are a large number of da-compounds in
the text Friedrich. In the end, the question of whether or not the corpus-enabled
compound intervention influenced Lori’s subsequent compound use is an empiri-
cal one, open to further developmentally-based investigation.

One such investigation reports on the results of a corpus-based pedagogical
intervention on learners’ under-use of modal particles during the 2004 partner-
ship (Belz and Vyatkina 2005; Belz, Vyatkina, and Hundley 2005). The results sug-
gest a strong relationship between the intervention itself and learners’ subsequent
(and rather dramatic) development of MP use with regard to frequency, range, and
accuracy. This intervention is regarded as “developmental” in the second sense
because focused instruction was delivered in three successive stages based on data
in Telekorp while the 2004 partnership was still in progress. Unlike in 2002 and
2003, available resources afforded the daily entry of telecollaborative interactions
into Telekorp in 2004, which, in turn, enabled corpus-based developmental inter-
vention in the second sense.

Conclusion

The findings of this study are particularly relevant to language program directors
because they underscore the growing consensus that unmonitored telecollaborative
activity may not afford the full potential of such “unprecedented access to . . . rep-
resentatives of the linguistic communities under study” (Kinginger 2004, p. 101)
for the development of L2 linguistic competence. In other words, it is simply not
enough, in the main, to turn learners loose in native-speaking regions of cyber-
space in order to influence their L2 linguistic development (see Hanna and de
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Nooy 2003). Instead, they require the strict guidance of languacultural experts,
i.e., teachers, as a number of researchers have maintained for some time
(e.g., Miller-Hartmann 2005; O’'Dowd and Eberbach 2004). The current chapter
has outlined several ways in which FL teachers may capitalize on the Internet-
mediated, longitudinal, and bilingual nature of telecollaboration in order to imple-
ment corpus-based, developmental pedagogical interventions in the
telecollaborative classroom, interventions that may have substantial meaning for
the development of L2 competence. In contradistinction to other textually oriented
approaches to FL learning, a contrastive learner corpus approach can provide com-
parative information about aspects of proficiency such as frequency of occurrence
and distribution across media and genre in addition to relative accuracy of use.

The current chapter suggests that in addition to the logistical, technical, and
social aspects of Internet-mediated FL education, language program directors
might also wish to consider educating pre- and in-service teachers with respect to
the application of contrastive learner corpus analysis to telecollaborative learning.
In the field of English language teaching, a number of learner and NS corpora are
already available, which could serve to supplement classroom-based telecollabora-
tive activity. The disadvantage, of course, is that learners work with unfamiliar
data instead of with their own previously produced discourse as is the case with
Telekorp. Another possibility is the construction of “small corpora” using com-
mercially available relational databases (see Ghadessy ef al. 2001), an undertaking
that Ragan describes as both “attractive” and “realistic” (2001, p. 208) for class-
room teachers of language. Using as few as 6,000 words per learner (see McCarthy
2004, p. 4), instructors may construct corpora of their own students’ discourse,
which can offer considerable insight into their L2 use.® In the alternative, FL
teachers may provide learners in their courses with tutorials at the outset of the
semester in how to construct their own personal corpora (Coniam 2004) using
readily available databases. Following each telecollaborative interaction, individ-
ual learners could enter their own discourse into a personal database, which they
might search in order to discover patterns of error as well as development in their
evolving L2s. Such personal corpora may prove to be important mediators in
dynamic forms of assessment where the emphasis is on the “emergence of novelty”
(Lantolf and Poehner 2004, p. 53), e.g., the encounter or personal use of new FL
forms in the context of situated, ongoing intercultural interactions with people
who matter.

Notes

1. See Belz (2003, p. 2) for a definition of “telecollaboration” as it is used in this chapter.
bttp.//llt. msu.edu/vol7Tnum2/speced.btml. The telecollaborative partnerships under
study consisted of four instructional phases. During phase I, the U.S. students prepared
a bilingual website that consisted of (1) individual web-biographies designed to intro-
duce each U.S. student to their future German netpals; and (2) group-authored texts
explicating an aspect of local university life (e.g., school spirit, the Greek system).
Phase 2 was characterized by electronically-mediated transatlantic interaction on stu-
dents’ mutual reading of parallel texts (see Kinginger et al. 1999).In phase 3, the par-
ticipants completed a website, which contained a critical essay on a topic that arose
out of their semester-long engagement with the parallel texts. During the final phase,
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the German students, pre-service English teachers, engaged with their instructor in
intensive reflection on critical incidents that occurred in phases 2 and 3.

2. For two more recent reviews of Internet-mediated FL education (including intercul-
tural education) see Kern, Ware, and Warschauer (2004) and Thorne and Payne
(2005).

3. All data from Telekorp examined in this chapter are taken from asynchronous e-mail
interactions. Synchronous chat data are also archived in Telekorp but for reasons of
simplicity the focus here is on e-mail.

4. Borkin and Reinhart explain the pragmatic difference in the following way: “excuse
me ...is a formula to remedy a past or immediately forthcoming breach of etiquette
or other light infraction of a social rule on the part of the speaker ...I'm sorry ...is
an expression of dismay or regret at the unpleasantness suffered by the speaker
and/or the addressee” (1978, p. 61).

5. Fourty-six uses of Sie were referential in nature in 2002, while two were meta-
lingual;in 2003 there was one referential use and one meta-lingual use (e.g.,an apol-
ogy for using V in which the word Sie was used).

6. Other learners experienced other interventions based on their individual needs as
assessed via (contrastive) learner corpus analysis as well as instructor observation.

7. This revelation was motivated by a course reading in which a German exchange
student reported his surprise upon learning that his American host family lived in a
trailer in northern Florida.

8. In spring 2005, Nina Vyatkina used this methodology in third-semester German
courses at Penn State University.
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Appendix 1

A Comparison of da-Compound Use by Native
Speakers and Learners of German

Raw Frequencies Per 100,000 Words

Native Learners Native Learners
da-compound Speakers Speakers
dazu 26 4 39 9
damit 17 5 26 11 (5)
dariiber 15 13 23 28 (1)
dafiir 13 3 20 7
davon 12 11 18 24 (2)
dabei 9 2 14 4
darauf 9 3 14 7
daran 8 6 12 13 (3
danach 6 6 9 133
darum 4 2 6 4
davor 3 0 5 0
dagegen 2 0 3 0
darin 2 4 3 9
dadurch 1 1 2 2
daraus 0 1 0 2
daneben 0 0 0 0
darunter 0 0 0 0
dazwischen 0 0 0 0
Total 127 61 191 132
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Appendix 2

Structural Comparison of Top Five da-Compounds
for Native Speakers and Learners

Raw Frequencies/
Percentage of the Time

Structure Native Speakers Learners
Anaphoric reference to a nominal phrase 15/76 = 20% 9/36 = 25%
Anaphoric reference to a prepositional phrase ~ 5/76 = 6% 0/36 = 0%
Reference to a larger unit or concept 47/76 = 62% 9/36 = 25%
Anaphoric 31/76 = 41% 6/36 =17%
Cataphoric 16/76 = 21% 3/36 = 8%
Verb-and-preposition combination 9/76 = 12% 17/36 = 47%

Unclear referent 0/76 = 0% 1/36 = 3%
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Appendix 3
L] L] L] ,
Frequencies of Individual Learners’ Uses
of Specific da-Compounds
Learner Name Raw Frequencies of Raw Totals
Individual da-Compounds
Lisbeth 1 dadurch; 1 darum; 2 danach; 1 daran; 16
2 dabei; 5 davon; 1 damit; 3 dazu
Kendra 1 darauf; 2 davon; 2 damit; 1 dazu
Seamus 1 daraus; 1 darin; 1 danach; 2 daran; 8
2 davon; 1 damit
Grace 1 darin; 1 darum; 2 danach; 1 daran; 1 dafiir; 12
4 dariiber; 2 damit
Jenna 2 daran; 1 darauf; 1 dafiir; 5 dariiber; 2 davon 11
Lori 1 darin; 1 dafiir; 3 dariiber
Linda 1 darauf; 2 dariiber
Jessie 1 darin
Jason, Jacob, Damon None 0
Total 62






