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Abstract

Vocabulary knowledge is a prerequisite to succéssfumprehension for native
speakers and second language learners alike. Pnapegs, a peculiar and diverse
group of lexical items, have long been the focuslistussion in general linguistics
but have received practically no attention in sectamguage vocabulary acquisition
research. This study is the first attempt to assdssther proper names impact on
second language learners’ listening ability.

First, | examine the question of how proper nacses be adequately defined
and discuss their semantic, structural, pragmatet fanctional properties. | analyze
proper names in light of the prototype theory amglia that personal, deity and pet
names constitute the core of the proper name aatedéames of places and
enterprises occupy an intermediate position whdmes of events and artefacts are
considered the least prototypical, i.e. peripharaimbers of the category.

After identifying essential properties of protoiygl proper names, | argue that
in a spoken (as opposed to a written) text prop@nes cannot be considered
automatically known items and place high demandsthan listeners’ cognitive
resources. English as a second language (ESL)elsatmave to bring in a large
amount of linguistic and encyclopaedic knowledgerier to cope with proper names
in the flow of speech. | propose a 3-level modekwth knowledge: recognition
categorization— referent properties. | then subject this modertpirical testing.

The first experiment shows that among intermed@tdvanced ESL learners
the proper names recognition rate is around 60% Harder for ESL listeners to
recognize proper names when the percentage otulifftommon vocabulary in the
text is high. The participants’ proficiency leveldathe structure of a specific text
were also found to affect the ability to recognimgamiliar names. Well over a third
of proper names are missed, which suggests thagainlife listening, ESL learners
mistake unknown common expressions for proper nameice versa.

In the second experiment, the participants’ coimgngion of a news story is
tested under two conditions: Names Known (all propemes are familiar prior to
listening) and Names Unknown (all proper namesuwsri@miliar). Results indicate
that the presence of unfamiliar proper names hsmdee intermediate to advanced
proficiency learners’ comprehension of a short nésxs as measured by immediate

free recall and the ability to evaluate proper namedated statements. The effect is



local; it concerns comprehension of details, paliidy those details that are
associated with processing the proper names theesséflhe Names Unknown group
produced fewer details and more incorrect inferenae their recalls, scored
significantly lower on the measure of proper namsated comprehension, and self-
reported a lower amount of comprehension. In cshtrdnbe Names Known group
produced more details and fewer incorrect inferenoetheir recalls, scored much
higher on the measure of proper names related @mrapsion, and self-reported a
greater degree of comprehension.

The experiment also shows that participants ilNtames Unknown treatment
were not always able to ascertain from context whatreferent of an unfamiliar
proper name is, and in cases when they did, theydcaot extract as much
information about the referent as the participamthhe Names Known treatment had
available. It is evidently unrealistic to expect LE®arners to determine what
unfamiliar proper names refer to from context. Qsrerage, after 2—3 attempts at
listening participants in the Names Unknown growgrenable to extract just over 40%
of the information about the referents of unfamiffmoper names. Also participants’
difficulty ratings of experimental tasks confirmékat the presence of unfamiliar
proper names definitely makes the text seem haodemderstand.

The last experiment replicated the findings of finevious one on a larger
sample. The Names Known group performed signifigabetter on open-ended
guestions and true-false-don’t know statements.ubstantial effect of unfamiliar
proper names on the overall comprehension scorsesfovand. Around 17% of the
variance in the scores was accounted for by fantylilack of familiarity with proper
names. The findings also provide some evidenceippart of the claim that a name
form that hints at the cognitive category its refdr belongs to is less likely to
adversely affect comprehension than a form thas doe

Unfamiliar proper names contribute to raising theczabulary threshold in
second language listening, which should be takém atcount by teachers, test-
developers and other TESOL (teaching English toalsgrs of other languages)

professionals.
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Chapter I. Introduction

1.1 Identifying the problem

Listening comprehension is a vitally important kkilr foreign and second language
learners, and it is often the hardest one to mallew Zealand welcomes thousands
of well-educated migrants from all over the worktle year, and, commonly, while
attending government-funded English courses mamynoent that understanding
spoken English is one of the most challenging takksecent years, a lot of research
effort in applied linguistics has been dedicatedet@mining various aspects of
listening comprehension as a process, as well ags wa facilitate listening
comprehension via adequate and effective teachixggllent progress has been made
in terms of establishing how listening comprehemsis different from reading
comprehension and what factors affect the secondukge learners’ ability to
understand connected speech.

A fruitful area of inquiry concerns the link betare comprehension and
vocabulary knowledge. In particular, vocabulary Wiexlge has been recognized as a
prerequisite to successful comprehension. Howeter,vast majority of studies in
this area have dealt with written as opposed t&expdexts. At least partially this can
be attributed to methodological issues since alaatrtext processing makes it much
easier to manipulate the quality of input (and exdlllearner vocabulary data) using
written material. The present work aims to fill ghgap by building on the few
available studies which investigate how vocabulargwledge impacts on English as
a second language (ESL) learners’ ability to urtdexsspoken texts.

Proper names as a special group of lexical iteave ong been the focus of
discussion in philosophy and linguistics but, sisipgly enough, they are hardly ever
touched upon in second language learning and vtagbacquisition literature.
Moreover, on rare occasions when they mentioned it is normally in order to say
that they will not be accorded any further attemtior instance, Wilbur Ames was
interested in classifying various clues that hedpders to guess the meanings of

unknown words from context; in his carefully chosample of experimental texts



proper nouns (perhaps excusably) were ‘eliminatechfconsideration’ (1966: 61).

To cite a more recent example, Laufer and Natiamp@sed an improved method to
measure lexical richness, i.e. the extent to wht&L writers are using a varied
vocabulary. When the new instrument was testedtotest compositions, ‘proper
nouns were deleted from the samples’ (1995: 31Bhofigh this decision might have
been fully licensed by the logic of the researchlgjoit certainly seems to imply that
productive knowledge of proper expressions doesmake the learners’ vocabulary
any richer. In vocabulary threshold studies set tapcalculate the minimum

percentage of familiar words in a text that stilloas to achieve reasonable
comprehension, proper expressions have been coaatadtomatically known items
(Hirsh and Nation, 1992; Hu and Nation, 2000).

The implicit assumption that in the course of H&84rners’ interlanguage and
vocabulary development proper names will somehake'tcare of themselves’ does
not appear justified. At the very least, it desereareful evaluation. As a first step in
this direction, the present study seeks to detexminether the presence of unfamiliar
proper names affects ESL learners’ listening coimgmeion. The outcomes of this
research are envisaged to help develop more apat®pvays of dealing with proper
names in ESL learning, teaching and testing as agethake existing estimates of the

vocabulary threshold more accurate.

1.2 Structure of the thesis

This thesis consists of two main parts, theoretiwal empirical. The theoretical part,
comprising Chapters 1l-1V, explores the followirgpics: (1) What are proper names?
How can they be adequately defined? (2) What seomaptagmatic and structural
properties are characteristic of proper names? VWas of proper names are
distinguished? (3) What knowledge do ESL learneeednto have in order to
understand spoken texts containing proper names?

In Chapter Il, some of the numerous definitiongpaiper names proposed in
the literature are reviewed and analyzed in terintheir strong and weak points. |
argue in favour of the prototype theory as a prtidacapproach to defining proper
names in their enormous variety. Justification iseg for placing particular
subcategories of proper names in certain positosy the prototypicality scale. The
beginning of Chapter Il is dedicated to semantiopgrties of prototypical proper

names. Further, salient syntactic patterns andtsiial types of proper names are



discussed along with some of their pragmatic feastuFinally, | adopt the functional
approach to defining proper names and supply my @efimition. While no definition
of proper names is without limitations, the defomt | propose can be considered
acceptable for the empirical purposes of this mesedn Chapter IV, the focus of
discussion is the type of knowledge necessary flr [earners to successfully cope
with proper names in connected speech. | devel®yesael model of such knowledge:
(level 1) recognition— (level 2) categorization> (level 3) referent properties.

The empirical part of the thesis, Chapters V-dH#scribes three experiments
that were designed to answer the following resequsstions:

1. Are ESL learners able to discriminate between uiifamproper names and
unknown common vocabulary while listening to cortadspeech?

2. Does the presence of unfamiliar proper names inflee ESL learners’
comprehension of a short spoken text, and if sa?ho

3. While listening to connected speech, are ESL legarable to determine what
unfamiliar proper names refer to, and how muchrimtttion about proper names’
referents can listeners get from context?

In the first experiment (Chapter V), | am empiligaesting level 1 of the
proposed 3-level model, i.e. the ESL learners’ighib recognize unfamiliar proper
names in spoken texts. In short news texts, thegregon rate is found to be around
60%. The experiment also addresses the questidiowfthe ability to recognize
unfamiliar proper names is related to the percentdginknown common vocabulary
in the input.

In the second experiment (Chapter VI), the paréints’ comprehension of a
news story is assessed under two conditions: Ndfnesvn (all proper names are
familiar prior to listening) and Names Unknown (pHoper names are unfamiliar).
The Names Known group performed better on two ddbwr measures (free recall
and true-false-don’t know statements). The experinaéso deals with level 2 of the
proposed model, namely the ESL learners’ abilitgdétermine what kind of object an
unfamiliar proper name refers to. It is shown {batticipants in the Names Unknown
treatment were not always able to ascertain frontect what the referent is, and in
cases when they did, they could not extract as rmfohmation about the referent as
the participants in the Names Known treatment hadlable. In addition, difficulty
ratings of experimental tasks demonstrated thatptlesence of unfamiliar proper

names definitely makes the text seem more confusitige ESL listeners.



The third experiment (Chapter VII) was designedaaseplication of the
second in order to overcome a few design drawbacisinvolved a larger sample of
participants. The Names Known treatment group peréd significantly better on 2
out of 3 measures (open-ended questions and tiseedan’t know statements). A
highly significant effect of unfamiliar proper namen the overall comprehension
scores was found. Around 17% of the variance insitmres was accounted for by
familiarity/lack of familiarity with proper namedhe findings also provided some
evidence in support of the claim that certain types proper names affect

comprehension more than others.



Chapter Il. Defining a proper name:

the prototype theory

2.1 What is a proper name? Analysis of proposed deftions

Proper names are perhaps the only part of langualgie to arise [sic]

substantial interest and emotions in a variety wodividuals besides

linguists (Berezowski 2001: 7).
Proper names can be viewed from a number of diftgperspectives. Coming from
social psychology, for instance, one may look &t distribution of personal names
and what motives lead parents to choose particuias for the newly born, and at the
popularity of certain names as indirect social £lamrkers. Cognitive psychologists
will be more interested in how naming expressioms @eatively constructed in the
human mind and bestowed on new objects or conc&ptanthropologist would wish
to investigate naming practices in a given comnyumdt gain insights about its
culture. Proper names also stand out as an impassue in advertising, marketing,
politics, and information and communication teclogyl Outside linguistics,
philosophy and logic are the closest areas of myquihere proper names have
received an enormous amount of attention. So vghatgroper name? At first glance
it seems a trivial question but when one takesol ki various definitions suggested
by numerous scholars so far it turns out that rafrtbem actually gives a satisfactory
answer.

Proper name - a noun or a noun phrase whose onbfién is to pick

out some individual person, place or thing. Examplésa, Abraham
Lincoln, Spain, the Basque Country, the Golden Gaigge, the Roman
Empire, the Eighteenth DynastyProper names conventionally take
capital letters in English, but some words which also conventionally
capitalized are not proper names, suchFesnchman, Tuesdagnd
November Proper noun - a noun which is a proper name, ag8usie,
Chicagoor Finland. Such a noun usually constitutes a noun phrase all
by itself (Trask, 1997: 177).

This is a brief description, which ‘the person be street may get along quite nicely

with’ (Zelinsky, 2002: 245), but it is far from e adequate for academic purposes.



It is definition by example that basically says, pkoper name is something like
this...” but does not explain whihe Eighteenth Dynastfwhich by the way can
hardly be tagged as either a person, a place, thing) is a proper name while
Frenchman(who surely qualifies as a person) is not. Watlkel Shang dynastgount
as a proper name or do we have a proper name/Shangand a common noun
dynasty here since the latter is not capitalized? Thenitedh contains several
important bits of information, namely that propemres are noun phrases, that they
are capitalized, and that their function is to palkt individual objects. However,
should a proper name be a noun or at least a neadeld structure, does that mean
that Of Mice and Men(prepositional phrase) is not the proper nameteinBeck’s
renowned novel?

Huddleston also draws a distinction between projeins and proper names.
A proper noun is a grammatical noun subclass, whilgroper name is ‘the
institutionalized name of some specific person, c@laorganization, etc. —
institutionalized by some formal act of naming amdkgistration’ (1988: 96). This
solves our Steinbeck problem: the author has afficinamed the book before
submitting it to the publishers therefore therends doubt abouOf Mice and Men
being a proper name. The presence of some explitibf assigning a name, from
christening a baby or registering a new club toosimg what to call your pet lizard is
a helpful hint. However, while resolving some diffities, it leads to others. For a
number of words, we cannot trace even a quasi-aargmf naming yet common
sense strongly indicates that they are proper naieslargest country in the world
used to be officially calledUSSR(Union of Soviet Socialist Republjcantil 1991
when the 15 republics split and the new state wagsin officially, renamed to
becomeRussian FederatianFor centuries and centuries though this land desen
calledRussia Nobody knows when and how it got to be so cafletlin the absence
of an official naming acRussiaappears to be no less a proper name than therforme
two. Nicknames, both nice and offensive, are amoihieresting group. Intuitively,
they are clear proper names vyet it is unlikely ttiegre will be any ‘formal act’
preceding them at inception. It is hard to imagsmnebody saying to a friend:
‘Henceforth | shall be calling you Stompie’. On tbther hand, a lot of expressions
are introduced into the language by a distinct ‘imgnmitual’ which as such does not
guarantee their proper name status. The Interratiomion of Pure and Applied

Chemistry after much controversy and careful casition assigned names to



recently synthesized transuranic elements in thieglie table aiming to pay tribute to
their discoverers; however, from the linguistic ngoof view, meitnerium probably
better belongs in one row with gold and iron rathlean with Lise Meitner.
Huddleston’s ‘formal act of naming/registration’ what Saul Kripke (1980) called
‘initial baptism’ about a decade before and whdinJédustin (1955) pointed out as
one of the most salient performative uses of lagguill earlier. Although a proper
name must not necessarily be a word that has hegleged with a ‘name assigning
ceremony’, for many subtypes of proper names (pegsonal names; names of
businesses, political parties and other public migdions; brand names, names of
movies, TV shows, books etc.) some act of namiriggtiwer formal or informal, does
indeed take place.

Coates (2000: 1164) defines proper names as fellodv name is a NP
expression, in using which the user need not benutied to, and is not presumed to
assert, any literal meaning of or any entailmeritarty word of the lexicon of the
language in question homophonous with any parthat expression’. A similar
definition was earlier proposed by Gardiner (1953} ‘A proper name is a word or
group of words recognized as indicating or tendongqhdicate the object or objects to
which it refers by virtue of its distinctive souatbne, without regard to any meaning
possessed by that sound from the start, or acqbiatithrough association with the
said object or objects’. The idea of proper nanaadentirely meaningless does not
accord well with every day language experiences Thbecause we have an intuitive
feeling that if there is an expression, be it comnmm proper, it should mean
something. Firstly, it is obvious that swappingrager name for another proper name
changes the communicative value of a senteHeewent to Whitcoulls yesterday.
He went to the $2 Shopesterday Secondly, some names appear to be more
meaningful than others. Suppose somebody is untameither with Whitcoulls or the
Two Dollar Shop. Judging solely by the sound of tlaenes, s/he will not be able to
get any information whatsoever about the former thety will understand that the
latter is a shop (and perhaps even infer that ghinghis shop are going to be cheap).
Therefore it is safer to assume that proper nanseméan, but in a peculiar way,
differently from other vocabulary.

Bussman (1996: 387) defines proper nouns as ‘ardgerally defined class of
nouns that unequivocally identifies objects andestaf affairs in a given context. By

designating an object or a state of affairs in\egistatement, proper nouns replace



deictic, or pointing, gestures such that directmerfice to that object or state of affairs
is made. Whether proper nouns have meaning and thew differ from generic
names and (definite) descriptions has been opemuoch debate’. There are two
shortcomings to this definition. Firstly, it capesronly proper nouns, which as has
already been mentioned, are only part of a largesoof proper names. Nevertheless,
grammatical research (Hopper, 1990; Gary-Prieug4l%hows that in texts even
non-nominal and structurally analyzable proper rerfunction as one word and
occupy the same slots in a sentence that regularsn@nd pronouns) d&alientin

The article presented the salidfaicts clearly andconciselybehaves differently from

Salient(proper name of a publication) inread about the email upgrade in Salient
Although technically it is still an adjective in thatter example, it has lost its
adjectival characteristics and syntactically aits b standard noun phraseliread
about the email upgrade in the pap&fultiword names, like idiomatic expressions
and compounds, are compact units that do not all@erruption by modifiers,
appositives, or other material:
(1) Welcome to the fun-loving Chemistry Department.
Welcome to the, | hope you don’t mind Boyle puBkemistry Department.
(2) *Welcome to the Chemistry fun-loving Department.

*Welcome to the Chemistry, | hope you don’'t mindyR puns, Department.

(examples from Carroll, 1985: 150).
Given that even non-nominal and complex proper rsastd#l function like single
noun lexemes, it could perhaps be possible to gémerBussman’s definition to
cover all proper names. Its second major drawblaclever, becomes immediately
clear. While it points out that proper nouns areutiar semantically, the explanation
of what it is that determines their uniqgue semanscnot that clear-cut and complete.
The key point in the definition is that they proeidinequivocal identification in a
given context by making direct reference to an abjehis sheds light on the nature of
proper names but poses more questions as well.isldWwe P/president has decided
different fromTanya has decidédSubjects in both sentences seem to unequivocally
identify who is being talked about if the contextknown/set. Compandl look it up
in Britannicaand!’ll look it up on the I/internetAgain the nouns in the two sentences
seem to identify a particular information sourceuatly successfully. Does the
difference lie in some linguistic mechanism by wértof which these words refer to

certain people and objects? If so what is the mash& Why is it that we find



ourselves inclined to considBYpresidentor I/internet common words andlanyaor
Britannica proper names? To sum up, Bussman asserts thdt fobedation for
selecting proper names is semantic but becauseast $ome common expressions
appear to be able to provide unequivocal identifbcain a given context, this alone is
not sufficient, and we need to know more about doect reference is achieved.

Let us take a closer look RfpresidentandTanya The first word can indeed
definitely point to one particular person, let'y $aeorge W. Bush. However, in other
contexts it can as easily referagresident in general, i.e. to ‘a person who culyen
holds or previously held a presidential post asti@ace in their life at any time in any
country’ as inAny president would do the samBo use Bussman’s words, it can
provide unequivocal identification in a given coftitdut it does not need to. In
contrast,Tanyacan and must only refer to one individuahy Tanya would do the
same sounds unnatural and odd at best. The followinfindtien captures this
semantic distinction:

A name is a word or group of words used to refartandividual entity

(real or imaginary); the name singles out thisterity directly pointing

to it, not by specifying it as a member of a cldss] The distinction

between names and appellatives (common nouns)nergéy clear:

names are used in individual reference, appellstiv@n be used in

reference to all members of a class or to any nurobthem €.g river,

hill, man, girl, car, table, virtue, and so on)gista 2002: 733).
This definition provides a reliable rule of thungbcommon noun denotes an object as
a member of a class of similar objects (impliedaercharacteristics shared by all of
them) while a proper name denotes an individuaéab{and thus does not imply
characteristics that it may share with others).eHgra good illustration:

[...] if there are two animals in a cage and one isgar, a perfect
specimen of a tiger, and the other animal is vilguadistinguishable
from it, then the second animal is a tiger. Buh#re are two animals in
a cage and one is Witchgren and the other animalirmally
indistinguishable from it, it does not follow thtte second animal is
Witchgren (Ziff, 1960: 102-3).
The rule is generally helpful but it runs into pierins when one applies it to the so-
called uni-designatory, or monoreferential, nouosm phrases denoting objects of
which there factually happens to be only one inwloeld or which are held unique
within a certain system of cultural assumptionse Thassic case is the woSdsunin
its most usual sense (not as a synonystarj; other examples are easily found in the

domains of geography, history, religion and othéh& equator, the South Pole,



Pleistocene, the cold war, the Renaissance, thietargt, the Trinity, the l/internet,
the sphinx, the mafior more, see Coates, 2000: 1161-2). The diffiqulestion is:
do such words still denote classes (albeit unusoes because they comprise just one
member) and are thus common, or are they propeesahthe individual objects
designated? The uncertainty is often manifestdddk of consistency with spelling.
There is no visible semantic difference betwtencold warandthe War on Poverty
both denoting distinct one-off historical period&t one is written as if it was a
common noun phrase, while the other as if it wasame (Chicago Manual of Style,
2003).

Individual reference vs. member of a class refexersc a useful logical
distinction but is not exhaustive for defining peomames because it does not account
for monoreferential common expressions and istté lhelp with words that denote
classes within classes.

Another subtheme of Zgusta's definition is that ame singles out an
individual by directly pointing to it. What precigethis direct pointing involves has
been the subject of long-standing and ongoing @ebatiogic and philosophy of
language. The advocates of the descriptive thessgaated with Frege, Russell and
Searle argue that a proper name ‘hooks on’ to idwhrough a description (or a set
of descriptions) helping people identify what refar to pick. The causal (chain)
theory associated with Kripke and dating back tdl,Mlaims that a proper name is
‘attached’ to its referent directly without recoait® intermediate description/s. There
is a third position first put forward by Kneale @& that proper names have peculiar
word-reflexive senses consisting of a citation fué expression itself but this view
was criticized for circularity and never gainedaade currency as the former two.

The descriptivist approach implies that proper nauare meaningful, i.e. that
their relation with extralinguistic reality is medeéd by senses similar to that of
common expressions whereas the direct reference suggests proper names are
meaningless. The theories are in confrontationviduait is sadder is that both are
unable to handle questions arising when one apphiem to language practice.
Numerous arguments and objections have been piteditber side but the major
dispute is still unresolved. In particular, theimtte challenge for any descriptivist
account is: if proper names are meaningful thentvaha their meanings? (Napoli,
1997). If proper names are meaningless, then hoeg dodirect reference adherent

explain their communicative value? In virtue of whHa they refer? (Willems, 2000).
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The direct reference theory can be said to haveedavider popularity among
contemporary scholars and | will further dwell onigke’s account of proper names
but it should be noted that the descriptivists hlayeno means put a full stop on the
issue (Liu, 1996; Seuren, 1998: 378-382) and taxetis a tendency for convergence

as attempts to arrive at a unified explanationbaiag made.

2.2 Philosophy of language: Kripke’s account of prper names
Kripke’'s famous lectures at Princeton Universityraveevolutionary but ‘proper
names’ in his series of talks are not a strictlijrael set of expressions:

By name here | will mean a proper name, i.e., thmer of a person, a

city, a country, etc. It is well known that modéogicians also are very

interested in definite descriptions: phrases offtren ‘the x such that

oX, such as ‘the man who corrupted Hadleyburg’. Ndwne and only

one man ever corrupted Hadleyburg, then that mémeiseferent, in the

logician’s sense, of that description. We will dise term ‘name’ so that

it doesnotinclude definite descriptions of that sort, bulyaimose things

which in ordinary language would be called ‘propames’ (1980: 24).
Apparently, Kripke is not concerned about whatrigg’ can actually count ggoper
proper names from the linguistic point of view. &really all examples throughout
his argument are one-word personal names sublixas, Hitler, Gédel The question
he seeks to answer is how they are related toiteefilescriptions that have the same
referent. Refuting the descriptivist position thgtroper name is in essence a definite
description ‘abbreviated or disguised’ (ibid. 2Rg argues that the meaning of a
proper name cannot be equated with a synonymousijkssn (ibid. 30):

If Aristotle meantthe man who taught Alexander the Grahen saying

‘Aristotle was a teacher of Alexander the Great'uldobe a mere

tautology. But surely it isn’t; it expresses thetféhat Aristotle taught

Alexander the Great, something we could discovdretdalse. Sopeing

the teacher of Alexander the Greznnot be part of [the sense of] the

name.
The radical difference between proper names anuhitéefdescriptions in Kripke’s
view is that the names are rigid designators wttite descriptions are not. A hame
will designate the very same object in all possit#lds where this object exists (or
nothing in those worlds where it does not existdescription can designate different
objects in different stipulated possible worlds.r kostance, most of the things
commonly attributed to Aristotle are things thatsome counterfactual world he

might not have done. However, Kripke insists, iclsa situation we would still
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‘describe that as a situation in whidéristotle didn't do them.” (ibid. 61). So the
proper naméristotle designates rigidly, unlike the definite descriptibe teacher of
Alexander the Greawhich will pick out a different individual if we eamterfactually
stipulate that Aristotle was never involved in pgalgy. Similarly, Kripke criticizes
the view that a proper name represents a disjun¢togical sum) of several suitable
descriptions because ‘when we say counterfactuallppose Aristotle had never
gone into philosophy at all’, we need not mean fmge a man who studied with
Plato, and taught Alexander the Great, and wrateahd that, and so on, had never
gone into philosophy at all’, which might seem lkeontradiction’ (ibid. 57).
According to descriptivist theorists, a proper namelefined by, i.e. means
the same as a corresponding description or a fashilescriptions. Consequently, it
appears that to be able to use the name correetpl® must know the description
that would uniquely identify its bearer: ‘The pictuassociated with the theory is that
only by giving some unique properties can you knadvat the reference of your name
is’ (ibid.83). Kripke provides a number of examplesdiemonstrate that speakers need
not necessarily possess such knowledge to makefuke name in communication.
Quite commonly, people talk about famous figure€ieero, Feynman, Einstein,
Columbus — with only a vague idea about the dee@sluievements of the persons in
guestion. A ‘layman’ may not know that Cicero whae than who denounced Catiline
and most likely will not be able to state the comntef Feynman’s theories. An
average speaker if asked about these names witlaphp think something like ‘a
Roman orator’, ‘a famous physicist’, ‘the man whaocdvered the Theory of
Relativity’, ‘the first European to land in Americ#n the first place, this information
in many cases is not uniquely identifying: the gay of being ‘a famous physicist’
may be true of several scientists, not just of lregm. Secondly, even if the definition
picks out someone uniquely, it can be circularskm is ‘the famous physicist who
discovered the Theory of Relativity’ but it can igasturn out that the only thing the
speaker ‘knows’ about this theory is that it is$E@in’s theory. Thirdly, the speaker’s
picture of the referent may be nothing but a miseption. In fact, the first European
to set foot in America was some obscure Viking, iyeloes not oblige us to refer to
him each time we are talking about Columbus. KripKers several other examples
to show that the absence of accurate uniquelyifgerg knowledge or even patently
false beliefs about the referent of the name onphe of the speaker does not

preclude them from establishing its reference. Pphiéosopher argues that even if
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someone erroneously believes that Einstein wasttemtor of the atomic bomb, they
are still talking about Einstein and not about OQpm@mer when using the name
Einsteinin their speech.

Thus, according to Kripke, a definite descriptianaocluster of descriptions
cannot be equal to the meaning of a proper name.nBime and the corresponding
description are not synonymous. Rather, peopledeseriptions to fix the referent,
i.e. to initially pick out to which particular inddual the name is to refer.

If the picture given by the descriptivist theoryvisong what alternative is
Kripke suggesting? He argues, ‘for most speakemtgss they are the ones who
initially give an object its name, the referenttioé name is determined by a ‘causal’
chain of communication rather than a descriptiobid( 59). A speaker’s ability to
use a proper name depends on its use by otherep@opl group sharing the same
language, and, crucially, on the history of how ttzene has reached this speaker.
Objects are originally ‘baptized’ with rigid desmpors after which those are passed
on from link to link down through the community. i$hchain, or links, is set up
roughly in the following way:

An initial ‘baptism’ takes place. Here the objecaynbe named by

ostension, or the reference of the name may bel fioyea description.

When the name is ‘passed from link to link’, theaw®er of the name

must, | think, intend when he learns it to useithwhe same reference

as the man from whom he heard it (ibid. 96).
Kripke agrees that the view of proper names asngbyethe descriptivist theory has
its place but it is mainly applicable to casesinoitial baptisms’. He insists that his
own agenda is to present an alternative picturepgp®sed to a new theory in any
rigorous sense. He emphasizes several times thatldims are intuitive and that
strict conditions of how the reference of a propame is accomplished are hard to
establish:

In general our reference depends not just on whathink ourselves,
but on other people in the community, the histofyhow the name
reached one, and things like that. It is by follegvisuch a history that
one gets to the reference. More exact conditioas/ary complicated to
give. They seem in a way somehow different in thsecof a famous
man and one who isn’t so famous (ibid. 95).

There are potential blank spots in Kripke’s coritarg ‘new picture’ that were picked
up by his opponents and critics later on. For mstahe himself admits the possibility

of failure somewhere along the ‘chain’ to keep tiederence fixed (for good
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examples, see Liu, 1999: 3-4). He is also aware ‘tiza every sort of causal chain
reaching from me to a certain man will do for mertake a reference’:

There may be a causal chain from our use of thne t8anta Claus’ to a

certain historical saint, but still the childrenhen they use this, by this

time probably do not refer to that saint (Kripk880: 93).
Practically every time Kripke explains the diffecenbetween rigid and non-rigid
designation he gives a pair of examples to illastthe point. It is a proper name on
the one side and a descriptive phrase on the ditagoleon vs. the emperor of the
French in the early XIX century, Peano vs. the aiscer of the axioms which
characterize the sequence of natural numbers, Haspss. the heavenly body in the
yonder position, Nixon vs. the president of theity$97Q He makes the claim that
rigid designation is an essential characteristicaofproper name but not of a
description but the question of just how to drawlie between names and
descriptions is left open:

It should not be thought that every phrase of tivenf‘the x such that

Fx is always used in English as a description rathan a name. | guess

everyone has heard about The Holy Roman Empirechmvas neither

holy, Roman nor an empire... these phrases shoul@dsded not as

definite descriptions but as names. In the cassoaie terms, people

might have doubts as to whether they're names scrig®ions; like

‘God’ — does it describe God as the unique diviemd or is it a name

of God? But such cases needn’t necessarily both@biud. 27).
It is precisely these cases that ‘bother’ a lingurhilosophers can get by considering
only the most typical of names such as personalesaor place names, and
contrasting them with freely constructed descriptphrases. It is fairly easy to see
how Hitler is a rigid designator whilthe man who succeeded in having more Jews
killed than anyone else in histoiy not, but what if there is no conventionalizeto
word name corresponding to a singular descripti@n & description having a unique
referent)? In other words, what happens when arig¢isn and a name are the same
thing? The linguist needs something more ‘downddke than an ability to designate
rigidly in stipulated possible worlds as a baselétimit the class of proper names
from common vocabulary. [Bhelron Agea name or a description? Can it be a rigid
designator of this particular archaeological epddh some counterfactual world it
were not marked by the spread of iron? Will theagbrpick out ‘the same’ period or
not? To bring it to the bottom-line, what is théngt one’s own intuition that makes

one decide what is possible in a possible world?
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Kripke does not dwell on the notion of ‘baptism'tlupresupposes some kind
of a dubbing ceremony or at least a distinct eeémiaming. As | mentioned before, it
works perfectly well with some types of proper naneit not with others. Firstly,
there are obviously cases when the initial baptisrofis not traceable (as is the case
with most mythological names likBmen-Ra nicknames, or proper names that
originated as descriptions suchiig Rive)). Secondly, a lot of nouns for which we
can easily identify the moment of official ‘baphg’ are distinctly borderline and do
not readily fit into the category of proper namesnge normally think of them using
common sense (words likguark names of diseases, drugs, chemical elements)
otherwise we may end up saying that pretty much ramyns making up technical
terminology are proper names.

To recap, there are two ideas of Kripke’s that fbayelevant for the problem
of defining proper names: (i) proper names aredriggsignators that pick out the
same object in all possible worlds; (ii) proper msnare bestowed on individuals in
some kind of ‘baptismal act’ and are then passedra the community from one
speaker to others. Unfortunately, both ideas, asabée as they are, leave the linguist
to look for a more precise foundation for definprgper names.

As this brief analysis of Kripke’s work shows, pmper name definition can
be transplanted straight from logic or philosophyamguage into linguistics. In the
next section | will return to a purely linguistiparoach to the study of names.

2.3 Onomastics: name catalogue approach

Onomastic research traditionally comprises tradimg etymology of proper names
and classifying them into groups and types. My &no establish how proper names
influence comprehension. The etymological aspecnoimastics is not as relevant for
the present study since the present study is focegelusively on the synchronic
plane.

Since antiquity it has been a widely spread peacto provide only sketchy
definitions of what a proper name is and to supploem with lists of illustrative
examples. The reason may be that the notion ofgpnogme is intuitively simple but,
as witnessed by continuous debates in philosopdy phoved notoriously difficult to
formalize. This often leads to a mismatch betweemather loose and narrow
definition (if one is offered) and a catalogue aobger names that captures their

variety (cf. Trask, 1997; Sloat, 1969; Lyons, 1929). Quite a few taxonomies have
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been proposed to date and they are well worth expidoecause they present a
panoramic picture of what kind of expressions aaumt as proper names.

Allerton suggested five main categories and twoitemtal ones that include
expressions occupying an intermediate position éetwproper names and ordinary
words (1987: 73-4):

1. Human beings (+ pets and racehorses)

Vessels, vehicles and machines
Geographical locations (natural and man-invented)
Social organizations

Publications and works of art

S e o

Languages and dialects

7. Periods of time (days, months, seasons (?), y@argettivals)

The proper name status of the last two categosedebatable; nevertheless this
concise list gives one an idea of what names anemamnly assigned to. The weak
point is it does not give much detail about thepgcwithin the categories, and there
are missing proper name candidates that come td,faninstance names of gods or
commodities.

Another brief taxonomy is found in Valentine et @996) but unlike Allerton
who treats proper names from the sociolinguistimfpof view, Valentine’'s team
comes from the field of cognitive psychology withitg different research purposes.
In their understanding, ‘denotation of unique eesitis the key criterion’ in defining
proper names, and this naturally dictates the geff the categories:

1. Personal names (surnames, first names, nicknandgssandonyms)

2. Geographical names (names of cities, countriesnds, lakes, mountains,

rivers and so forth)

3. Names of unique objects (monuments, buildings,ssbipany other unique

object, e.gExcalibur— the sword)

4. Names of unique animals (eBenji or Bugs Bunny

5. Names of institutions and facilities (cinemas, hiadp, hotels, libraries,

museums or restaurants)

6. Names of newspapers and magazines

7. Titles of books, musical pieces, paintings or sturks

8. Names of single events (eKjistallnach
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The last type is reserved for unique events as sgEpdo categories of events so
words for days of the week, months and recurrehitiéigs are excluded. The authors
also consider brand names as a borderline casé. \Boicls do not denote unique
things but it can be argued that ‘a brand namegdasts a unique object that is
simply replicated in a number of identical exemglévalentine et al., 1996: 5).

There are also much more extended taxonomies, ppoposed by an
American onomastic scholar Wilbur Zelinsky (200&)d another found in the latest
edition of the Chicago Manual of Style (hereaftdl%®). Both of them are intended to
be all-inclusive and offer a very detailed and vastrview of various objects and
phenomena that receive names. The main drawbawleViao, is that neither has any
strict theoretical position behind it as to howrager name should be defined.

CMS, for instance, aims to illustrate the convamdiof capitalization, use of
italics, quotation marks etc. for editors. Thatwhy all sorts of expressions, both
capitalized and lower-cased, are piled togetheisanuninately under the ambiguous
heading ‘Names and terms’.

Capitalization is often seen as misleading and aoteliable means of
separating proper names from non-proper expressi@igeo, 1973. 14-9).
Nevertheless from a practical point of view, takimghography as a starting point
allows us to cover the largest set of potentiapproname candidates. Whereas it is
absolutely certain that a lot of non-proper wordd ahrases can be spelt with initial
capitals, we can be confident in claiming that thuenber of unambiguously proper
expressions beginning with lower-case letters imglish is negligible. Indeed,
decapitalization is a sure sign that a proper naasechanged its status and became an
eponym, i.e. turned into a common word. In a handfuexamples where initial
capitals in genuine intact proper names are draoppdad done for a very peculiar
reason and usually for stylistic effect (e@verland leading Australian literary
magazine). Gleason pointed out that capitalizinghem is in fact an exceptional
linguistic phenomenon in that it is one of the vdey occasions when written
language signals have no counterparts in speecha@ndce versa. He holds that the
major function of capitalization is ‘to mark a casf words — proper nouns’ (Gleason,
1965: 186).

What is problematic, however, is the fact that daidon to marking proper
names, capitalization may play a whole range ootbles in texts:

* personification as a literary (mostly poetic) devic

17



‘The Night is Mother of the Day, / The Winter of 8ming (J.C. Whittier, cited in

CMS, 2003: 324);

‘A Rock there is whose homely front / The passiagetier slights / And one coy

Primrose to that Rock / The vernal breeze inVifdé Wordsworth, cited in Carney,

1994: 52);

* emphatic intonation conveying irony:

‘Ok, so I'm a Bad Mother,” admitted Mary cheerfullgMS, 2003: 291);

» division of homonyms:

a stoic attitudgmetaphorical use) vsa. Stoic(representative of Stoicism as school of

thought), democrat (supporter of democracy in the broadest senseDesiocrat

(member of a concrete political party);

* lending importance to some words sporadically, hisntausa:

a Committee meeting, a future Convention, the pte&dministration,

Transformational-Generative gramméxamples from Algeo, 1973: 16);

* marking any words of special note, especially nauhgh are the focus of the
discussion or have technical meaning (this pradiicglar to German where all
nouns are capitalized was used much more wideBnglish in the XVIII century
but now survives only in legal documents ‘perhapprovide a focus for the
reader in long legal sentences’ (Peters, 2004: 90))

‘... on the terms of the letter to Shareholders ama Memorandum and Articles of

Association of the Company and subject to the megalividend being declared by

the Directors and approved by the Shareholdersthedadmission of the New Shares

to the Official List by the London Stock Exchangk are not electing on behalf of
any person who is a North American Person (as ddfin Appendix Il to this letter)’

(example from Carney, 1994: 52).

Thus when looking at the stock of upper-case wand&nglish one needs to be

extremely careful because a number of common egiores demonstrate confusing

spelling patterns, i.e. may be capitalized or lceased depending on the
circumstances. However, searching for proper naameng expressions that are
never capitalized (leaving aside the sentencalmsition) is undoubtedly pointless.

Numerous accounts of proper names (especially ilog@phy) have been
based mainly on personal and place names as tlestpand least controversial

representatives of the class. A number of desedptbnomastic studies have
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successfully expanded this narrow picture (Nues$892; Eichler et al., 1996).
Zelinsky (2002: 249) proposed a broad classificatontaining over 130 name-types
in total. It is arranged around eight chief divissowith further subgroupings that in
places go as far as three levels down the hieraiidig author made an effort to be as
comprehensive as possible putting in ‘every grolwards that reasonable scholars
could accept as names’. Although what ‘reasonatiielars’ should count as a proper
name is not theoretically specified, it is helpmlhave a thorough overview of what
words can be considered names by common consent.

Table 2.1. Comparison of proper name types outlim€MS and in Zelinsky’s

paper.
Chicago Manual of Style (2003) Zelinsky (2002)
A. Personal names | Deities

B. Place names Il Biota

C. Names of organizations Il Places

D. Historical and cultural terms IV Events

E. Calendar and time designations V Social entities
F. Religious names and terms VI Enterprises
G. Military terms VII Artefacts

H. Ships, trains, aircraft and spacecraft VIl Wasdified

l. Scientific terminology

J. Brand names and trade marks

K. Titles of works

L. Notices and Mottoes

As can be seen, a number of categories in the yp@dgies cut across one another;
there is more overlapping to be seen at lower $eYiel subcategories and further
subdivisions). Zelinsky’s taxonomy is more homogereein that it deals exclusively
with names albeit their ‘nameness’ is at the disaneof the author. CMS ‘dumps in’
everything that can be used to highlight editingsuThat is how notices and mottoes
that evidently have nothing to do with proper naraed up in the same lot simply
because typographically they should be treated lailyito book titles. While
Zelinsky’s arrangement is more systemic and fittinth the purposes of my research,
CMS offers a lot of interesting examples and bringscases of spelling variation
which can be linguistic forms in transition fromnemon descriptive collocations to
partially institutionalized names. Therefore | tadadinsky’s framework as a base and
fuse in additional elements from CMS when they appseful.

The merits of proper name taxonomies are that threyoke an intuitive
understanding of the notion’ and display the diigrsf names: ‘the strength of this
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approach does not lie in its cold precision andtéical sophistication, but in its
spontaneous presentation of the range of data amg rfiormal definition has to
account for (but rarely does) (Berezowski, 20038).2Their foundation though is
purely pragmatic which entails certain limitatioksideniably, humans bestow proper
names only on those things that are perceivednaviduals in their own right’,
moreover ‘of enduring significance as individualaid that therefore need to be
singled out from others (Hall et al., 2004: 7). Tweestion underlying taxonomies is:
what kinds of entities deserve (read: are imporemugh for people) to have a
name? Nevertheless it is always possible to stamimg new things (imagine
somebody wanting to give a proper name to theiodate chair; it does not sound
too probable but why not?). There is no guarantierethat all entities of the same
kind must take a proper name (every person hasre,nbhut not every animal). If
games are assumed to be nameworthy, one is ndtedish calling chessa proper
name similar tdRiskor Cranium In a nutshell, enumerating the types of objetthe
outside world believed by taxonomy compilers tor@aper names, valuable as it is,

still does not say what makes a name proper.

2.4 Prototype theory: core names and periphery
Tse (2000) identifies two major ways of assignitegns into linguistic categories,
namely the classical approach and the prototyparyheased approach. According to
the traditional line started by Aristotle, membdpsim a category is determined by a
strict set of necessary and sufficient features [lBkter are binary therefore ‘once the
boundary between two categories is establisheds #re no ambiguous cases and all
members within each category enjoy equal statu@@2491). However, the study of
principles of classification in cognitive psychojo(Rosch, 1975) reveals that people
are very likely to have similar ideas on what dre ‘best exemplars’ of a given class
regardless and despite quite strong disagreement athere the boundaries between
neighbouring classes should cut. Unlike the classicmember/non-member
dichotomy, prototype theory ‘allows for a non-deter continuum space between
categories’ (Tse, 2000: 493) in viewing them agilyzound groups of similar items
extending from the core, or the prototype, out srginal, peripheral instances.
Ongoing attempts to construct a strict criteriabger name definition, as
transpires from the literature, have not been acessg A number of salient

characteristics of name expressions were identifigchone of them is a hard and fast
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indicator as to whether a certain expression baldadhe class of proper names. The
elusive boundary between proper nouns and commaonsnig still not found; nor is
there a watertight division of composite names @@ifthite descriptions. As Zelinsky
puts it, ‘the pursuers of their holy grail of annclad definition seem no closer to the
goal than they were at the outset’ (Zelinsky, 20B25). He believes it is time for
scholars to admit defeat and accept that the boigsdaf the category are
indeterminate because there will always be a sté¢krms that fall ‘into the twilight
zone’ between genuine names and ordinary wordg.)ibi

| shall adopt the prototype model because it premito offer a more
constructive way of describing proper names giveirtimmense diversity. First, |
consider the whole subcategories of names (takalmgky’s typology as a base) to
determine which of them constitute the core andctvtunes lie further towards the

outer edge of the proper name class:

S

1

>

o personal names, place names, namegnfs p

. —> e

o deity names, names of names of a
O animal names enterprises artefac 5
L | o

>

It must nevertheless be stated that such a divigonothing but a rather crude
approximation. Pronounced gradience effects caseba within each subcategory so
even the core ones would contain names that vatlyeiin degree of prototypicality.

Further | will discuss prototypical proper namedemms of semantics, grammar and

pragmatics to allow for assessing individual naorens on a case-by-case basis.

2.4.1 Personal, deity and animal proper names
If one looks at what has been considered as the representative proper names in
research to date, each and every source mentiossnad and place names:
The main division within the recognized class obger names is
between personal and geographical (place) namear{@hl1980: 214).

There is overwhelming cross-linguistic evidencd tiemes are given to
people and places (the anthroponyms and toponynteeobnomastic
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tradition) in the first instance, and that othemmoeations are extensions

of this ‘convention’.... (Anderson, 2003: 354).

This widely held view has been transferred outshe linguistic field - to media,

social and cognitive studies. It is reflected ie ttorresponding amount of attention
received by these types of proper names in linguisbrks as well; hence ‘the

conservative guess that personal and place nanuesirdcfor at least 98% of the
existing literature...” (Zelinsky, 2002: 249).

Although it seems self-evident that personal naares to a somewhat lesser
extent, place names are the central members qirtper name category, a question
still remains — why are they thought to be protatg?

It has been established and borne out by crossititig studies that human
languages are largely anthropocentric (Croft, 200%iven the overall
anthropocentricity of human language, it is nopsiging that names of people are of
primary importance. Accordingly, Anderson claimattithe unifying feature of core
proper names is their ‘anthropocentric origin’ (30854-65). The further a proper
name moves out of the core the less people-orienbetomes and, consequently, the
more divergently it would behave in terms of morgyntax. That is what makes even
place names less central. Pet animals and fami@mimate objects that receive
proper names are ‘anthropomorphised to some ext@hid. 357). Other
subcategories, for instance ship, river, building amonument proper names are less
‘personal’ but calling a ferris-wheehe London Eyeor a shipDreadnoughtstill
constitutes a figurative act of personification.

There is some evidence that personal names aremth& frequent in
occurrence among different name types. Tse (2003) 8xtracted 14921 tokens of
personal names from a sample of 514691 tokens,iwhekes up about 2.9% of the
running text while the average coverage by all prapuns in the BNC corpus she
was using is 3.2%. Overall proper noun coverageesatepending on the text genre
so it may not be reliable to compare the averagardi in the whole corpus with the
percentage obtained in Tse’s sample. Her samplsisted exclusively of written
texts of a certain style, namely newspaper repgriiinis a robust finding that proper
nouns are more frequent in writing than in speacid, more frequent in informative
writing than in imaginative writing (Francis and ¢ara, 1982: 539, 543; Leech et al.,
2001: 297, 303). Proper noun coverage in the inddifra writing section of the BNC
is more comparable to Tse’s data, and comes to f.&#ch et al, 2001: 303). Thus,
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roughly, all proper nouns together account for 5.@f4he running words while
personal names make up 2.9%, which means thateokatf of all names are names
of people, and a smaller fraction is other namecatdgories combined. One should
be conservative and cautious in interpreting thestamates but they give reason to
believe that personal names are indeed the domiyyaet

In addition to being very frequent, personal andydeames often serve as a
basis from which a lot of other proper name suletes can be formed: ‘One finds
the names of national leaders or of gods assignééterogeneous entities like parks,
theatres, city extensions, cafes, barber shopsewagnl pet animals’ (Bhat, 1979: 109).
Also bridges, stars, ships, streets, weapons, r@ed tan be named after people (e.g.
General Shermgra giant sequoia claimed to be the largest litieg by volume; see
also Lehrer, 1992: 128-9).

Apart from reasoning that personal names makeéneore because they are
manifestations of language anthropocentricity anduo most frequently, | suggest
looking at their functional aspects. Proper namayg perform a number of functions
not each of which is necessarily fulfilled by evempper name. | argue that the core
of the category consists of anthroponyms togeth#r deity names and pet names
because these are the only subcategories thateuhk rest, are capable of realizing
all characteristic proper name functions.

In anthropology, two principal functions for peejsl names have been
proposed — categorization and differentiation. Nesan be a social classifying
device that allows one to make inferences aboun#me bearer in terms of socio-
economic status, ethnicity, geographical locationn &t the same time they are
considered a tool to identify the bearer of the aammiquely in context, i.e. to
distinguish him/her from others. Alford demonstdcatbat the two functions might
conflict as ‘the more a name differentiates itsrbedrom other people, the less
category information it carries regarding its b&afalford, 1988; cited in Valentine
et al., 1996: 16); however both must be fulfill@dford examined the degree of given
name uniqueness and the naming practices in sidtyres around the world and
reported interesting correlations. In some villagesthe Scottish Highlands, for
example, as few as three surnames were shareddbyttoee-quarters of inhabitants
while their first names often came from a smallugroof biblical names. Name
uniqueness was low; from their names people coelddsily classified as Christians

and as coming from the area. It was observed thdheése communities a lot of
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descriptive by-names, suchlaame Sandwr Robber Johnwere in circulation as if to
‘enhance’ the neglected differentiation function.dther cultures given names were
practically never repeated. For instance, Northéaman Indians had a taboo on
using the names of the dead and named each indlvasheording to either unusual
circumstances at the time of birth or peculiar varal traits in childhood (Kendall,
1980: 263). Consistent with Alford’s predictionsglh name uniqueness correlated
with low incidence of nicknames. Furthermore, peopl such societies tended to
address each other not by the first name but leyra of kin as if to ‘compensate’ for
lack of categorization.

Alford’s conceptualization of name functions applito entire systems of
personal naming in different cultures rather tharseéparate name forms as peculiar
vocabulary items. My question is: can categorizatamd differentiation as social
functions of whole systems of personal names batemgireted to stand as
communicative functions of proper names of varitypes as linguistic forms? Alford
speaks about social categorization, where for groof people their position in
society may be reflected in a pattern of name ibigion at a certain point in time.
Linguistic categorization concerns an altogethé&edent matter of whether one can
securely pin down what category the referent ofxression belongs to based on the
information contained in this expression alone.

I would like to argue thathe nature of proper names (including every
subcategory here) is such that differentiation hisirt major integral function in
communication. In contrast, categorization is oalyandom by-product in using
names, not their essential role. Thus, if | €wyyou know how to get to Shortland
Street? although | am signalling that the referent bebtagthe category of streets, it
is incidental. The main purpose for using the nasn& distinguish this particular
street from others. If | now sayhe acting inShortland Street is atrocioyshe name
would no longer explicitly categorize the referehgwever it still fulfils its chief
function of distinguishing this particular soap cp&om others.

Firstly, some proper names do not have overt catagg elementsl visited
Sydney on my way hom@®r example, may cause ambiguity, as ‘there isnoo-
contextual way in which the hearer may learn whethasited a friend or a town’
(Thrane, 1980: 214). Secondly, some proper nanietgken literally, would be
outright misleading. The fact that thWWellington Botanic Gardenare indeed the

gardens having trees, flowers, and all other aitei® associated with gardens, does
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not precludeHerbert Gardenseing the name of a building in one of Welling®n’
streets. Similar examples led Coates to concludt¢ &8s far as proper names are
concerned, ‘the implied categorization should akvdye taken as falsifiable in
principle even if not yet falsified’ (2006: 365).

Although there has been a lot of debate on whegineper names have
meaning and what kind of meaning, most linguistseagthat they are non-
categorizing: ‘proper names lack classifying, characterisinganieg’ (Dalberg,
1985: 132); ‘proper names are non-categorial sigisch means they do not in any
way indicate what kind of thing they are being usedefer to on a given occasion’
(Thrane 1980: 214). | would like to rephrase thitelastrong statement to read:
prototypical proper names are non-categorizing eviiiie more classifying they
become, the further away they shift from the corthe outer boundaries.

Lyons (1977: 216-7) holds that names in discoutd® two characteristic
functions, vocative and referential. The vocativepbatic role is the use of proper
names as forms of address when they either cotes@tusentence of their own or
appear as extrasentential elements to establisieal soelationships or attract
somebody’s attention rather than to impart infoiorat Alongside pronouryoy,
standardized politeness formslr( Ladies and Gentlemgnkinship terms Auntie,
Dad) and some occupational titleblurse, ProfessQr proper names are the most
common vocatived-ynda! Hurry up! Lynda, where did you put my papelrs their
referential function, proper names serve as ppgitd arguments in an utterance, i.e.
refer to some object or individudlynda went for a drive along the coaltis fairly
obvious that a great number of proper names, naraklyhe ones referring to
inanimate objects, normally cannot be used as w@satAlbert, I'd like to get to
know you. *World War Il / Open University, I'd lik get to know yaul add
‘normally’ to allow for a handful of atypical casésat involve addressing places or
objects found in literary contexts:

Auckland, you great arsehole,
Some things | like about you
Some things | cannot like. [...]

" Even Van Langendonck, a strong proponent of taggorical meaning’ for proper names concedes
that such meaning is only presuppositional: ‘Myifios here will be that proper names have an
inherent categorical presupposition without whioh tise of a proper name is inconceivable. Whenever
a proper name is assigned to a referent, thiseefdrelongs to a specific (sub)class of entities] [
However, since this categorical meaning is a pnessition, things cannot be viewed in terms of
necessity,... In other words, presuppositions cacaneelled’ (2007: 72-76).
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Auckland, even when | am well stoned

On a tab of LSD or on Indian grass

You still look to me like an elephant’s arseholeBaxter, 1972: 16-18).
They are clearly figurative, stylistically markedas of proper names creating a
personification effect. Another instance is orgatim names occasionally employed
in (formal) letters or emails when the writer does have a contact person to address
their message t@ear VUWSA...]. This usage however is restricted and marginal
writers  would usually avoid awkward openings likeDear Dominion
Post/TelstraCleann favour of more humabear Editor/Sir/Madamor To Whom It
May Concern In all other contexts proper names denoting degdions are not
acceptable as vocatived&/UWSA/Dominion Post/TelstraClear, I'd like to getknow
you.

With regards to grouping the personal, and dety pets’ names together, the
anthropocentricity of language manifests itselfe@@again in an intimate connection
between personal names and the latter two subg@egdn many religious
movements living individuals are idolized and beeoravered as gods so deity and
personal proper names coincide in form, &ig.Do (leaders of Heaven’'s Gate, see

www.heavensgate.confaccessed 14 March 2008]). A few names of gods and

goddesses from classical mythology, suctDasysus, Athena, Demeter (Dimitra),
Aphrodite, are still in circulation in modern Greece. As foets’ names, it is quite
common to select a personal first name as a nameedat or a dog3eorge, Texor
to name your house pet after a famous per€teopatra, Maximillian) (Lehrer 1992:
129).

To recap, | consider names of deities, persomalesaand names of pets to be
the core, prototypical representatives of the aategTheir central status is
determined by the following factors: the extentvihich they manifest general
anthropocentricity of human language, the frequesicpccurrence (in the case of
personal names), and the ability to fulfil the gesd number of characteristic proper
name functions. While the differentiating and reafeg functions are shared by all
proper name subcategories, the ability to perfon@ vocative role is generally
available only to the three subcategories menti@eye. It was also established that
differentiation is the major communicative roleaf subcategories of proper names
in discourse. Although categorization may be aduethrough proper name use (and

in many cases is), it is not their essential fuorGtithe more categorizing a proper

26



name is the more description-like it becomes amdftinther it shifts away from the

core to the periphery.

2.4.2 Place names and names of enterprises

| put names of places and enterprises in the midhdiiéwvay from the core to the more
peripheral types. Firstly, one reason why philogmphpsychologists, and linguists
unanimously agree that names of places and erdesgpaire central may be that, from
a purely pragmatic point of view, these subcategoare very predictable, i.e. in
terms of the name catalogue approach, once idemtithey cover practically all
prospective referents. Nobody knows of nameless gmdnameless human beings.
Likewise, if there exists a location that is atslealightly important to people or an
organization, it is bound to have a proper nameah\Wery few exceptions, everything
from a galaxy to a subway station as well as framndernational corporation to a
tiny firm must have a proper name attached.

Also there is some evidence to believe that navhetaces and enterprises are
more frequent than others (rank second after patswmmes). In an earlier study Tse
extracted a 65-thousand-word sample of proper ndimoesa daily British newspaper
and divided them into 12 subcategories. She doesiteothe number of items found
in each subcategory but she mentions that it isgoed names, place names and
names of organizations which ‘count for the mayoot the overall data’ (2000: 494).
Although it would not be safe to generalize fronsiagle study, it can serve as an
acceptable preliminary estimate in the absenceasénthorough corpus research that
needs to be done.

Next let me explain why | consider place and oizgtion names to be less
central than personal (plus deity and pets) nathéss been noted by many scholars
that a representative proper name is a brief iefgmevice, ideally consisting of a
single noun (Quirk et al. 1985, Allerton 1987, TX¥0; see 3.2.1 below). Far more
complex multiword strings are found among place esrand especially enterprise
names than in the most prototypical proper nameagegories. In English as in some
other languages, personal names consisting of alevasrds are not common.
Although individuals usually possess more than oaene (i.e. a surname and
oftentimes a middle name in addition to a given @pthey are usually referred to by
means of only one of those. In rare cases a fishe + family name’ pattern is used

but, interestingly enough, it still does not quitgalify to be on a par with complex
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proper names. Grammatically, unlike other phrasahes that consist of a head word
and its dependents, this construction is uniquealrs ‘there is no convincing
evidence for treating one element as head’ (PagdeHaddleston, 2002: 519). Place
names may consist of one woiddrs, Chicago, Miramay, but two-, three- and even
multi-word constructions are numeroustile Rock, Bremerton Naval Base, Smokey
Mountains National Park Simple organization names also occMicfosof) yet
more often than not they are characteristicallytipaift (Outsource Solutions, APN
Educational Media, International Federation of Ciswviation).

When a proper name is represented by a multiveqdience, this sequence
has to function as a single unit rather than a $sgeactic combination of words. For
common vocabulary, Bauer (1983: 42-50) proposesdit@ving terminology for the
process by which this occurs:

Stage Description Example

1 A new multiword lexeme isa call boy

Nonce-formation | coined ‘on the spur of th|e
moment to cover some

immediate need’ (p. 45).

2 The formation begins to bemeanings ‘boy who makes|a
Institutionalization| accepted as a known item. |tsall/lboy who was called/boy

potential ambiguity is ignored,who is on call’ and any
and ‘only some of the possiblethers are ignored; only ‘bay
meanings of the form are usewho calls actors on to the
(sometimes only one)’ (p. 48). | stage’ becomes familiar

3 ‘...because of some change |ia callboy
Lexicalization the language system, the lexeme

has, or takes on, a form which| it
could not have if it had arisen by
the application of productive
rules’ (p. 48).

Lexicalization is the final stage in the historickvelopment of a complex lexeme,
which is associated with irregularity at the symche plane, i.e. inconsistency with
normal current word formation patterns. Bauer'scept of lexicalization is elaborate
as he goes on to distinguish its phonological, molggical, semantic, and syntactic
types concluding that complex lexemes are ofterrdékalt of their mixed action. For
the purposes of my research, which is not goinfptos on the grammar of proper
names as such, more general definitions offereldstovsky and Lipka are suitable.
Thus lexicalization may be regarded simply as tloegss via which complex units

‘become fixed parts of the vocabulary, with formaald/or semantic properties which
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are not completely derivable or predictable fromeirttconstituents...” (Kastovsky
1982, cited in Lipka, 1994: 2164). Institutionatioa will be viewed as the gradual
inclusion of a new item ‘into the existing stockwdrds as a generally acceptable and
current lexeme’ (Lipka, 1994: 2165).

All definitions quoted above were proposed witimoaon vocabulary in mind;

the process looks slightly different for proper eegsions:

a combination of words is by chancg a combination of words is chosen tq

being repeatedly used to refer to a refer to a particular thing by an

particular thing author or a collegiate decision of a
deliberative body/committee etc

: |

the speech community starts

ignoring its literal characterizing the speech community becomes
reading (Stops pay|ng attention to it familiar W|th the new convention ang
and recognizes it as a proper name accepts It as a proper name

\ /

the proper name becomes part |of
the name inventory

The main point relevant for the present study & téxicalization is not a prerequisite
for a multiword expression to be a proper namejtutgnalization is enough. For a
unit to be lexicalized it has to lose its motivati@.e. its meaning should become
impossible to ascertain from the meanings of irdlial parts). All that is needed for
an item to get institutionalized is its recognitiopa speech community as a recurrent
stable whole:

Institutionalized words belong to the norm of taaguage and are more

or less familiar to the members of a certain spesmmmunity... A

minimal degree of item-familiarity is a necessamsquirement for

institutionalization (Lipka, 1994: 2166).
While scores of place names and particularly enwgmames have not undergone
lexicalization (i.e. remain semantically and/orusturally motivated:Cable Car
Museum, Workman Antenna Co, Pak'n Sawehat unites them is they became
institutionalized. Institutionalization for thesargicular proper name subcategories is
achieved with ease because they appear in atl@¥eand printed commercials as
well as on signposts, company letterheads ets.dlsio noticeable that a much greater

fraction of place and enterprise proper names iscrggive of their referents
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compared to personal and deity and pet proper nabsk of internal semantic
content have been postulated by a number of schtdabe a distinctive feature of
core proper expressions. Whenever it is at leasiapg intact it makes them more
prone to take on an unusual categorizing functioth 8 move further out from the

core.

2.4.3 Names of events and artefacts
| placed these two subcategories at the outmost efitipe proper name class.

Table 2.2. Proper names of events.

Geological epochs the Archean, the Mesoproterozoic, the Paleozoic,
Pleistocene, Holoceng€MS: 361)
Historical eras the Age of Reason, the Augustan Age, the Common

Era, the Dark Ages, the Enlightenment, the QOld
Kingdom, the Gay Nineties, the Gilded Age, |the
Reformation, the Renaissan&MsS: 340-1)

Wars, military campaigns Crusades, the Sixth Crusade, French Revolution,
Great Sioux War, Gulf War, Korean War,
Napoleonic Wars, Norman Conquest, Russian
Revolution, Seven Years’ War, Shays’s Rebellion, Si
Days’ War, Spanish-American War, Vietham War,
War of 1812ACMS: 354-5)

Battles Battle of Britain, Battle of Bulge, Bunker Hill, @éh
Blitz, Operation OverlorCMS: 355)
Historical events the Boston Tea Party, the Great Depression, |the

Reign of Terror, the Industrial Revolution, the New
Deal (CMS: 341)

Major speeches Washington’s Farewell Address, the Gettysburg
Addres§CMS: 341)

Space missions Project Apollo(CMS: 356)

Hurricanes, typhoons, major| EI Nino, Hurricane Mitch(CMS: 342) Typhoon

floods etc. Maemi, Hurricane Pauline, Hurricane Lyndga,
Typhoon Pongsana, Tropical Storm Allison, Katrina
(mine)

Major earthquakes and fires | the Great Fire of Londo(CMS: 342)

Tournaments, races, major | the Olympic Games, the Olympics, the Winter
sporting events Olympics, the World Cup, the Kentucky Derby, |the
NBA World Championship Seri@SMS: 342)

Festivals, special celebrationsChristmas (Day), Mother's Day, Kwanzaa, Rosh
conferences Hashanah, New Year's EVCMS: 346) Poznan
Linguistic Meeting, Wellington Film Festivahine)

The vast majority of proper name forms are low dietcy vocabulary items but |
suppose that names of events and artefacts aegjugnt compared to other proper
name subcategories. | am not aware of any docuchenqiantitative data on the
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matter but in my own small corpus of news texts @u?40 names only 15 were of

this kind & 6%). These two subcategories are, however, exilyemagiegated (see
tables 2.2 and 2.3).
Table 2.3. Proper names of artefacts.

Vehicles

Ships and boats

USS SC-530,HMS Frolic, the United
State CMS: 356)

Trains

Atlantic Express, Dixie Flyer, Cornbe
Limited, Superchief, Hiawath&Nuessel,
1992: 121)

Aircraft and spacecraft

Boeing 747, the Spirit of Saint Loy
(CMS: 356),Challenger(mine)

S

Expressive works

Books and periodicals

A Short History of Nearly Everything,
Mind of its Own: How Your Mind Distort
and Deceives, And Quiet Flows the D
Scarlet Sails, Inside Out, Journal

Anthropological Research, The Mode
Language Journalmine)

A

DN,
of

Articles and chapters

Naming Processes, On Homony
between Proper Name and Appellat
(mine)

my
ve

Poems and songs

Arrow, Because of Ydunine)

Orations and sermons

the Sermon on the Mount, the Lor(
Prayer, the Our Fathe(CMS: 352)

l's

Musical album

and CDs

compositions,

Don Giovanni, Swan Lake, Moonlig
Sonata, Crowded House, Beauti
Collision, Innuendo, Birdémine)

ht
ful

Paintings and sculptures

the Return of the Prodigal Son, Fifte
Sunflowers in a Vase, the ThinKerine)

Films, radio and TV shows

About a Boy, Artificial Intelligence, th
Apprentice, Breakfast, NZ Id@hine)

Brand names

Jacuzzi, Kleenex, Scrabble, Monopc
Xerox, Pyrex, Levi's, Panasonic, Coq

ly,
a_

Cola, Toyota, Anchofmine)

In terms of the name catalogue approach, sevespkpname groups in tables

2.2 and 2.3 above are not fully predictable in ti@tevery event and artefact actually

has a proper name. Only a handful of speechesantas are honoured with names,

and scores of trains, poems, and sport competiti@ver receive one. Similarly,

proper names are given only to major battles amdraladisasters while thousands of

smaller scale ones remain nameless. Events cawo Bbost lived that their names

simply do not have enough time to get institutiored. For example, a contemporary

dance showFeats of Fancywas performed in New Zealand only four times oaer

period of one week (the last time in The Opera ldpdgellington, 1 July 2006). The
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fact that even the proper names of well-known eveah be partially institutionalized
is reflected in unstable spelling. Compaventer Olympics, Winter Olympicsand
winter olympics(all three variants found in the BNC¥merican Civil Warand
Spanish civil wa(CMS: 355);Battle of Britainandbattle of Bunker Hil(CMS: 355).

As can be seen from the tables, there are ongwapfoper names of events
and artefacts that consist of a single proper nésna rule, they are multiword, and
names of literary works in particular can be quéegthy. Also, a lot of names in
these subcategories are descriptive of their referevhich makes them marginal as
they are gradually merging with definite descripoWhat is very atypical for proper
names, names of events and artefacts are proepresent the referent as a member
of a class rather than an individual object aksold my Toyota and bought a BMW.
This webpage gives you information about the pds¥i$. Moreover, in certain
contexts they can even function as generic exmessi.e. refer unspecifically to all
members of a class together agards are selling well this summer.

Thus | consider names of events and artefactsetdodyderline peripheral
members of the proper name category because tleey(iproften descriptive; (ii)
sometimes only partially institutionalized; (iii} @ rule consist of several words, and,
unlike items in other subcategories, can be of idenable length; (iv) low frequency
compared to other subcategories; (iv) instead dfvidualizing the referent, can
represent it as a member of a class of similarotdjevhich is a very atypical function

for proper names.

2.5 Chapter overview

To sum up the discussion so far, numerous defmstiof proper names have been
proposed in philosophy of language and linguisticeywever none of them is
completely satisfactory. | adopt the view that ttédegory of expressions should be
treated in terms of the prototype theory rathenthdraditional member/non-member
opposition. Personal, deity and pet names are deresd the core subcategories on the
grounds that they are the most anthropocentrid fiest in frequency and are able to
perform the full range of proper name functionsmely vocative and referential
(differentiating a certain entity from others). &anames and enterprise names are
still close to the core but move further out tovgaperiphery because they are not as

" PLM stands for the Pozad.inguistic Meeting, an annual conference in Poland
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frequent, and often are not lexicalized. Withinstnesubcategories, there are a lot of
multiword names that have been institutionalizetlirbtain their descriptive meaning,
which makes them perform a non-characteristic glasg function. With very few
exceptions, proper names of places and organiztiortEnglish cannot be used as
vocatives. Names of events and artefacts are &t peototypical proper names lying
at the outer edge of the category.

This division of proper names is only approximdte to the fact that a scale
of gradience is found across each subcategory.oé@dth personal names constitute
the very core, not all of them are equally protatgp Individual cases range from
totally opaque one-word proper name¥ang through partially motivated and
characterizing l(ittle Turtle, (Mrs) Darling to clearly atypical directly descriptive
multiword giants If-Christ-Had-Not-Died-For-You-You-Had-Been-Damnedample
from Allan, 2001: 92). Compar€hicago, Little Rock, the North Island, the Great
Barrier Reef; Kristallnacht, Easter, Wellington FilFestival, ANZAC Day, Mother’s
Day and again you find items varying from lexicalizedits to full descriptions
which, if (they were) not institutionalized as naneould easily pass for freely
constructed common phrases. Due to considerablanear within subcategories
proper names ought to be treated on a case-bybemse In the following chapter |
will discuss what can be set out as a prototypgraber name regardless of what
subcategory it belongs to.
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Chapter lll. Defining a proper name: semantic,

grammatical, pragmatic and functional properties

3.1 Prototypical proper names in semantics
Prototypical proper name properties have been iftethion different levels, namely
in semantics, grammar and pragmatics. As has beted nby many scholars,
difficulties with arriving at a uniform definitioand inconclusiveness of proper name
theory may arise particularly because few expressiscore ‘ideal’ at all levels
simultaneously. | start with semantics and elaleotia¢ following points:

» Prototypical proper names are referring expressions

» prototypical proper names have no sense (i.e.siaai

» prototypical proper names are definite, specifid aan-partitive.

3.1.1 Proper names as referring devices
Reference is a relation that is made between anwetrd (i.e. a word as part of an
utterance actually produced by a language user)aandbject in the world at large
that is being communicated about. Proper names gmemary linguistic means to
establish this relation, i.e. they are perfectmraig devices. Following Coates (1994),
| hold that proper names lie somewhere in betweem dther kinds of referring
expressions in English, namely pronouns and defootnmon noun phrases.
Pronouns, on one side, require almost no semeotienitment on the part of
the speaker and can be used to refer to virtualjyhing. InCan you see thatZor
instancethat can stand for a toe, a point someone is tryingutoacross, a dinosaur,
and what not. Although they possess grammaticahmggVan Langendonck, 1997:
40), the lexical content of pronouns is close tzwhich allows them to point at an
outside world object practically without describiiign any way. In logical terms,

their intension (or sense) is minimal while theitemsion is very broadIn contrast,

" By extension of a word | mean all the things inréa world ‘to which it can be correctly appliedhe
intension of a word is ‘the set of essential prtipsrwhich determines the applicability’ (Lyons,779 158-159).
In other words, the intension, or sense, is afsebrditions that must be met in order for a wardé used
correctly.
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common noun phrases are lexically loaded, and eksrhent ‘brings a full semantic
contribution to the business of referring’ (Coat&894: 3370). For exampléhe
ceramic jar with fish-shaped handle and red pattemthe upper edgesfers in virtue
of the sum of lexical meanings of its constitueMsreover, it can refer to only a few
real world jars that actually live up to the coralis imposed by the description and
possess all the qualities mentioned. Thereforeeaaly articulated common phrases,
the intension (sense) is substantial while therestom is proportionately small.

Prototypical proper names are in the middle, iaather completely common
phrase like, nor pronoun-like. What unites themhwitonouns is lack of semantic
commitment on the part of the speaker. When stgdantVictoria University of
Wellington talk about Cotton (Building) they do nmdmmunicate that this building
has anything to do with cotton. Nobody thinks oh®uginger bread or cookies when
greeting (Mr) Baker, and going to the Embagsy least in Wellington, New Zealand)
can be associated with movies and popcorn, notutates or visa officers.

In fact, it is next to impossible to formulate thense of proper names in the
same way it can be obtained for common vocabulBng. strict conditions, or set of
essential rules that would govern their applicatiare hard to determindRussia
cannot havethe largest country in the worlds its intension because, strangely
enough, it can also refer to a chocolate factduaged in the city of Samara as well as
the corresponding popular brand of chocolate ankast a dozen hotels scattered
around the country. On the other hand, neifhgpular brand of chocolateor the
chain of hotelswill do as its sense because obviously not alldhecolate bars and
not all the big hotels are correctly callRdssia When we try to word the intension of
a proper name as conditions of correct applicatibase conditions turn out to be
fickle and we come instead to listing the propemea extralinguistic denotata, i.e.

extension.

3.1.2 Proper names lack intensions
Thus it has been postulated that proper names &itenwhether they are opaque or
seemingly meaningful, i.e. lexically transparenttbe surface) are expressions that

refer independent of sense:

" While there are a number of embassies around igédin, The Embassy is a recently refurbished
movie theatre where the premiere of the second enavihe Lord of the Rings trilogy took place in
2003.
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One of the questions that has been most hotly thdpga whether names
have a sense. What is probably the most widelypaedephilosophical
view nowadays is that they may have reference btitsanse (Lyons,
1977: 219).

Sense is a property of the emic language expres#tinlanguage
expressions except proper names have sense (A886; 71).

Centrally, properhood has to do with sense. Magjuists agree that

proper names have no sense(s) at all (Coates, 2D04:

Sense (or intension) is a technical term. It comeeabstract, strictly intralinguistic

properties of words as units in the language syggmic words) and should not be
confused with their communicative value. Saying #raic proper names do not carry
sense is not equal to saying that etic proper nataa®t contribute any information

to the utterances in which they appear

(1) I've been to the Long Island.

(2) I've been to the South Island.

Of course, (1) and (2) communicate different thjngswever this difference is not
accounted for by the difference in their senseg, rharely by the difference in
reference. The standard intensionslarfg, south and evenisland stop working.
Around the world, there exist dozens if not thowsaaf ‘patches of land completely
surrounded by water’ that are ‘not short from emamnd’ nevertheless none of them
can be correctly callefihe Long Islandecause this name actually refers to a whole
group of islands in Scotland better knownTd® Outer HebridesSoI'm taking my
holiday on the long islan¢hormal intension) is not equal kon taking my holiday on
The Long Island(proper name, no intension) because ‘I could Is#ting several
islands, none of which is necessarily long indialtjy and my words would still not
be untruthful or devious’ (Coates, 2004: 2). Simylathe South Island¢annot stand
for ‘an island situated in the south’ but only fare of the two main pieces of land in
New Zealand.

The idea of proper names not having sense is adredo grasp because: (i)
we are prone to equate ‘sense’ to ‘meaning’ inéhery day non-technical sense of
the word, i.e. not to distinguish sense and refexess separate building blocks of
‘meaning’, or communicative value; (ii) since them@ a lot more common words in

an average speaker’s lexicon than proper namesfandhe majority of common

" My ‘emic proper name’ / ‘etic proper name’ distiion corresponds to ‘proper name category’ /
‘proper name as functioning in a sentence’ disiimcemphasized by Van Langendonck (1997, 1999)
and Willems (2000).
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expressions, communicative value is directly depah@dn sense, we tend to assume
that this link should always be in place for evevgrd. However, language is
extremely versatile and flexible therefore sensg @fierence do not have to be and
are not always ‘tied’ to each othetyndoubtedly, there are a lot of expressions that
have disparate senses but the same reference.ma@heeter of the first successful
parking meter’ and ‘the man responsible for thetfgreat yo-yo fad in the United
States’ mean very different things but both haven&d F. Duncan as their referent
(example from Allan, 1986: 70). By the same tokame should not be surprised to
accept that there are expressions that refer terelift people or objects, being
identical in terms of their lack of sense.

As has been said before, proper names closely l#egmonouns regarding
lack of intension. However, unlike pronouns, theg aot deictic in that their
extensional capacity is not unbounded. Proper nazaesot point to anythingn
context) but are reserved for particular fixed wedi Paradoxically, because their
reference is permanent and so specific, they remasaf elaborate common noun

phrases with ultra-narrow extensions.

3.1.3 Proper names are definite, specific and noragitive

It is a long established and widely accepted vibat proper names are inherently
definite (Tse, 2000: 491; Berezowski, 2001: 92-&yrie and Huddleston, 2002: 517).
| draw on the recent work of Anderson (2003, 2084 2007) who offered a new
perspective on this issue.

Even among genetically related languages muclatianmi is observed in the
morphosyntactic structure of proper names, and rSojé formal markers of
namehood on their own have often been consideregnegliable base for defining
proper names (Algeo, 1973; Coates, 2000; BerezoW®6Kil). For instance, irregular
article choice often seen as such a marker in Emghould not be applicable to
Russian, a language without articles. Prototypro@imbers of the English proper
name category normally resist pluralization bus fieilature is of no use in Mohawk in
which most nouns are not marked for plural. Inigabitalization is a conspicuous

formal proper name marker in many European languageé there are other one-set

" Sense concerns with conditions of truth and falstich are irrelevant for reference since it is
‘measured’ differently: it is either successfultéddished) or not.

” A deictic expression is an expression whose iné¢agion is relative to the extralinguistic contekt
the utterance.
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writing systems like that of Hebrew or Arabic whidb not allow for the uppercase-
lowercase distinction. Anderson aims to show thatli languages proper names are
‘a notionally coherent class of items’ (2004: 43Ble arrives at establishing the
essential properties of proper names by compahegtin great detail with such
categories as vocatives, deictics, definites, initek, generics etc, noting every small
patch of common ground names share with these atheses as well as apparent

differences.

Together with deictics, proper names establishdbastity of arguments. Both
notional classes share the ‘semantico-pragmatipgoty of uniquely identifying,
without recourse to description, a particular argaotnin a particular context’
(Anderson, 2004: 440). Moreover, they enable prym@entification in the sense that
all further references, which Anderson terms ‘dedivdentification’, ultimately rely
on either deixis or proper name use. Unlike deiekpressions though, names are not
dependent on the immediate non-linguistic cont@ktey identify who or what is
being talked about without recourse to situatiadlalinguistic information as long
as the act of prior nomination had taken place:the use of a name likBasil for
identification presupposes that the speaker andeadée have participated, together
or separately, in a naming to them,Bassil, of the same entity, and that, if separate
namings are involved, they have ascertained theit thamings correspond’ (ibid.
440).

Lyons distinguished two kinds of nomination: ‘byddctic nhomination we
mean teaching someone, whether formally or infoynahat a particular name is
associated by an already existing convention wiplardicular person, object or place’
(2977: 217), or, in simple terms, teaching an exgshame to someone. Performative
nomination is the actual act of christening of senu@ to now nameless - entity with
a name, i.e. creating a new convention. Perforraatimmination utterances involve
verbs of naming, such asame, call as inl name this child Basil Obviously,
performative nomination is primary in the sensé #rgy didactic nomination needs to
be derived from and is not possible without théetatThus for Anderson, didactic
nomination is ‘an assurance of correspondence’ deintity while performative
nomination is the process by which ‘identity isigsed’ (Anderson, 2004: 441).
Therefore, he argues, in utterances involving didammination, names still function

as arguments whereas in the performative nominaase they do not.
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In Greek when a proper name is used as an arguimenpreceded by the
definite article. However, with names in vocativendtion and in performative
nomination utterances, the article is absent. Hmeesis observed in some Polynesian
languages. Anderson suggests that proper namesoaraways definite. They are
definite only in their argumental uses (whenevaythefer to someone, including
cases of didactic nomination) but are indefinite nion-argumental (vocative and
performative nomination) uses. In argumental ulesiy primary role, which they
share with deictics, is the ability to enable priyniaentification.

Definite common nouns and the pronoane may also act like primary
identifiers but this use is subject to contextiraithtions:

(2) I prefer the pink ones.

(2) Will you feed the dog?

In these examples, identification is achieved amhen it is known that (1) is said by
a person choosing floor tiles, and (2) by wife tesland, the joint owner of Bonzo
(Anderson, 2004:. 443). Besides, definite common re&sgons may provide
incomplete identification:

(3) The author of this pamphlet is a liar.

(4) A boy and a girl came to see Jill. The girl wsaJack.

According to Andersonthe author of this pamphlet (3) is a case of non-specific
identification. The referent of the expression barrepresented as ‘whoever s/he may
be’. Thus what the speaker had in mind is idemtiffer the addressee but not
specified.The girlin (4) is what Anderson terms specific non-ideaéfion. Here ‘the
speaker has a specific referent in mind, but daes ar cannot, identify it to the
addressee’ (ibid. 444). The only thing ascertaisdtiat the referent exists.

Anderson points out that specificity is not a neeeg inherent property of
definite expressions. In contrast, the salientamat characteristic of proper names is
that, similar to deictics, they can only be useddentify specifically. The difference
between proper names and deictics is that ‘namedi@mophoric, self-identifying,
and deictics are exophoric, extratextually ideedfi(ibid. 444).

Indefinites can be both specific asboy, a girlin (4), or non-specific if the
existence of the referent is not presupposed @ri@ssas irBill longs for a yacht
The function of indefinites, both specific and mepecific, is non-identification. Both
specific and non-specific indefinite nouns can wngdartitivity, i.e. they are

interpreted as referring to only some subset ofviddals or some part of the
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substance being described. One more salient nbfooperty of proper names is that
partitivity is absent. Unfortunately, Anderson doex supply further illustration for
this point, which, in my view, is rather importaBemantic non-partitivity is reflected
in the fact the proper names are never given toigfsubstances. For something to
receive a name, it has to be (or to be perceivg@daadistinct whole, an object
separated (or at the very least separable) fromretfThis semantic property is what
sharply contrasts proper names with mass nounsi@ites them with countables. It is
reflected in the syntactic fact that names canake tthe low-stressesome(as a
typical mass noun quantifiedome porridge/sugabut not 'some John/Zimbabwé
they do, the resulting constructions are semayidailzarre and require special
interpretation (Sloat, 1969: 30). Semantic nonipaty does not imply that proper
names are not capable of denoting only a part ofesloing larger (consider, e.g.,
named rooms or wings within buildings or names arhmistrative divisions within
countries). What it does imply though is that ap@roname cannot be attached to
some part of a larger object unless this partfiise{perceived as) a distinct whole:
‘those objects that cannot be viewed as formingrdisindividuals ... appear to have
no proper names assigned to them’ (Bhat, 1979:.107)

Coming back to Anderson’s argument, it is vergiasting that he noted and
explicated an inconspicuous link between properesaand generic nouns. Generic
utterances are utterances with non-specific angarbitive arguments as lions are
extinct Singular generic nouns and proper names disgayescommon syntactic
features due to their shared non-partitivity. Timilarity is especially conspicuous in
the case of abstract nouns. Abstract mass nounstdake the definite article in their
standard generic uses but become ‘straightforwacdiyntable’ (Anderson, 2004:
450) when used nongenerically. Similarly, core neamermally do not require an

article, but behave differently in atypical, pavit use instances.

Names Abstract generic nouns

Primary Brown is blind. Love is blind.
non-partitive use

Subsidiary (marked)| Those three Browns you metAll his girls were one-night
partitive use loves.

Table 3.1 summarizes Anderson’s observations ongrower names fit among other
notional classes (2003, 2004, 2007: 26-46). He ggep that inherently proper names

are neither definite nor indefinite: ‘Definitenessan acquired characteristic which
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enables names to function as arguments and servéemtificatory function’
(Anderson, 2003: 352). Following Anderson, | holtatt non-argumental proper
names (i.e. used as vocatives or in performativenimation utterances) are not
definite. On the other hand, argumental proper saare non-deictic homophoric
sources of primary identification; they are alwalgdinite, always specific, and in the
majority of cases non-partitive.

Table 3.1. Comparison of proper names and Andessantional classes’ (2007: 26-
46).

Common ground with proper What is different from proper
names names
vocatives | Normally specific. In rare cases candrespecific.
deictics Definite, specific, enable primary| Identification depends on
identification of arguments. extratextual context.
definites | Definite, may enable primarAre often partitive, can be non-
identification in context. identifying and non-specific.
indefinites| Can be specific. Always non-identifying, partitive
generics Non-partitive, self-identifying. Alwaysmspecific.

3.2 Prototypical proper names in grammar
The peculiar semantics of proper names is reflectéteir grammar so prototypical
names would be expected to demonstrate the folipwiarphosyntactic behaviour:

» Consist of one noun (without modifiers);

» are not predicative; cannot be pro-forms in anaghor

* lack article contrast, number contrast, and rastaanodification.

3.2.1 Simplicity

It has been largely unquestioned since ancientstithat proper names (alongside
pronouns and common nouns) are a noun categorygéialonck, 1997: 39).
Formally, this is supported by their positionalferences in text: ‘... a proper noun
can appear with all the distribution characterssiod the noun in the interior of the
N[ominal] S[yntagm]’ (Gary-Prieur, 1994: 243, citedAnderson, 2004: 457). Based
on the analysis of the permissible types of commamn phrase structures, Allerton
believes that ‘proper nouns stand syntacticallysesb to personal pronouns’ (1987:
63). The same thought is expressed by Hopper (1#86)examines how referential

devices (namely pronouns, ordinary nouns, and propenes) in a written Malay
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monologue compete with each other in sustainingreeice for the postulated reader.
He shows that although proper names, like commamsiocan take the article and
appear in object and oblique position in a sentetihey exhibit a higher distributional
preference for topic/subject slot (and concomitbdence of the article), which aligns
them with personal pronouns.

Grammarians usually speak of proper nouns rathen proper names and
unfortunately it is not always clear if a given ebstion would hold true for both.
Many scholars use the terms proper name and proper interchangeably, which
creates terminological confusion. Nicolaisen trabeshistory of both terms and notes
that their usage is full of inconsistencies (19984-6). It is a grave misconception to
say that all proper names are proper nouns; howeeeopposite is undeniably true.
Following Coates, | consider proper nouns as aomar category ‘epiphenomenal
upon the basic category of proper name-expressi@t4: 3). In my view, it is
justified to claim that the most prototypical propames are simplex (consist of one
noun only), and that phrasal and the more so, monimal proper names are further
out from the core.

Curiously, direct empirical support for the viewatHa typical proper name
consists of a single proper noun’ (Tse, 2000: 4838s not come from corpus-based
frequency studies but from research in cognitivacpslogy. American psychologist
John Carroll conducted a series of experimentsomn feople make names for things.
He started off with almost no bounds as to whant®as a name ‘defining it to be
what people create when they are asked to “nameiesong’ (1985: 4). The
participants were presented with sets of cardsifedf varied pictures and texts: line-
drawn real-world scenes involving people in thairlylives, geometric shapes and
other symbols (single and in combinations) as wedl cookie recipes, role
descriptions, and textual specifications of stepgrocedures. People were asked to
view the cards one at a time and make up a nameaich entity. Then they had to
judge the name created on two 7-point scales: hmyd @ name it was and how easy
it was for them to create.

One can debate whether it is theoretically valicdmpare the new ‘names’
that participants created in this experiment whik established inventory of fully
institutionalized proper names in the English laaggibut the results certainly speak
in favour of the ‘prototypical proper names congiétone noun’ view. Firstly, far

more simple nominal names were generated than asmippames, and absence of
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modification was more common than explicit modgi@f any kind. Besides, lexical
modifiers (i.e. single word modifiers or sequencgésingle word modifiers) occurred
much more often than phrasal or clausal ones. Narisingly, simple names tended
to have more modifiers than compound nominal ndneeause the non-head noun in
a compound may be functionally analogous to a nmdifSecondly, practically
nobody explicitly used any determiners in their amPerhaps participants treated
the names they created as proper names, which i@&tgrre no explicit marking for
definiteness, or perhaps they omitted determinewelyp as a behavioural
convenience’ (Carroll, 1985: 6). Overall, this segy that there exists a gross
‘complexity bound’ on name structures and that pegpedominantly try to create
names that are syntactically simple:

Names with no modifiers were also rated as beirttebeames and as

easier names to make up. This finding seems torsadbe conventional

wisdom that modifiers within name forms are theeption to the rule
(Carroll, 1985: 21).

Another interesting discovery was that very few marmsupplied by the participants
(1% out of almost 1600 in total) were coined forimes, containing ‘invented’ words
not in a standard dictionary. People preferred gisigular common nouns and
phrases built around common nouns instead of ngaftovel names:

This suggests that behavioural economy plays ammaje in limiting

the scope of creative naming. Since speakers ofahufanguages

already have a rich fund of existent forms, ther@o pressing need to

coin new ones. So people apparently don’t (ibid. 21
As Carroll himself acknowledged, the main problemaspect of his research was
representativeness. It is not always the casestiaeone would construct names
while sitting alone in their study. The second expent addressed this issue and
aimed to tackle the process of how names are dgeelm the course of interaction.
Two participants who could not see each other lmadommunicate and mutually
identify an assortment of graphic designs. Eachsgerhad a different spatial
arrangement of the designs so the goal was to ssigety isolate designs with
referential labels:

The chief question here is how the name — the bnaf referential label —
emerges through the course of the dialogue. Su@nalysis may provide
hypotheses about how names are functionally desocéndrom
descriptions in ordinary speech. (ibid. 27).
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In the majority of elicited dialogue transcriptseté transpired a clear three-stage
cycle: at first the participants exchanged deswepphrases of the typsort of like a
flying saucer with something hanging down on thigdmoor some kind of crazy thing
with three circlesLater when the design became familiar to boh@ter name was
proposed by one of the participants, or in somesagveral names were ‘trialled’.
Finally, some name was ratified and became a perntasonventionalized form of
reference throughout the remaining of the conviemsdtlying saucey.

Carroll looked again at the form of obtained nam@smpared to the first
experiment, simple forms occurred more often thammounds that made up over
30% in individual name creating but only 4% in themmunicative situation.
Participants generated fewer modified names oveddsence of modification was
again preponderant with lexical modifiers more camrthan phrasal or clausal ones.
No modified compounds were produced. Basicallyemards to structure, the second
experiment revealed the same tendencies as wenel fouthe first study but they
became even more pronounced.

Besides form, names were analyzed in terms of oonie both experiments,
most of them tended to be highly descriptive artdgarizing, i.erayed circle diner,
peanut molasses munchy et the majority of cases participants evidendgk the
nature of specific referents into account while egating names for them so that
referent type is somehow ‘coordinated’ with andeeted in the name forms: ‘many
of the names elicited bear systematic contentioglatto their referents’ (ibid. 17). In
the first experiment, for example, compound namesgewnore commonly assigned to
fairly complex recipes as opposed to symbols. Thst \majority of action-like
procedures received nominalized verbs as namesgliing, scheduled paintihg
Overwhelmingly, there was an apparent link betweames and corresponding
descriptions produced earlier in the dialogue ipezsknent two. In over % of cases,
all of the name material was literally presentha tnitial description; moreover, i
of cases this material was salient, that is eitieronly content noun or one of the two
content nouns in the description became the namen Evhen the name was not
literally present in the prior descriptive phragejte often it was a synonym of the
prominent noun or obviously came out by way of asdmn (ooks like a Santa
Claus hat -> cap; looks like the throne of a king,not a throne -> crown

At first sight, high descriptiveness of obtainednas in Carroll’s study as well

as of a large number of real institutionalized propames Gable Car Museum,
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United Nations, Red Rogkseems to contradict the assumption that propelesaare
devoid of sense. However, it should be emphasihatl ‘lescriptive content’ and
‘sense’ although closely interrelated, are not symaoous. For instance, personal
pronouns are not descriptive but their minimal ssnsan be stated: it is a semantic
rule thatl should refer to the speakenu to the addressee etc. In contrast, the fact
that in principle proper names can reflect the actyualities of their real world
referents is still not enough to pin down their s (defined as intralingual
conditions of applicability). Imagine a painting tre wall, produced by a landscape
artist, showing the early hour of morning and the sising from the sea. Imagine
now that this picture is calleBunrise There is an obvious content relation between
the work of art and its name; the latter is genlyiescriptive. Nevertheless, as a
proper name this word does not possess its regalase as it would have irhere
was a beautiful sunrise this mornitige reason being thatinrise(normal intension)
always points to the appearance of sunlight in the skyer®iinrise(proper name, no
intension) in this case only points to a particalaangement of oil-colours on a piece
of canvas. The semantic ‘rule of applicability’nist obtainable foSunrisebecause as
a name it can just as correctly be applied to aehaw song, or even a brand of
margarine (!).

Carroll viewed naming as a problem-solving acyivgoverned by ‘rule
schemes’, i.e. patterns that people regularly opwhich both facilitate and restrict
(the scope of) name making. Although virtually aliryguistic material can be
employed in the construction of a new name (sonnicgzants supplied non-nominal
names despite the explicit instruction that nanasanly be nouns or noun phrases),
there emerged some stable ‘rule-like strategieat thpresent ‘systematic ways in
which the composition of lexical items may suggesiperties of their referents’:

A rule-scheme differs from a linguistic rule in bgiless complete, less
permanently a part of the language, and more disogy from a

speaker’'s point of view.... Violating linguistic r@emakes speech
ungrammatical. In contrast, rule-schemes are velsti flexible; they

narrow down the space of possibilities instead akimg a single

prediction.... And rule-schemes can be violated witpunity; if someone

really wanted to name a new type of cookienald Reaganthey could.

Nevertheless, rule-schemes have structure. Peamht dhechanically

grind out new names, but surely they don’t starhgletely from scratch
each time either (ibid. 16).

" Saying ‘always’ | exclude cases of mention whenword is used metalinguistically to refer to itsel
as inSunrise has seven letters
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The nature of rule-schemes appears to be twofoltieascan be regarded both as a
process and a product of name creation. On thehand, they are strategies that are
not applied rigorously in every case but looselydguthe way people go about
making names. On the other hand, they are ‘straktpatterns for name forms
codifying systematic contrasts among their referefibid. 156). In this sense, rule-
schemes are regularities in the shape of the alresgited names, which have been
prompted by some properties of the extralinguistitities these names refer to. In
particular, rule-schemes as form patterns mantfesnselves in common substrings
shared by several names. Thus there is a ‘ruldahb’ one may use in creating
names for cookies on the basis of a recipe texpehato list all or some of the
ingredients and finish with some ‘cookie word’: dracake, ball, roll, crisp, shap,
munchy etc. (the [.... + ‘cookie’] rule-scheme). Samly, there is a common
constituent in the following group of real worldoper namesthe Podunk University,
the Podunk Railroad, the Podunk Expressway, PodRemk, Podunk Convention
Center,which reflects the fact that all of them refer torething located in or near
the Podunk area (the ['Podunk’ + .... ] rule-scheme).

The problem of representativeness is of courseexbtiusted. As Carroll
himself acknowledges, ‘the referent domain of thedel situation was extremely
nonnatural. People name many things in the coufrsedinary life, but they rarely
name geometric designs’ (ibid. 43). The questiomow far spontaneously generated
ad hoc ‘names’ in his study can be comparable ¢ostiock of established proper
names in English. No doubt, assigning (new) nhamdsuging (already accepted) ones
are different matters not to be confused. Howewaealysis of the name creation
process gives a lot of clues about the linguistittire of proper names for the obvious
reason that any name currently in circulation nheste been previously adopted by
the community in a certain way.

| suggest there are three major sources of properen: (i) picking an item
from an established inventory; (ii) employing actgdion (i.e. making a nhame out of
common stock vocabulary); (iii) creating a hovebpbme string. Each proper name
appears as a result of one or, frequently, a coatibim of these.

Personal names are the most typical example dirtecategory. In western

culture at least, parents would normally considdistaof available options in some
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suitable publication, decide which is best accaydm their preferences, and register
this name for a child.

Carroll's experiments illustrate the second possilute of proper name
formation description -> (abbreviation process)name (ibid. 25), where initially
standard common noun phrases acquire special prapeae status. On a slightly
simplified interpretation, when a sentence likger five days of marching, we had to
cross a river, the big one, not one of the smalleeshas to be repeated over and over
again, the namBig Rivercan emerge (Zgusta, 2002: 733).

Manufacturing new phoneme strings usually occursiinations where the
purpose of originality outweighs other concernsisThmay involve acronyming,
blending, innovative inflections, and word playar@Il analyzed witty - at times on
the verge of queer - examples of submissions toctimtest in the seventies when
readers of an American newspaper were invited ggest names for the (then) newly
built New York Conference and Exposition Cent&CCC (=Crystal Convention
Center Complex), Con-Cent (read like ‘consen&ppleorium Pick-NYC (= ‘Pick
New York City, it's a picnic!’). Invented phonem#&iags are quite commonly found
among brand nameExxon, Kodak organization name®NASA, FB), and, probably
less commonly, names of characters or imaginarygeglain films and books
(Brubakey.

Proper names can consist of an item chosen fronmintrentory of already
existing names and a descriptive element that shdves category the referent of the
proper name belongs to, asTarewa Road, Tarewa Park, the Lincoln Tunnel, the
Lincoln Monumen{examples from Quirk et al., 1985: 288). Novelneal forms can
also combine with descriptive elements to make gpraplex proper name as in two
other examples from the New York competitiddig Apple Fantasioram The
ExcelsiorExposition CentefCarroll, 1985: 128-133).

3.2.2 Non-predicability

Another grammatical manifestation of the peculemantic nature of proper names is
their inability to form predication (Lyons, 1977:12 Berezowski, 2001: 21;

Anderson, 2003: 348-50). The term predication sglitbroad and not particularly
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precise, which detracts from its explanatory power. Howeveasic linguistic
intuition surely prompts that the predicate positin an English sentence is hardly
ever occupied by a proper name (for sentenceseofytie This is Polly see below).
Why is this the case? Referring and predicationram@mpatible in the sense that both
cannot be achieved simultaneously by one and tme $anguage expressionlt is
impossible to be identifying an object (communiegtiwhat it is) and making an
assertion or denial (generally communicating somg)habout this object at the same
time. The point of predication is ascribipgoperties to a referent that has already
been identified by some other expression. The alwadrollary of this assumption is
that when a word/phrase is used predicatively ésdoot refer. In order to become
predicative the expression (even if it is potehtiedferential) must ‘give up’ referring
which goes against the most essential functionropgr names. When a common
noun or noun phrase forms a predication it stopstipg to real world referents but
serves instead to evoke their characteristic desliiand attributes those qualities to
other referent/s identified by the subject of thatence) . Proper names are primary
referential devices therefore they are practicalyer able to ‘stop referring’ in this
fashion.

As | already said, the traditional view in gramrhas been that proper names
are a subclass of noun. Anderson (1997, 2007) arthat they constitute a separate
category of their own based on syntax distinctivenft other word classes. He
proposes a notional system of syntactic categosesimarized in Table 3.2.

Alongside pronouns and determiners Anderson d¢iessproper names as
determinatives that embody referentiality at iteefit. He agrees that the distribution
pattern of names may indeed resemble that of nbuhsrgues that the distinction
between nouns and names, i.e. {N ; P} as opposguute {N} in his terminology,
should be based on non-predicability. Proper naanesiever predicative; when they

occur in combination with the auxiliarlge they do not form a standard nominal

" Inthe logico-linguistic analysis of Aristotle ibughly meant ‘what is asserted of a subject’ (Ca)qu
2003: 399). ‘To predicate something of a subjedutnjects is to describe it or them as having some
property or as standing in some relation’ (The @xfDictionary of Philosophy. Simon Blackburn.
Oxford University Press, 1996. Oxford Referencei@nlOxford University Press.
www.oxfordreference.com/views/ENTRY .html?subview=iN&entry=t98.e1896

[Accessed 14 March 2008])

~ That is on one occasion of use.

™ Compare (1) The carpenter is goofing off. (2) Bla carpenter. In (Ihe carpenteidentifies an
individual, i.e. it refers. In (2herefers buta carpenterdoes not because it would not make sense to
continue by sayingnd he works hard but the carpenter tends to géfide@ample from Berezowski,
2001: 20).
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predicate but become part of an equative constmiclihis is Basil. Basil is him.

Basil is that guy over there. Basil is the one wharried Clotilde According to

Anderson, in all these examples, definite phraselsath sides obe are equal so that
the subject can be inverted witis, him, that guy over therghe one who married

Clotilde. An equative construction is a sentence assettiad two referents are
identical (as opposed to ascribing properties t@farent or group of referents in
standard predication) so both the subject and ake fpredicate’ refer. It may be
argued that equative constructions constitute aillectype of predication. This,
however, would not harm Anderson’s non-predicapititoposal. It would just have
to take a slightly weaker form: ‘A proper name catnine predicative unless it is part

of an equative predication’.

Table 3.2. The notional system of syntactic categaiAnderson, 2007).

Categories Type Presence of referentiality {N} Examples
and predicability {P}

Functors: elements that express {-} of,
the functions of arguments — non-referential and and

S | non-predicative
Determinatives: o {N} you,
pronouns, determiners, names ‘= referential but the,

2 non-predicative Basil
Operatives: elements thats {P} has, as in
express finiteness when it ha§™ non-referential but He has
word status (is not absorbed predicative come
into the content verb)
Noun referential | {N ; P} carpenter

_ and N predominates
‘Main’ verb © predicative | {P ; N} come

2 P predominates

X
Adjective o {N : P} industrious

- N and P are

equally
preponderant

Proper names also exhibit a distinctive syntagigttern in sentences
containing anaphoraThey are ‘eminently suitable antecedents’ (Andeys2003:
349) but cannot serve as substitutional elements-fggms). For instance, when

hearingThe girl thought that she was algnge assume that ‘the girl’ and ‘she’ are

" Anaphora is the effect of one expression refertingnother, most commonly in the preceding text.
The former is called substitutional element, or-finam; the latter is called antecedent. Compgre
bird picked the berry because it was hungndThe bird picked the berry because it was ripén

both sentences is the pro-forfthe birdandthe berryrespectively are antecedents.
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the same person but the effect is instantly ruifheee try to put a proper name, e.g.
Elizabeth in place ofshe Similar to pronound, you, we and us ‘proper names

cannot have an anaphoric function’ (Thrane, 1923)2

3.2.3 Lack of article contrast, number contrast andestrictive modification

Quirk et al. (1985) spell out the distinction beémeproper nouns (which they loosely
define as words lik&id, Paris, September, Thursday, Christmas, Vpgod names
(that can consist either of one word or severaldsprThey note that proper nouns are
often supplemented by the common stock words toemgka composite name, e.g.
Kennedy Airport The surface structure of a composite name magybéactically
analyzable but the construction still functions assingle unit not permitting
interruption by new words or inflectional changéng’s College but not King's
famous Colleg€Quirk et al. 1985: 288). Three major featurepmiper nouns are: (i)
they may be preceded by a definite article, bubadlly lack article contrast; (ii) they
can be singular or plural, but normally lack numbentrast; (iii) they can only take
non-restrictive modifiers, such as relative clayseppositions, and a few
premodifying adjectives. Unfortunately, the authdis not state explicitly if these
observations hold true for proper names (as opptsegatoper nouns only). Like

Allerton (1987), | am inclined to believe they do:

Proper nouns Proper names

Article contrast Wellington but not the
Wellington *a Wellington
the Crimea but not

*Crimea *a Crimea

Island Bay but not the
Island Bay *an Island Bay
the Open University but
not *Open University *an
Open University

Southern Cross but not
*Southern Crosses

the Olympic Gamesbut
not *the Olympic Game

Number contrast Elbrus, but not Elbruses

the Himalayas but not

*the Himalaya

Restrictive modification

Everest, which is on you
right, is magnificent but
not *Everest which is o

rCentral Park, which is ofr
your right, is openbut not
n*Central Park which is of

N

I

your right is magnificent | your right is open

Quirk et al. (1985: 294-7) divide names into twogkgroups: those with no article,
and the ones with the definite article. Their ferttsubgrouping is pragmatic; they
draw attention to common structural patterns bue rapparent inconsistency in the

article application or omission. In locative nanaéshe type ‘proper noun + common
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noun descriptor’ the article is usually absent, &egr exceptions are numerotise
Merrit Parkway andthe Albert Hallfound alongside€xford Streetand Canterbury
Cathedral The definite determiner is typical in names déaties and other public
facilities yetCovent Gardemloes not follow suit. Plural names, as a rule paeeeded
by the but agairkKensington Gardenand some others do not comply with the general
pattern. Quirk et al. attribute such inconsisterasy well as cases of vacillation
(optional article use as ifthe) Edgware Road, (the) Hatfield Polytechriz the fact
that there is no hard and fast boundary betwedrtutignalized names and definite
descriptions, which are the frequent etymologiceédpcessors of names. They
suggest that there exists a gradient between ifudiytutionalized names and definite
noun phrases produced arbitrarily according to atic rules so that some
expressions are ‘neither completely name-like remmetely description-like, but
somewhere between the two’ (ibid. 294).

Allerton (1987) follows Quirk et al. (1985) in aegnizing simple and
complex proper names, i.e. one-word and phrasask.uiiihe former are usually
represented by proper nouns. The latter may coasigdmmon nouns and/or proper
nouns but must function like a single word ratheant a regularly generated noun
phrase, which implies being established with ‘atlpaunpredictable meaning’
(Allerton, 1987: 64) and not allowing substitutiohconstituent words by synonyms.
Although the form of complex names may coincidehwibhat of common noun
phrases, the former normally lack some of the bgismmmatical features of the latter.
Allerton reiterates essentially the same points Qairk et al. had set out: (i) the
definite article and the plural morpheme are fixgdhe individual name and, unlike
in common noun phrases, are not contrastive; (h)levboth restrictive and non-
restrictive modifiers occur with common noun phss@eames normally resist
restrictive modification.

There are two broad claims in Allerton’s work onewhich is especially
worthy of attention. Firstly, he claims that namegses as a special kind of noun
phrase are structurally restricted. They make uppen inventory but there are only
SO many as opposed to virtually innumerable commmm structures that speakers
produce to satisfy their communication needs edasy

While common noun phrases, through their choicelaierminers, their
range of adjectival structures, and so on, araitely varied, proper noun
phrases form a large but finite set of items, whigiong to a limited
number of structural types (Allerton, 1987: 67).
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Secondly, he implicitly suggests that limitationmsmodification as a unique property
of names should hold true for all languages:

Common noun phrases in all languages allow modifinawith articles
(where these exist), quantifiers, demonstrativedjeciive phrases,
restrictive relative clauses, and other modifigPsoper noun phrases
usually allow none of these without losing theioperness.

Some languages, of course, lack articles, numbeigander; but they still
allow quantifiers, demonstratives, possessivesadtjectives as specifiers
or restrictive modifiers of the noun in a commorunghrase. This alone
distinguishes common noun phrases from proper nan{ésd. 64-5).

Names exist in all languages of the world (Hocke®#68: 311 and 1963: 17) therefore
establishing cross-linguistic universals is undedht important. However, as my
research is aimed at English learners, the fiettlf Allerton’s is more interesting.
He proposed a structural taxonomy of proper namessarized below (1987: 67-9):

1. Pure proper names

Structure type Example

a) Single proper noun Nepal

b) The + single proper noun The Hebrides

c) (Title indicator) + (Mrs.) Helen Clark
one or two proper nouns

2. Mixed proper names

a) Proper noun + common noun Mexico City
in either order Lake Geneva
b) The + (proper noun + The Suez Canal
common noun in either order) The (River) Avon
c) Proper noun + restrictive Latin America
adjective Smith Minor
d) Proper noun + the + Peter the Great
adjective/common noun John the Baptist
e) The + (adjective) common | The Isle of Wight, the United Kingdom |of
noun +of + proper noun Great Britain and Northern Ireland

3. Common-based proper names

a) Adjective + noun Green Lane

b) Modifier noun + noun Park Lane, Salt Lake City
c) The + adjective + head noun| the White House

d) The + modifier noun + noun | the Labour Party

4. Coded proper names

a) acronym/numbers IBM
b) The + acronym/numbers the M25 [motorway]
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There are some problematic spots in this classibicaln group 3, not all structures
of common-based proper names are included: ‘sicmiemon noun’ and ‘the + single
common noun’ are missingndigo, a pub in Wellingtonthe Channelformed by
ellipsis fromthe English Channgl It should be noted that Allerton provided a citve
that he was only outlining the main subvarietiesaose theoretically ‘any partial or
complete common noun phrase could be convertedaimimper noun phrase’ (1987:
68).

Payne and Huddleston again draw a distinction bstwgroper nouns and
proper names. Proper nouns are one-word unitsadfzed in the function of heading
proper names. Proper names are ‘expressions whiske been conventionally
adopted as the name of a particular entity — atheéncase of plurals likine Hebrides
a collection of entities’ (2002: 515). Both definits are unsatisfactory. First of all, a
proper noun does not need to be a head of a pnapee. In the following examples

LeewardandManchesterffunction as dependent$ie Leeward Islandshe University

of ManchesterOne could argue that in the second case we atengevith a derived
proper name (the name of the university derivechftbe name of the city), and that
Manchesterat least potentially can be used on its own asl loeéa one-word proper
name phrase. Still, it is impossible to fugtewardinto the head position. Payne and
Huddleston’s definition of a proper noun may be ted to read: a proper noun is a
noun that occurs only as part of a proper namepuatside. Unfortunately, however,
defining a proper name as something that has bemreationally adopted as a name
is not very informative.

As for the form of proper names, the vast majaaity noun phrases excluding
names of TV programmes, movies, artistic works #mel like which can take
practically any - sometimes quite whimsical — shé&pee Who; Eyes Wide Shut;
Rabbit, Run). Most proper names can either have the syntataittis of full noun
phrases or be parts of larger constructions. Inldtter case proper names either
modify the head of a noun phrase, as ihhames cruiseor are themselves modified,
as inthe new ClintonProper names with articles normally lose theickr when they
become parts of larger syntactic units, but nopalper names are able to enter larger
structures:both __ Republic of Chad delegatebut not two Hague councillors
(Payne and Huddleston, 2002: 517).

" The underscore indicates the absence of the tefinticle.
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The authors make a distinction between primaryssmbndary uses of names.
In their primary uses proper names are inheremfinde, which makes the indefinite
article impossible, and the definite article unrsseey:

We distinguish, then, betwestrong proper names lik&im or New York

where there is no determiner, andak proper names likéhe Thame®r

the Bronx where definiteness is redundantly marked by &fenie article

the(ibid. 517).

In secondary uses, proper names lose their inheedimiteness and denote a set of
objects as opposed to an individual object, fongpla:
1. a set of bearers of the namEne Georges that you met yesterday are not
twins,
2. a set of entities having relevant properties oftibarer of the namé&Ve need
another Roosevelt
3. a set of manifestations of the bearer of the ndrhes is not the Paris | used to
know
4. a set of products created by the bearer of the n@heegallery has acquired a
new Rembrancit
5. a set of copies/editions of the entity bearing tiaene:Can | borrow your

Herald-Tribune for a minut2 (ibid. 521-522).

As can be seen from these examples, proper nantiesiirsecondary uses behave just
as ordinary countable nouns and allow for full ®ngommon-like selection of
determiners and restrictive modifiers. This is wthg observations that articles and
number inflections with proper names are not catitra and that the latter reject
restrictive modification have often come under cktaThe strong version of the
critique is found in Berezowski (2001: 44-52) whectares all such claims null and
void (unduly in my view) and discards the notioragfroper noun altogether.

The milder version is Sloat (1969) who argues tiraper nouns are freely
pluralizable and take almost the same range ofmaters as common nouns do. He
does not give any formal definition of a proper norhe class to which | wish to
give the name PROPER comprises such worddoés, Smith, Rover, Chicago,
England, Chevrolefname of man)The Dalles and so forth’ (1969: 26). He claims
that proper nouns take the same set of determasecommon countable nouns with
the only exception that the definite article does appear before a singular proper
noun unless this noun has undergone restrictiveifroation (The Smith that | met
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yesterday stopped pyr the article is heavily stresseBq you really mean you
worked withTHE John Lennofl). So The Smith stopped by unacceptable but this
‘trivial’ thing put aside, examples likA Smith stopped by he clever Smith stopped
by, The Smiths must breattc. are all grammatical. According to Sloat, they aoé n
‘semantic anomalies’ but cases of standard propen hehaviour.

Besides overlooking the fact that some singutap@r nouns customarily take
the (the Hague, the Crimea, the Mississip@@loat overstates the similarities between
proper nouns and common countable nouns. He i$ ingbriticizing the thesis that
proper nouns may not be used with contrastive oéters under any circumstance
but his position falls victim to the opposite extre He espouses the view that was
later expressed with such wit by Algeo: ‘Given gmpper noun in English - from
Aaron to Zurich - English speakers are free to &ddlut "an Aaron" and "the Zurichs
that never were".’ (1973: 21).

In my view, it is an exaggeration to claim thatgpeonames select determiners
as freely as common countables do. Chomsky's eadgrvation that the use of
proper nouns in constructions likke England | knovor a different John Smitks
restricted (1965: 217)s correct in the sense that such uses are by$ardommon
than, let's sayJohn Smith lives in England_et's look again at the Payne and
Huddleston’s ‘secondary uses’ rubric and at theptas offered by Sloat. They are
indeed perfectly grammatical but they are not thel lof sentence in which most
proper names would be expected to appear regulBingse are clearly marked, not
standard uses. Saying that proper names are fphedglizable and unrestricted in
regard to the choice of determiners and modifiersequal to saying that two
possessive pronouns in English can freely be fdaagether preceding the head noun.
Let's imagine | lose the swipe card allowing acdesthe building where | work and
have to get a replacement. By chance, a few dags lajot a new card | find my old
one and decide to give it to Mum to save myselfifto come down from level 23
to let her in when she comes to pick me up. Wefaaher imagine that when she
calls me at work | might say ‘Please go straighthi office, do you have my card?’
and it will be perfectly natural for her to smilacaanswer ‘Yes, I've got MYyour
card’. As we see, two possessives can in fact ogdhrone head noun but the point
is usually they do not. Similarly, proper namesmalty do not require number
contrast or a contrastive determiner to succegsfgkform their chief function of

identifying specific individuals. Only in a handfof ‘out of the ordinary’ situations is
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their morphosyntactic capacity stretched to accodat® the demands of peculiar
extralinguistic circumstances. The conclusionsrhedo are as follows:

1. Proper names take articles however in the majoatyuses their

determination is idiomatic, i.e. ‘does not représansemantic choice’
(Allerton, 1987: 64).

2. Proper names in the majority of uses are not cstiwefor number.

3. Proper names’ ability to undergo restrictive mamiifion is limited.

Berezowski criticizes these points because they faerely tendencies and
counterexamples are easy to find’ (2001: 45). ttus that there are counterexamples
but one cannot deny that they are a minority asdAléerton rightly noted, do not
represent the basic usage for proper names (1497:Tée existence of singularia
tantum and pluralia tantum does not compel anyone to think that ordinary Bhgl
nouns do not inflect for number. So why should epl@s likeboth Georges in the
classora London | remembenake us throw away three valid observations atiaut
grammatical behaviour of names that capture thaingeendencies?

| agree nevertheless that the division betweengirapd common nouns as
based solely on the forementioned formal critesidoo fluid to be acceptable. The
definition of a proper name cannot in principlewerked out from the notion of a
proper noun. First, a solid understanding of propss, or nameness if you like, has to
be established on some other foundation (mostylikeimantico-pragmatic, or as |
suggest, functional). After that we can view propeuns as a subtype of nouns that
function exclusively within proper expressions.

Three positions can be found in literature conecggrthe London of my
childhoodand other examples of this kind. Some scholarsupreshat a proper name
gets reclassified as a common word, i.e. stopgeiroper name (Quirk et al., 1985;
Willems, 2000). Others think that in these casdhing changes, i..ondonremains
just as good a proper name as it is in other ctsmtéXloat, 1969; Algeo, 1973,
Berezowski, 2001). Still others (myself includingglieve that in such sentences
Londonis still a proper name but less prototypical tharLondon is a capital of
England (Payne and Huddleston, 2002; Anderson, 2003). Asaherfor example,

" Latin ‘singulars only’: i.e. nouns that only haasingular form, e.ghysics, linguistics
Latin ‘plurals only’: i.e. nouns that have onlphlural form, e.gscissors, trousers

56



callsthe London of my childhoaghd the like ‘derived names’ because they have los

one of the essential features of core proper nanagsely non-partitivity.

3.3 Prototypical proper names in pragmatics

Several researchers believe the difference betwegrer names and other nominals
does not lie in their morphological, syntactic @m&ntic properties, but in their
pragmatic status (Huddleston, 1988; Berezowski,120Doates, 2000, 2004 and
2006). For instance, Berezowski states: ‘proper esmmonstitute a pragmatically
defined group of expressions which have been bestomm any entities in properly
performed acts of naming’ (2001: 59). Following Ao's speech act theory (1962),
Berezowski claims that acts of naming can be “Walperformed only by individuals

who are vested with appropriate authority and olesall requisite formalities’

(Berezowski, 2001: 217-8). The source of such aitthaepends on the type of
referent. Thus human beings are named by theirnfsarer pastor, animals and
vehicles by their owner, streets and squares bygitiiecouncil, companies by courts
or registrars depending on the legal system, mobiesproducers, buildings by

developers and so on. However, the author adds,rahge of duly authorized

individuals and prescribed settings furnishing #oé of naming is much wider than
christening babies or naming ships recognized enatfiginal formulation by Austin.

Alongside officially pronounced naming formulae aecisions made by national or
municipal deliberative bodies, a speech act of ngntian take the form of general

consent of all interested parties thus becomingadaand indirect.

| agree with the pragmatists’ position in prineifdecause most proper names
indeed have properly authorized name givers. Howpk@oer names that, similar to
common expressions, possess descriptive conteealravweak point of this theory.
Descriptive proper names on the one hand and fremhgtructed definite common
noun phrases on the other can only be distinguiblyatieir origin. Thus the point of
being able to trace this rooted-in-the-proper-spemat-of-naming origin becomes
crucial since it is the only means by which one tinthe two apart. If consent of all
interested parties is considered to be a validoAataming, the whole notion of a
specialized speech act is reduced to essentialty things: (i) the intention of a
speaker (i.e. name author or name originator) tkentlais or that expression a proper

name; and (i) the acceptance of the newly ‘orddineame by the speaker’s
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immediate circle of interlocutors. Chasing downsthuriginal intention and the
following ‘ratification’ by those who happened tee around at the moment the
intention was verbalized is not always possibleiciviieaves a linguist looking at the
synchronic use of the expression rather helpledsdaubtful. All the theory has to
say on tricky borderline cases thus boils downtatirey that if the first human to call
the north polehe North Polantended the phrase as a name and that was fallbywe
approval from the people they were communicatingien the speech act had indeed
been performed and we deal with a legitimate propene. If this same individual did
not harbour such an intention but was merely desayiwhat s/he meant then, alas, it
is a common noun phrase. The problem is that tisgm (if someone manages to
find them) most probably passed away and wouldbeotble to explain their true
intention even if they had ever had it registened @membered.

The problem of ‘gauging’ the invisible intentionsf the speaker was
emphasized by Coates. He holds that the class aeprnames cannot be fully
circumscribed because some expressions fluctudteebe being names and non-
names:

[...] there are two different modes of referencecamtext, speakers may
use an expression either wighmantic referengehat is with the senses of
the constituent words intact, or wilmomastic referencehat is with the
senses of the words cancelled or suspended. Anyessipn may in
principle refer in either mode; an expression whishused to refer
onomastically is a proper name... (2004: 1)

[...] I should like to claim that namehood is pragmah nature, and that,
in principle, any referring expression consistirfgoadinary words of the
speaker’s language may be used to REFER ONOMASTIGAL (2000:
1166)
Coates argues that in the present state of our lkedge and technology there is no
empirical way to test under which of the two moaéseference the speaker was
operating:
One literally cannot know, in any secure sense,thdrein using a fully
articulated NP the user intended onomastic referemcnot, unless the
user offers an explicit epistemological confesg@M00: 1167).
Since one and the same noun phrase may be both @omnd proper depending on
the intentions of the speaker on a particular docasf use, proper names are not a

delimitable category of expressions.
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3.4 Functional approach to defining proper names

The name simply distinguishes a certain companyn frathers

(Coates, 1994: 3370).
The question ‘What is a proper name?’ is answergibf@inciple, on the emic level
(namely that of linguistic categories) although stimes it cannot receive a
definitive answer for a given etic expression. Tsiigte of affairs is not surprising
because the boundaries of other linguistic categaare no less fluid. For instance,
rice is commonly considered a mass noun however ittearporarily turn into a
countable:It takes a hardy rice to grow her@example from Sloat, 1969: 30).
Pronouns sometimes surface as nouiss:it a he or a she?example from
Langendonck, 1997: 38). Some words take on eithmumal or an adjectival status:
The new policy mostly affected the past This is a poor policyLexemes likego
(which are especially numerous in English) funci@@nnouns or verbget's give it a
govs.I'll go with you. In certain circumstances even conjunctions cacobstrued as
nouns:The decision is final and | don’t need any moresbiiherefore the presence of
borderline cases that fluctuate between proper raordproper does not mean that
proper names are not definable as a word class:

... the fact that names and other words seem to tdsechameleons

changing their status time and again, can givetagbe conviction that

the notion of proper name and of word-class in ggnecannot be

pinpointed, and hence may be irrelevant. In otherds, following this

reasoning could ultimately lead to the abolition af word-classes

(Langendonck, 1997: 38).

| fully agree with Hopper who holds that grammailticategories are labile in
the sense that much depends on their actual deplayim discourse. Similarly to all
others, the category proper name is not fixed aodnfled but ‘emergent’, i.e.
‘functionally relativized to discourse context’ @@ 161). Hopper suggests that a
better term is categoriality, the degree to whiah expression conforms to a
prototype. In certain contexts items are accordédcategoriality while in others
their categoriality will be lessened.

Of course the crucial question is how to deterntiv@eprototype given that the
actual usage is so variable. As has been shownrealiow prototype can be semantic
(notional), formal (morphosyntactic), or pragmaftiooted in the social conventions
of language use). | suggest that the prototypessdnd foremost functional. | think

language as a system works similarly to the humeainbshowing phenomenal
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interconnectivity. It means that normally each segtperforms one chief function
but when needed can instantly ‘adopt an extra ficetiion’ and substitute for any
number of other segments. Similarly, each lingaistategory is responsible for a
certain communicative function being at the sametvery flexible, i.e. able to take
on an alternative function/s.

The reason why there exist troublesome borderlieens is simple. The
default ‘one category-one function’ division is radisolute so quite often the same
language expression can be performing more thanraee Whenever it is doing
solely its main communicative ‘job’ it appears agp@totypical instance of the
category. If two or more functions are involved bae of them is dominant we assign
the expression to the category that corresponds teading function. In such a case
the categorical status remains clear although xipeession in question appears less
prototypical. Finally, there are expressions whéee ratio of a ‘main’ function to a
‘secondary’ one is close to 50:50, which makes ttaiegoriality uncertain. These are

the cases that linguists argue about and struggiassify.

3.4.1 Functional definition of proper names adoptedh this study

So what we need to define proper names as a cgtagdo understand their primary
communicative function and to establish what othuerctions they can adopt (and
hence what other categories they may be confusedg,we. to identify their closest
functional ‘neighbours’.

Intuitively, the chief proper name function is aléa everyone, and there is
evidence from cognitive psychology that childreagyr it as early as at the age of two
(Hall et al., 2004: 6). Both 5-year-olds and adgilige strikingly similar explanations
why some things have proper names: ‘because theg tee be singled out from

others’ (ibid. 28). In more sophisticated acaden@oms, ‘... proper names are
assigned to objects only when they have to be aatigtdistinguished from other
individual objects, and have to be individuallyeeéd to on different occasions’
(Bhat, 1979: 107). So | define proper names as svordnstitutionalized word groups
whose primary function in communication is refegrito a particular fixed entity and
differentiating it from others. Proper names aré¢ ti® only linguistic means of
referring to specific entities and share this &pivith other types of expressions as

shown in the diagram:
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DEICTICS DEFINITE
DESCRIPTIONS

\ PROPER /

proper nouns

NAMES

3.4.2 Functional properties comparison: proper name and deictics

Similarities between deictics and proper namessareonspicuous that it led some
authors to think that proper names are actuallylaclass of deictic expressions
(Récanati, 1993: 140-143). Although functionallyoper names indeed share a lot
with deictics, | believe that there are weightys@as to treat them as two separate
categories. The main property they share is thiéyato identify who or what is being
talked about, i.e. both are primary referentialides. | have already pointed out the
major difference between deictics and proper naméise discussion of prototypical
name semantics (see 3.1.3 above). | will repedtere and add two others not
previously emphasized.

The reference of a deictic expression is totallyahelent on the extralinguistic
context and is easily shifted from one referenatother. Although the reference has
to comply with the minimal sense of the expressiomguestion, it is essentially
temporary, i.e. operative only in a particular attan. For example, usingpu | can
refer to my brother, to my mother five minutes tate a classmate at university, to an
assistant in the shop etc. The reference of a pnogae is not regulated by sense
(defined as conditions of correct usage) but isnitefy fixed. There is a convention
associating the name with a certain referent, &l dssociation, once it has been
established, is permanent. It is an interesting aed/ debatable point whether
conventions pairing names with their referentsliaguistic or purely social in nature
(see Récanati, 1993: 143-146) but what is crusighat as soon as somebody learns
such a convention they no longer need the extnailtig context to interpret
utterances containing the name:

(1) Can you please lock the door?

(2) Can Jeremy please lock the door?
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It is impossible to determine the referencgaiin (1) if the situation of the utterance
is not known. However if Jeremy has been previousisoduced to someone they
will be able to interpret (2) without any extratgak information. So the chief function
of deictics is to provide temporary specific refeze while proper names’ reference is
specific but also fixed.
It can be argued that ‘knowing who Jeremy is’ dmesome sense resemble

knowing the context. Récanati says (1993: 143):

Two different individuals, for example, may be ledl ‘John Smith’,

‘Ralph Banilla’ or ‘Aristotle’. What is referred tby a particular use of the

name depends on which convention happens to be&edyand which

convention happens to be invoked depends on theexioof utterance. In

some contexts, the relevant convention is the aumwe of using

‘Aristotle’ to name a philosopher, whereas in otlentexts it is the

convention of using ‘Aristotle’ to name a shipown&herefore a proper

name is referentially context-dependent, exactlgrasrdinary indexical.
Récanati is using the term ‘indexical’ as a fulhegym of ‘deictic’. He claims that
proper names are a type of deictic expressiond lsannot subscribe to his view
because there are two separate kinds of ‘contéetf have to be distinguished.
Deictics are immediately situational: they freelyange the target referents and can
do so as quickly as every minute. On the contrprgper names are permanently
attached to their respective referents and thioisnvalidated by the fact that many
men are called John. Nevertheless proper names leaygonsidered context-
dependent in the sense of their localness. A givame usually circulates in a
relatively small community of speakers who haveficigit interest in its bearer.
Depending on the type of referent a proper namebeaspread within a smaller or a
larger group of people (cl.elecom a transnational giant, affdademark Residential
Ltd, a tiny privately owned NZ company) but is normatstricted to this particular
group. Of course, there is no limit as to how fa speakers’ erudition can go, given
that globalization and advanced communication teldgies nowadays allow for the
phenomenally fast spread of information around wloeld. However, compared to
other classes of words, proper names are the ragginally bound. If someone lives
permanently in Wellington, most likely they will &w the referents diambton Quay
andDominion Postlt is not as probable though that they shouldvkiioe name of
the mayor of Christchurch, or the main street indu It is certainly not surprising
that out of the 25 most frequent city names in Bngish National Corpus, 17 that
made it to the top should be places within the BK.Carney (1994: 444) notes, ‘the
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names found in any given sample are bound to be meculiar to that sample than
ordinary words.” A competent speaker of English tta&now all the deictics but is
familiar with only a fraction of proper names ekst in the language as a whole.
Apart from famous names, the vast majority belotmshe microlevel of local
‘contexts’ so that the set of proper names knoworte community or even to one
person is different from the sets known to others.

Another significant functional difference betweeames and deictics is that
the latter are not descriptive: deictic expressiogfer to some ‘piece of reality’
practically without revealing what it is like. Prpnames are also prototypically non-
descriptive, however, unlike deictics, they cand(aften do) adopt a descriptive
function.

Calendrical terms (days of the week and monthsg ledten been considered
proper names albeit with an acknowledgement they @ire less central than other
proper name subtypes. Following Anderson (2003jprsider such words to be
hybrids, forms combining the features of proper ea@nd deictics. Similar to names,
they are able to refer with a high degree of spmtyif However, they are evidently
deictic in relying on the immediate extralinguisticontext for successful
interpretation. Since they possess stable senskar@ndefinitely not local (in the
sense adopted above), | suggest it is more sensilieat them as items lying outside
the proper name class.

Table 3.3. Comparison of the functional propertodsproper names and deictic

expressions.

Proper names | Deictics

the main communicative function is to provide deérspecific reference

do not have senses have minimal senses

reference is fixed by a conventiomeference has to comply with the

associating the name with its bearer minimal sense but is completely
context-dependent

provide permanent reference provide temporary eefsr

‘local’, the vast majority known only to avery frequent, all known to each anpd

small community or even a part of theverylanguage user

community

can be descriptive are not descriptive

3.4.3 Functional properties comparison: proper name and definite noun phrases
Another class of expressions that can perform fanstsimilar to those of proper

names is definite descriptions, i#edetermined common noun phrases. | have
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already dwelt on some differences and similaribeswveen these two classes (see
3.1.3 above). | will summarize them here and atihamore observations.

Most importantly, the chief communicative functiohdefinite descriptions is
to classify and describe an object or state ofrafféghey may but do not have to refer.

The underlined part i@ur new marketer turned out to_be the star of #ient show

is not referring but serves to describe the gealitf the person in question and
classifies him/her as a talented amateur perforMéren definite descriptions do
fulfil a referring function, the reference they pide is incomplete and context-

dependent, or may even be intentionally unsped#as. instance, irHas the star of

the talent shovalready left?the intended referent will only be clear to sonmbwho

was present at the show or somehow knows a lottabda The star of the talent

show- as judged by the audience - will be given a gifticher the referent is not
specified because it is not known yet (see alsoefguh’s examples in 3.1.3).

The main communicative function of proper namesei®rring; moreover,
they always provide individuating/individual reface, i.e. distinguish a particular
referent from the others. The reason it is extrgrdéficult in some cases to establish
whether an expression is a definite descriptioa proper name is there are a lot of
names that, despite not having sense in the tehmieaning of the word, are to some
extent descriptive of their referents. Definite atgstions primarily describe but may
refer to a specific entity as their secondary fiomctwhile proper names are
predominantly a means of highly specific referrmg can also describe.

The discussion of descriptive content in namesahaays been an extremely
troublesome exercise for scholars. Lehrer (1992),12mong many others, observes:
‘The line between a pure description and a pro@nel based on a description is
subtle and difficult to draw [...]. According to Qatl, ‘There are no existent
theoretical criteria for “namehood” or “descriptimod.” Indeed, there are few well-
articulated pretheoretical criteria. We can merege our informal pretheoretical
notions to define these terms...” (1985: 29). Thedeitive notions seem to suggest
that the difference between using proper namesdasdribing is that a description
must be literal and precise whereas a name mayegomformation about the
properties of the referent to varying degrees W tonnection is less binding:
‘...one can use the brief forying sauceras a name, escaping the claim that the
referentis a flying saucer — a claim that could not be avdidehe same phrase were

used as a literal description’ (Carroll, 1985: 42).
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Berezowski (2001: 82-92) divided proper names thtee groups according
to their descriptive content, in particular propames which:

1. ‘have not been descriptive of their referents esiace they were bestowed on
them’ NGC 342, Mitch, Market Garddmilitary operation]);

2. ‘were initially intended to describe their referemh one way or another but lost
their meaning after the context of their use chdngaough for the original
properties of the referents no longer to appBedrl Harbour, the Bay of Pigs,
Little Rock[no longer places known for pearl fishing, colen@ pigs or a little
rock]);

3. ‘originated as descriptive designations of theferents and have not shed their
meaning yet or never wil’lNew York Public Libranjlocated in New York and
open to the public]Charles the Balda hairless king of the Francghe North
Pole).

| believe that the descriptiveness scale for pro@enes needs to be more detailed.

Also Berezowski's classification is not entirelynsistent because some examples in

(2) and (3) contain both descriptiveafy, public, library, balyl and non-descriptive

(pigs, New York, Charlgglements. | suggest amending it in the followivey:

1. Fully non-descriptive proper names

2. Partially non-descriptive proper names

3. Partially descriptive proper names

4. Fully descriptive proper names

Group 1 is synchronically opaque proper names dbasist either of proper
nouns Tanya, Wellingtohor common elements none of which is descripti¢he
referent New World [supermarket],Little Rock [city], Embassy[cinema]). | also
assign acronym proper names to this type. Althcagjonyms(IBM, SPCA, CEED)
signal to a competent language user that there beustll noun phrases they were
derived from (which are descriptive and may be kmdw the user), these forms as
such, in and of themselves, do not describe tlerart in any way.

Group 2 is probably the most controversial anchdlerstand that ‘partially
non-descriptive’ is not the best term but | wilkusuntil a more suitable one is found.
It is for proper names that do reflect the quaité the referent in some way but none
of the elements can be considered true of theaefeFor examplezingeras a name
of a light yellowish-brownish cat describes itsarol butginger # cat Similarly, the

Beehivdthe offices of the members of the New Zealand gowent] definitely hints
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at the shape of the respective building yet therdit meaning ofbeehiveis not
applicable. Other examples of forms where thegedsnnection between the referent
gualities and the name but the latter is not litgr@descriptive areAll Day Breakfast
[cafe], Workman Antenna Cl@ompany providing aerial installation serviceStystal
Palace[big exhibition hall made of glassjhe Greengparty whose agenda it is to
keep the world clean and greer§frazy Faces[face-shaped biscuitsjorld of
Warcraft [computer game with opposing warring factions]. Méoof art or, more
generally, expressive works often have names thalify as partially non-descriptive,
e.g. The ThinkefRodin’s famous sculpture of a thinking man sition a rock]the
Flight of the Bumble Be¢fast-paced musical piece that imitates the soahd
bumble bee in flight]Fifty First Dates[comedy about a guy wooing a girl who has
short-term amnesia and never remembers him inwellp dates],Flatland [book
written on behalf of a creature who lives in a tdimensional world].

Group 3 comprises proper names which, at the sgnahlevel, have at least
one element that is literally true of the referemhile the rest are non-descriptive.
New Zealand Symphony Orchesti@ar instance, has a descriptive elemgmphony
orchestra (since the name refers to an actual symphony etcdjeand a non-
descriptive elemeniNew Zealand.There are numerous names of this kind (the
descriptive elements are highlighte@harles theBald, New YorkPublic Library,
MexicoCity, Stewartlsland. The non-descriptive element can be either a pnopen

or a common word as ithe Bay of Pigs the Cape of Good Hopge Medoseie

Booonaows [HoneyWaterfallg .

Group 4 consists of proper names that are theesldse definite descriptions
where all elements are descriptively true of thieremt: the North Pole, the South
Island, Red Rocks, Cable Car Museum, Ice Age, brgnce Day, the Second
World War, Grand Canyon, the United Nations Orgatian, the Language Learning
Centre

This classification is not without its faults oné them being that the exact
position of a proper name along the scale may kerntain the Democratic Partycan

go either to group 4 if one believes that the agevfdhis particular party is genuinely

" The referent is a set of beautiful small watesfakkar Pyatigorsk, Russia, which was allegedly dame
this way because wild bees used to live all ardhedarea and honey would literally drop in the wate
The bees are now long gone, and tourists neveestiadink between the waterfalls and honey until
told this story by a guide.
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democratic or to group 3 otherwise) but it is stéint to demonstrate that there is a
wide range of proper names in regards to theirrggseness.

The line between definite descriptions and gréygoper names is not clear-
cut but in most cases it is possible to make agodmt based on their functional
properties. Proper names are first and foremostlatdized labels differentiating one
referent from the rest. They are ‘frozen’, i.eo®llneither substitution of constituents
by synonyms nor parts regrouping. Descriptionsth@nother hand, primarily serve to
convey information about the referent qualities] #ns information can be expressed
freely in a variety of ways. Compare the followiexgmples:

(1) Red rockswere glistening under the morning sun.

(2) Let’s hike to Red Rocksit's a beautiful spot.

(3) Compared to peaches and oranges, a quince isjuoydruit.

(4) The kid sure needed a cheering up treat. ‘Hey, puddnt a slushy or a Juicy

Fruit”?”

Red cliffseasily replacesed rocksin (1) but not in (2); anglicy fruit can be freely
changed teucculent fruitor soft fruitin (3) but not in (4).
Table 3.4. Comparison of the functional propertiésproper names and definite

descriptions.

Proper names Definite descriptions

do not have senses have well-established detemseases

the main communicative function is téghe main communicative function is to
distinguish this particular referent frontlassify and describe the (qualities of the)

the rest referent
may or may not describe may or may not refer sppadiy
institutionalized, do not allow freely constructed, allow substitution of

substitution of constituents by synonymsconstituents by synonyms, parts
parts regrouping or insertion of additionalegrouping and insertion of additional
elements elements

Proper names normally produce an effect of uniglentification. There may be
several different entities calldRussia(country, hotel, brand of chocolate) (iRussia
as an emic expression is multi-designatory), howexeen the name is actually used
in speech it unmistakably identifies one and omg of these entities (i.®ussiaas

an etic expression is always uni-designatory). &@hera small group of nouns in

" The site of the seal colony and a popular destindor hikers near Wellington, New Zealand.
Brand of chewing gum.
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English that are also uni-designatory because direpte factually unique entities, i.e.
those occurring only in a single specimen in theldv@@quator, internéet

Although it is debatable, | believe it is besti®at such nouns as non-names.
The chief function of proper names is to distingués particular referent from the
others Russiadistinguishes Russia from other countries (or frother hotels or
brands of chocolate respectivelAbra-kebabradistinguishes Abra-kebabra from
other Turkish restaurante North Poledistinguishes the North Pole from the South
Pole etc.), consequently if there are no ‘othengre is no need for differentiation.
Similarly to other common definite noun phraseg ttominant function of uni-

designatory nouns seems to classify and descréeetbrent.

3.5 Chapter overview
The degree of prototypicality can vary among propame forms within the same
subcategory. The characteristic proper name priegaggardless of subcategory have
been identified in semantics, grammar, and pragsatemantically, prototypical
proper names are primary referring devices. Theae mo intension (i.e. sense in the
strict terminological sense of the word). They dedinite in their referential (as
opposed to vocative) uses, always specific andhénnbajority of uses non-patrtitive.
The peculiar semantic nature of proper names ieatefl in their morphosyntax.
Grammatically, the core names consist of a singlenrwithout modifiers and follow
the same distributional patterns as nouns and pakrgwonouns. Prototypical proper
names are not predicative (apart from equative toacttons) and cannot be pro-
forms in anaphora. They also lack article contaasd number contrast, and resist
restrictive modification. Pragmatically, prototypicproper names are bestowed on
entities in an official act of naming or registaatithat can be validly performed only
by individuals who are vested with appropriate atitii and observe the necessary
formalities.

| suggest that proper names can be defined orbdkes of their functional
properties. A proper name is a word or an insbndiized word group whose primary
function in communication is referring to a partanufixed entity and differentiating
this entity from others. Functionally close categerof expressions, which, similarly
to proper names, are used to achieve specificrimgferare deictic pronouns and
definite descriptions (including uni-designatoryune). Proper names are capable of

adopting additional functions such as describing referring unspecifically.
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Chapter IV. Proper names in ESL listening

4.1 Introduction

In the previous chapters | have shown that propenas are a peculiar and diverse
group of lexical items. However, to date they hawet received much attention in
second language vocabulary studies. Firstly, unjkaeral high frequency words,
they do not provide significant text coverage thanes it is concluded, they are not
important for the ESL learners to know: ‘whenevemgbody learns a proper name of
an entity his or her gain is typically limited tcastering a foolproof ability to refer to
only one person or object (i.e. the one he or sk lbeen introduced to), whereas
learning a new non-name gives the speaker a toaleter to any number of
referents...” (Berezowski, 2001: 66). Secondly, s@uthors hold that knowledge of
proper names is encyclopaedic rather than lingu{dtapoli, 1997). No ESL learner
can claim that they have mastered English if theydt understand common words,
for instancemanor town In contrast, such expressionsAe Wudnetor Timaru are
optional in the sense that one can be a competegiisB user without knowing them.
This gives rise to an absurd opinion that propenem fall outside the scope of
(second) language education.

To my knowledge, the problem of whether proper esaman cause ESL
learners any difficulties has never been asseddesl.goal of this chapter is (i) to
show that, as far as second language listeningnserned, the ‘proper names will
take care of themselves’ view is not to be taken dgmanted; and (i) to begin
investigating what kind of impact unfamiliar propgmes can have on ESL learners’

listening comprehension.

4.2 Can unfamiliar proper names affect ESL learnerslistening comprehension?

Understanding both written and spoken texts camffexcted by a large number of
factors, from background knowledge of the subjé&tarkham and Latham, 1987), to
the position of comprehension questions in relationthe text (i.e. whether the

guestions precede, follow, or are integrated iheotext) (Sherman, 1997; Wu, 1998;

69



Hung, 2007), through to availability of discoursganization clues (Jung, 2003) or
visual support (Arcario, 1990: 113-117), to naméyan few. However, it has long
been established that both for native speakers sewbnd language learners,
vocabulary knowledge is the main variable affectogiprehension (Laufer and Sim,
1985a and 1985b; Kelly, 1991; Nuttall and Aldersd896: 62-77; Buck, 2001: 54,
58). To put it simply, the more words you know, theore you are likely to
understand. The vast majority of studies to dateehdocused on reading
comprehension, however listening comprehension Is® @creasingly attracting
research interest.

None of the factors mentioned above can compengatethe lack of
vocabulary knowledge. It is incredible that chamgihe fraction of unfamiliar words
in a text by as little as 1% makes it much hardeunderstand even when one is
dealing with a text written in their native langeag... (2) when the material being
read is relatively easy, then close to 0% of thedsavill be unknown; (b) when the
material is relatively hard then around 2% or mafréhe words will be unknown; and
(c) when the difficulty level of the material is@pximately equal to the ability level
of the individual, then around 1% of the words Wil unknown’ (Carver, 1994: 432).

Extensive research has also been conducted onirtkebétween reading
comprehension and vocabulary knowledge of ESL ErarnUntil fairly recently it
was believed that 95% of the running words in & beust be known for the reader to
be able to guess the rest from context (Liu andddafl985) and achieve reasonable
comprehension (Laufer, 1989; Laufer, 1992). Howgudu and Nation (2000)
demonstrated that even 95% coverage is usuallyemotgh. They replaced various
proportions of words in a short story with nonsewseds. Each group of advanced
ESL learners read one of the four versions of teeyswvhere 80%, 90%, 95% or
100% of the running words were familiar. None oé fharticipants understood the
story at 80% coverage. Although some readers at &8095% levels were able to
gain adequate or close to adequate comprehensmnwere still a small minority. At
100% coverage, most learners gained adequate chemsien. Applying a regression
model to the data allowed Hu and Nation to caleutae effect of coverages other
than those directly measured in the experimente ‘fidsults suggest that for this kind
of reading [i.e. unassisted reading of a shortdiictext — addition mine] learners need
to know at least 98% of the running words in the.t€hat is, the density of unknown

words should be around one in fifty’ (2000: 423hu§, the currently accepted view is
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that 98% of the words in a text ought to be knoamnan ESL reader to achieve good
comprehension (Nation, 2006).

In some studies the assumption has been that pnapees are easily picked
up ‘on the spot’, and therefore can be equated kvidwn words:

There are strong reasons for considering propensx@s words that do not
require previous learning. First, the text revaeslimt we need to know about
them as the story progresses. [...] Second, thein f@n initial capital letter)
and their function clearly signal they are propeums (Hirsh and Nation, 1992:
691).

| agree that proper expressions are unlikely tougiscomprehension in reading,
particularly in short novels that were the subjettHirsh and Nation’s study,
however this does not guarantee that the samedhold true for listening.

Listening and reading modalities, while sharing satognitive mechanisms,
nevertheless have a number of distinct differen€gst language research shows that
for adults, reading usually produces better comgmsion than listening (Sanders,
1973; Walker, 1976; Kintsch and Kozminsky, 197%). dome second language
studies, reading was also found to be more effic(er. allowed participants to
understand more than listening) (Lund, 1991; HitaR9).

Very few studies have looked at how vocabularywdedge and second
language listening comprehension are related: ‘Giestion of how much lexis is
necessary to listen to and comprehend texts ineb2ams largely unaddressed in the
literature’ (Bonk, 2000).

Nevertheless, it has been shown that acceptableprety@nsion requires
substantial familiarity with text vocabulary. Kel(§t991) analyzed a large sample of
errors made by 38 advanced L1 French learners gfigbnand a French-speaking
English teacher. Participants were required tostabe and translate extracts from
the BBC radio news broadcasts. The researcher c¢atyorized the errors under
three headings: perceptual, lexical and syntactiRaiceptual errors occurred where a
part of the recording was not clearly audible; tkeyld have legitimately been made
by a native speaker. Lexical errors were associatdunfamiliar words/collocations
or ignorance of a particular meaning in familiaxital items. Syntactical errors were
cases when transcribers produced forms that didintite sentence grammatically.
As it turned out, lexical errors were the most érexat. Then the researcher divided all
errors again, this time into two groups: (1) errtirat affected comprehension only

minimally; and (2) errors that obscured the mearsogsiderably. Lexical errors
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accounted for 65.5% of cases where comprehensi@aseeerely impaired. Kelly
concluded that insufficient vocabulary knowledgétie main obstacle to listening
comprehension with advanced foreign language lesir(i991: 147).

Bonk (2000) went on to show that at other proficierlevels reasonable
comprehension is likely to occur only if over 90% tbhe words in the text are
familiar. Four listening passages with increasingnoants of low-frequency
vocabulary were developed and played to 59 L1 JsgmnEnglish students.
Comprehension was measured by L1 recall proto&ash protocol was assigned a
holistic rating on the scale from 1 to 4. Next,tpowls were divided into two groups,
namely the inferior comprehension group (rating®) Bnd the good comprehension
group (ratings 3-4). Familiarity with text vocabilavas measured by a dictation,
which is a rather generous test since participeotdd have guessed the spelling of
some words they did not know based solely on teeund shape. A significant
correlation was found between comprehension (quafitrecall) and familiarity with
vocabulary (dictation scores): ‘...Good comprehenssefdom occurred with text-
lexis familiarity levels lower than 75 percent, lmdcurred frequently at 90+ percent
levels. This pattern was observed equally for leexof high, middle, or low second-
language listening proficiency’ (Bonk, 2000: 14).

It is likely that the relationship between the amaf un/familiar lexis and
comprehension is more complicated in listening carag to reading. Sometimes
ESL listeners do not seem to be able to achievgquade comprehension even while
reporting familiarity with up to 100% of words ihd text (Olsen and Huckin, 1990;
Bonk, 2000).

According to the Brown Corpus, depending on texirg, proper expressions
can make up from 2.3% to over 9% of the runningdsoffFrancis and Kéera, 1982:
539, 543). Let us take 4-5% as an average. EShdeausually face big linguistic
deficits, i.e. their vocabulary knowledge is fawkr than the necessary 90% threshold
to begin with. | conclude that if the assumptioattin connected speech proper names
are automatically dealt with ‘on the spot’ is wrorlgen a further 4-5% drop in the
amount of known words can significantly reduce HiSteners’ chances of adequate

comprehension.

" In reality these figures may be slightly higheeda limitations of tagging conventions in language
corpora. In the Brown Corpus, the relevant tag cowaly proper nouns as opposed to a wider class of
proper names, so such nameshasGreat Smoky Mountaiase left out.
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4.3 What knowledge do ESL learners need to have order to cope with proper
names in connected speech?
Evidently, an ESL learner has to bring in and zgila large amount of knowledge in
order to make sense of spoken texts containinggono@mes. | propose a progressive
three-level model of such knowledge. Firstly, area has to establish whether the
lexical item they have encountered is a proper name& common expression.
Secondly, they must work out what kind of referémt proper name refers to.
Thirdly, sometimes the text will draw on additiordtralinguistic information about
the characteristics of some particular referent.

Table 4.1. Knowledge necessary to deal with propenes in spoken texts.

Level 1 Is this item a proper name or an ordinary expressio
recognition

Level 2 What kind of an object does this proper name rieféa person
categorization a spelling competition, a building, a book, a rhoese etc.)?
Level 3 What further information about the particular cleaeaistics
referent properties of this referent does the text draw on (coloure sialue etc.)?

It seems likely that to achieve adequate compretensf an average text, an ESL
listener will usually need knowledge at least &ele?. Listening comprehension as a
construct is not rigid (Buck, 2001: 94-115). ‘Unstkanding the text’ can imply

different things depending on the target qualitg depth of understanding. As a rule,
proper names would not be crucial for graspingrntfagn ideas expressed in the text
but serve to add detail. Therefore level 1 canicifio get the gist of a text provided
that it does not prevent the listener from idemtifythe main characters or the topic of
the text. For example, a conversation betweendgeatscussing plans for the evening
can be considered partially understood if the histegot the message that they
decided to watch a rugby game but could not defhoce the proper names whether
the group was going to a bar or to a stadium. Nbdymlavel 3 knowledge would not

be required to achieve reasonable overall compeitrenbut sometimes it can

become critical for precise understanding, foranse, if the listener is not able to tell
the gender of the main character and this is inapbrin the story or in rare cases
when proper names are used figuratively. A fullesatiption of the model is

presented below.
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4.3.1 Level 1. A name or not a name? That is the gstion...

The first thing that an ESL learner has to do isetmbgnize a name as a hame in the
input. As mentioned by Hirsh and Nation above, #ieuld be fairly easy in reading
English since in print proper names are made dalignnitial capitals (1992: 691).
However, it may become more tricky in listening. &m action study, Tatsuki
investigated comprehension ‘hot spots’ in movieamely the parts where her
students felt lost and compelled to view severaéfi. Based on three years of student
logs, she identified several factors that repegtedhtributed to creating such ‘hot
spots’. One of them was that learners mistook uiti@nproper names for common
vocabulary and vice versa (Tatsuki, 1998). Theest@p main reasons to account for
that: (i) English as well as many other languades ‘no phonologically defined class
of names’ (Algeo, 1973: 18); (ii) although peculsgmantically, proper names can
coincide in form with common expressions.

It is a well-known fact that proper names may aonsound strings that do
not comply with the general sound patterns of guage. A lot of names of foreign
origin resist the diachronic sound change for moalger than ordinary words and, as
a result, have idiosyncratic, unpredictable promtirans. Some authors suggest that
‘names in fact do not even have to be well-formeorphemes of the language:
Vlasic, Zwicky, Dvoralkcan be used by English speakers despite theircananical
sequences’ (Lass, 1973: 395-396). However, evgmoifunciations of some names
diverge from typical phoneme sequences, it shoelddrne in mind that there are
thousands of common words which are similarly nanemical. ArguablyChatel-
Guyonwould not sound any different fropapier-méachéf neither word is familiar to
the listener. In terms of surface structure, aac#ian, number of syllables and the
like, there are no radical systematic phonologilitiérences between names and non-
names (Cutler et al., 1990). Also there are scofggoper names that originated in
the English language and are therefore regulardliose to common expressions) in
regard to their phonetic patterns.

As shown in 3.2.3, proper names can consist gigrraounsPRaris, John, or
a combination of proper nouns and ordinary wor8ls Peter'sSquare, Kennedy
Airport), or of ordinary words aloné&New World, Challeng@r In the latter case, what
it means for ESL listeners is that in terms of foproper names and common noun
phrases appear exactly the same. To be sure, ibeege considerable semantic

difference between them (see 3.1), namely oncerarmmm phrase is institutionalized
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as a name, its constituent words stop bearing d@mske strict terminological sense
of the word):

In order to be denoted by an ordinary word, e.gabgommon name

such as ‘table’, an object must possess certairactaistics associated

with this word. Thus an object will not fall undére denotation of the

word ‘table’ unless it has the characteristics a@élale. | am not free to

call any object | want a ‘table’: certain condit®ohave to be satisfied.

But | am free to confer any proper name | want gncat. | may call her

‘Table’ if | so wish... (Récanati, 1993: 136)
In other wordsBig Riverdoes not have to be a river or anything big whaa the
proper name of a creek behind one’s batch, stmmpping atNew Worlddoes not
bring up mental images of some new civilizations. tBe surface however,able,
Big River, New Worléndtable, big river, new worldound identical so it would take
processing time to realize if an item is a propama or not. In principle, any
common word or phrase can be potentially usedms@er name so the listener must
successfully pinpoint the difference in meaningaesnHe closed the shop earlier

on Mother’s DayandHe did the dishes — it made his mother’s.day

4.3.2 Level 2. What kind of referent?

Let us assume that despite possible pitfalls desdriabove, our ESL learner has
successfully identified a proper name in the spdkeh This still does not guarantee
that they will be able to understand what they h&he major task for the listener is
to determine what kind of object this proper namkens to, whether it is a brand of
shoes, a TV programme, or a newly discovered galbdgst probably, it will be
either a person or a place (since personal namgplase names appear to be the
most frequent), however if one compiles a listlbftee types of objects in the outside
world that can bear proper names, the figure, asehtioned before, comes to a
staggering 130 (Zelinsky, 2002; see 2.3).

Sortal terms, or classifiersare words that can help listeners to assign the
referent of a proper name to a certain cognitieg@y. Classifiers may be either
explicit (part of the name), e.gver in the Snake Riveairport in Kennedy Airport,
or implicit (not used but understood), e.g. ‘coyhin Portugal or ‘board gamein
Cranium (Berezowski, 2001: 59, 90). Proper names that teaksparent classifiers

are numerous, e.dNovocherkasskcity], Harem [café], Te Anau[town], Te Papa

" Quirk et al. call them descriptors (1985: 288).
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[museum],Dell [brand] etc. There are also hames with misleatitagsifiers’, e.g.
the Lone Stars a Wellington pub whil@he Pole Stars a star.

It was established in Chapter Il that the main ieamicative function of
proper names is differentiation, or, as some astlpott it, individuation (see 2.4.1).
Categorization is incidentally achieved by someppraname forms but it is not their
essential function. For instance, when somebody &k Building they are, of
course,assigning the referent to the category of buildings it is done ‘in passing’;
it is not the main motivation for the utterancettirRa, the speaker is aiming to make it
clear to the listeners what particular thing theg talking about, i.e. to distinguish
Kirk Building from Murphy Building or any other nday structures. Consequently,
proper names often shed their explicit categoriaiegnent (i.euniversity, buildingn
Victoria University of Wellington, Kirk Buildingwhen the speaker is familiar with
the respective referent. Everyone who lives in Wetbn is likely to refer to Victoria
University with a short fornVictoria, and any student on campus talks simply about
going to Kirk For an outsider-listener though, who is not faaniith the name, it is
not obvious that Kirk is a building; it may as wék a lawn, a lecture theatre, a
separate wing in a building, or a named computbr (far more on short forms
substituting full names, see Carroll, 1985: 144-7).

In many proper name forms there are no overt markeat will give the
recipient an idea of what category the referendgs to. In such cases, ESL learners
rely solely on context to determine the type ofereht, which is manageable in
reading (where they can always go back to the aglepart of the text to search for
clues) but would be very challenging in listeningedo the volatile, transitory nature
of the input.

4.3.3 Level 3. Almost Famous?

Finally, I'd like to dwell on a distinctive groupf @roper names, namely those of
famous persons or figures of historical signifieanevell-known places, world-
famous works of art etc. which at a given periodtioie can be said to enjoy
international appreciation. It may seem that theegeressions should be the easiest for
ESL learners to handle since by definition theysangposed to be familiar rather than
unfamiliar. Nevertheless they too can pose diffiesl for listeners because: (i) the
forms of a proper name in L1 and in English, thoughally similar, are not identical;

(ii) the class of famous names is fuzzy; (iii) tlegractically the only group of names
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that can be used figuratively, i.e. not to refeatparticular object, but to invoke its
salient characteristics.

For the most part, the forms of a famous propenenan L1 and in English
would be similar or at least would have somethmg@ommon. However, from the
phonetic point of view, the match is far from fudhhd in some cases the English form
is so ‘disguised’ that it makes the L1-English sf@n time consuming or may even
block it. For instance, for an L1 Russian listeAeistotle [aens totl] will be an easy
name to recognize since the Russian pronunciatios fo:il'] is not too different.
Socratesthough will involve higher processing costs beeadlse link between
Russian [sak'ra:t] and English [ sekrz] is less straightforward.

| have assumed above that the ESL learner is ismmilith some renowned
referent and the corresponding proper name in theither tongue but in reality it
may not always be the case. The concept of ‘b&ngpus’ is fuzzy in that some
proper names can be common knowledge in one culhueless well known in
another. Even individuals sharing the same cultbagkground vary greatly in their
interests, type of education, travel experienceskatr instance, | like to think that |
am familiar with most of the great classical comgresbut my knowledge of famous
rock bands is rather limited. In other words, imldey with this type of proper names
ESL listeners are directly and entirely dependenextralinguistic world knowledge
(level 3 knowledge in my model).

This is especially obvious in rare cases when gropames are used
figuratively. For example, to interpret such a sent asStockholm is the Venice of
the Norththe listener needs to know not only tNaniceis a proper name as well as
that it is the name of a city, but exactly what gedies Venice has (that it is
considered one of the most beautiful cities ingbeth of Europe, is original in terms
of architecture, and has numerous waterways). GlackGerrig (1983) conducted an
interesting study investigating what the recipientiental process of arriving at the
right interpretation may look like for such sentesclt involves recalling a whole
bundle of information about the referent and thidéimg through it in search for the
bit appropriate in the given context in order toéabBsh what was intended by the
author of the message. For instance, when someears §he asked me to do a
Napoleon for the camerthey need to: (i) remember who Napoleon wasydall his
biography (ruled France, crowned himself, laid sieg Moscow, was exiled to Elba);

(i) out of all the acts associated with Napoledhtoose those that would fit in this
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context (frown, crown oneself, pose with your hamdyour jacket); (iv) determine
what specific act the speaker had in mind — posiitg one hand tucked inside the
jacket a la Napoleon (Clark and Gerrig, 1983: 592)5

More recently, Wee provided an insightful analysfsmetaphorically used
proper names. He points out two different kindaaie-based metaphors. On the one
hand, there are ‘cases where names are convemyicasgociated with specific
meanings’ (2006: 358) as dambodia has become Vietnam’s VietndimatVietnam
stands for ‘a disastrous military operation’ issallly a convention established through
repeated usage over time. On the other hand, #rereonce constructions where
what a source proper name invokes must be ‘infdoeally’ as inl don’t want to sit
next to Allen Iversorfibid. 357). This is said by Ross in the TV sitcémends in
reference to Monica who recently had her hair lm@ich cornrows. It makes sense
only with the knowledge that Allen Iverson is a faus basketball player and wears
his hair in cornrows. What is important, the naiien lversons not normally linked
to ‘someone with cornrows’ hence ‘an online, higbbntext-specific interpretation is
needed here, rather than the accessing of any obonalized association’ (Wee,
2006: 358).

Obviously, figurative uses of proper names, egbigcihe latter kind, will be
extremely difficult for ESL listeners to handle dieethe lack of relevant background
knowledge.

4.4 What kind of name? All names are equal but som&re more equal than
others...
It is reasonable to suppose that certain typesagr names will affect ESL learners’
listening comprehension more than others. For mgtait is likely that it makes a big
difference for listeners whether the name form amst a transparent classifier or not.
Various contextual environments where proper nameesr should also be taken into
account. Proper names can appear in combinatidm descriptive appositives (e.g.
Thorn EMI, the music and rental grou@and in the so-called close apposition
structures (e.ghe god Jupiter, the city of London, Nixon the mtes?), which makes
the reference explicit even if the listener is farniliar with the name itself. Bjagrge
(2003) has termed this phenomenon explicitationusThccording to the type of
context, proper names can be either explicitatetbarexplicitated. Perhaps if a name

form hints at the cognitive category that its refdrbelongs to (either because it

78



contains a transparent classifier or through eiption) it will be less likely to
adversely affect comprehension than a form thatsdoet. This proposal is
summarized in tables 4.2 and 4.3.

Table 4.2. Semantic and contextual types of prapares.

Semantic types:
» transparent classifieKénnedy Airport [airport]; Kirk Building [building]}
Scary Movie [movie]; Bluenote Bar [bar]

» misleading classifiel{ing Country [district]; Quotable Value [company];
Courtenay Place [street], the Lone Star [bar]

* no classifier = implicit classifieRyatigorsk [city]; Porirua [city]; Bahrain
[country]; James Cook [person/hotg]

Contextual types:
* repeated in the text
* mentioned only once

= explicitated (defined by descriptive appositionvother words
in the immediate contexiDetective Senior Sergeant Neil
Grimstone, the town of Talafar, the bus compang&taach,
the Warehouse store, the vaccine Vaccigrip, aged geoups
including Age Concern and Grey Power...
= no explicitation (names with transparent classsfigre never
explicitated)
Table 4.3. Potential impact of different types abger names on ESL learners’
listening comprehension.

Minimal impact on listening comprehension

Transparent classifieK{rk Building) )
No classifier, explicitated types of proper
Kirk, one of the busiest buildings on campus ... p hames

No classifier, no explicitatiorK(rk)

Misleading classifierHerbert Gardengbuilding]) _J
Maximum impact on listening comprehension
4.5 Chapter overview
This chapter has shown that ESL learners have tssgss several specific
competencies and a large amount of knowledge, Ibwhistic and encyclopaedic, in

order to cope with proper names in spoken texteyThust be able to recognize the
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unfamiliar name as a proper name in the flow ofespein the first instance, to
successfully determine from context what kind geacbit refers to, and in some cases
to retrieve the corresponding L1 form as well ag tlelevant extralinguistic
information about the referent that the text drawms In addition, proper names are
immensely diverse with regard to their semantic esntextual characteristics, which
makes it reasonable to suppose that certain typegdwave a stronger potential to
influence comprehension compared to others. Thengs$son that proper nhames can
be equated with known items may be considered nadde for reading material but
is not likely to hold for spoken texts. The impattunfamiliar proper names on ESL
learners’ listening comprehension requires carafskssment.

In the following chapters, | am going to empirlgakst level 1 and level 2 of
the proposed 3-level model. | am also hoping thh@asome evidence in support of
the view that certain types of proper names areeniikely to affect listening
comprehension compared to others. For the timegdewmill not deal with level 3. No
doubt, it is worth investigating in the future bfdrtunately for ESL learners,
figurative uses of proper names are by far lessncomthan their normal referential

uses, therefore levels 1 and 2 shall be a priority.
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Chapter V. Experiment 1: proper names

recognition rate

5.1 Introduction
In this chapter | will present Experiment 1 whiclasvdesigned to answer the

following research questions: (i) Are ESL learnatsde to discriminate between
unfamiliar proper names and unknown common vocapulahile listening to

connected speech? (i) How is the ability to recogmuinfamiliar proper names related
to the percentage of unknown common vocabularhéinput? First, the choice of
experimental materials and considerations undeglyiineir development will be
explained. Second, the data gathering procedureks the participants will be

described. This chapter will conclude with the gs@l of the collected data.

5.2 Materials

5.2.1 Text selection

Modified news stories were chosen to serve as inptite experiment because: (i)
news texts contain a fair number of proper named;(a) listening to the news is an
authentic task for ESL learners as this is somgthkat they may need to do in real
life. Twenty four news reports were sourced mafndyn language corpora. | took the
majority of texts from the Wellington Corpus of &eo New Zealand English (WSC,
16 in total), and added a few from the broadcastisnsection in the spoken
component of the British National Corpus (BNC, 4tatal). Four more texts were
transcripts of news updates broadcast by Radio Realand between 14 March and 5
September, 2005. The texts were selected withdlh@nfing considerations in mind:
(i) there is a wide range of topics so that thetippants with extensive expert
knowledge in a certain area would not gain a siganitt advantage; (ii) the content is
not likely to be familiar to the participants; afiil) there are no less than ten proper
names present in the story (proper name types).pbssibility of learners having

prior knowledge of some of the content was a majoncern in preparing the
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materials. While it was not feasible to contrahithe strict sense (i.e. to eliminate the
chances of a story being familiar to a participalibgether), steps were taken to
minimize the risk as far as possible. Firstly, thajority of texts came from ‘local

news’ unlikely to have reached English learneréngjvoutside New Zealand and
Britain. Secondly, most news items were well outdate (the WSC texts were
collected between 1990-1994, and the BNC texts dmiwL985-1994 respectively).

For more details, see Appendix A.

5.2.2 Text modifications

In developing the materials, | assumed that alltiggpants would have sound

knowledge of the first 2000 most frequent wordsEoflish. This assumption was
based on the understanding that participants wbeldecruited from the Victoria

University of Wellington English Proficiency Prognane, i.e. an academic English
course that does not cater for beginners but farnkrs at the intermediate to
advanced levels of proficiency (see 5.4 below). Mewsions of the same set of news
texts were prepared: the simplified version and tbenplicated version. In the

simplified version, low-frequency vocabulary exc@pbper names was taken out or
replaced by the first 2000 high-frequency words nehappropriate. Some difficult

grammatical structures were also broken up intaspar substituted by easier
constructions. The aim was to make the amount ofproper expressions unknown
to the participants as low as possible. In the dmaied version, all low-frequency

vocabulary remained intact and, where possible,esofithe simple high-frequency

words were replaced by the more difficult low-freqay words.

Tables 5.1 and 5.2 compare the vocabulary compasibetween the
simplified set and the complicated set. Note thasé¢ percentages are not precise.
They were obtained by running all text files thougk Rangeprogramme (Heatley,
Nation and Coxhead, 2002). The programme does @otgnise the difference
betweenintermediateas a common expression almdermediateas part of a proper
name (as inWaimea Intermediate SchdolThe ‘Not in the lists’ category is
ambiguous: it contains both proper names and legtfency non-proper expressions.
As can be seen from the tables, the simplifiedstecdntain more of the high-
frequency vocabulary, while the complicated texdatain more of the academic as

well as other low-frequency vocabulary.
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Table 5.1. Vocabulary profile:

types, i.e. unique words.

simplified set venaplicated set. Percentages are for

Average % across
Simplified texts

Average % across
Complicated texts

The 1st 1000 most frequent
words of English

60.71

43.53

The 2nd 1000 most frequent| 12.55 10.31
words of English

Academic Word List 0.47 7.49
Not in the lists 26.27 38.67

Table 5.2. Vocabulary profile:

tokens, i.e. all running words.

simplified set venaplicated set. Percentages are for

Average % across
Simplified texts

Average % across
Complicated texts

The 1st 1000 most frequent
words of English

80.1

69.34

The 2nd 1000 most frequent| 6.37 5.42
words of English

Academic Word List 0.39 4.06
Not in the lists 13.14 21.18

The original news reports were cut down so thathbsimplified and

complicated texts comprised around 150 running weach. It was hoped that if the

passages were short, the participants would be @blmaintain close attention

throughout the listening task. It was also desedid eliminate text length as an

additional variable to account for. Ten proper naypes per text were kept. Any

extra ones appearing in some of the original tewése removed. The number of

proper name tokens across the news items varied Idto 22 (see Appendix B). A

native speaker of English was employed to proofteadnodified texts.

Finally, all proper names had to be replaced hy-existent ones invented by

the researcher, in order to make sure that noriieeoh are known to the participants

prior to the experiment. In creating the made-umes | consistently applied the

following rules: (i) the number of syllables in tterget name should stay the same as

in the source name; (ii) the target name shouldateithe phonotactics of the source

name as far as possible, but the source name raubendentifiable from the target

name; (iii) where the source name does not coos$iproper nouns exclusively but

contains common words, the latter should be epineserved (Oxford University»
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Milton University, Eden _Park— Womel Park or substituted by other suitable
common words_(Newealand— NorthVoysand, Labour» Union [party]).

5.2.3 Audio files

Eight native speakers of English (3 male, 5 femate) in a few cases the researcher
(a fluent non-native speaker) recorded the texitsguthe open source sound editing
software Audacity. For all stories, the same speéakecorded the simplified and the
complicated versions. Fortunately, people from fiiferent countries took part in
the process, and thus supplied a variety of Englgtents in the experimental input.
Everybody was asked to read the passage at theirahgpace, and to have a bit of
practice prior to recording so that the made-up emsound natural (are not marked
by hesitations or pauses). In some recordingsspeach tempo appeared too fast,
which could be overwhelming for intermediate prigficy ESL learners. Using
Audacity, the tempo was reduced to ensure thatteadts are well within the
participants’ listening skills. The complete audites for the experiment were
structured as follows: (i) introductory tone; (ipews item; (iii) pause; (iv)
introductory tone; (v) the same news item sentdmgesentence with 2.5 second
pauses (filled with clicks) between the sentendé® sole purpose of introductory
tones was alerting the participants that the listgipassage is about to begin. The
click-filled pauses were required mainly to faeité data interpretation but they also

provided extra thinking time for the participants.

5.3 Procedure
The experiment was conducted with each participaaividually over two 2-hour
long sessions that progressed as follows:
Session 1

1. Introductory part
a) The participant reads the information sheet ‘Wisaa proper name?’ (see
Appendix C). The researcher assists, answers qusstiand explains further if
necessary.
b) The participant reads a short sample text arasked to underline proper names.
The researcher checks their work and makes surg@dheipant understands what

proper names are.
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c) The researcher models the experimental procedaork makes sure that the
participant understands what to do. The participauatsked to listen to a news story
and, on a second (sentence by sentence) listetningess a button each time they
think they heard a proper name (see Appendix D [Hje participant has a practice
run with the sample audio file 1. The participaas tanother practice run with the
sample file 2.

2. Main part
a) The participant listens to the first six expesmtal texts (25-30 minutes). The
researcher reminds the participant to listen outHe proper names and saves the data
after each text.
b) The participant takes a 10-minute break andfesed tea and sweets.
¢) The participant listens to the next six expentaétexts (25-30 minutes).
Session 2

1. Introductory part
The participant quickly looks through the infornoati sheet (‘What is a proper
name?’) and has one practice run with the sampledile 3.

2. Main part
a) The participant listens to the next six expenital texts.
b) The participant takes a ten-minute tea break.
¢) The participant listens to the last six expemtal texts.
d) The participant fills out the personal detailsd English learning background
guestionnaire.

Introductory instruction was informal so that trerticipants feel at ease from
the start of the experiment. Plenty of training the procedure was necessary to
ensure that the lack of experience with this kifidezognition task did not distort
their performance. Half of the participants listérte the Simplified version of the
odd-numbered texts and to the Complicated versidheoeven-numbered texts. The
other half heard the Complicated version of the -pdohbered texts and the
Simplified version of the even-numbered texts. T@eguence of presenting the
versions, however, was kept the same: simplifietigacated-S-C-S-C etc. so all
participants always started with a simplified takthe beginning of both sessions and
after both breaks, and always finished listeninthwai complicated text (see Appendix
D [b]). Participants were given a choice to lisettiner through speakers or earphones;

all of them opted for the speakers. While listenipgrticipants looked at the
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computer screen where they could see the spectnogwad the progress of the
recording as well as red flags appearing whenelverbutton was pressed. Their

responses to each text were saved in a separatscitytile.

5.4 Participants

Eighteen students (5 male, 13 female) in a 12-wemdlish for academic purposes
course at Victoria University of Wellington tookrpan the study. Aged 18 to 31, they
were intermediate to advanced proficiency learasreonfirmed by the programme
placement tests. On the Vocabulary Levels Tést particular, the majority of
participants scored over 25 and none lower thao@tLof 30) at the 2000 word level.
The vast majority also gave over 20 correct answatsnone lower than 18 correct
answers (out of 30) at the 3000 word level. Vocahultest results show that all
participants had a good receptive knowledge offitse2000 most frequent words of
English. Students were recruited from three sepadasses (two intermediate
proficiency classes and one advanced class). Patimn was voluntary and did not
connect in any way to classroom activities. The nmaiotivation for the students
appeared to be improving their listening skillshaligh they also received gift
vouchers at the end of the experiment. Most paditis were from Asia; eight
different L1 backgrounds (as indicated in the pogierimental questionnaires) were
represented in the sample (for details, see AppeBHdiAlso three native speakers of
English (2 female, 1 male) served as a control gr@ne of them was an academic,
another one a university administrative staff men(beth in their early fifties), and

the third one was a schoolgirl aged 14.

5.5 Analysis
The analysis of the collected data will be orgatiiaeound the following questions:
1. What percentage of proper names was recognized impliSed and
complicated texts?
2. How many errors did participants make while listgnito simplified and
complicated texts? What kind of errors occurred?
3. Other findings (GEE analysis)

" For a description of this test see either: Begtat Hunt, 1999; Schmitt, Schmitt and Clapham, 2001;
Nation, 2001; Nation and Gu, 2007.
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4. What differences in performance were there betwieerESL participants and

the native speakers control group?

5.5.1 Percentage of proper names recognized

Proper names recognition rate can be stated irstefmame tokens or name types. A
token is an individual occurrence of a proper nam#ée running text. A type is a
class of tokens sharing the same formal featu@se¥ample irEdge's entertainment
director, Terry Jarvis, says Edge will use thisttas expandthere are three proper
name tokensHdge’s, Terry Jarvis, Edyeand two proper name typeBdge, Terry
Jarvis). Each participant had to recognize 241 typess Tihcluded either 120 in
simplified texts and 121 in complicated texts (smuie A participants) or 121 in
simplified and 120 in complicated respectively (s&uce B participants). A total of
4338 proper name types were processed. Sequenamprised 375 tokens; sequence
B comprised 376 tokens (due to the fact that seeresthad a different number of
tokens in simplified and complicated versions).ofat of 6759 proper name tokens
were processed.

Table 5.3. Average percentage of recognized pnogere tokens.

Condition —> Simplified | Complicated | Difference
(S) (®) between S and C
Overall (average
across all participants) 64.11% 61.36% 2.75%
Class 1 (upper intermediatepl.52% 59.48% 2.04%
Class 2 (advanced) 70.93% 68.53% 2.4%
Class 3 (low intermediate)| 54.39% 49.84% 4.55%

As can be seen from the table, slightly more propames were recognized in
simplified texts but, contrary to expectations,sthdifference is small and not
statistically significant. However, there is a cleannection between the ability to
recognize proper names and the participants’ oMarajuage proficiency. The higher
the proficiency, the more proper names are recegnimder both (simplified and
complicated) conditions. Also the difference betwedbe two conditions is more
pronounced for the lower proficiency class.
The percentage of recognized proper name typeddwaary according to

what exactly is understood by ‘recognized’ (sedet&l4).
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Table 5.4. Average percentage of recognized pnoaere types.

Condition —> Simplified | Complicated

A type is counted as recognized if the participhas| 70.45% 67.54%
correctly identified at least one token.

A type is counted as recognized if the participhas| 67.87% 65.51%
correctly identified at least 50% of the tokens.

A type is counted as recognized if the participhas| 57.35% 54.73%
correctly identified all tokens.

The most sensible option seems to set the cutewfit @t 50%.

Combining the figures on proper name tokens arapgr name types, |
conclude that on average, adult ESL learners efimediate to advanced proficiency
are able to recognize six unfamiliar proper namasod ten while listening to short
news passages. Interestingly, the ability to remyanknown proper names does not
appear to deteriorate by much if the amount of emkncommon vocabulary in the
text increases.

These findings allow different interpretations. @e one hand, the 60%
recognition rate is good news for ESL teachers leadnhers. It means that in the
majority of cases proper names ‘stand out fronctibevd’ and they are identifiable in
the spoken text, largely regardless of how diffichls text is in terms of the general
vocabulary load. On the other hand, students didremognize well over a third of
proper names, let alone understand what they re&derwhich might detract
considerably from the overall comprehension ofghssage. It appears that the ability
to recognize unfamiliar names depends on the simeicif a specific text as well as
the position and the shape of the names themsedhtber than on the amount of

unknown common vocabulary.

5.5.2Errors

Although the percentages of recognized proper nafitesot differ greatly between
the simplified and complicated versions, the experit demonstrated that it was
harder for the participants to do the recognitiasktwith complicated texts. This is
shown by the number of errors that participants enduting listening. By an error |
mean an instance of a participant pressing th@bwthen there was no proper name
in the input. Overall, participants made 108 eri@rs average of 6 per person) in the
simplified condition and 262 errors (an average 1456 per person) in the
complicated condition. The mean number of errors participant differed
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significantly under the simplified and complicatednditions (two-sample unequal

varianceg-test, p<0.001).

Upon examining the context in which the errorsuned, they were classified
into several types (see table 5.5 for examples):

1. Unknown word (UW) errors — the button was presdeer @ difficult word that
the participant presumably did not know.

2. Incorrect prediction (IP) errors — the button wassged after a (part of a) sentence
where a proper name would be possible but was restept in the actual text.
These could also be called task interference ebecause a number of them were
caused by the fact that participants adopted giateays of coping with the
particular task they were required to do. For examihey soon learnt that place
names often appear after the prepositionand started pressing the button
whenever they encountered this preposition. Alsdigipants would sometimes
mistakenly press the button when they heard sucdsvasperson, city, company,
collegebecause they were taught to listen out for namgseople, places, and
organizations.

3. Random (R) errors — the button was pressed afterganent of speech where no
difficult low-frequency words were present and agar name would not fit the
context.

4. Mixed (M) errors — clearly non-random errors wherther UW or IP factors or
both could have triggered the wrong guess.

Regarding the errors, participants’ performancetlmn simplified and complicated

texts differed not only quantitatively but also Guaively. The fraction of random

errors was much higher under the simplified coodi{53.7% compared to 17.2% in
complicated texts), whereas the fraction of unknaword errors was much higher
under the complicated condition (46.9% compared.686 in simplified texts). The
mean number of all non-random errors (UW, IP and péd) participant in the
simplified texts was 2.8 compared to 12.05 in tlenplicated texts. The mean
number of non-random errors per participant betwdentwo conditions differed
significantly (two-sample unequal variancetest, p<0.001). For more details, see

Appendix F.

Since participants made errors and made more esh tin the complicated
condition, |1 assumed that as regards name recognithe learners were guessing

their way through. In order to test this predictibisolated all repeated proper names
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and looked for cases of partial recognition. Pargaognition means a proper name
type where a participant identified only 50% of tbkens or less, for example one of
two or one of three. | hypothesized: (1) that tsuld indicate participants’
uncertainty about the status of an expression, (@hdhat there should be more
instances of partial recognition in the complicategts. The first hypothesis was
confirmed. There was indeed a considerable amoliguessing going on; on the
whole, over 14% of repeated proper names were nezed only partially. Moreover,
partial recognition correlated with language preifncy, i.e. the students in the lower
proficiency classes were guessing more than the#esta in the higher proficiency
classes. The second hypothesis was not confirmeera®d more partial recognition
occurred in the complicated condition, however thierence was small and not
significant (see table 5.6).

Table 5.5. Experiment 1. Examples of different kird errors.

Error | Context Where the button was
type pressed
UW | ... in a huge ticker tape parade dedicated to| thieker tape parade’

victory ...

A random Kkiller shot seven customers | ahachete’
Mydback’'s Sathnow Shopping Plaza, and |an
eighth was hacked to death with a machete.

IP Health officials will meet representatives of th@ealth officials’,
Faish manufacturer, Masofi Lasteur, to demafmbmpany’
answers over a faulty vaccine the company

released.
... an engine failed and the pilot crashed. ‘pilot’

Turning them on means turning our shoppers [oftherh on’

<|0

The villain was a cab driver who held a licence. illain’ - either UW or IP
[mistook it for a personal
name that would fit the

14

context]
Codney Dale took pot shots at people in [theuburbs’ — either UW or
suburbs, killing an old woman. IP [mistook it for a place

name after ‘in’]

Table 5.6. Percentages of partially recognizedatgueproper name types by class.

Simplified Complicated
Class 1 13.71% 15.82%
Class 2 12.66% 12.50%
Class 3 18.35% 16.77%
Overall 14.12% 14.39%
Mean number of types per participant 11.28 11.5
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5.5.3 GEE analysis

In addition to descriptive statistics the data wanalyzed using the SAS procedure
GENMOD. The model employed was a logistic regress$inat incorporates repeated
measures and uses the generalized estimating egsi@@EE) methodology to fit the

data. The percentage of proper names recognizedhgagsponse. The explanatory
variables (factors affecting proper names recogmjtivere:

* subject group (the model assumed that participats different classes
might perform differently);

* batch (participants did the task over two sessieash of which in turn
consisted of two parts separated by a break threréiie data were divided
into four batches corresponding to the four on-fastods);

» type of proper name (repeated vs. singly occumpoger names);

» condition (simplified vs. complicated texts).

Interactions both between group and type as welbetseen group and condition
were considered, but only the group by type int&macwas retained in the model.
Only batch had a significant effect on the percgataecognized (p<0.001), but
marginally significant differences between the @®u(p=0.09) as well as a
marginally significant group by type interactior=(p07) were found.

Table 5.7. Score statistics for Type 3 GEE analysis

source DH Chi-square Pr>ChiSq
group 2 | 491 0.0860
batch 3 | 12.21 0.0067
type 1 | 0.40 0.5259
condition | 1 | 1.95 0.1621
group*type| 2 | 5.37 0.0683

5.5.3.1 Practice effect

Overall the accuracy of proper name recognitiomeéased over time with the odds of
recognizing a PN in the fourth batch 1.65 timeshbigthan in the first batch. In

particular, there was a big improvement in partaigs’ performance from batch 1 to
batch 2, a very slight decrease to batch 3, andhal samprovement to batch 4

(percentages of recognized proper name tokensateh lare presented in Table 5.8).
Thus, most of the learning occurred between partdiLpart 2 of the first experimental
session, and participants retained what they hawchtiebout the task till the second

session. Most importantly, participants practicatigstered the task by the end of part
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1 of the first session so most of the data were mased by the fact that the

participants were not familiar with this kind oskabefore the experiment.

Parameter Estimate| Standard 95% Confidence Limits| Wald | p-value
Error Statistic

Batch 1 -0.5005| 0.1126 -0.7212 | -0.2797 -4.44 <.0001

Batch 2 -0.0825| 0.0898 -0.2585 | 0.0936 -0.92 0.3584

Batch 3 -0.1753| 0.0761 -0.3245 | -0.0261 -2.30 0.0213

Batch 4 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Table 5.8. Percentage of recognized proper nanensoly batch.

Condition | Average percentage of recognised proper name tdkensss 24 texts)
Batch 1 Batch 2 Batch 3 Batch 4

Simplified | 59.73% 64.26% 64.24% 68.37%

Complicated 57.14% 62.78% 60.53% 65.01%

5.5.3.2Proficiency effect

The GEE analysis showed th#dte advanced proficiency class had the highest
probability of recognising proper names that ocedirsingly, the upper intermediate
class had the next highest probability and the ilm@rmediate class had the lowest
probability. The odds of the advanced proficientass recognising a proper name
were twice as large as the lower intermediate agdtiines larger than the upper
intermediate class. The odds of the upper interatedtlass recognising a proper
name were 1.2 times larger than the low intermedikss.

Parameter Estimate| Standard 95% Confidence Limits| Wald | p-value
Error Statistic

Group 0 | -0.6936| 0.2668 1.2164|-0.1708 -2.60 0.0093

Group 1l | -0.4766| 0.2275 0.9225| -0.0307 -2.09 0.0362

Group 2 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000| 0.0000

5.5.3.3Repeated vs. singly occurring proper names

The majority of proper name types in the experiraketexts were represented by one
token (i.e. occurred only once); 32.78% (79 of 24des) were repeated. The GEE
analysis showed marginally significant group byetygffects. Interestingly, group 1
participants (upper intermediate class) were sicgmitly more likely to recognize a
proper name if it was repeated (p=0.022). This @alas true, although to a lesser
extent, for group 2 (advanced class). However, garticipants from the lower
proficiency group 3 (low intermediate class), tfilee was reversed. They were less

likely to recognize a proper name if it was mengidnn the text multiple times. The
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odds of the upper intermediate class recognizimgpaated proper name were 1.25
times larger than a singly occurring proper nantee bdds of the advanced
proficiency class recognizing a repeated properenamre 1.08 times larger than a
singly occurring proper name; and the odds of theihtermediate class recognizing

a singly occurring proper name were 1.24 timesdiatigan a repeated proper name.

Parameter EstimateStandard | 95% Confidence | Wald p-value
Error Limits Statistic

Type multi 0.0753 | 0.0488 -0.0203| 0.1709 | 1.54 0.1226

Type single 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | . .

Group*type 0 | -0.2890 | 0.1077 -0.5001| -0.0780 | -2.68 0.0073

multi

Group*type O | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000

single

Group*type 1 | 0.1469 | 0.0842 -0.0182| 0.3120 |1.74 0.0811

multi

Group*type 1 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000

single

Group*type 2 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000

multi

Group*type 2 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000

single

The only explanation for this quite unexpected ifigd would be that the low
proficiency students were struggling to understand lost track in some of the
stories. They simply did not comprehend enoughet@able to successfully identify
repeated names. Comprehension was not formallgdeand this assumption is based
solely on my observations during the experiment gadgticipants’ comments.
However, the finding suggests that for lower prieficy learners, repeated proper
names ‘resembled’ the common vocabulary more tharsingly occurring ones, and

so were harder to discriminate.

5.5.4 Native speaker control group

Considering that all proper names were made upjtam purpose of the control

group was to check whether the experimental taskdwable in principle as well as

to compare the native speakers’ performance with o the ESL participants. The

results show that dealing with artificial namesurdikely to have compromised the

participants’ recognition ability. On average, matspeakers recognized 95% of the

proper name tokens; the adults recognized 96% eawh the teenager recognized
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93%. A few tokens that were missed are probably duwerely to lapses of

concentration.

Table 5.9. Percentages of proper name tokens rezsabhy native speakers.

Condition Emma | Richard| Annie

Simplified 96.40% 95.15%| 94.749

Complicated 95.59%| 97.65%| 92.169

Unlike the ESL participants, the native speakajstecognized the vast majority of

names regardless of condition (simplified or cowegdkd); (i) did not guess (no

partial recognition); (iii) did not appear to beo®rhetter at the task over time (no

practice effect); and (iv) made practically no esrovery few errors that occurred

were of either R (random) or IP (incorrect predig)itype.

5.6 Summary of Experiment 1 findings

The main Experiment 1 findings can be summarizefdlbsvs:

1. ESL learners of intermediate to advanced profigfeane able to recognize an

unfamiliar proper name in a short listening passgg@oximately 6 times out
of 10.

. The ability to recognize proper hames increasepgtimnately to the overall

language proficiency.

. The ability to recognize proper names appears perm® more on the structure

of a specific text as well as on the position anape of the names rather than

on the percentage of unknown common vocabularigahtext.

. Nevertheless it is evidently harder for ESL leasnerrecognize proper names

in texts containing a lot of unfamiliar common vbakry than in simple
texts. This is shown by a greater amount of erammd guessing (partial

recognition) while listening to complicated texts.

. A great number of proper names are missed and #rersignificantly more

unknown word errors in complicated texts, which gasgis that in real life
listening, learners can mistake unknown common wéwod proper names and

vice versa.

. Repeated proper names are better recognized pdoviat overall text

comprehension is reasonably high.

" All names of participants in this thesis are pseyans.
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Chapter VI. Experiment 2: the learners’ ability to
categorize the referent and the impact of proper

names on listening comprehension

6.1 Introduction

Experiment 1 dealt with the first level of knowledgSL learners need to possess in
order to successfully cope with proper names irkepaexts, namely recognition.
The next level involves the ability to determineawtkind of entity a proper name
refers to, i.e. assigning its referent to a certagnitive category. In this chapter, |
will present Experiment 2 aimed at empirically iegt this second level of
knowledge, categorization. | will also deal withetlsentral problem of the whole
thesis, i.e. whether the presence of unfamiliapgraames impacts on ESL listening
comprehension. The experiment was designed to answee following research
questions: (1) Does the presence of unfamiliar @ro@ames influence ESL learners’
comprehension of a spoken text, and if so, how?NB)le listening to connected
speech, how well are ESL learners able to determireg proper names refer to, and
how much information about proper names’ refereats listeners get from context?
First, 1 will introduce the experimental text andsting materials as well as
justification for the particular tasks chosen fdre texperiment. Then the data
gathering procedures and participants will be deedr Finally, | will present the

results and discuss possible ways of interprehegdindings.

6.2 Materials

6.2.1 Experimental text

The listening passage, Murder, was one of the d#iegblnews stories used in the
previous experiment: 149 words long including 16par name types (17 tokens). All
proper names were artificial and thus could notehlagen known to the participants

prior to the experiment. The passage did not consaiy low-frequency common
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vocabulary and conformed to what can be callecadstrd ‘story grammar’, i.e. had
a clear plot line developing in chronological order
One of the challenges in testing listening is ¢hex no strict criterion for

measuring text interpretation ‘since interpretagianay differ between individuals
according to a multiplicity of cognitive and affaa factors’ (Brindley, 1998: 173).
Various legitimate understandings of the same impay be possible, none of which
is necessarily ‘less correct’ (Sarig, 1989). Largrugesting experts recommend that
listening tests should primarily target explicibpositional content (literal meanings)
as opposed to implied meanings that require extensferencing and are thus open

to individual variation: ‘... the default construchauild test only those things for
which there is clear and unequivocal linguisticdewvice in the text’ (Buck, 2001:
121). For these reasons, a highly factual news st@s chosen for the experiment
which left little room for alternative interpretatis (see Appendix G).

The passage was dense in terms of informationat land contained
practically no redundancies (repetitions of the sanformation). However, it was
very short in order to minimize memory effects artigipants’ performance. One
minute long file was recorded by a male New Zealandlish speaker. Another 30-
second-long file (different text, same speaker) wraated to serve as a sound check,

i.e. to make sure the participants could heargkending well.

6.2.2 Comprehension measures

Measures of listening comprehension includedninediate oral recall (story retell);
(i) general comprehension questions (open-endet raaltiple choice); and (iii)
proper names related statements (true-false-dooivikormat).

6.2.2.1 Recall

Free recall has been advocated by many scholaranamtegrative measure of
comprehension, superior to discrete-point formatshsas sentence verification,
comprehension questions or cloze (Berkemeyer, 1B8&hhardt 1991; Heinz, 2004).
It is non-invasive, sensitive, arguably authendpproximating the natural, real life
processing tasks), and more learner-centred thler @tomprehension assessment
methods.
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It is common knowledge that traditional short-aesvand multiple choice
guestions ‘impose’ a certain view of the text oa sarner by giving away clues that
interfere with the meaning construction procesteroin unpredictable ways:

... when questions are administered, an additioriataction takes

place among texts, reader, questioner, and amangjdlestions

themselves. In other words, questions form anothext” for

comprehension. It is, therefore, extremely diffidol pinpoint how

a reader encodes information apart from dlditional [italics in

the original] input he or she receives from quewioln other

words, a free recall measure provides a purer measd

comprehension... (Bernhardt, 1991: 200).
Also immediate recall is sensitive; it ‘allows miglerstandings and gaps in
comprehension to surface; a feature that other edstlof evaluation cannot offer’
(Berkemeyer, 1989: 131). Recall protocols are & vieh source of data. Presumably,
they tap into the complex process of understandghigdding light on how the
message contained in the text was being put tog@eenhardt, 1983). Heinz (2004)
argues that the recall task is authentic, as gmédes what people may often do in
everyday life:

Who has not experienced being asked by an acqnaai&he or

she had read an article in some newspaper or nmafaji..]

Children often cannot wait to relate to their pasestories they

read or that were read to them in school. The Inegebf what

someone has read [or heard — addition mine] idaah, a daily

occurrence, one in which human beings engage tigtuaad

readily in the course of conversation.
Thus the ecological validity of recall is more theatisfactory.

Researchers consider that comprehension is alewelticonstructive process,
and that learning new information is influenced thg information that had been
previously stored in memory. Therefore an indivilku&nowledge base as well as
their own peculiar ways of interacting with a givixt play a major role. In sharp
contrast to the standardized formats, the leareaeigted recall protocol brings the
researcher closer to the individual, i.e. reveaw hhis particular learner arrived at
the text message.

Immediate recall has been extensively used tosask& and L2 reading
comprehension (Kameenui, Carnine and Freschi, 198&son, 1986; Bernhardt,
1991) and, more recently, listening comprehensiBarr{hardt and James, 1987,

Long, 1990; Lund, 1991; Schmidt-Rinehart, 1994;gJu2003). However, while the
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procedure became increasingly popular in secondukage acquisition research,
several weak points were noted.

Lee (1986) found that there is a significant defece in quantity of idea units
recalled depending on whether the learners usefitsie or the target language.
Learners using their L1 recall more of the passhge those using L2. Thus, the
results can be ‘muddied’ by the limited L2 prodantiability unless participants are
allowed to recall in their mother tongue.

Riley and Lee (1996) demonstrated that operatioingl comprehension as
merely the quantity of information recalled is pehatic. Some learners produce a
long string of incidental details but fail to expsethe essence of the text. Yet they
may receive a higher score than their peers whoesgtully grasped the main ideas.
Riley and Lee compared the recall with the summariyng task and showed that the
task type affects the quality of protocols. Theatkavhere students are asked to write
everything they can remember, was found to enceutlagm to focus on details. The
authors suggest that this is an artificial ‘byprodof the task’ and not a reflection of a
naturally flowing comprehension process (1996: TY.69n the other hand, while the
length of the output was not affected, ‘subjectggimg summaries tended to produce
more of the important information and to write arenooherent reconstruction of the
passage...’ (ibid. 184).

Another disadvantage of the recall procedureas ithtaxes memory. Readers
or listeners may not necessarily be able to remengwerything they have
understood. A recent study by Chang compared L2emsa performance on
immediate recall with that on a translation taske Tatter ‘yielded significantly more
evidence of comprehension’ (Chang, 2006: 537), wimdicates that heavy demands
on memory in the recall task do hinder the learnatslity to exhibit their
comprehension to the full.

Oral recalls have been employed in L1 research sdhool children, however
in most L2 comprehension studies the recall isi@drout in writing. Unfortunately,
participants in my experiment had to recall in HEsigl(L2), which is a rather
demanding task. In order to elicit as much outmupassible, it was decided to use

oral recall but allow students to write during plarg time.
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6.2.2.2 Comprehension questions

Most scholars take the so-called multimeasure ambroto assessing listening
comprehension, namely use several techniques toigsights into this complex and
invisible process. A large body of literature idddated to specific test item types,
however more often than not there is little conssreanong researchers because each
type has its own advantages and disadvantages ,(\W¥88 and 1993; Bernhardt,
1991: 195-200; Brindley, 1998: 177-179; Buck, 20034-148). Unfortunately, any
test of listening comprehension involves languaddlss other than listening
comprehension as such. Consequently, combiningpusrresponse formats helps
obtain more representative results.

Three sets of items were developed for the exparim

* 11 open-ended questions that required a short anvgweut a specified word
limit;
» 16 multiple choice questions that consisted okeansta correct option and two
distractors;
* 14 statements that participants had to evaluatewes or ‘false’ or ‘I don't
know’.
Open-ended and multiple choice questions did notaio any proper names and did
not require the knowledge of proper names to bevarex correctly. The statements
were designed to test comprehension of ideas Hireetated to proper names and
could not be evaluated correctly unless the listenelerstood the names themselves,
i.e. what the names referred to in the story (Sgeefdix H, | and J).

Open-ended questions were written to cover thelevtext but ‘give away’ as
little content as possible. They were not piloted.

Multiple choice questions consisted of two kindggect and indirect. They
were pre-tested with four L1 English speakers torigkeof poor items and fine-tune
the wording. The answers to direct questions (68, 14) were explicitly stated in
the text; indirect questions involved either paragk or inference (5, 9-13, 15-16).
Including indirect questions was an attempt to auoodate the view that ‘questions
classified according to different levels of cogretiprocessing yield different levels of
performance’ (Shohamy and Inbar, 1991: 25) as wasllKameenui, Carnine and
Freschi’s finding that the effect of pretaught unilzar vocabulary on comprehension
manifests itself only on inferential as opposedliteral questions (1982: 378-9).
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However, given the absence of low-frequency voaatyuhnd the highly factual text,
the difference between direct and paraphrase gqusstvas not large, and very few
inference items were possible.

Open-ended and multiple choice questions werestartswered in writing. In
contrast, the main consideration in testing proj@nes related comprehension was to
avoid revealing the graphic form of the names toghrticipants. The true-false-don’t
know format was chosen mainly because it was tHg fammat suitable for oral
presentation. The statements were piloted witls#imee four native English speakers.

It is not recommended to base more than one cdrapsgon question on the
same unit of input information (Buck, 2001: 138)thdugh open-ended and multiple
choice items often tapped the same content indssgge, it is extremely unlikely that
this could have confused the learners. Firstly tteesets of questions were presented
as distinctly different activities separated froatle other by another task (see 6.3.2.3
below). Secondly, open-ended questions that inviobta retrieval and production are
proven to be harder than recognition-based mulighleice items (Shohamy, 1984;
Berne, 1993). Since open-ended questions preced#ible choice ones, it is safe to

assume that the two sets did not interfere.

6.2.2.3 Difficulty ratings and PNT

6.2.2.3.1 Difficulty ratings

The presence of unfamiliar proper names was noéaggd to have a strong effect on
comprehension; after all, proper names make up argynall proportion of the text
(see section 4.2 above for figures from languagpara, the experimental text in this
study contained 12% of proper name tokens or 11¢wager name types). Difficulty
ratings were used to determine if unfamiliar propames would make the text seem
harder for the listeners to understand. Particgpamre asked to indicate on a 7-point
scale (i) how much of the text content they una@dt and how difficult it was for
them: (ii) to retell the story; (iii) to answer ntiple choice questions; (iv) to evaluate
the true-false-don’'t know statements; and (v) totlt®s computerized proper names
test. These ratings were not a comprehension neasusuch but were aimed to
establish whether the learners perceived the axpetal tasks as harder to do when
unfamiliar proper names were present (see Appergix
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6.2.2.3.2 Computerized proper names test (PNT)

The computerized proper names test (PNT) was desigm determine how well the
students could process the proper names themsadvegposed to the content of the
story. The test consisted of 10 sections correspgnib the 10 proper name types
found in the experimental listening passage. Thd RMs programmed as a Java
application. Each section was linked to an aud® dbntaining the relevant proper
name, which automatically played once at the begmqrof the section. Later
throughout the section, participants had an optiorepeating the sound file as many
times as they wished by clicking on the ‘Play audlp’ button that appeared
alongside each question. The audio files were edehy cutting out the portions of
the original recording of the story, so the propames sounded exactly the same as in
the listening passage. Only one question at a wa® displayed on the screen. The
paper version of the test was piloted with twodellPhD students as well as three
English Proficiency Programme students. It becaleardhat people tended to skip
the open-ended questions and go straight to theereamiltiple choice questions.
Therefore in the electronic version the particisgaobuld not proceed to the next
guestion until they answered the current one; nerevihey able to go back to the
previous questions and view or change their answarsaddition to the current
guestion, the answer options and the ‘Play audip tutton, on the screen the
participants could see the bars indicating the gesgress, i.e. how many sections as
well as how many questions in the current secteamhlbeen completed.

Each section of the PNT comprised four questidhs. structure and the order
of the questions were the same in every section.

Questions 1-3 all aimed to establish whether Hréigipant understood what
the referent of a given proper name was but thegrek of difficulty varied. Question
1 was the hardest because it required the panticigpasupply their own answer and
thus tested the declarative knowledge of the propene. The participant could
choose only one out of three answers.

What does this name refer to?
a. Thisnamerefersto:  (the participant wagge in the answer)
b. I'm not sure but maybe this name refers to: __the &nswer)
c. ldon’t know
Question 2 offered six options and the participaas required to tick as many as they

considered correct. In reality, only one, two, lmee options could be correct but the
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participants did not know there was a limit. Alstitactors were closely related to the
relevant portion of the text as well as to the eciroption/s.

(The participant hears: ‘Nangatuo’). What does tfame refer to? One or

several answers may be correct!

a. geographical area

b. boyfriend

c. mountain in New Zealand

d. North Island boundary

e. region in New Zealand

f. New Zealand students
Question 3 was the easiest and provided only omeaooption and two completely
unrelated distractors.

(The participant hears: ‘Nangatuo’). What slttdés name refer to?

Choose one answer only!

a. student group

b. geographical location

c. political party
Question 4 further clarified the depth of referiamiliarity the participant was able to
achieve during listening.

Can you describe this name in more detail?

a. Yes, | learnt this from the story: _ (the angwe

b. No, | don’t remember any other information.
Thus questions 1 and 4 were identical in all sestiovhile questions 2 and 3
contained different options depending on which prapame was tested. The full list

of correct options and distractors for questiors@ 3 can be found in Appendix S.

6.3 Procedure

6.3.1 Piloting

Fourteen Victoria University of Wellington Engligtroficiency Programme students
took part in piloting, which was aimed at (i) wari out a comfortable timeline for
the experiment; and (ii) trialling the instrumentBarticipants were invited to
individually attend two 1 hour long sessions at tbsearcher’s office. At the first
session the researcher pretaught all proper naimiesthe listening passage. Then the

participant listened to story A, did the comprehengest and the oral recall followed
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by the computerized proper names test. The secession was almost identical,
except the participant did not receive names pchieg and listened to a different
text (story B). The outcomes of the pilot study baroriefly summarized as follows:

1. Comparing comprehension scores between two sta@ssfound unreliable
because the difference in comprehension could toidwed to the different
text topics and structure.

2. It was found that the recall task had to be donerpio comprehension
guestions otherwise the measures interfered with ether.

3. The preteaching procedure was modified to becomgelo and to include
more practice carried out by the participants thedwes rather than being
entirely teacher-focused.

4. Out of 14 volunteers only 10 were able to attenth Isessions; it was decided
that the experiment had to be shorter to makesgsipte to complete it in one

sitting.

6.3.2 Main phase

6.3.2.1 Treatment groups

The main experiment was carried out in a groupirgetiin a room in which the
necessary multimedia resources had been instaPedticipants were randomly
assigned to one of the treatment groups: Names KrmwNames Unknown. After
filling in consent forms, the Known group stayediwihe researcher and received
thorough preteaching of all proper names from istering passage. Meanwhile, the
Unknown group was taken by an assistant to a éifteclassroom where the students
had afternoon tea and an informal chat. Thus thewngroup became familiar with
the proper names prior to listening whereas thendwnk group heard the names for

the very first time while they listened.

6.3.2.2 Preteaching

The goal of the preteaching was to familiarize Ntaenes Known group with the form
(both receptive and productive) and the referehth® proper names. However, the
researcher was careful not to reveal what roleréfierents played in the story. For
example, the participants learnt that Rati wasrlsgiame and that Milton was a city
name but they weneot told that Rati lived and studied in Milton. The 80nute long
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preteaching was accompanied by a PowerPoint paggentand carried out in the

following manner:

1.
2.

Participants repeated proper names (displayedeoadteen) after the researcher.
The participants silently read a list of proper eamwith explanations
(descriptions of what the names refer to), while tesearcher was handing out
practice packs. The packs consisted of ten 9cmmx @ards showing a proper
name on one side and the corresponding brief geriof its referent on the
reverse side as well as ten 21cm x 13cm laminattdrps featuring the referents
of the proper names. Each picture had a 10cm xdear pocket attached at the
back. Throughout preteaching the researcher retyttie descriptions of the
referents but never gave out any more informatiberathan that on the cards (see
Appendix T). Each participant received an individuactice pack.

The participants arranged the pictures on theik @ésl had one minute to match
the cards, description side up, with the pictubdter they finished the researcher
showed the correct answers on the screen.

The patrticipants removed the cards from the pistared put them in a pack. Then
the participants had two minutes to match the caiitls the pictures again, this
time name side up. They could peek at the desonipfithey did not remember
what the name referred to but were encouragedyt@and remember without
looking first. The participants were also encouthge say the name out aloud
while putting the corresponding card on the pictubdter they finished the
researcher showed the correct answers on the screen

The participants gathered the name cards in a gagak. Then they studied the
cards for three minutes. The students were tolddk at the description side and
try to remember the name and say it out alouchdi/tcould not remember they
were encouraged to look at the corresponding mditst to see if that would help
them to retrieve the name. If they still did noteamber they could peek at the
name side of the card.

The participants put the cards aside and took a test of the receptive proper
names knowledge. The researcher would say a namealoud, and the
participants were asked to point to the correspangiicture in front of them.
Then the researcher would hold up the relevanupcso that the students could

check if their answer was correct.
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7. The researcher spoke for approximately five minetgsaining how to group the
proper names so that they are easier to remembetlastrating everything with
diagrams and pictures on the screen (e.g. ‘Thexettaee personal names, the
female names both start with ‘R’. All the place remmefer to places in the UK,
except one, which refers to a place in New Zealaid).

8. By this stage the vast majority of the participasiteady knew most of the proper
names. The students were asked to study the adedsription -> name) one last
time. While going through the cards, if they thoutifat they knew the name they
were told to put the card into the clear pockethat back of the corresponding
picture, name side up. Then the participants wefedus on the remaining names
that they had not yet memorized. They continued tirgy were confident putting
all the cards in the clear pockets.

9. The researcher showed all ten pictures on the s@eé named them aloud. The
participants shuffled their pictures and testecheatber working in pairs: student
A would hold a picture up and student B would natnafter all ten pictures were
named, the students shuffled the pictures agairchadged over.

10.The participants put the pictures aside and didittaé mini test of the productive
proper names knowledge. The researcher would shoet@e on the screen and

the participants would name it out aloud (in unjson

6.3.2.3 Listening and comprehension testing
After preteaching the two treatment groups camettay (the assistant brought the

Names Unknown group back). The researcher presanbeef plan of the activities

to follow.
First 10 participants The remaining 40
(majority of participants)
Listen Listen
Plan— retell Listen 2
Multiple choice questions Open-ended questions
Listen 2 Plan— retell
True-false-don’'t know statements  Multiple choicesfions
PNT Listen 3
Difficulty ratings True-false-don’t know statements
PNT
Difficulty ratings
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Thefirst 10 participants listened to the Murder stonce, had some planning time,
did their retelling, and then completed the restthdd experiment. All subsequent
participants listened to the story twice, then ar®gopen-ended questions, then had
some planning time, did their retelling, and themgleted the rest of the experiment.
A second go at listening and open-ended questi@ssagded to elicit more output
because the L2 recall task proved to be too chgilhgn and the majority of the first
10 participants produced only 2 to 3 sentencelsetel

Listening and retelling were carried out via tBeloistsoftware. At first the
participants listened to the sound check file tckenaure that the equipment was
working properly, to get used to the speaker's #@od to adjust the volume to a
comfortable level. Immediately after that, theydised to the experimental text. All
instructions were given orally in English: “You Whear a short news story. Try to
understand as much as you can. Pay attention tantia ideas. If you do not
understand everything, it is OK. Don’t panic, jksep listening and try to understand.
You will hear the story only once [the first 10 peipants] / two times [the rest of the
participants]. After you listen you will be askexdretell the story’.

After listening, participants received a recaksh[the first 10] or open-ended
guestions and the recall sheet a few minutes [#ter rest]: ‘Now you have five
minutes to remember the story. Write notes or atsplan or a full summary —
anything that will help you to retell the story. &dtimar and spelling are not
important. Focus on the meaning and try to remerabenany main ideas and details
as you can’. The researcher used the ‘flexible tauratactic, i.e. although she gave
the students the impression that there was a timié (to set the pace), she did not
stop the task until the vast majority of peoplasied. Everybody began retelling at
the same time after the prompt: ‘Speak to the mpicome and retell the story. Imagine
that you have a friend who did not hear the newsu Weed to tell your friend what
happened. You can read from your notes but yowatssmchange or add anything you
want. Try to remember and say as much as you caenWou finish, please take off
your headphones and quietly wait for others tosfini After everybody finished, the
participants’ recordings were saved as mp3 files.

Then the participants answered multiple choicestjoes. Following that, they
listened to the Murder story again [the second ftionahe first 10 students, the third
time for the rest]: “You will hear the same newsrgtone more time. Try to

understand as much as you can. Pay attention tolslet times, places, who went
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where, and things like that. After you listen youll meed to answer some more
comprehension questions’. Then the participantsived the true-false-don’t know

answer sheet, and evaluated proper names relaageingints that the researcher
delivered orally. Each statement was pronouncedrigleand slowly, and repeated
twice.

Following comprehension questions, the participanere asked to do the
computerized proper names test (PNT, see 6.2.218.2he last few minutes of the
experiment the participants filled in the langudggning and personal background

guestionnaire as well as the difficulty ratingstod experimental tasks.

6.4 Participants

The experimental procedure was repeated severaktimith different numbers of
students participating in each of the six 1.5 hlomg sessions (March—May 2007).
People from different classes could come to theesamssion. Unfortunately, this
meant that it was unrealistic to match proficieteyels between the two treatment
groups on the spot. 20 volunteers were recruiteth {6 EPP classes, 25 volunteers
from 3 ELTO  classes, and 5 from the Bachelor of Education TE®&change
programme. In total, 50 students took part — 2lvéNames Known treatment and 25
in the Names Unknown treatment. The age of thdgyeanhts was between 18-49,
with an average of 28 years old. Sixteen of themewmale, thirty four female.
Fifteen L1 backgrounds were represented in the Eanghinese — 10 participants;
Spanish — 10 participants; Vietnamese — 6 pariitgaKorean and Lao — 4
participants each; Khmer and Malay — 3 participagdsh; Japanese and Thai — 2
participants each; German, French, Mongolian, led@n, Tokelauan and Persian —

1 participant each.

6.5 Results

6.5.1 Recall protocols

Participants’ recordings were transcribed and cdoledhe researcher. The coding
was a considerably simplified version of the systest developed by Johnson (1970)

whereby each idea unit in a text is assigned a htieigg of 1-4 based on its

" English Proficiency Programme, Victoria UniversifiWellington
English Language Training for Officials, programamonsored by NZ Aid, administered by
VicLink, Victoria University of Wellington
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importance to the content of the text as a wholered@ changes to Johnson’s
procedure were made: (1) A category label rathen th weighting was assigned to
each idea unit since the researcher was more stégerén the qualitative difference in
the retells between the treatment groups rather ithabtaining the finite score for
each participant. (2) Labels were assigned onthése idea units that were found in
the retells and not in the original text. This vdase to save time because a lot of the
original idea units never appeared in the recaltqmols. (3) Since the text was very
short it was decided to distinguish only main idead details as opposed to the first
most important 25% of the idea units, the secor¥d 2&. as proposed by Johnson.

Table 6.1. Idea units found in recalls (excludimgger names).

Idea units found in recalls Label
Mention of age (either the girl’s or the man’s othp detail

The girl was killed/murdered main idea
Mention that they were students (the girl or thenraaboth)| detail

They were boyfriend and girlfriend main idea
The man was charged (in court) main idea
They last saw each other (at the railway station) detalil

It was in April detalil

The man was arrested main idea
The police questioned the man detalil

He was questioned a lot (or for a long time) detail
The man will go to court detail

It will happen in May detalil

The police say this case is unusual detail
The police don’t know all the facts detall

The girl's body was found main idea
It was found in her flat detail

The girl lived (/shared the flat) with 3 others alet

The girl’'s mother (says) detall

The man asked the girl to marry him main idea
The girl said she wasn't ready main idea

Proper names were not counted as details butaepaon their own. The
final coding template consisted of six categories:
1. PNgood, the number of proper names used correictly i reference to an
appropriate entity, such as a city name used & tefa city; minor pronunciation
errors were disregarded as long as it was cleat mioger name the participant
intended to say). ExamplRaiti and Jasse met at Loottingrey.
2. PNbad, the number of proper names used incorr@otlyin reference to an

inappropriate entity, such as a city name usecdeter to a region; or in cases
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where the name was so distorted that it was unelbat the participant intended

to say). ExamplesHe was arrested by the police of Loottingrey Vall&égh

[=Nangatuo?}student thought thiglt is unclear ifToh refers to the person or the
region).

3. Migood, the number of correct main ideas presenhénretelling, e.gA girl
student was murdered.

4. DEgood, the number of correct details present enrdtelling, e.gNow the
boy is going to be in a court.

5. INFgood, the number of correct inferences in thelliag, i.e. propositions
not present in the text itself but reasonable givka content of the text.
Examples:Her mother Rean is sad. So the police think thimasive for the boy
killed the girl.

6. INFbad, the number of incorrect inferences in theelling. Two kinds of
incorrect inferences were found but they were comdbiinto one category. For
most of the wrong inferences, the source sentenae easily identifiable.
Examplesin the end Rati’'s mother Rean said that they camgeried with each
other. Shdthe girl] asked him to get married and he refused. ReansRatther,
isn't ready to make comments ygource text: Rati’'s mother Rean says Tanner
had asked her daughter to marry him but she takl thiat she wasn't ready).
There were also few cases where it was not cleaat Wwhart of the text had

triggered the incorrect inference. ExamplRati had some problems of her car

there. This story talk of murder, may be it's onriday.

No inter-rater checks were performed, howevernguee consistency, the researcher

repeated the coding three times (two weeks aparh feach other), first without

looking at their previous work and then comparihg hew figures with the old. A

few discrepancies were noted and resolved eithercdngful reconsideration or

discussion with colleagues. The results by treatrgeyup are presented in tables 6.2,
6.3 and 6.4.

The overall length of story reconstructions produbg the students did not

differ between the treatment groups. The Names Kn@iells ranged from 17 to 154

words long, the Names Unknown — from 12 to 133 wpwith an average of around

66 words per retell in both treatments.
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Table 6.2. Average per participant frequencies itieérént idea unit types found in

recalls by treatment group.

Type of idea units Names Known | Names Unknown
Group (N=25) Group (N=25)

PNgood (out of 10) | 4.84 0.64

PNbad 0.36 0.08

MIgood (out of 7) 3.00 2.92

DEgood (out of 18) | 3.64 3.28

INFgood 0.72 0.56

INFbad 0.92 1.44

PNgood + DEgood 8.48 3.92

Running words 66.84 66.28

Table 6.3. Raw frequencies and percentage of doitsa units in recalls by
treatment group with proper names included in thent (as idea units in their own
right).

Names Known | Names Unknown
(all participants) | (all participants)

Correct idea units: 305 185
Cinc=PNgood+MIlgood+DEgood+INFgood
Total idea units: jfq=PNgood+PNbad 337 223

+MIgood+DEgood+INFgood+INFbad
Proportion of correct idea units:
Cincl/ Tinc*100 91% 83%
Confidence interval 87-93% 78-87%

Table 6.4. Raw frequencies and percentage of doitsa units in recalls by

treatment group with proper names excluded froncthat.

Names Known Names Unknown
(all participants) | (all participants)

Correct idea units: 184 169
CexceMIgood+DEgood+INFgood
Total idea units: 207 205

Texc=Mlgood+DEgood+INFgood+INFbad
Proportion of correct idea units:
Cexcl Texc*100 89% 82%

Confidence interval 84-93% 77-87%

The Names Known group made good use of proper naomeswverage, 5
correct names per recall were present, with somicipants producing as many as
7-9. The Names Unknown group hardly used properesam their recalls. The
inability to produce the unfamiliar names seemedbé¢oan inconvenience for these

participants. They appeared to feel the need t&r tefspecific people and places but
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did not have the means to do Smmeone killed somebody. Someone is about twenty
years old, and another one [is.]. And... another guy, | don’t remember that guy’s
name but another guy is also kill another persorer Hhody was founded in
somewhere outside somewhere anfl hg

Some students resorted to using the names thegdgiknew to substitute for
the unfamiliar ones they could not catch from ttarys e.g.Milton Universitywas
labelledNelson Universityand Otago University andRati was referred to aslary,
Rita, Niranga and evenSarah Here are more examples of the same nature: Milton
[city] -> Nelson, MelbourneMilton University ->Marsden UniversityArgyle St ->
Ngaio St Nangatuo -3Wanganui Rati Maclean ->Rita MadeleineThis suggests that
recognition mechanisms for proper names and comwumabulary are probably
similar, i.e. L2 listeners are constantly matchthg new input against the familiar
word forms already stored in their mental lexicon.

The numbers of main ideas and correct inferenaeicjpants produced were
similar in both treatments with the Names Known ugroonly ever so slightly
outperforming the Names Unknown group, which shothat both groups
successfully grasped the gist of the story.

The Names Known group recalled more details then Names Unknown
group. The difference is small but this findingngeresting considering that one could
have legitimately counted correctly recalled prop@mes as additional details. When
PNgood and DEgood categories are combined, thereifte becomes much more
conspicuous.

The Names Known group made fewer incorrect infegen Again the
difference is small, however, it suggests thatligteners who were familiar with the
names could form a more precise understandingeotekt. On the other hand, their
peers who did not know the names had more troutaspgng the details and were
forced to compensate for that by inventing the aristent ones. This is corroborated
by the fact that the Names Unknown group seemedetdess confident while
retelling: ’'m not sureif it's the girl or the[?] is murder._May behis is name or... |
don’t know And perhapsthat is the motivation of murder, | thinRlthough all
students hesitated and made a lot of pauses, belyparticipants in the Names
Unknown group directly expressed uncertainty in tthay were saying as illustrated

in the examples above. As shown in tables 6.3 add & consistently higher
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percentage of correct idea units is observed ilNgmmes Known condition regardless
of whether proper names are included or excludea the count.

Summing up, no differences between the two treatsn@ere found as far as
comprehension of main ideas is concerned. Bothpgaf students were able to
follow the general content of the story. On theeothand, lack of proper names
knowledge affected comprehension of details detrtadly. The Names Known group
was able to recall more details and made fewerriacbinferences than the Names
Unknown group. The percentage of correct idea unitbe recalls was higher when
students were familiar with the proper names. Tihseoved differences between the
two treatments were modest.

The findings should be interpreted cautiously. ©hthe serious shortcomings
of the data gathering method was that studentsdaetall the story in English (L2).
Firstly, it could be that they understood much mdtran their production skills
allowed them to express. Secondly, using L1 coaldehrevealed either smaller or
bigger differences between the treatment groupsrelts definitely enough evidence
to suggest that unfamiliar proper names place deghands on L2 listeners’ cognitive
resources. With only limited processing time avdéa participants in the Names
Unknown group focused on the more important infdromaand were unable to
simultaneously pay attention to proper names ad a®lexpendable, subsidiary
details.

6.5.2 Open-ended questions

Data from open-ended questions was analysed asvkllFirst, responses to the first
guestion given by all participants were typed upefM the researcher compared the
responses and gave each one a rating from O-3rrémtocanswer/no answer = 0;

correct imprecise answer = 1; more precise paatialver = 2; precise full answer = 3.

Then the same procedure was repeated with thefrds questions. Two weeks later

the researcher rerated the answers without lookinger previous work and then

compared the two ratings. They were identical. Akviater the researcher rerated the
answers one more time to ensure consistency. Agaidiscrepancies were found.

After that, the researcher entered the ratingsliadha answers for each participant,

and summed them to obtain the participants’ ovesedires. Examples of how the

rating was done can be found in table 6.5.
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Forty participants answered open-ended questi@esults are presented in
table 6.6. For individual scores see Appendix L.

Participants’ scores in the Names Known conditaere higher. The
difference between the groups did not approacksstat significance but there was a
trend in the expected direction (Mann Whitney Uaied, p=0.155). This should be
interpreted with caution since the sample size smaall.

Table 6.5. Examples of how the answers to openetqdestions were scored.

Question 7. What does the police Question 9. Who lived in the student flat?
think about this case?

It is unusuall/it is strange = 3 Rati/girl and 3 flatmates = 3

Itis rare = 2 Rati (Maclean) and flatmates = 2
It's interesting/they need to know Rati (Maclean) =1

all the facts =1 three of Rati's friends = 1

It is usual/not uncommon/hard =0 the boy/Jase =0

Table 6.6. Mean scores on open-ended question®{33) by treatment group.

Std.
group Mean | N Deviation | Median | Minimum | Maximum
Names Known 17.47| 19 8.1 14 6 30
Names Unknown 13.9| 21 8.3 14 0 27

6.5.3 Multiple choice questions
All fifty participants answered multiple choice atiens. Results are presented in
tables 6.7 and 6.8. For individual scores see Apipev.

Table 6.7. Mean scores on multiple choice questjonsof 16) by treatment group.

Std.
group Mean | N Deviation | Median | Minimum | Maximum
Names Known 10.76| 25 2.728 11 5 15
Names Unknown| 10.52| 25 2.874 11 5 15

Table 6.8. Mean scores on direct and indirect mleltchoice questions by treatment

group.

Direct multiple choice Indirect multiple choice
guestions (8 in total) questions (8 in total)

Names Known Names Unknown Names Known Names Unknowr
Mean=5.64 Mean=5.4 Mean=5.12 Mean=5.12
SD=1.5 SD=1.7 SD=1.7 SD=1.9

The difference between the treatment groups wasstatistically significant. The

means for indirect and direct questions did nofedifsignificantly between the
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treatment groups either. This result was not ssirgi considering that multiple
choice questions were written in such a way thay thd not require any knowledge

of proper names to be answered correctly.

6.5.4 Proper names related statements (true-falsesd’t know)
All fifty participants evaluated the proper namesated (true-false-don’t know)
statements. Results are in table 6.9. For individoares see Appendix N.

Table 6.9. Mean scores on true-false-don’'t knovestants (out of 14) by treatment

group.

Std.
Group Mean | N Deviation | Median | Minimum | Maximum
Names Known 9.68 25 1.819 10 7 13
Names Unknown 6.08 25 2.379 6 1 10

Participants in the Names Known group performedebetnd were able to evaluate
the statements a lot more accurately than the Naimksown group. The mean score
per participant differed significantly under theies Known and Names Unknown
conditions (Mann Whitney U, p<0.000).

Ranks
Group N Mean Rank | Sum of Ranks
Names Known 25 35.12 878
Names Unknown 25 15.88 397

This finding confirms that intermediate to advan&l learners cannot always pick
up idea units associated with unfamiliar proper @sron the spot while listening.
Even after 2—3 attempts at listening, participantshe Names Unknown treatment
were not able to establish connections betweernralepsoper names encountered in
the story and their respective referents as sultdgsas people in the Names Known
group. Names related idea units may not be crutmal reasonable overall

comprehension, however neither they are somethiag ESL listeners get hold of
automatically or effortlessly.

The strength of association test showed that 48%e variance in scores can
be attributed to treatment group, i.e. familiardy lack of familiarity with proper
names1{°=0.4502). This is considered a high strength obeission although there is
still 55% of variance to be accounted for by otfaators. | discuss this issue in the

next section.
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6.5.5 Proficiency comparison

Comprehension of connected speech is affectedriyner of factors, which could

be roughly divided into two categories, namely Heased and listener-based. Text-
based factors include text genre and length (Shgheamd Inbar, 1991; Freedle and
Kostin, 1999), complexity of its syntactic struaufBlau, 1982; Buck 2001: 150),

amount of low-frequency or other unfamiliar vocaby| acoustic qualities of the

recording or the speaker’s voice (Whitson, 197%din Kelly, 1991; Anderson-

Hsieh and Koehler, 1988; Blau, 1990; Griffiths, 29%nd so on. Listener-based
factors include but are not limited to backgrounbwledge of the subject (Long,

1990; Schmitt-Rinehart, 1994), affective state (Hfiaifi, 2005; Matsuura, 2007),

general language proficiency level (Hirai, 1999)dain particular, listening ability

(Chiang and Dunkel, 1992). While text-based factiorsthe present study were
controlled, listener-based factors were not.

Overall language proficiency is arguably the miosportant listener-based
factor affecting comprehension. Unfortunately, Ineit general nor listening
proficiency was directly measured during the expent. It was decided to make a
rough estimate concerning proficiency on the badisall information about the
participants that the researcher could gain adoess

The  proficiency variable was  operationalized as llofgs:
PROFICIENCY.onstructe VLT + Weeks Level — Maturity + Additional Languag

VLT is the total score each participant achieved their placement
Vocabulary Levels Test. Making a judgement conecgrnproficiency based on a
single vocabulary test cannot be considered r@idbit, unfortunately, this was the
only common denominator and point of comparisondarticipants from different
classes. Students took the VLT prior to the comrasrent of their respective VUW
courses; the VLT scores were obtained from theachers (with the students’
consent).

Weeks Level is an artificial variable based on thenber of weeks each
participant spent in New Zealand prior to the ekpent (as indicated in the personal
background questionnaire). The values were assigaddilows: 0 = 8 weeks or less
in New Zealand, 3 = 9-20 weeks in New Zealandover 20 weeks in New Zealand.
The decision to assign values in this manner whsrary but the rationale was that
the longer a participant had been in an Englishaldpg country the better their
English was likely to be.
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Maturity is an artificial variable based on thetmdpants’ age (as indicated in
the personal background questionnaire) and the titetayounger students could be
learning English slightly faster than mature studeWalues were assigned as follows:
0 = below 30 years old, 2 = 30 or older.

Additional Language is a variable based on wheplaeticipants could speak
other languages in addition to English and thetivedanguage (as indicated in the
personal background questionnaire): 0 = no additidanguage/s, 2 = speaks
additional language/s. The rationale was that kngwadditional language/s might
increase one’s proficiency in English.

After proficiency scores were calculated as déschi above, they were
compared between the Names Known group and the Sasmé&nown group by
means of the Mann Whitney U test. No statisticadignificant difference in

proficiency was found between the treatment grq¢@gsiled, p=0.778).

6.5.6 PNT results
The PNT tested comprehension of the proper nanmeasdlves as opposed to the
content of the experimental text. It consistedeof $ections, one for each proper name
found in the story, and asked the following quesi@bout each proper name: (1)
open-ended ‘what does this name refer to?’; (2)tiplalchoice ‘tick all options that
apply’; (3) multiple choice ‘one correct optionn@ lastly (4) ‘can you add any more
details?’ (for details, see 6.2.2.3.2). All savedTPfiles were processed manually.
The researcher carefully read through the answedsecorded the following scores
for each participant:
PntOEgood — the number of open-ended PNT quesdiosisered correctly.
PntOEbad — the number of open-ended PNT questiswesied incorrectly.
PntOEzero — the number of open-ended PNT questiomgarticipant could not
answer (i.e. chose to click ‘I don’'t know’). Thesere ten open-ended questions (one
for each proper name), so PntOEgood + PntOEbad@Hzero = 10

Multiple choice ‘tick all that apply’ questionsguided six options, with the
number of correct options ranging from one to thfaed the participants did not
know how many were correct). In total, there weBecarrect options and 42 incorrect
options in all ten questions of this kind.
PntMCgood — the number of correct options tickad (i 18).
PntMCbad — the number of incorrect options tickaat Of 42).
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PntMCmissed — the number of correct options thégyaant missed,

PntMCmissed = 18 — PntMCgood.

PNToneoption — the number of correctly answeredtipial choice ‘one correct
option’ questions (out of 10).

PntDEgood — the number of correctly answered ‘can grovide more details?’
guestions.

PntDEbad — the number of incorrectly answered ‘gan provide more details?’
guestions.

PntDEnoinfo — the number of ‘can you provide moretads?’ questions the
participant could not answer (i.e. chose to clitkdon't remember any other
information’). PntDEgood + PntDEbad + PntDEnoinfa G

Table 6.11. Mean PNT scores by treatment group.

Type of PNT score Mean, Mean,
Names Known Names Unknowr

PntOEgood (out of 10) 7.32 3.16
PntOEbad 1.24 2.68
PntOEzero 1.44 4.16
PntMCgood (out of 18) 12.52 6.8
PntMCbad (out of 42) 2.36 6.4
PntMCmissed (out of 18) 5.48 11.2
PNToneoption (out of 10)9.72 8.52
PntDEgood (out of 10) 4.88 1.6
PntDEbad 0.56 1.32
PntDEzero 4.56 7.08

Table 6.11 shows that the Names Unknown groupopedd considerably
worse than the Names Known group on all types ofl RjNestions. The largest
differences were observed for open-ended and nhiltpoice ‘tick all that apply’
guestions. The latter finding is particularly notethy. While an ability to answer
open-ended questions only reflects declarative keage of proper names, which
may not be necessary for successful comprehensiattiple choice ‘tick all that
apply’ questions specifically target receptive kienge. Difficulty in answering this
latter type of question indicates that the Namekrdwn group was indeed not able
to determine what unfamiliar names refer to, asospd to knowing but not being
able to demonstrate their knowledge.

All types of participants’ PNT responses can k#uced to three main kinds,

namely correct answers, incorrect answers and &disgpportunities’. The latter
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consists of missed correct options in ‘tick alltt@ply’ questions as well as those
open-ended and ‘can you provide more details?’ toqpres in the PNT that the
participant chose not to answer. Perhaps, it wbalgustified to simply count ‘missed
opportunities’ as incorrect answers, however a niengeent policy was adopted. |
treated them separately on the grounds that sayirdpn't know’ or ‘I don’t
remember’, while showing lack of confidence, stiies not quite amount to giving
the wrong answer.

The overall number of correct answers acrossyps of PNT questions was
calculated for each participant: PNTgood = PntOEgot® PntMCgood +
PNToneoption + PntDEgood. Comparison of the rasglicores between the Names
Known group and the Names Unknown group revealeidlay significant difference
(Mann Whitney U, p<0.000).

Ranks
Group N Mean Rank | Sum of Ranks
Names Known 25 36.22 905.5
Names Unknown 25 14.78 369.5

The Names Known group provided significantly momrect answers than the
Names Unknown group.

Secondly, the overall number of ‘missed opportasitwas calculated for
each participant: PNTmissed = PntOEzero + PntMGadiss PntDEnoinfo. Again,
upon comparison of the resulting scores betweerNtdmaes Known and the Names
Unknown treatments, a highly significant differerfmetween the groups was found
(Mann Whitney U, p<0.000).

Ranks
Group N Mean Rank | Sum of Ranks
Names Known 25 14.58 364.5
Names Unknown 25 36.42 910.5

The Names Unknown group missed significantly mameect options (in ‘tick all that
apply’ questions) and opportunities to give an ars(in open-ended and ‘can you
give any more details?’ questions) compared taNGmes Known group. A separate
test was also performed with the number of missadect options in ‘tick all that
apply’ questions onlyas the dependent variable, and again, a highlyifeignt

difference between the groups was found (Mann Veékitd, 2-tailed, p<0.00).
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The overall PNT results are visually summarizetigare 6.12.

Figure 6.12. Correct answers, incorrect answers angsed opportunities’.

Comparison of the treatment groups.

Group M FrTgood
B FrThad

Names Known Names Unknown :
Ll PHTmissed

Note: PNTbad = PntOEbad + PntMCbad + (10 — PNToteop+ PntDEbad

Let us now come back to the question of how mundarination about the
referents of unfamiliar proper names, intermedi@mteadvanced proficiency ESL
listeners were able to derive from context. INRINT, the maximum possible number
of correct answers was 48. The mean number of @oareswers the Names Unknown
group supplied was 20.08. Therefore, on averagteniers in the Names Unknown
treatment were able to extract 41.83% of infornraibout the referents of unfamiliar
proper names after listening to the experimental & least 2 times, compared to
71.75% in the Names Known treatment (the mean nuoftmrrect answers 34.44).

These findings show that after 2—3 attempts &riag the participants in the
Names Unknown group were not always able to determahat unfamiliar proper
names refer to. Although they gained some inforomagibout proper names’ referents

from context, it was not nearly as much as the Nakreown group had available.

6.5.7 Difficulty ratings

On the 7-point scale, ‘1’ represented ‘extremelffidilt’ and ‘7’ represented ‘very
easy’. The higher the rating assigned by a pa#didigo an experimental task, the
easier they perceived that task to be. On the dthed, the lower ratings correspond

to the tasks that were perceived as more difficult.

119



Firstly, averages per participant for all types ratings were calculated.
Results are shown in table 6.13. For individuatipgrant’s ratings see Appendix P.
Table 6.13. Average per participant difficulty regs of experimental tasks (on a scale

of 7) by treatment group.

Rating type Names Names Difference
Known, Unknown, between
Group (N=25)| Group (N=25) | the groups
1. Perceived amount of 4.32 3.36 0.96
comprehension (D@npren
2. Retelling task 3.92 3.08 0.84
3. Multiple choice questions 4.56 3.96 0.6
4. True-false-don’t know 4.48 2.76 1.72
5. PNT 4.96 3.2 1.76
6. Sum of all ratings (D&a) 22.24 16.36 5.88
(maximum 35)

All experimental tasks were rated as easier toydthe Names Known group and as
harder to do by the Names Unknown group. As expledtee biggest difference in
perceived task difficulty between the two treatmgmaiups was observed for the PNT
and proper names related statements (true-false-dmow), followed by the
perceived amount of comprehension. The differenes Wess pronounced for the
retelling task and multiple choice questions.

Secondly, all five types of ratings supplied bglegarticipant were summed
up. The resulting overall individual ratings (E) were considered continuous data
and compared between the treatment groups usingahe Whitney U test. A highly
significant difference between the Names Known gramd the Names Unknown

group was found (p<0.000).

Ranks
Group N Mean Rank| Sum of Rankg
Names Known 25 33.44 836
Names Unknown 25 17.56 439

Thirdly, of particular interest was the RRpren rating, which reflected the
participants’ self-perceived success in compreloengii.e. the amount of text
understood). The rating of ‘1’ corresponded toritlarstood nothing’ while the rating
of ‘7’ corresponded to ‘I understood everythingteg§uencies of particular responses,
from ‘2’ to ‘6’, were tabulated across treatmenowps (in this sample participants

avoided ratings of ‘1’ and ‘7’).
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Group * DRomprenCrosstabulation

DRcompreh
Group ‘2 ‘3 ‘4 ‘5’ ‘6’
Names Known Count 2 1 11 9 2
% Within Group 8% 4% 44% 36% 8%
Names Unknown Coun 6 8 7 4 0
% Within Group| 24% 32% 28% 16% 0%

The Names Known group tended to give responsdeedtigher end of the scale (i.e.
reported understanding more of the story) whileNlaenes Unknown group tended to
give responses at the lower end of the scaler@morted understanding less of the
story). The chi-square test showed that there waatstically significant association
between the frequency of particular BRrenresponses and treatment group (Fisher’s
exact test, 2-sided, p=0.013).

To sum up, although difficulty ratings are likely reflect students’ self-
perceptions of own English proficiency, their ppstsonal experiences with various
task formats etc., these findings clearly indidatd the presence of unfamiliar proper
names made the experimental text and associatepgrebension tasks seem harder to
the participants in the Names Unknown group. Thigndirect evidence that the
presence of unfamiliar proper names indeed makekespinput harder for ESL

learners to handle.

6.6 Summary of Experiment 2 findings

The experiment showed that the presence of unfamproper names hinders the
intermediate to advanced proficiency learners’ caghension of a short news text as
measured by the immediate free recall and thetybilievaluate proper names related
statements. The effect is local; it concerns commgmsion of details, particularly those
details that are associated with processing thpgosroames themselves. The Names
Unknown group produced fewer details and more meabrinferences in their recalls
and scored significantly lower on the measure oppr names related comprehension
(true-false-don’t know). They also perceived thearknental tasks as hard and self-
reported a lower amount of comprehension. In cshtrnbe Names Known group
produced more details and fewer incorrect inferenceheir recalls and scored much

higher on the measure of proper names related @&rapsion. They perceived the
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experimental tasks as easier to do and self-reppode higher amount of
comprehension.

The results indicate that the Names Known groupeveble to form a more
precise understanding of the passage content thanNemes Unknown group.
However, the ability to comprehend main ideas waaffected; both treatment groups
successfully grasped the gist of the story. Noisdieally significant differences on
multiple choice or open-ended comprehension questicere found. For open-ended
guestions, there was a trend in the expected thredtut it is hard to interpret given
the small sample size.

The PNT revealed that it is unrealistic to expe8i learners to determine
what unfamiliar proper names refer to from contéxt. average, after 2—3 attempts at
listening participants in the Names Unknown growgrevable to extract only 42%
of the information about the referents of unfamifpoper names encountered in the

experimental text.

6.7 Discussion

It has been firmly established in the literaturat tiexical knowledge is a crucial factor
affecting both reading and listening comprehengi8tahl and Fairbanks, 1986;
Taglieber, Johnson and Yarbrough, 1988; Kelly, 1¥xnk, 2000; Burns, Dean and
Foley, 2004). This study confirms that, similarty common vocabulary, unfamiliar
proper names influence the ESL learners’ abilitymoerstand connected speech. On
the one hand, Experiment 2 may be subject to thme sibjection as Experiment 1: in
real life listening, it is rare for all encounterpdoper names to be unknown to the
listener therefore their overall impact on comprefien could be smaller. On the
other hand, the effect might not have fully martigdstself in the present experiment
due to (i) the shortcomings of the methodology; éndhe fact that comprehension
was tested under much more favourable conditioas it real life.

Firstly, pretaught proper names cannot be equatgdknown. Although the
preteaching was thorough, this one-off interventonld not have substituted for a
gradual learning process whereby a new expressoanbes solidly engrained in the
learner’'s mental lexicon. In a meta-analysis ok&flies, Stahl and Fairbanks found a
strong correlation between the time allocated #®w wocabulary instruction and the
subsequent effect of this pretaught vocabulary eading comprehension. They

caution that ‘words need to be learned thoroughlprder to contribute to passage
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comprehension’ (1986: 101). In the present studystnparticipants assigned to the
Names Known treatment did really well during preteag. However, they still made

mistakes in proper names usage in their retelld {anhe PNT), which indicates that
their recently acquired knowledge of the new propemes was still rather unstable.

Secondly, the between-participants design requaesareful match of
treatment groups with regards to English proficierage, gender, length of stay in an
English speaking environment and other variablese Do time and privacy
constraints it was not feasible to achieve a perfeich. Based on all the accessible
information, the researcher assumed that the tesdtrgroups were comparable,
however several contaminating factors could noav@ded: (i) the participants came
from different classes so the effects of previauruction were not controlled; (ii)
the students took part in the experiment at diffetenes throughout their course but
their VLT test was taken back at the beginninghef programme; and (iii) even if a
vocabulary test is accepted as an indicator of gienglish proficiency (which, in
itself, is rather problematic), general proficiersgores did not necessarily reflect the
participants’ listening ability. A prospective regtion study in the future should
better control for proficiency, and possibly inctudh general test of listening
comprehension within the experimental procedurehsd it can serve as a more
reliable point of reference for between-groups cangons.

Thirdly, the participants came from various L1 kgrounds, which precluded
the use of L1 in the recall task. It would be daslie (i) to determine whether the
findings can be replicated using L1 recalls; amdrérun the experiment with other
kinds of listening input altering the text genredahe fraction of unfamiliar proper
names.

What could also have masked the effect of unfamiiames in the present
experiment, is the fact that comprehension wasdesinder the most favourable
conditions: (i) the participants had 2-3 attemgtdistening; (ii) the text was very
short; (iii) the text was narrative rather than @sipory; (iv) apart from proper names,
the text did not contain any low-frequency vocabyland (v) the test of proper
names related comprehension came last in the segudBerne showed that
‘additional exposure to the listening passage im@solistening comprehension
performance significantly, irrespective of predising treat[e]ment’ (1995: 316).
Considering the participants’ fairly high Englisihoficiency, this gives grounds to

claim that if the effect of unfamiliar proper nanws comprehension is present even
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under such supportive conditions it can only bergger in real life listening. An
interesting follow-up would be to have a proper eramelated measure first (prior to
other tasks) and determine if this changes thedfitiee effect.

Proper names cover only a small percentage ofengext so their impact on
L2 listening comprehension is necessarily smahantthat of common expressions.
Therefore it came as no surprise that the effeerged only on some measures and
not on others. Overall, the results of the presexjgeriment parallel the earlier
findings concerning common vocabulary.

Wixson investigated the effect of preteaching camnwords of central and
non-central importance within a text on L1 readommprehension. She found that
‘preteaching unfamiliar vocabulary can have a direxffect on students’
understanding of specific ideas within a text’ (89827), i.e. when the central words
were pretaught the children in her experiment ustded more ideas related to the
central words and vice versa. When pretaught theceatral words, the children
understood more ideas related to the non-centratisvolhe effect reported in the
present study is similarly local, i.e. ‘concentgtaround the idea units associated
with the pretaught (or not pretaught) proper names.

Wixson (1986) and Stahl and Fairbanks (1986) destnated that word-
specific measures designed to evaluate understarafirparts of the text directly
related to the instructed vocabulary are more sgasand produce larger effects than
general comprehension measures that do not intbb/g@retaught words. Likewise,
the proper names related comprehension measutesirstudy yielded a significant
difference between the treatment groups. As folggreeral comprehension measures,
they can be ranked from the hardest (L2 recallpugh medium (open-ended
guestions) to the easiest (multiple choice ques}ioA notable difference was only
observed on the more conservative (recall and epeled questions) measures.

Kameenui, Carnine and Freschi ébthat preteaching unfamiliar common
vocabulary enhanced comprehension but only as meghby inferential questions. In
their study, the effect did not show on literal giens (1982: 379). This finding was
not replicated for proper names in the present raxaat: no effect was observed
regardless of question type (open-ended, multipl@ce indirect or multiple choice
direct). Several explanations can be suggestedhfsrdifference in results. Firstly,
neither open-ended nor multiple choice questionsthis study required the

knowledge of proper names to be answered corrsotithe Names Unknown group

124



was able to successfully compensate for the lacuolfi knowledge. Secondly, due to
the factual nature of the text, the inferential gjimns were rather contrived, which
made the difference between direct and indirecttiplal choice questions not as
tangible. Thirdly, it may be the case that theelgng input was a little too easy for
the participants’ proficiency level. Assuming thaferential questions are more
difficult than the literal ones, it can be arguédttour results actually conform to a
pattern similar to Kameenui, Carnine and Frescimanely that the effect of (be it
common or proper) unfamiliar expressions on comgmselon emerges only on the
more conservative measures.

This experiment demonstrated that at least atintegmediate to advanced
level of proficiency, the effect of unfamiliar prep names on L2 listening
comprehension is local, i.e. concerns only theitgbtio understand details, in
particular idea units directly associated with m@mopnames themselves.
Comprehension of main ideas is unaffected. Howeagrratings of perceived task
difficulty show, unknown proper names make theehstg input seem more
confusing to L2 listeners, which has clear impimas$ for ESL teaching and testing.
In an ESL classroom, if the aim is listening fostgiproper names should not be a
concern and, in fact, it would be beneficial tolimie practice with texts containing
unfamiliar names, in order for the learners to dmvethe skill of coping with
challenging input despite the presence of unknaements. On the other hand, if the
aim is detailed, close to 100% understanding, thrper names will be a burden,
especially if there are many; they should eithekbewn or at least pretaught. In a
testing situation, it is best to avoid unfamiliaoper names because they may cause
unwarranted additional anxiety and reflect negégioa the learners’ performance.
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Chapter VII. Experiment 3: replication study

with larger sample

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter | will present Experiment 3, whistas designed as a replication of
Experiment 2. Firstly, | will discuss the motivatidor replicating the previous

experiment. Secondly, | will explain what modificats and additions to the

experimental procedure were made and the ratiopatend these changes. Next,
participants, data gathering, and findings willdescribed. Finally, | will compare the
results of the two experiments and discuss howniae findings can help refine

answers to the research questions posed in thear&xperiment.

7.2 Motivation for replicating Experiment 2
Research questions posed in Experiment 2 remadngeskime in Experiment 3:

1. Does the presence of unfamiliar proper names infleeESL learners’
comprehension of a spoken text, and if so, how?

2. While listening to connected speech, how well af®l Hearners able to
determine what proper names refer to, and how muofdrmation about
proper names’ referents can listeners get fromestnt

While the data obtained in Experiment 2 allowed toeanswer both research
guestions satisfactorily, a few drawbacks were chatethe experiment design, which
could undermine the validity of the conclusions gmempted the need for a

replication study.

7.2.1 Drawbacks in Experiment 2
Three related sets of weaknesses were identifiegtienoriginal experiment design,
namely problems with some of the measures, pitfalkhe ordering of experimental

tasks, and sampling issues.
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In the between-participants designs, it is impurt® ensure that treatment
groups are comparable, and that performance ondépendent variable is not
contaminated by extraneous factors. In Experimetie treatment groups might not
have been equal in terms of the participants’ ristg ability. Listening proficiency
was not measured but replacgdst factumby a constructed overall English
proficiency measure, which in itself could hardly tonsidered reliable. Therefore,
the listening proficiency variable, extraneous e design, could not be properly
controlled. One of the comprehension measures,réeall, also proved problematic
because recalls had to be carried out in Englisippssed to the participants’ L1 (see
6.2.2.1 above).

With as many as four measuresimed at the same construct (listening
comprehension), some ordering issues arose. Fon@&aalthough care was taken to
write open-ended questions that would ‘give awayfitlle of the experimental text as
possible, it turned out that in a few cases answetihose questions did influence
participants’ subsequent recalls. However, withthé structural support of open-
ended questions prior to the recall, some partitgpavere unable to produce more
than 2—-3 sentences.

Lastly, a sample of below 30 participants in emeatment precluded the use
of parametric statistical tests, and the sample $ar open-ended questions in
particular was too small. Also, since the experitmsessions were held outside
regular class time (some as late as at 5pm), itpr@sably the case that only the most
motivated students among all those who were appemhaecided to take part. The
fact that the sample was ‘tied’ to a certain peofif learner makes the findings less
generalizable.

7.2.2 Procedure modifications in Experiment 3
Taking the weak points of Experiment 2 into accoimprovements were made to the
Experiment 3 procedure.

The free recall measure was left out, which elated the ordering issues and
made more time available for including a qualisténing proficiency measure. The
researcher opted to use the International Englesiigluage Testing System (IELTS)
practice listening module to gauge participantsmpeehension ability (IELTS

" Free recall, open-ended questions, multiple chgimsstions and true-false-don’t know statements.
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Specimen Materials April 1995). It was written bgofessional test-developers and
trialled on thousands of people making it moreatdk than a ‘home-made’ test the
researcher could create alone. The IELTS listemogule contained 40 items based
on 8 spoken texts of various genres and levelsfb€udty, and took 30 minutes to
complete. An additional advantage to using the IElfiaterials was that it made the
experiment more attractive to the institutions wehparticipants could be recruited
(since many ESL students in New Zealand would soonkater be required to sit the
IELTS exam), which ultimately allowed to increadee tnumber of participants.
Current IELTS specimen materials are generallylabbs to the public for purchase.
The specimen test of 1995 was chosen over the 20@3 to make sure that
participants did not have any prior exposure tovésion of the test to be used in the
experiment.

The measure of proper names related comprehefisimfalse-don’t know)
was moved from the end of the task sequence tobéugnning. This somewhat
improved the ecological validity of the experimexst it removed the need to repeat
listening to the experimental text a third timeqa@ing this measure.

According to Shohamy and Inbar, comprehension toures can roughly be
divided into global, local and trivial (1991: 29)\hile global and local questions are
valuable in assessing listening comprehensioniatrjjuestions cause confusion and
‘should not be asked on LC [listening compreheristests’ (ibid. 36). One of the
multiple choice questionsn the present study clearly matched Shohamy abdrls
definition of ‘trivial’, therefore in was excludad Experiment 3.

The PNT was replaced with a shorter pen and pasér which included: (i)
the self-report section where participants hachtbcate on a 7-point scale how well
they understood what the proper names in the axpetal text referred to; and (ii)
the slightly modified ‘tick all options that applguestions from the original PNT (ten
in total, each corresponding to the ten proper saméhe text). Questions of this type
proved to be the best discriminators in the PNExperiment 2 so they were retained
in Experiment 3 with the number of correct optioamseased from 18 to 20. The main
motivation for the substitute was to allow recrugtimore participants. The pen and
paper test could be administered anywhere as o@ptusehe original PNT that

required a classroom with multimedia resources. fgioper names preteaching was

" The guy was years old.
@22 ()19 (c)25
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also slightly modified so that it could be doneheiit the PowerPoint presentation

(the researcher manually showed the pictures tpdhigcipants).

7.3 Data gathering
Apart from modifications discussed above, Experim&n was carried out in

practically the same manner as Experiment 2 (s ébove).

Experiment 2 procedure Experiment 3 procedure
Preteaching (Names Known Preteaching (Names Known
group) or tea and informal chat | group) or tea and informal chat
(Names Unknown group) (Names Unknown group)

Listen Listen

Listen 2 Listen 2

Open-ended questions True-false-don’'t know statésnen
Plan— retell Open-ended questions

Multiple choice questions Multiple choice questions

Listen 3 Pen and paper proper names test
True-false-don’t know statements  Difficulty ratings

PNT IELTS listening module

Difficulty ratings

7.3.1 Experiment sessions

Ten 1.5-hour long experiment sessions were caroied within the participants’
regular class time in their usual classrooms (GatoPO07-January 2008). The
experiment was still advertised as entirely volantehowever all students who
attended their English class on the day of theizeshose to take part. The teachers
were never present at the experiment. It was htpedistening proficiency levels in
the two treatment groups would be comparable sipamly one class at a time was
invited to participate; and (ii) students were r@amtly assigned to the Names Known

or the Names Unknown treatment.

7.3.2 Participants

One hundred and ten students took part in the ewpat, 55 in the Names Known
treatment group and 55 in the Names Unknown grobpy came from ten different
classes: (1)—(5) Victoria University EPR 15, 13, 14, 13, and 15 participants
respectively; (5) Victoria University PreEPP — Qtjmpants; (6) VicLink ELTO —

" English Proficiency Programme
English Language Training for Officials
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10 participants; (7) The Campbell Institute CLA - participants; (8) GEOS
Wellington Language Centre — 5 participants; adM@ssey University EAP — 9
participants. Participants were aged from 17 tyekfs old, with a mean age of 26.4.
Most students were in their early twenties with 7¢2. below 30. Prior to the
experiment, participants spent 1 to 520 weeks ifEaglish speaking environment.
The mean was not an appropriate measure of ceaetrdency in this case because
there was a small number of people who had alréeely in New Zealand for several
years. The median was 28 &6 months); 76.4% of participants arrived in New
Zealand less than 32 weeks 8 months) before the experiment. Exactly half, 55
participants were male and 55 female. 26.4% of esitsd reported knowing a
language/s in addition to English and their L1. Ttye first languages were
represented in the sample (see table 7.1).

Table 7.1. Experiment 3. Participants’ first langes (as indicated in the personal

background questionnaire).

First language Number of
participants
Chinese 28
Arabic 18
Viethamese 12
Japanese 11
Korean 10
German, Thai 4 each
Spanish, Indonesian, Khmer 3 each
Lao, Italian, French, Burmese 2 each
Dari, Hindi, Mongolian, Portuguese, Russian, Turkis1 each

7.4 Results
7.4.1 Proper names related statements (TFDN)
Mean scores on the measure of proper names ralatedrehension, true-false-don’t
know format, are presented in table 7.2. For imtliai participant scores see
Appendix Q.

A larger sample allowed the use of parametricstdst comparing the
treatment groups. The Names Known group performgdifgantly better (equal

variances independent samptdsst, 2-tailed, p<0.00):

™ English for Academic Purposes
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95% Confidence Interva)
Mean Std. Error of the Difference
t df Difference | Difference | Lower Upper
7.823| 108 3.036 .388 2.267 3.806

Table 7.2. Experiment 3. Mean scores on true-fdtsgt know statements (out of 14)
by treatment group.

Std.
Group N | Median | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Deviation
Names Known 55 9 4 13 8.95 1.995
Names Unknown| 55 6 2 11 5.91 2.075

Participants in the Names Unknown treatment cootdunderstand idea units related
to the proper names as well as the participantsaiNames Known group.

The strength of association test showed that 36%he variability in
participants’ scores in this sample was accourtedby group, i.e. familiarity or lack

of familiarity with proper namest=0.3616).

7.4.2 Open-ended questions (OE)

7.4.2.1 Quantitative comparison

Mean scores on the measure of general comprehensiont answer format, are
presented in table 7.3. For individual participseares see Appendix R.

Table 7.3. Experiment 3. Mean scores on open-endeatprehension questions (out
of 33) by treatment group.

Std.
Group N | Median | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Deviation
Names Known 55 13 1 30 13.84 7.241
Names Unknown| 55 8 0 26 8.64 5.310

Participants performed considerably better in tleenis Known condition compared
to the Names Unknown condition. A highly signifitadifference between the
treatment groups was found (independent sampleguah&ariances-test, 2-tailed,
p<0.00):

95% Confidence Interva)

Mean Std. Error of the Difference

t df Difference| Difference Lower Upper
4.295 99.051 5.2 1.211 2.797 7.603
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The strength of association test showed that 16%hefvariance in participants’
scores in this sample was accounted for by groapfamiliarity or lack of familiarity

with proper names{=0.1569).

7.4.2.2 Qualitative comparison

While by this stage it is clear that unfamiliar peo names do affect listening
comprehension, the question of how, i.e. in what thair influence is manifested has
been addressed only partially. A qualitative analysf participants’ responses to
open-ended questions was conducted in order toopihpvhere exactly the

differences between the treatment groups lie iranesyto the participants’ mental
reconstructions of the story content as a reflactbthe underlying comprehension
process.

The first matter worth exploring was whether apen-ended questions
contributed equally to the difference in the papants’ scores. Table 7.4 shows
percentages of correct responses to each of thepédi-ended questions (out of the
maximum score possible for each question).

Table 7.4. Experiment 3. Percentages of corregioreses to each of the open-ended

guestions by treatment group.

Question Names Known Names Difference
Unknown between groups

Q1 70% 27% 44%

Q2 53% 29% 24%

Q3 76% 76% 0%

Q4 55% 35% 20%

Q5 15% 8% 6%

Q6 15% 13% 2%

Q7 16% 15% 1%

Q8 42% 27% 15%

Q9 28% 16% 12%

Q10 25% 19% 6%

Q11 67% 22% 44%

Average 42% 26% 16%

all questions

As can be seen from the table, some questionsilsotad to the observed difference
in scores considerably more than others. For quesdi there was no difference
between the treatment groups at all; for questisrsand question 10 the difference
appeared negligible. Table 7.5 shows which remgimjoestions differed the most

between the treatment groups. Note that the mgpjaift questions where the
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difference in responses between the groups was larg the ‘who’ questions
(question 8 can be considered a ‘who’ questiomtexent since the expected answer
was ‘Rati’'s body’). Thus, what proved the most idiift for the participants in the
Names Unknown condition, was establishing a framkvior the story, i.e. ‘who is
who’ and what connections different characterswitl each other.

Table 7.5. Open-ended questions where the differbsbiween percentages of correct

responses between the treatment groups was ttestarg

Question Difference in percentage
of correct responses
between the groups

Q1: Who were the main characters in the story? 44%

Q11: Who told the police about the killer's motive[?44%

Q2: How did the main characters know each other? % 24

Q4: Who was arrested and why? 20%
Q8: What did the police find at the student flat? 5%l
Q9: Who lived in this flat? 12%

Next, it was decided to qualitatively analyse tineorrect responses to
questions listed in table 7.5 in order to find ditwhether there were any discernible
patterns (i.e. similar incorrect answers given &yesal participants); (i) whether any
such patterns differed between the Names KnowntlamdNames Unknown groups;
and (iii) whether any of the incorrect responsepaiterns of responses in the Names
Unknown group could be attributed to the lack afgar names knowledge.

7.4.2.2.1 Question 1

There were no incorrect responses among the NamewrdKparticipants, i.e. all their
zero scores for this question corresponded to ‘nswar supplied’. Out of six
incorrect responses in the Names Unknown group, flmumed a clear pattern and
could be attributed to the presence of unfamilrappr names.

QuestionWho were the main characters in the story?

Participant| Response

OKZ ‘Mr Mclain’

YKA ‘Murder[er] (Mclane), victim (Jessie), victim’s niodr’

BIR 19 years old student — murder[er]; 22 years oldmiavictim’
ROD ‘The guy accused by police as murder[er] and thaddguy’

Evidently, these participants confused the two nharacters, Rati Maclean (19
years old girl = victim) and Jase Tanner (22 yeddsguy = alleged murderer). The

fourth participant mistakenly inferred that bottachcters were men.
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7.4.2.2.2 Question 11

All incorrect responses were remarkably similar.pAgently, participants did not
catch that it was the mother of the victim who Wised information about the
possible motive of the murder to the police (whweeis mentioned in the story only
briefly), and instead made the wrong but plausibference that it was the victim’'s
friend/s. Here are some examples.

Question\Who told the police about the killer's motive?

Participant| Response

WEI ‘The friend of the girl’
KNS ‘Girl’s three friends’
JJC, SNE | ‘Her flatmate’

BPH ‘A friend of victim’

This pattern can definitely be ascribed to the gmes of unfamiliar names since the
majority of even the lowest proficiency participamt the Names Known condition
had no difficulty answering this question. Only twocorrect responses were
produced by the Names Known group and thirteermeyNames Unknown group.

7.4.2.2.3 Question 2

On the whole, the Names Known group gave four wexdrresponses while the
Names Unknown group gave eleven. Most incorreqiaieses, three in the Names
Known and seven in the Names Unknown condition,eapgd to have the same
origin. Probably, participants could not gather twvas the nature of the relationship
between the two main characters but having heaudiésits’ and ‘flat’ inferred that
the murderer and the victim were flatting together.

QuestionHow did the main characters know each other?

Participant | Response
CRD, THI | ‘They are flatmates’

JJC ‘They live together’
OKZ ‘They are neighbour each other’
ELL ‘Same flat’

This pattern may or may not be ascribed to thegmes of unfamiliar proper names.
On the one hand, it is possible that the long afdtleat came straight after the girl’s
name in the passage was what trapped the listandrenade them miss the crucial bit
of information, namely that it was the girl whodi in the flat, not both the girl and

the alleged murderer. On the other hand, it co@dHat participants got confused
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because the text said the girl was sharing theililh three other students’ and the
murderer was a student as well. The fact that ap@sticipants in the Names Known

treatment made the same mistake does not allowrdisg either of the alternatives.

7.4.2.2.4 Question 4

Out of ten incorrect responses produced by the Nadrknown group, eight had
much in common. The three incorrect responses pextilby the Names Known
group were idiosyncratic and did not conform to pla¢tern. While the correct answer
was ‘Jase Tanner, because he was suspected aigkilis girlfriend’ some
participants inferred either that the girlfriendrdedf or one of Jase Tanner’s friends
was arrested.

Question\Who was arrested and why?

Participant | Response

DAL ‘One of the four classmates, he was a boy for
guestioning’

RAT, NAC | ‘The girl was arrested’

AYE ‘Rati was arrested by the police because two stisden
had been murder[ed] and he was a friend with them’

DMR ‘Rita Mclain’

The majority of wrong inferences in this questi@esed to have the same basis as
those in question 1 (see above), namely the faitoreestablish who the main
characters were and what roles they played inioelab each other. As in question 1,
this pattern of responses can definitely be attethito the presence of unfamiliar

proper names.

7.4.2.2.5 Questions 8 and 9
In question 8, no patterns were identifiable. Twoorrect responses came from the
Names Known group and five from the Names Unknovaug. The expected answer
was ‘Rati's body / the girl's body / the body ogthictim’.

Question\What did the police find at the student flat?

Names Known Names Unknown

TOU | ‘The map’ MHY | ‘Police find out what frightened people’

MDP | ‘Suspect thing | KNS | ‘The man’s motive’
(something KEA | ‘Police realize that three boys are sharing thd’fla
related ITA ‘A thing which used by killing’
to murder)’ CIS | ‘Some evidences that they had met in the flat’
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Two wrong answers (KEA and CIS) can be attributedhie lack of proper names
knowledge, which again evidently reflects the ggpants’ confusion as to who the
characters were and how they interacted with etdwoér.o

As for question 9, it generated the greatest nuroberong answers, fourteen
in the Names Unknown group and eleven in the Naimesvn group. The majority
of incorrect guesses in the Names Unknown groupe(im total) appeared to have a
common source. Participants inferred by mistake ithaas the man (i.e. the alleged
murderer) who lived in the flat where the body iasd.

Question\Who lived in the student flat?

Participant | Response

SHE ‘The boyfriend’

KEA ‘Three boys’

LKS ‘Jasse Tanner and his three flatmates’
MHY ‘Jason’

This pattern is again evidently related to the fob of identifying the main
characters in the story and can be accounted fondolack of familiarity with proper
names. The fact that most incorrect inferencefiégnNames Known group were of a
different nature supports this conclusion: heretigipants mistakenly speculated
either that Rati (the victim) and Jase (the munddne=d together or that Rati lived in
the flat with her mother.

7.4.3 Multiple choice questions (MC)

Mean scores on the second measure of general coemsien, multiple choice
format, are presented in Table 7.6.

Table 7.6. Experiment 3. Mean scores on multipleicgh questions (out of 15) by

treatment group.

Std.
Group N | Median | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Deviation
Names Known 55 10 4 15| 10.05 2.606
Names Unknown| 55 10 3 14 9.56 2.379

As can be seen from the table, the performancheoNiames Known group was very
similar to that of the Names Unknown group. Noist&ally significant difference
between the means of the two groups was found [egar@ances independent
sampled-test, p=0.3). It shows that both groups succdystuiderstood the majority
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of idea units in the experimental text regardle$swbether proper names were

familiar or unfamiliar.

7.4.4 |ELTS listening module

Comparison of the mean listening proficiency scdresveen the treatment groups
showed that the Names Known group’s listening bvlias slightly higher than that
of the Names Unknown group (table 7.7).

Table 7.7. Experiment 3. Mean IELTS listening meadwgicores (out of 40) by

treatment group.

Std.
Group N | Median | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Deviation
Names Known 55 23 14 37, 23.22 5.792
Names Unknown| 55 21 4 34, 20.65 7.176

The difference appeared to be marginally signific@gual variances independent
sampled-test, 2-tailed, p=0.042). Thus, the treatment gsocould not be considered
entirely equal in terms of listening ability andsthvas taken into account in further
analysis. Overall, participants’ listening proficey varied widely, from extremely

low (scores 4 to 10) to quite advanced (scoresaB6Y.

7.4.5 ANCOVA results (TFDN+OE+MC)

In order to determine whether the presence of uiitanproper names has an effect
on listening comprehension over and above that wifigeency, an overall
comprehension score was calculated for each gaatitiby summing up their scores
on all comprehension measures (true-false-don’'twkrgtatements, open-ended
guestions and multiple choice questions, table. A&gr that ANCOVA was used to
isolate the effect of unfamiliar proper names omprehension from proficiency
effects (table 7.9).

Table 7.8. Experiment 3. Mean overall comprehensares (out of 62) by treatment

group.

Std.
Group N | Median | Minimum | Maximum Mean Deviation
Names Knowr] 55 32 9 57 32.8364| 10.07521
Names 55 24 7 45 241091 7.71884
Unknown
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Table 7.9. ANCOVA: dependent variable — overall poemension scores
(OE+MC+TFDN), independent variable — treatment grouovariate — listening

proficiency (IELTS listening module scores).

Type I Partial

Sum of Mean Eta
Source Squares df Square F Sig. | Squared
Corrected Model 4777.656 2| 2388.828 42.489 .000 443
Intercept 1202.872 1| 1202.872 21.395 .000 167
IELTS 2683.110 1| 2683.110 47.723 .000 .308
Group 1211.814 1| 1211.814 21.554| .000 .168
Error 6015.762 107 56.222
Total 99970.000 110

Corrected Total 10793.418 109
a R Squared = .443 (Adjusted R Squared = .432)

After the listening proficiency variable is conted, the effect of treatment group on
overall comprehension scores is still highly sig@iht (p<0.00). Around 17% of
remaining variance in the scores can be attribtagdeatment group, i.e. to whether

the proper names in the text were familiar or unfiam

7.4.6 Mini proper names test

7.4.6.1 Proper names self report

This was a new task introduced in Experiment 3 (aséd in Experiment 2).

Participants indicated on a 7-point scale how wedly understood what the proper
names in the experimental text referred to. Forheat the ten proper names
encountered in the story participants had to anskeiquestion ‘Do you know what

this name refers to?’; the rating of ‘1’ correspeddo ‘I don’t know’ and the rating of

‘7’ to ‘I know’. This was done as a whole classiaty. The researcher pronounced
each name twice and gave the participants 20-3fhdedo make their choice.

First, all ten ratings were summed and the oveadihgs per participant were
calculated. Results are presented in figure 7.1fe Wames Known group rated
almost all proper names as ‘known’ (ratings of @¢casionally ‘6’, and in very rare
cases ‘5’) hence the vast majority of overall rgsirare close to 70 (7 x 10 proper
names). The Names Unknown group gave various safiiogn ‘1’ to ‘7’ depending
on which proper name it was and how well they caughluring listening. This

pattern was exactly what the researcher expecteg she Names Known group had
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learnt all the names prior to listening while thanies Unknown group had to deal
with them on the spot and guess from context.
Figure 7.11. Experiment 3. The distribution of mapants’ overall proper name

ratings (out of 70) by treatment group.
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Note: 1 = Names Known group, 2 = Names Unknown jgrou
Next, the mean ratings of separate proper names amalysed. Results are

presented in figure 7.12.
Figure 7.12. Experiment 3. Mean ratings (out ofo¥)particular proper names by

treatment group.

B Nangatuo

B Milton University
[[] Jase Tanner

M Milton [city]

] rati Maclean
B Taiton Valley
[ Argyle Street
] bowley

[ Rean

B Loottingrey

Mean

Names Known Names Unknown
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In addition to the obvious fact that the ratingsnirthe Names Unknown group are
generally lower, it appears that the first haltlé proper namesvas rated as ‘better
known’ by both treatment groups compared to themsedalf . In order to explain
this pattern, both the form of the names and tt&dative importance in the content of
the story need to be taken into accoulase Tannerand Rati Macleanwere the
names of the main characters; the former was regdhtee times and the latter, five
times in the textMilton Universitywas also a salient name since the murder case
involved students, and this was mentioned severedst throughout the texiMilton
[city] was probably reported as ‘known’ because of itenghtic resemblance to
Milton University There is no apparent reason Wigngatuoreceived higher ratings,
however two possibilities can be suggested. It mighve happened because
Nangatuowas the very first proper name the listeners entayad (both in the story
and in the test). Alternatively, maybe its distinet Maori sound made it more
memorable.

In any case, all the names that received low gatifthe second half) were
unimportant in relation to the content of the tagta whole.

A connection also emerged between the form ofpitoger names and the
ratings they received from the Names Unknown gr&gph in the first half and in the
second half, the tallest bars correspond to theesawmith transparent classifiers
(Milton University and Argyle Street This lends some support to the claim that
proper names containing a descriptive element ¢dagggorizes the referent are less
likely to cause comprehension difficulties for Eflarners. If we accept this claim,
then one may wonder whVaiton Valleywas given low ratings despite having a
transparent classifier. There is, however, a sinapié plausible explanation for this
apparent discrepancy. It has long been establish&idsecond language learners’
performance is affected by the frequency of vocafyuitems they encounter (Laufer
and Nation, 1995; Waring and Takaki, 2008{reetanduniversityare among the first
thousand of the most frequent words of English evhilley is much lower in

frequency (Heatley, Nation and Coxhead, 2002).

" The first half = the first 5 proper names: NangaMilton University, Jase Tanner, Milton [city]ne
Rati Maclean.

” The second half = the last 5 proper names: Talalley, Argyle Street, Dowley, Rean and
Loottingrey.

140



7.4.6.2 ‘Tick all options that apply’ questions

Similarly to the PNT, three separate scores wepmrded for each participant:
PNgood (the number of ticked correct options), RNi§ghe number of ticked
incorrect options), and PNmissed (the number ofetdscorrect options, PNmissed =
20 — PNgood). The mean PNgood scores are presantse 7.13.

Table 7.13. Experiment 3. Mean PNgood scoresdb0) by treatment group.

Std.
Group N | Median | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Deviation
Names Known 55 15 6 20/ 13.84 3.799
Names Unknown| 55 9 3 16 8.96 3.350

The PNgood scores appeared normally distributedt-Tést was used to compare the
performance of the Names Known and the Names Unkngmup. The Names
Known group performed much better and ticked sigaiftly more correct options
than the Names Unknown group (equal variances gmtignt samplestest, 2-tailed,
p<0.00).

95% Confidence Interval df
Mean Std. Error the Difference
t df | Difference| Difference Lower Upper
7.134 | 108 4.873 .683 3.519 6.227

The mean PNbad scores are presented in table 7.14.

Table 7.14. Experiment 3. Mean PNbad scores (od0pby treatment group.

Std.
Group N | Median | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Deviation
Names Known 55 2 0 12 291 2.222
Names Unknown| 55 7 1 22 8.05 4.474

The distribution of PNbad scores appeared to deviedm normal. The Mann
Whitney U test was used to compare the performahd¢be Names Known and the
Names Unknown group. The Names Known group perfdrmach better and ticked
significantly less incorrect options than the Nddr&known group (Mann Whitney U,
p<0.00).

Ranks
Group N | Mean Rank| Sum of Ranks
Names Known 55 34.13 1877
Names Unknown| 55 76.87 4228
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Participants in the Names Unknown treatment wéie # extract 44.8% of
information about the unfamiliar proper names’ refies from context. Participants in
the Names Known treatment managed to utilize 69d%nformation about the
referents of the proper names pretaught to theor poi listening. The results from
‘tick all options that apply’ questions are summad in figure 7.15.

Figure 7.15. Experiment 3. ‘Tick all options thatpdy’ questions. Summary of
variables: ticked correct options (PNgood), tickedorrect options (PNbad) and

missed correct options (PNmissed). Comparisoneattitnent groups.

group .pNgDDd
I Prbad

Names Known Names Unknown i
] Phmissed

7.4.7 Difficulty ratings

Averages per participant for all types of ratingsrev calculated first. Results are
presented in table 7.16.

Table 7.16. Experiment 3. Average per participdfiticdlty ratings of experimental

tasks (on a scale of 7) by treatment group.

Rating type Names Names Difference
Known, Unknown, between
Group (N=55)| Group (N=55) | the groups

1. Perceived amount of 411 3.24 0.87

comprehension (D@npren

2. True-false-don’t know 3.73 3.18 0.55

3. Open-ended questions 3.53 2.82 0.71

4. Multiple choice questions 4.75 3.76 0.99

5. Mini proper names test 491 3.00 1.91
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As can be seen from the table, all experiment&ktagere rated as easier to do by the
Names Known group and as harder to do by the N&am&aown group. The largest
difference in perceived task difficulty between the treatment groups was observed
for the mini proper names test and, surprisinglyltiple choice questions, closely
followed by the perceived amount of comprehens{@ontrary to expectations, the
difference was less pronounced for the open-endesbtipns and true-false-don’t
know (i.e. proper names related statements).

Next, all five types of ratings supplied by eachtjgipant were summed. The
resulting overall individual ratings (Q§,) were considered continuous data. The
mean overall individual ratings are shown in tahle7.

Table 7.17. Experiment 3. Mean overall difficulgtings (maximum 35) by treatment
group.

Std.
Group N | Median | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Deviation
Names Known 55 20 10 31 21.0182 5.36619
Names Unknown| 55 15 5 29| 16.0000 5.22104

The mean overall ratings were compared betweeN#mes Known and the Names
Unknown conditions. A highly significant differendetween the treatment groups
was found (independent samples equal variantest, 2-tailed, p<0.00).

95% Confidence Interval
Mean Std. Error of the Difference
t df | Difference| Difference Lower Upper

4971 108 5.01818  1.00955 3.01708 7.01928

As in the previous experiment, the BRyenrating, which reflected perceived
success in comprehension, was examined separ&e¢tall that the higher ratings
corresponded to the higher fraction of the expemtaetext that the participants
subjectively judged as ‘understood’. Frequencieparticular responses, from ‘1’ to
‘7’, were tabulated across treatment groups.

Group * DRomprenCrosstabulation

GI’OUp DRcompreh
‘T ‘2’ ‘3 ‘4 ‘5’ ‘6’ 7
Names Known Coun 0 7 8 20 12 8 0

% within groug .0% 12.7%| 14.5%| 36.4%| 21.8% 14.5% .0%
Names Unknown

Count 2 15 13 20 4 0 1
% within grougd 3.6%  27.3% 23.6% 36.4%| 7.3% .0%| 1.8%
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72.7% of responses in the Names Known group weérer‘Aigher compared to only
46% in the Names Unknown group. 31% of responséiseirNames Unknown group
were ‘2’ or lower compared to only 12.7% in the NemKnown group. For the
Names Known group, there were more responses tewhedhigher end of the scale
(i.e. participants reported understanding more h&f $tory) while for the Names
Unknown group, the majority of responses lay at ltheer end of the scale (i.e.
participants reported understanding less of thigystdhe chi-square test showed that
there was a highly significant association betwdke frequency of particular

DRcomprenresponses and treatment group (Fisher's exactastied, p=0.001).

7.5 Summary of Experiment 3 findings

In this experiment, the presence of unfamiliar propames was found to affect
listening comprehension of a short news text by iotermediate to advanced ESL
learners. The Names Known treatment group perforsiguificantly better than the
Names Unknown treatment group on two out of thimamrehension measures, true-
false-don’t know (i.e. proper names related statés)eand open-ended questions. No
difference was observed on the multiple choice tpres.

Although the treatment groups were not quite edqoaterms of listening
proficiency at the time of testing, the effect ohfamiliar proper names on
comprehension was highly significant even after theficiency variable was
controlled. 17% of variance in the overall comprehen scores (TFDN + OE + MC)
was still accounted for by the familiary or lack familiarity with proper names
encountered in the experimental text.

The conclusion that the presence of unfamiliarppronames can hinder
comprehension was also supported by the qualitatinadysis of incorrect responses
to open-ended questions and participants’ diffictditings of experimental tasks. The
gualitative findings suggest that the unfamiliames make it harder for ESL listeners
to establish the framework of the story, i.e. tentify the main characters and the
roles they played in relation to each other. Astlfer difficulty ratings, participants in
the Names Known group rated all comprehension taskeasier to do, and their
perceived amount of comprehension ratings in paeravere higher than those in the

Names Unknown group. On the other hand, the Nanmsidwn group rated all
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comprehension tasks as harder to do and self-expoa lower amount of
comprehension.

The results of the mini proper names test indicdatg while listening to
connected speech, ESL learners (Names Unknown preepe able to derive over
40% of information about the referents of unfamil@moper names from context,

however they were not able to identify all the refgs successfully.

7.6 Discussion

Let us compare the findings of the present expearirfiExperiment 3) to those of the
previous experiment (Experiment 2) and review th&agers to the research questions
in light of the combined evidence.

The measure of proper names related comprehef(tsimfalse-don’t know)
yielded similar results in both experiments. Idegtaiassociated with proper names
were found to be readily accessible to the listemerthe Names Known group, but
not to the listeners in the Names Unknown grouphighly significant difference
between the treatments was observed. The effecematier in Experiment 3 (36%)
compared to Experiment 2 (45%). This difference lmarexplained by considering (a)
the sample sizes and (b) interference from othemsomes. Firstly, there is usually
more variability in smaller samples, and the numddeparticipants in Experiment 2
was over 2 times lower than in Experiment 3. Selyond Experiment 2 the true-
false-don’t know task came last in the sequenceaedsein Experiment 3 it was done
first thing after listening. In Experiment 2, byethime the true-false-don’t know task
was administered, the participants’ ‘picture’ (irgerpretation) of the text had already
been entirely finished and ‘frozen’ after all theegeding comprehension tasks.
Therefore some true-false-don’t know statementshirfiggve come as an unexpected
surprise and ‘shook the picture’, i.e. made thaigpants question their established
understanding of the story. In Experiment 3, nccpding measures interfered with
the task, and ‘picture creating’ was still in pregs. For this reason, | consider the
figure obtained in Experiment 3 to be more reliable

The first general comprehension measure, opendegdestions, showed that
the presence of unfamiliar proper names affectoniyt names-related idea units but
the quality of comprehension on the whole. In Expent 2, although the Names
Known group’s scores were higher, the differencevben the treatments narrowly

missed statistical significance. In Experimenths tifference between the treatment
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groups was highly significant. The pattern of resulvas the same in both
experiments. The fact that the difference was Ipssnounced in the earlier
experiment is most probably due to the smaller samsige. The qualitative analysis
of the wrong answers allowed pinpointing where #yacomprehension was
disrupted and in some instances the disruptiondcbelaccounted for by the presence
of unfamiliar proper names.

The second general comprehension measure, multptece questions,
produced exactly the same results in both expetsnéio effect of proper names on
the participants’ performance was found. This fmdis not surprising. On the one
hand, multiple choice questions were purposefuligten in such a way that they did
not require any knowledge of the proper names tansgvered correctly. On the other
hand, it can be that for this particular sampl@aticipants this type of question was
not sensitive enough. Overall, the students’ Ehglisoficiency was high, 76.4% of
them achieved an IELTS score of 18 or higher, wthke multiple choice format is
generally considered the easiest among variougeestypes (Shohamy, 1984).

The mini proper names test demonstrated thatwdth&SL listeners can pick
some information about the referents of unfamipasper names from context, the
amount of information they are able to derive isldalow the amount accessible to
the listeners who are familiar with the names. Whil was not expected that the
results of the computerized PNT in Experiment 2 trepen and paper mini test in
Experiment 3 would be directly comparable, theyéar out surprisingly close.

Table 7.18. Percentage of information about propame referents that the

participants were able to access. Comparison oékixent 2 and Experiment 3.

PNT (Experiment 2) Mini test (Experiment 3
Names Known 71.75% 69.2%
Names Unknown 41.83% 44.8%

The PNT should probably be considered more relialsiee it included a variety of
guestion types, allowed the participants to workhatr own pace and to listen to the
sound of the tested proper names as many time&esgswished. The mini test
included only one type of question (‘tick all opt®that apply’) and did not allow
much thinking time (was done as a group activitypwever, it appears that the
testing method did not greatly affect the outcomlesonclude that on average,
intermediate to advanced ESL listeners are abpactoabout 40% of the information

about the referents of unfamiliar proper names foomext.
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Difficulty ratings of the experimental tasks relesh that the presence of
unfamiliar proper names definitely makes the teedns more confusing to the ESL
listeners. Both in Experiment 2 and in Experiment garticipants rated all
experimental tasks as easier to do when proper s1:&aee familiar and as harder to
do when the names were unfamiliar. The only difieee concerned the true-false-
don’t know task, which in Experiment 3 received é&watings from both treatment
groups compared to Experiment 2. Most likely, thiagain a reflection of the change
in the order of the tasks in Experiment 3 (see apoimportantly, the DRmpren
(perceived amount of comprehension) ratings werg sinilar in both experiments.
Participants self-reported understanding more eftéixt when the proper names were
familiar and less of the text when the names wafamniliar.

ANCOVA allowed the researcher to determine theatfiof familiarity with
proper names on comprehension over and above thiegoarticipants’ listening
proficiency. After the listening proficiency variagbwas controlled, 17% of variance
in the overall comprehension scores was still laitable to treatment group, i.e. to
familiarity or lack of familiarity with proper nanse While ANCOVA was not
applicable to Experiment 2, and the overall comension scores could not be
calculated the same way they were calculated ifatlest experimentthe researcher
summed up the multiple choice and the true-falsgtdmow scores from Experiment
2 and ran an ANOVA on the resulting figures justtfte sake of a rough comparison
of the two experiments. The means of these ‘tr@ttaiverall comprehension scores
from Experiment 2 (out of 30: 16 multiple choiceegtions + 14 true-false-don’t
know statements) are presented in table 7.19.

Table 7.19. Experiment 2. Mean overall comprehensewmres (out of 30: 16 MC +
14 TFDN) by treatment group.

Std.
Group N | Median | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Deviation
Names Known 25 20 13 27| 20.44 3.831
Names Unknown| 25 17 8 24| 16.60 4.481

A significant effect of treatment group on overatbmprehension was obtained
(F=10.606, p=0.002), and the strength of associatest showed that 18% of
variability in the scores could be attributed te tflamiliarity or lack of familiarity

with proper namesnf=0.181). One should bear in mind the weaknessethén

" This was not possible since the first 10 partiotpalid not do the open-ended questions.
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Experiment 2 design and the fact that the two data are not strictly comparable,
nevertheless similar figures across different sasipallow us to have more
confidence in the Experiment 3 findings.

Let us sum up the answers to the research qusstibriamiliar proper names
do impact on the intermediate to advanced ESL &afrcomprehension of a short
spoken news text as measured by open-ended questi@h proper names related
statements (true-false-don’t know). Chiefly, it ke comprehension of details,
particularly the idea units closely associated witle unfamiliar proper names
themselves that is affected. Additionally, wheng@onames are unknown, it appears
to make it harder for the listeners to identify tti@racters of the story and the roles
the characters play in relation to each other. giesence of unfamiliar names has not
compromised the ESL listeners’ ability to underdtamain ideas as shown by the free
oral recall and multiple choice questions resuliste, however, that the text in the
present experiments was very short, factual, addndi contain any low frequency
vocabulary apart from proper names. The outcomaddmarobably be different for
an unsimplified, longer expository text, which isatter to explore in a future study.

While listening to connected speech, ESL learaegsable to determine what
some unfamiliar proper names refer to. However, ffam all proper names are
successfully matched with their referents. Theigbtb establish what unfamiliar
proper names refer to seems to depend on the iammartof a particular name to the
content of the passage as a whole as well as ofortimeof the name, specifically on
whether it contains a transparent classifier. Garaye, intermediate to advanced ESL
listeners can derive 40% of the information abaufamiliar proper names’ referents

from context.
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Chapter VIII. Conclusions

8.1 Thesis overview

Let us revisit the chief theoretical points and eroal findings presented and
discussed above. As was established in Chaptirelle is no strict criterial definition

of proper names universally accepted in the culrearature; they are an immensely
diverse category of expressions including over adned pragmatic and around
fifteen structural subcategories.

Proper names were analyzed in light of the prgetiheory rather than the
classical member/non-member dichotomy. | consiéesqgnal, deity and pet names to
be the core representatives of the category ‘propemne’ since they are capable of
fulfilling both the vocative and the referentiahfttions, are the most frequent and the
most anthropocentric. Names of places and entepase still close to the core but
are not as frequent, cannot be used as vocatimdsoféen consist of several words.
They are pragmatically predictable and well insiioialized, however a lot of them
retain descriptive meanings and perform a non-cbaratic classifying function.
Proper names of events and artefacts are thepeatsttypical representatives of the
category since they are often multiword, descrgtppragmatically unpredictable, and
sometimes not fully institutionalized. Unlike items other subcategories, they
regularly appear partitive and can be used in geng¢terances, which is an extremely
unusual function for proper names.

The degree of prototypicality may vary among prapg@mes even within the
same subcategory. In Chapter Ill, essential pragsedf a prototypical proper name
regardless of what subcategory it belongs to wéseudsed. Such properties have
been identified in semantics, grammar, and pragsatemantically, prototypical
names are referring expressions; have no sensngionh); are definite, specific and
non-partitive. Grammatically, the core names cdnsis a single noun without
modifiers; are not predicative and cannot be proifoin anaphora; lack article
contrast, number contrast, and restrictive modifice Pragmatically, prototypical

proper names are bestowed on objects in an offacitabf naming or registration that

149



can be validly performed only by authorized indiats who observe all the
necessary formalities.

| suggested that proper names can be definedeobasis of their functional
properties. In my view, a proper name is a wordnstitutionalized word group
whose primary function in communication is refegrito a particular fixed entity and
differentiating it from others. Functionally, prop@ames stand close to deictic
pronouns and definite descriptions.

In Chapter IV, a preliminary evaluation of wheth&e unfamiliar proper
names may affect listening comprehension in ESlknieg contexts was made.
Equating proper names with known vocabulary itepygeared reasonable for reading
material, however processing names in connectegcbpgas shown to be much more
demanding. ESL listeners have to possess spedific and a large amount of
linguistic and encyclopaedic knowledge in ordercpe with unfamiliar proper
names in spoken texts.

First, learners must be able to recognize the mititer proper name as a
proper name in the flow of speech, which is noeany task given that there are no
phonetic features that distinguish unknown namesmfrunknown common
expressions. Next, learners need to successfulgrmdae from context what kind of
object the proper name refers to, which is mandgdalreading but is considerably
more difficult in listening since the latter is iatory and does not give the recipient
of the text much thinking time. In cases where propames are used figuratively,
listeners have to retrieve the corresponding Llmfoas well as the relevant
extralinguistic information about the referent thlaé metaphor is based on. Thus,
three levels of knowledge were postulated that di@llow an ESL learner to cope
with proper names in spoken texts: (level 1) redogn— (level 2) categorizatior»
(level 3) referent properties. A hypothesis wa® alsggested that if a proper name
form provides a clue as to what cognitive catedbeyreferent belongs to (either via a
transparent classifier or explicitation) it will bless likely to adversely affect
comprehension than a form that does not.

In the first experiment, the recognition level wasipirically tested. The
findings indicate that ESL learners of intermeditatadvanced proficiency are able to
recognize an unfamiliar proper name in a shorehstg passage approximately six
times out of ten. The recognition rate was measureter two conditions, simplified

(text) and complicated (text). It was evidently der for ESL listeners to recognize
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proper names in complicated texts containing unfamtommon vocabulary than in

simplified texts. Participants made significantlyor® non-random errors in the

complicated condition. However, percentages of esgftlly identified proper names

did not differ significantly between the two condits. On the one hand, the ability to
recognize proper names appears to depend on tletuse of a specific text as well as
on the position and shape of the particular pro@enes therein. On the other hand,
since the same texts were used in the simplifiedl @mplicated sets, the contrast
between the treatments themselves might not hame &e striking as was hoped for.
Anyhow, on average around 40% of the proper namesrissed regardless of the
common vocabulary load, which means that in rdal listening ESL learners do

mistake unknown common expressions for proper nameice versa.

The second experiment demonstrated that the presanunfamiliar proper
names hinders the intermediate to advanced profigieearners’ comprehension of a
short news text as measured by immediate freelraadl the ability to evaluate
proper names related statements. The effect coedecomprehension of details,
particularly those details that were associatech vgtocessing the proper names
themselves. Comprehension was tested under twoitmorgl Names Known (all
proper names pretaught in advance) and Names Unkn@iN proper names
unfamiliar prior to listening). The Names Known gposcored significantly higher on
the measure of proper names related comprehensioe-félse-don’t know) and
produced more details, fewer incorrect inferenaes, overall more correct idea units
in oral recalls compared to the Names Unknown grd&goticipants in the Names
Known treatment successfully used proper nameshair trecalls and rated all
experimental comprehension tasks as easy to dihelilNames Unknown treatment
the percentage of correctly recalled idea units kwa®r and thus comprehension of
the text less precise. Participants hardly eved yz®per names in their recalls,
perceived all experimental tasks as harder to dbosaif-reported a lower amount of
comprehension. Both treatment groups appearedvie successfully grasped the gist
of the story. No statistically significant differe on multiple choice questions was
found. The mean difference on open-ended questi@ameowly missed statistical
significance probably due to the small sample size.

The computerized proper names test showed thatl&8hers, at least at the
intermediate to advanced proficiency level, werke &b determine from context what

some unfamiliar proper names refer to, however therlees could not match all
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proper names with their referents successfully. avarage, after 2—3 attempts at
listening participants in the Names Unknown treativeere able to extract just over
40% of the information about the referents of unfeamproper names encountered in
the experimental text.

The last experiment was a replication of the pmesione using the improved
procedure and a larger sample. The findings wegeha similar. The Names Known
treatment group performed significantly better tlilhe@ Names Unknown group on
two out of three comprehension measures, namelygeproames related statements
(true-false-don’t know) and open-ended questionghofigh the treatment groups
were not considered entirely equal in terms ofghgicipants’ listening proficiency,
unfamiliar proper names had a marked effect onalveomprehension even after the
proficiency variable was controlled. Around 17% tble variance in scores was
attributed to the familiarity or lack of familiayitwith proper names. The qualitative
analysis of incorrect responses to open-ended iQuneshdicated that the presence of
unfamiliar proper names made it harder for ESlehsts to establish the framework
of the text, i.e. to identify the characters ane tbles they played in relation to each
other. Also the proper name self-report ratings/jpled some evidence in support of
the claim that proper names containing a descelement categorizing the referent
are less likely to cause comprehension difficulfies ESL listeners. The ability to
establish the referent appeared to depend not@niyne availability of a transparent
classifier but on the importance of a particulamean the content of the passage as a

whole as well as on familiarity with the classifitgelf.

8.2 Implications for ESL pedagogy

| believe | have succeeded in showing that propenes place high demands on the
ESL learners’ cognitive resources and that, asatarthe vocabulary threshold in
second language listening is concerned, proper si@argribute to raising it and thus
cannot be considered automatically known itemsaoutla learning burden.

However, the findings from all three experimentggast that the relationship
between unfamiliar proper names and listening cetmngmsion is bilateral. On the one
hand, proper names knowledge makes bottom-up @ioceseasier and aids
comprehension. On the other hand, as the learpeo§iciency increases and their
listening skills improve, both recognizing unfarailinames and establishing their

referents from context becomes easier. For exampl&xperiment 1 the proper
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names recognition rate in the advanced class wgisehithan in the intermediate
classes both for simplified and complicated teXtaus, better overall comprehension
also helps to deal with unfamiliar proper nameseaedficiently.

In conclusion, let me reiterate some implicatiefghe findings for TESOL
professionals. | will briefly discuss:

e whether it is worthwhile teaching proper names;

* how names can be approached while teaching ligieand speaking; and

* what role unfamiliar names play in language testing
| will also suggest a few simple classroom actgtthat can be set up to increase
name awareness among ESL learners.

As a rule, low frequency expressions do not warsgeinding classroom time
on their direct teaching: if learners are unlikelycome across the taught words again,
the returns from such an exercise will be minus¢biigtion, 2001). However, proper
names differ from ordinary low frequency vocabulany one important respect.
Chances are some of them will be encountered agtieast for the duration of the
students’ stay in a particular area (the locatibtheir English course). The majority
of proper names are ‘local’ (in the sense adoptegi4.2 above). When people move
from one place to another, unfamiliarity with theammes - which are common
knowledge for long-term residents - is often a @gtributor to culture shock. Even
native speakers of English who come to New Zeafem Britain or the USA may
initially feel like a ‘fish-out-of-water’, and theame certainly applies to ESL learners.
Gaining at least receptive knowledge of the comugrof proper names widely used
by the local community would boost the learnersifatence.

| am not advocating giving students lists of propemes to study and
memorize. However, it would be beneficial if thadber briefly commented on the
referents of the names encountered in class araleaged students to learn as much
as they can about the place where they studytd.distinguished people, historic and
modern buildings, music and other forms of art, o@mt companies, major
attractions, popular restaurants, shopping cergres)ts etc.

Teachers, resource and particularly test developeesl to bear in mind that
proper names increase the difficulty level of isibg materials, especially if the
percentage of names in the text is high (by higeln anything above 4-5%). ESL
listeners cannot be expected to guess what theereéeof unfamiliar proper names
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are from context. As Experiments 2 and 3 showedhénbest of circumstances their
guesses are successful only around 40% of the time.

Depending on the learners’ proficiency and the atiaristics of the text, in
some cases proper names can significantly decreaseprehension. Firstly,
according to Buck ‘texts with fewer things or pempb be distinguished tend to be
easier than texts with more things to be distingeds (2001: 150). As the qualitative
analysis of participants’ answers to open-endedstopres in Experiment 3 showed,
unfamiliar proper names do precisely that - addaefhings to be distinguished'.
Secondly, additional unknown elements may simplkenthe ESL listener panic:
participants in my experiments invariably judgeldcamprehension tasks as harder to
do when unfamiliar names were present.

| suggest that teachers need to be flexible wh#mgeup listening tasks and
use different techniques depending on what depthnderstanding the learners are
supposed to achieve. If the instructional goalisgehing for the main point, most
likely proper names will not affect the outcomestlod activity. It would be good to
give students plenty of practice on texts that aontinfamiliar names so that they can
develop strategies for dealing with input that islyopartially comprehensible.
However, if detailed and precise understandingeuired, then it is unrealistic to
expect ESL learners to be able to cope with unfamgroper names ‘on the spot’
without assistance and/or preparation; either tsessment has to be adjusted or
proper names can be pretaught.

Proper names should also be taken into accoum designing the language
support section for speaking tasks, in particuksks aimed at enhancing fluency. If
learners are to use recently encountered propeexm@amtheir speech, pronunciation
help will be necessary.

The presence of unfamiliar proper names definitagkes the spoken text
seem more confusing to ESL listeners. Therefore, t@sting situation, especially in
high stakes placement tests, the impact of unfangpiioper names must be estimated
thoroughly. Unless the context and the form of nlaenes absolutely guarantee easy
referent identification, it is recommended to av@ibper names where possible
because the knowledge of even the most famous neanes greatly from culture to

culture and from individual to individual.
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A pilot analysis of current ESL course books foulgsl and young adults
shows that as far as dealing with proper namesrnisarned, learners are largely left
to their own devices. Textbook developers priden$elves on the authenticity of the
language samples they employ, thus a large nunfl{erast likely unfamiliar) names
is found in reading and listening passages. Howawerexplanation on how to deal
with proper names is provided either in pre-listgnipronunciation or vocabulary
support sections.

A number of textbooks were reviewed at each oftéinget proficiency levels,
beginner, intermediate and advanced. In the mygjofitextbooks, guided ‘focus on
form’ (Doughty and Williams, 1998; Ellis, 1999) doaot cover proper names at all.
A few (mainly intermediate level) series briefly mi@n place names as part of
grammar work on the use/non-use of articles. Vew $poradic tasks were found that
explicitly draw learners’ attention to proper nameshile maintaining a
communicative focus.

Haines and Stewart (2000b: 46) incorporated a numbbrand names into a
listening passage about teenagers’ obsessionsfavitbus brands as a reflection of
the need for creating an identity. Comprehensios skafully facilitated via:

» a pre-listening task (discussing what brands stisddready know and like);
» visual aids (logos of various companies).

Baker et al. (2003: 240) devised a task to showlestts how to write an
effective title for a newspaper article. Althougbt rommunicativegoer se,this task
could be easily developed into a discussion of saaidocal newspapers as well as
journals, books and other publications.

In my view, the most appropriate approach to promemes in ESL or EFL
classrooms is language awareness work, i.e. (lpexpg what proper names are and
what objects normally have names; (ii) making leesraware of the fact that names
are peculiar semantically and require a differemdkof processing compared to
common vocabulary while listening; (iii) emphasgitheir position at the interface
between purely linguistic and encyclopaedic knog&diomains; (iv) encouraging
students to familiarize themselves with the prapemes frequently used in the area
where they live and study (in ESL contexts); and gessibly illustrating the most

common structural patterns of English proper names.
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Here are a few classroom activities through wiaialareness of proper names

can be promoted:
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Prepare a short passage where all proper namégarkup as ordinary words
(i.e. start with small letters instead of capitalayk students to read it and
underline all the words they don’t know. Get studeto read the passage a
second time and tick those underlined words whiudy tthink are proper
names. Check in pairs or as a whole class andstisgbat clues helped them
decide which words might be names.

The same can be done with a listening passagestGatnts to listen and jot
down the words that they feel they don’'t know. @etm to listen a second
time and tick the words they think are proper nanigiscuss what clues
helped them decide. Ask students if it was easieetognize the names in the
reading passage or in the listening passage.

Divide the class into teams and get each team ite wp a list of all the
objects they can think of that can have a name.ufea fun competition.
Teams take turns at writing one category from thisir on the board and
giving an example. The team which puts up the dastgory wins. After the
game, compare the list on the board with Zelinskgisnomy (2002) or with
a list of your own.

For homework, ask students to collect as many patseames as they can
(family, host family, flatmates/friends, other leatrs etc.). In class get them
to share the names in small groups. Their peers twadecide if the name is a
man’s name or a woman’s name. Is it always eassiltd

Give students a list of 15-20 proper names andtlasik to put each name
under one of the two headings: ‘Easy to tell whas'i (i.e. what the name
refers to) and ‘Hard to tell what it is’. Names lvitransparent classifiers
should end up under the first heading. Ask studénthey can see any
similarities/differences between the easy-to-tefiied the hard-to-tell's. Get
students to add their own examples under each ingadi

Encourage students to find out as much as thelbaut the area where they

live. Ask them to keep a log of proper names thmaype across out of class.



8.3 Limitations of the study and suggestions for fure research

‘If we knew what it was we were doing, it wouldbé called research,

would it?’ (quote attributed to Albert Einstein)
The present study has a number of limitations. #&safs the theoretical part goes,
there have been so many thinkers interested inepnagmes throughout the centuries
that — it should be admitted — it was impossiblediscuss every position. For
example, | have not included an analysis of arguspat forward by those scholars
who hold an alternative view that proper names ls@reses. | am also aware of two
more areas relevant for ESL learning contextshdtbeen raised in the literature but
not dealt with here, and that require further resea(i) the problem of proper name
translatability (Bhat, 1979: 102-106; Clankie, 208R; Coates, 2006: 373-378); and
(ii) the challenges proper names pose in lexicdyydMufwene, 1988; Mdller, 1996;
Nicolaisen, 1996; Napoli, 1997).

As for the empirical part, some critical remarkstbe data gathering method
can be anticipated. First, the participants’ attenin my experiments was overly
focused on proper names, which is not what hapenatural listening. Second, the
impact of unknown common vocabulary was controliedlich is again not the case in
a normally occurring comprehension process. Cdirigpl variables in an
experimental design inevitably detracts from theegalizability of findings, however
it can be argued that if the effect of unfamiliaoger names manifests itself even
under such supportive experimental conditions iulModefinitely be present in a
more strenuous real life listening situation.

Another limitation of the last two experimentstligt only a single text was
used. An important avenue for future research ms&ess the impact of proper names
on comprehension involving various types of listgninput. This can be done by
manipulating the text length, genre and structusewell as the percentage of
unfamiliar proper names and low-frequency commoaoabalary. For instance, the
burden of unfamiliar proper names could decrease longer text in which the core
set of names would be encountered many times.

There is a lot of room for improving comprehensiesting instruments, both
in the context of this research and in general. Tés format in the last two
experiments was mostly focused on the final procdscbpposed to the process of

comprehension. For advanced ESL learners, intagegjualitative data could be
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obtained with a more process-oriented methodolagh sas think-alouds (Pressley
and Afflerbach, 1995; Cohen, 1999).

The present study looked at proper names maialy fin adult ESL learner’s
point of view. There is also a need for classro@seldl research that would explore
another perspective, specifically: (i) what do tess currently do about proper
names, and (ii) what kind of communicative taskd &tus on form activities can
teachers devise in order to facilitate comprehensio light of the experimental
findings?

This study has demonstrated that unfamiliar propames hinder ESL
learners’ comprehension of a spoken text and rasabulary threshold in listening.
Better second language learning outcomes can bevach if the findings are
incorporated into successful ESL teaching methagpolo
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Appendix A

Experiment 1. Text topics, origin and speakers.

Topic Text Source Speaker, gender and
accent
Crime (2) Rachel's murder, WSC S1 (M, New Zealand)
Random Killer WSC S1 (M, New Zealand)
Business (2)| Sky expansion WSC S1 (M, New Zealand)
Pasific fisheries| WSC S3 (F, Australia)
Politics (4) | President runs WSC S1 (M, New Zealand
Deadly garland | WSC S7 (F, New Zealand)
Opinion poll Radio NZ news S8 (F, New Zealand) +
bulletin transcript S9 (F, Russia)
(5.09.2005)
Anti-Japanese | Radio NZ news S2 (F, New Zealand) +
protests bulletin transcript S9 (F, Russia)
(11.04.2005)
History (3) | Gulf victory WSC S1 (M, New Zealand)
parade
Vikings WSC S1 (M, New Zealand)
Spanish before | WSC S1 (M, New Zeland)
Cook
Medicine (3) | Flu vaccine Radio NZ news S8 (F, New Zealand) +
bulletin transcript S9 (F, Russia)
(14.03.2005)
Skin cancer ratesWSC S2 (F, New Zealand)
Underwater BNC S6 (F, United States)
births
Emergen- NZ tornado WSC S1 (M, New Zealand)
cies (3) Barge sinking WSC S1 (M, New Zealand)
Rock throwing Radio NZ news S8 (F, New Zealand) +
bulletin transcript S9 (F, Russia)
(22.08.2005)
Sport (3) New team WSC S1 (M, New Zealand)
S9 (F, Russia)
Tennis WSC S3 (F, Australia)
Rude test WSC S6 (F, United States)
Miscella- Importing dogs | WSC S7 (F, New Zealand)
neous (4) Invalid bet BNC S3 (F, Australia)
Christmas too | BNC S4 (M, Britain) + S5
early (M, New Zealand)
Across the BNC S4 (M, Britain) + S5
Channel (M, New Zealand)
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Appendix B

Experiment 1. Number of proper names and text kengt

Text Number Number Length, S Length, C
of PN of PN version version
types tokens

1.Rachel's murdef 10 17(S)/15(C) | 149 153

2.Random killer 10 13 146 149

3.Sky expansion | 11 20 153 152

4.Pasific fisheries| 10 19 148 156

5.President runs 10 17(S)/18(C¢) 154 153

6.Deadly garland| 10 15(S)/14(C) 148 154

7.0pinion poll 10 21 154 148

8.Anti-Japanese | 10 22 152 152

protests

9.Gulf victory 10 17 152 150

parade

10.Vikings 10 19(S)/18(C)| 153 155

11.Spanish before 10 19 150 151

Cook

12.Flu vaccine 10 16 149 153

13.Skin cancer | 10 13 153 152

rates

14.Underwater 10 10 151 152

births

15.NZ tornado 10 11 152 160

16.Barge sinking | 10 12 149 147

17.Rock throwing| 10 11 150 153

18.New team 10 14 157 155

19.Tennis 10 15 149 151

20.Rude test 10 20 150 151

21.lmporting dogs 10 16 153 148

22.Invalid bet 10 14 147 147

23.Christmas too | 10 13 155 155

early

24.Across the 10 13 151 160

Channel

" In 4 texts the number of proper name tokens ditfén the simplified and complicated versions due
to structural modifications that the originals hadlergone.
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Appendix C
Experiment 1 information sheet.
What is a proper name?
A proper name is a word or a group of words thégreeto a specific individual or
object. The main function of a proper name is &nidy a particular person or thing
and to distinguish it from others.
ExamplesPolly, China, Wellington, Victoria University, tili&lden Gate Bridge
Proper names can be simple (consist of one wordxamplex (multi-word).
Examples of simple proper namé&sodo, Salient, Mars, Matrix, Telecom
Examples of complex proper nameke Lord of the Rings, Dominion Post, New
World, Courtenay Place, New Zealand ldol

In principle, any object can have a proper hame.nBast commonly, we use proper
names to point to:

* Gods and goddesses, éAgnen-Ra, Allah, Jesus Christ

» Persons, e.dvr Bush, Helen Clark, Aristotle

* Pets and other animals, eBugs Bunny, Fluffy, King Kong

» Geographical locations (natural and constructed)ttee Pacific Ocean,
Australia, Kelburn Parade, Lake Geneva, Hong Kdphgrirua, Kennedy

Airport

* Organizations, e.duxton Hotel, BBC, the National Bank, Broyden Isilied,
Air New Zealand, Readings (Cinema), MacDonalds

» Special events, e.theWellington Film Festival, Christmas, World War I,
the Olympic Games

» Publications and works of art, eRomeo and Juliet, Daily Telegraph, Forrest
Gump, Mona Lisa, the Statue of Liberty

» Social groups, e. ¢ UW Tennis Club, Russians, Catholics, Aborigines, t
French, Labour (Party), All Blacksports team]

* Product brands, e.§anasonic, Milo, Cadbury, Levi’'s
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Appendix D
D [a]. Experiment 1 listening instructions.

You will hear a short news story 2 times: first éithe whole story, second time the

same story with pauses (3 clicks) after each seaten

Although you may not know all the words in the tetty to be attentive and to

understand as much as you can.

While listening to the whole story, pay attentioattb to the main ideas and the

details. Try to understand as much as you can éyeun miss something at times.

When listening to the story sentence by sentenessphe Insert button every time
you hear a proper name. It doesn’t matter if yoar lee name only once or 2-3 times.
Please press the Insert buteach timeyou think there is a proper name in the text.

D [b]. Sequence of text presentation.
Session 1 Session 2

| v

Sequence A: 1S2C—-»3S—4C...—12C || 135>14C—15S...235-24C
Sequence B: 253C—4S..—11S-1C || 14$»15C...23G»24S-13C
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Appendix E

Experiment 1 participants and their VLT test result

VLT VLT VLT

Class Name Gender Age L1 2000° 3000 5000
1 Amshi f 27 Japanese 23 22 19
1 Yuali f 31 Chinese 24 24 17
1 Mekuga f 25 Japanese 21 23 20
1 Linmea f 19 Samoan 22 19 15
1 Zhyunji f 21 Chinese 23 22 20
1 Palaipa f 18 Thai 24 23 20
2 Klinyan m 18 Dutch 30 28 26
2 Joa f 22 Korean 30 30 23
2 Sieko f 20 Mandarin 30 26 16
2 Souzi m 22 Mandarin 30 27 21
2 Kanisa m 24 Thai 29 25 24
2 Kanitka f 26 Thai 27 20 19
2 Rodem m 26 Spanish 29 26 21
2 Iryaka f 18 Indonesian 29 26 24
3 Gisu f 22 Mandarin 26 21 18
3 Sujong m 24 Korean 25 21 19
3 Yoncha f 22 Chinese 24 18 11
3 Nisna f 20 Japanese na~ nla n/a

" Proficiency levels were as follows: Class 1 — kigintermediate, Class 2 — advanced, Class 3 —rlowe
intermediate.

” Vocabulary Levels Test results at the 2000, 30@D%000 word level.

™ This participant did not attend the test.
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Appendix F

Experiment 1. Number of errors of different typgsparticipant.
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Appendix G
Experiment 2 listening passage.

The Nangatuo boyfriend of a nineteen-year-old Miltdniversity student has been
charged with her murder.

Jase Tanner, a twenty two year old student, wasgel in court with killing
Rati Maclean. Before his arrest Tanner told thecpahat he last saw Rati when she
saw him off on a train to Loottingrey in April. Heas arrested in Loottingrey after
hours of police questioning. He does not have fmeapin court personally until May.
The police have described the case as most unasdahre waiting till all the facts
become known.

Rati’'s body was found in the evening at her hom@igyle Street, Dowley,
Milton. Taiton Valley police looked under the floor Rati Maclean’s home which
she shared with three other students. Rati’'s md®&amn says Tanner had asked her

daughter to marry him but she told him that shentasady.
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Appendix H

Experiment 2 open-ended questions.
Please write your answetkearly in English. Try hard to answer all questions.

1. Who were the main characters in the story?

2. How did they know each other?

3. What happened to the girl?

4. Who was arrested and why?

5. He told the police that the last time they masw.

6. What will happen to him next?

7. What does the police think about this case?

8. What did the police find at the student flat?

9. Who lived in this flat?

10. What could be the murderer's motive (=the waas Kkill)?

11. Who told the police about this motive?
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Appendix |

Experiment 2 multiple choice questions.
Please circle the right answer like tf@ df you make a mistake please cross
the wrong answer out like thi@a and citbke right answer. If you are not
sure - please guess. Only one answer is correct!

1. The two students were

a — flatmates
b — boyfriend and girlfriend
c — murderers

2. The guy was years old.
a—22 b-19 c—25
3. was murdered.

a—Theguy b-Hermother ¢ - The girl

4, was charged with murder in court

a—The guy b-The flatmate c — The girl

5. The last time they saw each other was at

a—herhome b - his home c —dilevay station

6. The police spent hours

a — calming the students down
b — questioning the guy
¢ — searching the train

7. The police spoke to the guy and he

a —was arrested
b — didn’t describe all the facts
c — appeared in court

8. The body was found

a—inthe girl's flat b —in the guy’s flat ¢ —in the street

9. The qirl a flat with 3 other studés

a — was looking for b —lived in gust moved into
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10. The guy wanted to

a—get married b — appear in court saor share the flat

11. The girl was not ready to

a—study b - live with her mother get married

12. Before the murder, the guy and the girl

a — hated their home

b — didn’t want to meet

C — spent some time together

13. The police that the guy was theirderer.
a — knew b — suspected ¢ — didn’tewei

14. The police say this murder case is

a — unusual b —too sad c — endless

15. It looked as if the dead body was

a — hidden b — unchanged ¢ — mogsual

16. The girl's mother seems to think that the guy

a — was charged unfairly by mistake
b — was the real murderer
c —was upset to hear ‘no’



Appendix J
Experiment 2 proper names related statements f@atse-don’t know).

Nangatuo is part of Milton University.
Jase Tanner comes from the Nangatuo region.
DN Rati Maclean and her mother have travelleN@aoagatuo before.
Jase Tanner was arrested in Loottingrey.
Rati Maclean’s home was in Loottingrey.
Rati lived in Argyle Street, Milton.
Dowley is one of Rati’s three flatmates.

- n 4 7 -+

Argyle Street is in Dowley.

© © N o g s~ wDdhPE

T Rati’'s body was discovered by Taiton ValRglice.
10.DN Taiton Valley Police building is very closeRati’s flat.
11.7T Rean and Rati Maclean were relatives.

12.T Rean was interviewed by the police.

13.DN Rean often visited Rati’s flat in the eversng

14. F Jase Tanner and Rati Maclean were rektive

Participants’ answer sheet.

Please circle the right answer. If you make a rkesfdease cross the wrong

answer out like thi@f and then circle théatignswer. Only one answer is

correct!

T = True F = False DN = Don’t know
1. T F DN

2. T F DN
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Appendix K

Experiment 2. Difficulty ratings of the experimeltiasks, participants’ answer sheet.
Please circle ONE number .

1. How well do you think you understood the story?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| understood | understood | understood
nothing alh everything

2. How difficult was it for you to retell the stdty

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
extremely neither difficult very easy
difficult nor easy

3. How difficult was it for you to answer multiptdnoice questions?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
extremely neither difficult very easy
difficult nor easy

4. How difficult was it for you to answer True/FalBon’t Know questions?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
extremely neither difficult very easy
difficult nor easy

5. How difficult was it for you to do the computesst at the end?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
extremely neither difficult very easy
difficult nor easy
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Appendix L

Experiment 2. Participants’ scores on open-endedtopns (out of 33).

Names Known Names Unknown
Participant| OE score| Participant| OE score
ANV 18 FZH 11
CMN 11 XNL 5
MRC 14 WUT 20
SMT 13 YNJ 3
STB 21 KRS 23
LSG o4 RTM 16
TUM 9 THH
BSY 10 PLA
DVA 26 MLD 0
VRS g | MQD 7
VHM 59 | NHQ g
BAR 6 TKRF 12
EUM 14 GZM o
HUN 9 TVM 17
ALL 23 JOL 21
IEO 12 NAT 14
NRB 27 AGS 19
NSA 08 LCP 1
TWL 30 NBH 7
YKA 21
SAS 26
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Experiment 2. Participants’ scores on multiple ceajuestions (out of 16).

Appendix M

Names Known

Names Unknown

Participant| MC score| Participant MC score
YML 11| GZF 7
CNX 13| KTS 8
KKN 11| LOE 8
KJW 10| CRG 6
ANV 10| FZH 9
CMN 8| XNL 9
MRC 10| WUT 13
SMT 12| YNJ 12
STB 15| KRS 13
LSG 13| RTM 7
TUM 7| THH 9
BSY 11| PLA 11
DVA 13| MLD 5
VRS 9] MQD 11
VHM 15| NHQ 13
PKP 11 TKRF 10
MSM 7| GZM 14
BAR 5 TVM 14
EUM 13| JOL 13
HUN 6| NAT 15
ALL 10| AGS 13
IEO 9| LCP 7
NRB 14| NBH 10
NSA 13| YKA 13
TWL 13 | SAS 13
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Appendix N

Experiment 2. Participants’ scores on proper namglesed statements (true-false-

don’t-know, out of 14).

Names Known

Names Unknown

Participant| TFDN score| Participant TFDN score
YML 10| GZF 4
CNX 9| KTS 3
KKN 8| LOE 5
KJW 7| CRG 4
ANV 8| FZH 4
CMN 8| XNL 6
MRC 9| WUT 6
SMT 12| YNJ 9
STB 12| KRS 7
LSG 10| RTM 1
TUM 13| THH 8
BSY 10| PLA 9
DVA 13| MLD 6
VRS 7| MQD 8
VHM 10| NHQ 6
PKP 9| TKRF 6
MSM 7| GZM 10
BAR 11| TVM 10
EUM 11| JOL 2
HUN 7| NAT 5
ALL 10| AGS 6
IEO 9| LCP 7
NRB 10| NBH 4
NSA 11| YKA 8
TWL 11| SAS 8
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Appendix P

Experiment 2. Participants’ difficulty ratings ofperimental tasks.

Names Known Group.

Participant| DRcompen| Retell| MC | TFDN | PNT | Total
YML 4 3 4 5 7 23
CNX 4 4 4 4 4 20
KKN 4 5 2 4 4 19
KJW 4 4 3 3 4 18
ANV 5 3 6 3 5 22
CMN 4 4 5 3 5 21
MRC 5 4 5 6 6 26
SMT 5 4 7 6 7 29
STB 5 5 5 6 6 27
LSG 5 5 5 3 3 21
TUM 4 4 5 7 6 26
BSY 4 4 4 4 4 20
DVA 5 5 6 6 4 26
VRS 4 4 4 4 4 20
VHM 4 4 5 3 5 21
PKP 2 1 2 2 4 11
MSM 2 1 2 2 2 9
BAR 4 3 5 5 7 24
EUM 4 3 4 4 5 20
HUN 3 3 3 3 4 16
ALL 5 5 6 6 5 27
IEO 5 5 4 5 6 25
NRB 5 5 5 5 6 26
NSA 6 6 6 6 6 30
TWL 6 4 7 7 5 29

174



Names Unknown Group.

Participant| DRcompen| Retell| MC | TFDN | PNT | Total
GZF 2 1 2 1 3 9
KTS 2 1 3 1 1 8
LOE 3 3 3 2 1 12
CRG 2 3 2 2 1 10
FZH 3 2 3 3 3 14
XNL 2 2 3 1 3 11
WUT 5 5 6 2 6 24
YNJ 4 2 5 3 2 16
KRS 5 3 3 2 4 17
RTM 4 5 3 4 4 20
THH 3 2 3 2 3 13
PLA 3 4 5 4 6 22
MLD 2 2 4 4 4 16
MQD 5 5] 5 3 4] 22
NHQ 3 3 4 4 4 18
TKRF 2 2 5 5 3 17
GZM 4 3 3 3 2 15
TVM 4 4 5 5 5 23
JOL 4 5 6 1 2 18
NAT 4 4 4 3 3 18
AGS 5 4 6 3 3 21
LCP 3 3 4 4 4 18
NBH 3 2 4 3 3 15
YKA 4 3 6 2 3 18
SAS 3 4 2 2 3 14
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Appendix Q

Experiment 3. Participants’ scores on proper namlesed statements (true-false-
don’t know, out of 14).

Names Known Names Unknown

Participant| TFDN score| Participant TFDN score
NBT 9| SNE 5
MDP 7| CRD 9
PTH 4| VIC 4
TTH 9| AHD 2
HKK 8 | UNG 4
KAT 13 | PEG 5
PIL 10| JJC 7
DIG 11| CEO 7
MHT 8 | JDM 5
LZT 10 | AID 6
VCZ 4| LUM 7
NAR 10| WEI 8
SIvV 8| OKZ 4
DRA 6 | MHY 4
FAT 11| PAN 3
FAB 7| THI 8
CAN 10| BPH 2
ALB 10 | HOM 4
JOO 11| KNS 7
FYU 9| DMR 5
WYX 10 | GLY 11
XRU 9| JUN 7
CLP 8| WAG 7
NOR 10| AAS 5
KAW 9 | DAL 3
SAO 7| THE 7
AMY 9 | RUI 6
KHA 11 | LEV 2
MIY 10 | YKA 9
ITT 11 | UMI 9
ZED 12| NAC 9
LIW 9 | KOB 8
TOU 11| YJY 5
MAH 7 | PAS 4
OMA 5| ENG 7
DAY 8 | BIR 6
ESU 9| SHE 5
JOA 9| ARO 6
FIK 11 | LKS 8
GEL 8| NAF 4
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Names Known

Names Unknown

Participant| TFDN score| Participant] TFDN score
OVL 12 | KEA 5
NID 12 | ITA 9
LMT 9|CIS 8
YFA 7 | ROD 5
EMR 11| KWE 5
SUN 9| RAT 6
MAZ 8 | AYE 3
LIN 10 | HAL 7
EID 11| PCW 9
ELL 6| JIN 8
VIN 6 | VET 5
ADA 7 | MUJ 7
DNT 10| 1QB 5
BRM 11| FAN 4
JIT 8| HUO 5
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Appendix R.

Experiment 3. Participants’ scores on open-endedtopns (out of 33).

Names Known Names Unknown

Participant| OE score| Participant| OE score
NBT 4 | SNE 6
MDP 3| CRD 14
PTH 7| VIC 3
TTH 11| AHD 0
HKK 22 | UNG 14
KAT 28 | PEG 14
PIL 71JJC 8
DIG 5| CEO 10
MHT 13| JDM 26
LZT 23| AID 7
VCZ 1| LUM 9
NAR 9| WEI 17
S\ 22| OKZ 8
DRA 2| MHY 6
FAT 26 | PAN 6
FAB 25| THI 12
CAN 12| BPH 12
ALB 16 | HOM 11
JOO 7| KNS 8
Fyu 8| DMR 5
WYX 14 | GLY 9
XRU 7 | JUN 3
CLP 13| WAG 6
NOR 12| AAS 12
KAW 18 | DAL 7
SAO 15| THE 12
AMY 23 | RUI 6
KHA 26 | LEV 4
MIY 17 | YKA 8
ITT 18 | UMI 15
ZED 16| NAC 5
LIW 20 | KOB 1
TOU 11| YIY 12
MAH 10 | PAS 5
OMA 10 | ENG 6
DAY 20 | BIR 9
ESU 10| SHE 14
JOA 15| ARO 3
FIK 16 | LKS 16
GEL 19| NAF 5
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Names Known

Names Unknown

Participant| OE score| Participant| OE score
OVL 30| KEA 5
NID 29 | ITA 10
LMT 10 | CIS 25
YFA 17 | ROD 5
EMR 6| KWE 10
SUN 8| RAT 5
MAZ 17 | AYE 6
LIN 6 | HAL 8
EID 12| PCW 15
ELL 6| JIN 7
VIN 11 | VET 5
ADA 11 | MUJ 13
DNT 14| 1Q0B 2
BRM 17| FAN 0
JIT 6| HUO 5
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Appendix S

Experiment 2. Computerized proper names test (PEdect options and distractors
for questions 2 and 3.

Section 1. Participant hears: ‘Nangatuo’

2. In this text this expression refers to (tick agnany options as you think are
correct):

(c) geographical area

( ) boyfriend

( ) mountain in New Zealand

( ) North Island boundary

(c) region in New Zealand

( ) New Zealand students

3. In this text this expression refers to (choosene option only):
( ) student group

(c) geographical location

( ) political party

Section 2. Participant hears: ‘Milton University’

2. In this text this expression refers to (tick agnany options as you think are
correct):

( ) train timetable

( ) police department

( ) Victoria campus

( ) university in New Zealand

(c) university in Britain

( ) city of contrasts

3. In this text this expression refers to (choosene option only):
(c) university

( ) police

() court

Section 3. Participant hears: ‘Jase Tanner’

2. In this text this expression refers to (tick agnany options as you think are
correct):

( ) getting a tan

(c) person charged with murder

(c) university student

( ) young girl with her mother

( ) elderly woman

(c) young guy

3. In this text this expression refers to (choosene option only):
( ) place

(c) person

() train

" ‘C’ indicates correct options.
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Section 4. Participant hears: ‘Milton’

2. In this text this expression refers to (tick agnany options as you think are
correct):

() military ton

( ) part of the university

(c) city in Britain

( ) bridge over the Milton River

(c) city where the victim studied

( ) part of the police search

3. In this text this expression refers to (choosene option only):
( ) building

( ) person

(c) city

Section 5. Participant hears: ‘Rati Maclean’

2. In this text this expression refers to (tick agnany options as you think are
correct):

(c) 19-year-old girl

(c) girl who was killed

( ) 19-year-old guy

( ) 22-year-old girl

( ) 22-year-old guy

( ) girl's mother

3. In this text this expression refers to (choosene option only):
()dog

() floor

(c) person

Section 6. Participant hears: ‘Taitvialley’

2. In this text this expression refers to (tick agnany options as you think are
correct):

( ) 19-year-old girl

(c) geographical area in Britain

( ) valley where taitons live

() train station

(c) region where the girl was killed

( ) geographical area in New Zealand

3. In this text this expression refers to (choosene option only):
(c) region

( ) person

( ) holiday

Section 7. Participant hears: ‘Argyle Street’

2. In this text this expression refers to (tick agnany options as you think are
correct):

( ) police department

( ) floor argyle

(c) street where the victim lived

( ) street where the police didn’t go

() train depot
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( ) British newspaper

3. In this text this expression refers to (choosene option only):
(c) street

() war

( ) marriage

Section 8. Participant hears: ‘Dowley’

2. In this text this expression refers to (tick agnany options as you think are
correct):

(c) suburb in Milton

( ) suburb in Nangatuo

( ) boyfriend’s address

(c) suburb where the victim lived

( ) boyfriend’s home town

( ) dough

3. In this text this expression refers to (choosene option only):
( ) dough

() parent

(c) suburb

Section 9. Participant hears: ‘Rean’

2. In this text this expression refers to (tick agnany options as you think are
correct):

( ) marine animal

( ) the boyfriend’s friend

( ) the boyfriend’s lawyer

(c) the girl's mother

( ) the girl's death

( ) something green

3. In this text this expression refers to (choosene option only):
() student

( ) police

(c) mother

Section 10. Participant hears: ‘Loottingrey’

2. In this text this expression refers to (tick agnany options as you think are
correct):

(c) city in Britain

( ) city where the university was

() train station

( ) looting

(c) Jase Tanner was going there before his arrest

( ) suburb where Rati Maclean lived

3. In this text this expression refers to (choosene option only):
(c) city

() train

() loot
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Appendix T

Experiments 2 and 3. Cards used in preteaching.

Front of card

(proper names)

Reverse of card

(descriptions of referents)

Nangatuo

region in New Zealand

Milton University

university in Britain

Jase Tanner guy
Milton city in Britain
Rati Maclean girl

Taiton Valley

region in Britain

(where Milton is)

Argyle Street

street in Milton

Dowley suburb in Milton
Rean woman
Loottingrey town in Britain
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