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The paper is dedicated to a self-assessment approach as a means of addressing fossilized errors in
L2 speaking within the professional communication framework. The phenomenon of fossilization
manifests in L2 spoken and written texts on phonological, lexical and grammatical level. Addressing
the issue of fossilization has to deal with creating a perfect fluency/accuracy balance, increase of fluency
in L2 classroom settings inevitably results in fossilized errors in learners as it compromises their accuracy
on a permanent basis. In this respect it is interesting to look into common practices of addressing
fossilized errors in advanced L2 classroom. This work is a case study of an attempt to address individual
fossilized errors in L2 Cl1-level students at university level. The paper argues that self-assessment as a
means of developing metacognitive awareness and consciousness of advanced L2 learners is a valid tool
for eliminating fossilized errors in the long run. We present the results of case study that took place at
RUDN University in 2018 within 3 months. During this period a group of advanced L2 learners were
asked to record their spontaneous pair interactions, transcribe the conversations and correct their own
mistakes. The corrected transcripts were submitted to the L2 instructor for further evaluation and
assessment. Small corpora of error-tagged conversations were created for each individual student. Then
the instructor created a report on individual mistakes and errors on monthly basis. Persistent, fossilized
errors were registered for each individual case and measured at the beginning for the pedagogical
experiment and at its end. The paper presents our findings, positive dynamics and overall pedagogical
value of establishing correlation between students’ previous knowledge and self-assessment.
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Introduction

Language self-assessment has been an emerging trend in second language assessment
due to current shift to learner-centered approach in teaching. Self-assessment itself is
considered a controversial issue, as there is no clear definition due to multidimensional
nature of assessment itself (appraisal, evaluation, testing, rating) as well as its purposes
(placement, diagnostics, evaluation, etc.) [1]. In past research [2—4] self-assessment is
generally divided into two main types purpose-wise: 1) performance-oriented;
2) development-oriented. The first type is focused on the performance of L2 learner at
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a particular point of time, the second one addresses the developmental perspective and
is aimed at identifying changes over a given period of time. In this paper we focus on
development-oriented assessment where the entire process of learning incorporating
self-assessment activities is measured. According to Z. Dornyei [5] it overlooks “the
participants for an extended period in order to detect changes and patterns of development
over time”. Current approach to L2 teaching is characterized by an extensive degree of
learner autonomy and self-regulation, with the focus being shifted from the teacher to
the learner. L2 learners are expected to be active participants of evaluation and assessment
[2; 6] with the entire assessment process seizing to be teacher’s sole responsibility [4].
According to past research, introduction of self-assessment leads to a number of positive
outcomes, i.e. enhancing autonomy and productivity, decrease of frustration, increase
of motivation and engagement, improvement of retention rate [4; 6; 7—12]. Among the
shortcomings of self-assessment one can mention numerous inputs into L2 learners’
speech production in a developmental perspective, i.e. the feedback of peers, teachers
and parents can affect the validity of the overall result of graded production. However,
the research mentioned above also acknowledge enhancement of students’ language
learning by self-assessment, due to increase of learner autonomy. Of specific interest is
implementation of self-assessment techniques to error analysis.

Error analysis was suggested as a new approach to interlanguage [13], i.e. a system
which contains L1 as well as L2 features. Considering learners’ interlanguage from a
developmental perspective fosters understanding of learning processes [ 14]. Based on the
nature or errors they can be divided into developmental ones (gradually developed
throughout the process of learning) or fossilized ones (stable and permanent) [15].
Fossilization is known as “the long-term persistence of the non-target-like structures in
the interlanguage of non-native speakers” [16]. Fossilization is defined as an inability for
further language growth despite positive factors, such as motivation, practice and exposure
to authentic input. This paper focuses on a case study aimed at detecting and targeting
fossilized errors in the spoken production of advanced L2 learners. The paper argues that
self-assessment is a valid approach of treating fossilized errors at upper levels of language
proficiency.

Methodology

The participants of this study were selected on voluntary basis from the same ESP
class, 2nd year students majoring in environmental studies. There were 4 participants,
2 male and 2 female, aged 19—20 with L1 Russian. The group was initially formed on
the basis of the scores of entry streaming test. The Oxford placement test was used for
streaming, it consisted of listening and grammar sections, 100 questions, 1 hour to
complete. The students were grouped according to the results of the test, the entire group
demonstrated around C1 proficiency level.

The corpus of data for this study was the transcripts of independent speech production
of the participants during ESP classes. Data was collected for 3 months during the first
semester of 2018. Once a week the students were asked to present a spontaneous dialogue
based on the topic discussed in the current class. They had time to prepare their interaction
before presenting it to the instructor, however, they were specifically requested not to
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write anything down or read during the presentation. Each dialogue was audio-recorded,
transcribed and checked for errors. First month of the pedagogical experiment transcription
and error-assessment were done by the instructor. We were looking into grammatical,
lexical and pronunciational errors. After identifying errors, we specifically looked into
those which demonstrated persistence across individual speech production (fossilized
ones). To identify those one-way ANOVAs as well as Tukey Post Hoc analyses were
performed for each error, then we identified the mean differences. In case if there was
no statistically significant difference of a specific error in individual speech production,
we considered it fossilized and targeted on the next level of our practices.

For each student top 10 fossilized errors were defined and indicated, in each case those
were specific ones, which could not be addressed as a part of group work. For two
consecutive months the participants were asked to transcribe their dialogues and detect
errors in their own speech production. The results were submitted to the instructor and
discussed on the weekly basis.

Results

The fossilized errors were categorized in grammatical, lexical and pronunciational
ones. We picked top 10 errors for each participant, based on the frequency. Table 1 presents
distribution of errors for each participant, females (F1 and F2) and males (M1 and M2).

Table 1
Error types
Grammatical Lexical Pronunciational
F1 2 (20%) 1(10%) 7 (70%)
F2 3 (30%) 0 7 (70%)
M1 4 (40%) 2 (20%) 4 (40%)
M2 2 (20%) 3 (30%) 5 (50%)

Aswe can see from Table 1, the most frequent fossilized errors in advanced L2 learners
are pronunciational ones. This can be put down to a fact that listening is the skill
traditionally overlooked at Russian schools, very little to none attention is paid to
pronunciation development as well. Therefore, students acquire non-native-type
pronunciation, besides, certain words are mispronounced. This has to be addressed at
tertiary level.

For this particular paper we picked 2 pronunciational errors that were characteristic
of the majority of participants: 1) although being commonly pronounced as | 'o:1sou] and
2) since being commonly pronounced as [ 'sarons].

Table 2 presents distribution of mispronounced word although among 3 participants
of the study throughout 8 weeks of the experimental self-assessment.

Table 2
Frequencies for although
Weeks 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F1 4 3 3 2 1 1 0 0
F2 3 3 2 2 2 1 1 1
M1 3 3 1 1 1 0 0 0
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According to our findings 3 of 4 participants consistently mispronounced the word
although. Table 2 presents absolute frequencies of error occurrence per speech unit on a
weekly basis. Participant F1 demonstrates steady decrease of the misuse, she started with
the highest number of error occurrence among the group, however, in weeks 7 and 8 she
did not demonstrate the mispronounced item. Participant F2 demonstrated a decrease
in mispronunciation, however, the fossilized error still occurs in her speech and requires
more attention. It should be noted her though, that the cases of on-the-spot self-corrections
were not indicated here, so single occurrences of the error in past few weeks were
compensated for by self-correction. Participant M 1 demonstrated the best progress among
all 3, already in week 3 he limited mispronunciation to a single occurrence, in weeks 6
to 8 he demonstrated correct pronunciation.

Table 3 presents distribution of mispronounced word since among 2 participants of
the study throughout 8 weeks of self-assessment experiment.

Table 3
Frequencies for since
Weeks 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F2 2 2 1 1 2 1 0 0
M2 3 2 2 2 1 0 0 0

The results of the study confirmed that 2 out of 4 participants consistently mispronounced
the word since. Table 3 presents absolute frequencies of error occurrence per speech unit
on a weekly basis. Participant F2 demonstrates resistance in preserving the error, up to
week 6 she keeps mispronouncing the word, although it is on the list of 10 individual
errors that she was requested to look after. However, in weeks 7 and 8 she managed to
reduce the mispronunciation to 0. Participant M2 started off with the biggest number of
error occurrences, however, through weeks 2 to 5 he demonstrated steady decrease of
item misuse and in weeks 6 to 8 — correct pronunciation.

Conclusions

Encouraged by the previous studies that emphasized the ambiguous nature of self-
assessment, this study focused on the validity of self-assessment as an approach to address
fossilized errors. The transcripts of the students’ speech production provide a good
evidence that even at advanced levels learners make a few errors, which are resistant and
hinder further progress. Because of'this, it felt necessary to diagnose these errors, identify
the most common ones and propose reparative mechanisms to tackle them.

The findings of this study call for further research in this area. Primarily, we have to
look into grammatical and lexical fossilized errors and work out the ways to address those.
Here self-correction can only be a part of reparative strategy, an instructor has to propose
various guided practice exercises, such as fill-in-the-blank, multiple choice questions,
translation from L1 to L2 and vice versa. Secondly, due to complex, metacognitive nature
of self-correction, more research is needed to understand outcomes or its implication,
whether certain degree of learner autonomy can be beneficial for L2 learners, what role
motivation and engagement factors play. Finally, the present research calls for longitudinal
case studies of treating fossilized errors in advanced students to come up with the best
solution of this important problem.
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Koppekuua ¢poccunmnsauumn
Ha NpUMepe CTYOEHTOB-3KO0JIOroB
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B craTtbe paccMaTpuBaeTCs cCaMOTIpOBEpPKa KakK CIoco0 KOPPEKIUU JIGKCUUYECKOM ¥ TpaMMaTH-
YecKoM (hOCCMIM3ALIMK B YCTHOM Peur CTyIeHTOB-3KOJIOTOB, U3YJaIOIINX aHTTUHACKUI s3bIK. Doc-
CUJIM3ALIMsI TIPOSIBJISIETCST HA (DOHOJIOTMYECKOM, JIEKCMYECKOM U IpaMMaTU4YeCcKOM YpoBHSiX. [1po-
6JieMa BO3HUKAET B paMKax JOCTVKEHHUSI ONTUMAJILHOTO GajlaHca 6erI0CTH 1 6e301IIMO0YHOCTH PevH,
KOTJla MPU POCTE CKOPOCTHU PEUEHOPOXACHUS HeM30eKHO BO3ZHUKAIOT yCcToWuuBbie ((hoc-
CUJTM3UPOBAaHHbBIE) OIIMOKHU. B 3TOI CBSI3M TIpeicTaBsIeT MHTEPeC UCCIIeIOBaHUE pabOTHI IO yCTpa-
HEHUIO TAKOTO PoJia OIIMOOK M3 MHOSI3BIYHOM pevu CTYyJEHTOB MPOJBUHYTOTO YPOBHS. B cTaThe
ONMCHIBAETCS MOAXO K YCTpaHEHUTO (POCCHITM3UPOBAHHBIX OIITMOOK B MHOSI3BIYHOM peUM CTYIEHTOB
YHUBEPCUTETA, B OCHOBY KOTOPOTO JIETJIO MPEANOJI0XEHUE, UYTO caMOoTpoBepKa siBsieTcs ahdek-
TUBHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM JUT YCTpaHEHUS TTOMOOHBIX oln60K. [TpencTaBiaeHbl pe3yibTaThl Teaaro-
TMYeCKOro 9KCIIEPUMEHTa, TTPOBEICHHOTO Ha 9KOJIOTHYeCcKOM (haKyibTeTe Poccuiickoro yHuBepcu-
TeTa IpyKObI HapoaOB B TeueHUe Tpex MecsaueB 2018 roma. B xome sxcneprumMeHTa ObLINA CO30aHbBI
WHAUBUIYATbHbIE KOPITYCHI CIOHTAHHBIX AUAJIOTOB IS KAXKIOTO yYaCTHUKA 9KCIIEPUMEHTa, 3aTeM
BBISIBJIEHBI TUTTMYHbBIE YCTOMUMBBIE OITMOKH, M CTYIEHTaM ObUIO MPEIIOXKEHO UCTTPABUTh UX CaMO-
cTosiTeIbHO. Pe3ysibraThl BHEIPEHUST OMTMCAHHOTO MOAX0/1a TOKA3aJIX TTOJIOKUTETbHYI0 TMHAMKKY B
YCTpaHEHUU YCTOMUMBBIX OLTNOOK.

KioueBsie ciioBa: CaMOITpOBEpPKaA, AHIIMUCKUN SI3BIK IJ1s CIIEIMAIbHbBIX Heﬂeﬁ; MHOA3bIYHAaA p€Yb

Cnucok nutepaTypbl

[1] Xennumne I'. PykoBOACTBO MO SI3bIKOBOMY TECTUPOBAHMIO: pa3pabOTKa, OLIeHKA, UCCICIOBaHNE.
Poynu, Maccauycerc: Hpio6epu Xayc, 1987.

[2] Bachman L.F. Learner-directed assessment in ESL // Learner-directed assessment in ESL /
G. Ekbatani, H. Pierson (eds.). New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc., 2000. Pp. IX—
XII.

[3] Xomown I'., lukuncon JI. CoBMeCTHasl OlICHKA ITOCTYITAIIMX B MarucTpaTypy B cucteme Tutor //
sAsbikoBoe TectupoBanue. 1988. T. 5. C. 233—246.

[4] Ockapcon M. CamonpoBepKa BiajeHUS I3bIKOM: 000CHOBaHUE U TpuMeHeHue // SI3piIkoBoe
tectupoBanue. 1989. T. 6. Ne 1. C. 1—13.

[5] Zopreii 3. YuebHO-uccaenoBareabckas MotuBanus. JlongoH: Pearson Education Ltd, 2001.

[6] Auxuncon JI. CamoobyueHue B u3ydeHnu si3bika. Jlonmon: ManatenbcTBo KeMOPUIKCKOTO
yHUBepcureTa, 1987.

[71 Daauc P. 3yuenue oBnageHust BTOpbIM sizbikoM. Oxkcdopa: UznarenbctBo Okchopackoro
yHUBepcureTa, 1994.

[8]1 Gardner R.C., Maclntyre P. Motivational variables in second language acquisition // Studies in
Second Language Acquisition. 1991. Vol. 13. Pp. 57—72.

[91 Makuamapa M., lun /]. Posib caMOTIpOBEPKY B ABTOHOMHOM M3yYE€HUU MHOCTPAHHOTO sI3bIKa //
TESOL Journal. 1995. T. 5. C. 18—23.

[10] O’M>3aau Jlxnc. M., [Tupc JI. B. AyTeHTUYHBIE OLIEHKU [IS1 U3Y4YalolNX aHTJIMHACKUIA sI3bIK. BOCTOH,
Maccauycetc: DuaucoH-Yacau, 1996.

[11] IHupc B.M., Cysiin M., Xapm J[. CamoolnieHKa, TTOrpy>keHue B (hpaHIy3CKUI SI3bIK 1 JOKYC KOH-
tpoJst // TlpuknanHas auareuctuka. 1993. T. 14. C. 25—42.

466 BKOJIOTUYECKOE OBPASOBAHUE



Rudneva M.A., Valeeva N.G. RUDN Journal of Ecology and Life Safety, 2018, 26 (4), 461—467

[12] Pexu Y.II. ABToHOMUS THO00O# 1IEHO#: 3THOTpahusi METAKOTHUTUBHON CaAMOOLICHKH U CaMO-
yIpaBJIeHUS CPeay MPOABUHYTHIX U3ydarolux s3blK // The Modern Language Journal. 2001.
T. 85. C. 279—290.

[13] Ceaunxep JI. UnTepauHIrBUCT // MexayHapoIHbIil 0030p NPUKIIAAHONM TMHTBUCTUKH B IIPEIIO-
naBaHuM s136Ik0B (IRAL). 1972. T. 10. Ne 1—4. C. 209—232.

[14] Baauc P. [lonumanue ocBoeHus Broporo s3bika. T. 31. Okcdopa: M3natensctBo OKchopacko-
ro yHuBepcurera, 1989.

[15] Puuapoc [xnc.C. AHaau3 onmOOK: MepCrieKTUBa OBIaeHUsI BTOPBIM s13bIKOM. JIoHm0H: Longman,
1974.

[16] Selinker L., Lakshmanan U. Language transfer and fossilization: the multiple effects principle //
Language transfer in language learning / S. Gass, L. Selinker (eds.). Amsterdam: John Benjamins,
1992. Pp. 197—216.

Ucropus cratom:
JaTa moctyruieHus B penakiuio: 22.12.2018
Hara nmpunsatus K nedatu: 10.01.2019

JIns muTHpOBAHMS:

Rudneva M.A., Valeeva N.G. Case study of fossilized L2 errors correction in ecology students
(Koppexkius occunmsauy Ha IpUMepe CTyIeHTOB-3K0J10roB) // BectHuk Poccuiickoro yHu-
BepcuTeTa ApyKObl HaponoB. Cepusi: DKoJOrus 1 6€301aCHOCTD Xu3HeaessTeabHocT. 2018.
T. 26. Ne 4. C. 461—467. DOI 10.22363/2313-2310-2018-26-4-461-467

Csenenus 00 aBTopax:

Pyonesa Mapus Anopeesna — KaHaUAAT (PUTOJIOTMUECKUX HAYK, TOIIEHT Kadeapbl THOCTPAHHBIX
SI3BIKOB 3KOJIOTMYeCKOro (haky/isreTa Poccuiickoro yHuBepcuTeTa ApyK0bl HaponoB. Konmakm-
Has ungopmayus: e-mail: rudneva_ma@rudn.university

Baneesa Haunsn Tapughoena — Kanauaat negarormyeckux Hayk, rpodeccop, 3aBeayrolas Ka-
denpoit THOCTpaHHBIX SI3BIKOB 9KOJIOTMUYECKOTO (haKyIbreTa POCCHITICKOTO YHUBEPCUTETA APYK-
061 HaponoB. Konmaxmuas ungopmayus: e-mail: valeeva_ng@rudn.university

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION 467



