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! In this paper, Korean ‘native speakers’ are refto as Korean L1 speakers, while Korean ‘heritage
background learners as Korean L2 speakers. Sggbfects for more details of these two groups.
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1. Introduction

This paper aims to examine the acceptabilitythaf use of some Korean lexical items in
contextualized sentences. There has been a eoallid quantity of error analysis studies in
KFL over the past few years. Most studies coveremar less the stages of identification,
description and explanation of errors, but evatmtof errors involving the addressee’s
comprehension or affective response (Ellis 1994 B68s largely been neglected. This is
probably because investigators were more interestad examination of errors from the point of
view of the learner—what type of error it is andywhwas made, etc., but not in the effect that
an error has on the addressee, i.e. the personjudbes. As practicing teachers, we need to pay
attention to errors the learner makes but at thmestime we need to encourage them to
communicate, hopefully with minimum interference ttwicommunication. = Pedagogical
implications of error thus include the ‘problemaafrrection’, specifically the problem of what to
correct. This also involves the assessment ofithgity of an error (Corder 1975).

Error gravity is determined by the seriousnefsarperror. It is assessed by different criteria
such as the comprehensibility of an incorrect fasmutterance and the degree of linguistic
deviance. In general, ‘judges’ or evaluators bhsed general criteria: intelligibility, acceptabyli
and irritation (Khalil 1985). Intelligibility cocerns comprehensibility and acceptability involves
the judgments of seriousness, while irritation @ns an addressee’s emotional response.

This study uses acceptability as a judging @atesimply because of convenience in the design
of test tool and data gathering. Previous stu(beg. Davies 1983) show that there are clear
differences in the judgment made by L1 and L2 speak Generally L2 speakers tend to
evaluate morphological and local errors more séyedtan L1 speakers, while they seem to
judge lexical and global errors less severely thhspeakers (Ellis 1994: 66).

The present study was motivated by contradictoews of two practicing teachers/linguists in
KFL on some lexical items produced in learners’ positions. Among the ‘competing’ lexical
items, | have selected six items (three in paisspaample on the basis of the ambiguity and
subtlety in their differences and investigated h&wean L1 and L2 speakers judge the use of the
items for each specific context, namely, 1) ‘meahpublic transport’ssuta‘use’ vsiyonghata
‘make (good) use of’; 2) ‘dreamfilyenhatadundergo a change’ ysakkwita‘change/be changed’;
and ‘boarding housebta ‘come’ vstolaota‘come back’.  Although initially motivated byeh
vast difference in evaluation by the Korean L1 tems—for example, Teacher A was arguing
that daycwung kyothongpublic transport’ ordaycwung kyothong swutameans of public
transport’ works well withssuta‘use’, while Teacher B was saying that such a matas
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nonsense and unacceptable—I| have further noticatd thiese paired items carry a potential
confusion that might produce a high frequency eand thus require semantic clarification,

contrastive analysis and pedagogical explanation.

2. Subjects

The subjects of the present study are two grddpsean L1 (25) and L2 (16) speakers residing
in Sydney. The Korean L1 speakers were born, gigand educated in Korea up to at least high
school and in some case tertiary studies. Th&irragged from 16-25 (18/72%), 26-35 (4/16%)
and to 36-45 (1/4%). They were involved in futhé study (undergraduate or postgraduate) or
work at the start of the investigation. Theisfiand main language was Korean.

Korean L2 speakers were born in Australia or éamAustralia at an early age and did all or
most of their schooling in the Australian educadiosystem. They all belonged to the age group
16-25, and their average length of Korean leareixgeriences through educational systems such
as ethnic schools and high school programs pritdrddnvestigation was approximately 3.5 years.
They were all studying Korean in background stre@m ‘heritage’) courses at a tertiary
institution. Their main language was English,utjio they were also speakers of Korean as their
‘home’ or ‘heritage’ language.

3. Procedure

A survey method was used to collect the dat& survey questionnaire consisted of six
sentences containing the lexical items in questionl, the subjects were asked to indicate how
acceptable they think each lexical item is in thietences, by choosing one of the responses given
in four-point scale (two positive and two negatiesponses). Instructions were given in Korean
in the L1 speakers’ questionnaire and in Englishth@ L2 speakers’ questionnaire, but both
groups were not given any explanation or trangtafar the sentences in question. The L1
survey was conducted on the street at a tertiattution and in the Korean community, while
the L2 survey was economically carried out durimg ¢lass.

Finally, based on the collected data, calcutetiovere made of the distribution and relative
percentage of acceptability. Percentages of thgoreses in the L1 and L2 questionnaires were

computed and compared.

4. Results
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The two groups shared the same distributiorepatbf percentages in all items except one in
overall positive and negative responses. Bukthee some differences between the two groups
in the evaluation of ‘extremely or a little awkwatexical items. L2 speakers seem to evaluate
the use of those items less severely than L1 speak®&elow, | will show how the L1 and L2
speakers evaluate the three pairs of lexical itemsore detail.

4.1 Taycwung kyothong swutan ‘means of public transport’

The subjects were first asked to judge how aetég the following two expressions about
‘means of public transport’ were:

(1a) Taycwung kyothong swutansgeyawayyo.
“You mustusemeans of public transport.’

(1b) Taycwung kyothong swutaniylonghayyawayyo.
‘You mustmake good use ofieans of public transport.’

The significant majority of L1 (76%) and L2 (886) speakers gave negative responses to the
match of taychwung kyothong swutameans of public transport’ argbuta’'use’, and only 24%
and 31.3%, respectively, judged it acceptable,hasve in Table 1 Instead, they clearly (96%
and 87.5%, respectively) indicated that the phraa&ches the verlyonghata‘make (good) use
of’ as observed in Table 2 When we compare the acceptability of the twaugs in relation to
the use obsuta‘use’ which received significant negative respapseis interesting to learn that

L2 speakers judged the usesshitaslightly less severely than L1 speakers.

Table 1: Match wittssuta'use’ (N'%)?

Response L1 spkrs Total L2spkis Total
Negative Extremely awkward 11 (44.0) 19 7(43.7) 11
A little awkward 8(32.0) | (76.0)| 4 (25.0) | (68.7)
Positive | Acceptable to some extent 5 (20.0) 6 5@3L3) 5
Totally acceptable 1 (4.0) | (24.0) | Nil (31.3)
Table 2: Match withyonghata'make good use of’ (%)
Response L1spkrs Total L2spkrs Total
Negative Extremely awkward 1(4.0) 1 1(6.3) 2
A little awkward Nil (4.0) | 1 (6.3) (12.5)
Positive | Acceptable to some extent5 (20.0) | 25 |5 (31.2) 14

2 Some of 0.05 percentage values were rounded ifiahkes.
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| | Totally acceptable | 19 (76.0) (96.p® (56.3) | (87.5)

4.2 Kkwum ‘dream’

The second pair of sentences that the subjeete wsked to evaluate were abaltvum

‘dream’. The subjects were given the followingtemces.

(2a) Nauy kkwumun cemcepyenhaycirkes kathayo.
‘| think that my dream has gradualipdergone a change

(2b) Nauy kkwumun cemcepakkwinkes kathayo.
‘| think that my dream has graduatthanged.

The majority of L1 (84%) and L2 (68.7%) speakassessed that the match betwddavum
‘dream’ andpyenhatdundergo a change’ was extremely or a little awidyas shown in Table 3
The absolute majority (92% and 87.5%, respectivefydhe two groups, instead, gave positive
judgments to the match betwekkwumand pakkwita‘change/be changed’ as in Table 4In
relation to the use opyenhatain the context, there were as many as 31.3% tdged it
acceptable among L2 speakers, so they evaluatedateh ofkkwumandpyenhatdess severely

than L1 speakers.

Table 3: Match witlpyenhatgdundergo a change’ (N/%)

Response L1spkrs Total L2spkfs Total
Negative Extremely awkward 9(36.0) 21 4(25.0) 11
A little awkward 12 (48.0) (84.0)| 7 (43.7) | (68.7)
Positive | Acceptable to some extent 4(16.0) 4 2 (12)5) 5
Totally acceptable Nil | (16.0)| 3(18.8) | (31.3)

Table 4: Match witlpakkwita‘change/be changed’ (N/%)

Response L1spkrs Total L2spkfs  Total
Negative Extremely awkward Nil 2 1(6.3) 2
A little awkward 2(8.0)| (8.0)| 1(6.3) | (12.5)
Positive | Acceptable to some extent 9 (36/0) 23 10 (62.5) 14
Totally acceptable 14 (56.0)(92.0)| 4 (25.0) | (87.5)

4.3 Haswukcip ‘boarding house’
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The subjects were then asked to evaluate the phir of lexical itemspta ‘come’ andtolaota
‘come back’, used in the context that refers td@arding house’ and a greeting by the lady

owner. The sentences in question were as follows:

(3a) Cenun haswukcipeycamacahaswukcip acwumenihantheyse insalul patayo.
‘As soon as tometo my boarding house, | am greeted by the ladysmwn

(3b) Cenun haswukcipaglaocamacahaswukcip acwumenihantheyse insalul patayo.
‘As soon as fteturnto my boarding house, | am greeted by the ladysmwn

Unlike in the other two paired sentences, L1 bBhdpeakers gave opposite opinions on the use
of ota ‘come’ in the context, as shown in Table Fhe considerable majority of L1 speakers
(64%) judged that the match betwdsswukcipboarding house’ andta was acceptable in that
particular context, while the slight majority of Ispeakers (56.2%) assessed it as inappropriate or
awkward. Both groups, however, largely agreedéouse ofolaota‘come back’ as acceptable,
as shown in Table.6Interestingly, the majority of L1 speakers juddbe use of botbta (64%)
andtolaota (64%) equally acceptable in the context, whiledgeakers gave a clearly positive
judgment (87.5%) to the use tflaota but two closely dividing negative (56.2%) and figsi

(43.8%) opinions for the use ofa

Table 5: Match witlota ‘comé (N/%)

Response L1 spkrs Total L2 spkrs Total
Negative Extremely awkward 4(16.0) 9 2(12.%5) 9

A little awkward 5(20.0)| (36.0)| 7 (43.8)| (56.2)
Positive | Acceptable to some extent 8 (32.0) 16 6 (37.5)7

Totally acceptable 8 (32.0) (64.0)| 1 (6.3) | (43.8)

Table 6: Match withiolaota ‘come back’ (N/%)

Response L1 spkrs Total L2spkfs Total
Negative Extremely awkward 2(8.0)] 9 Nil 2
A little awkward 7 (28.0)| (36.0)| 2 (12.5) | (12.5)
Positive | Acceptable to some extent 6 (24.0) 16 9 (56)2) 14
Totally acceptable 10 (40.0)(64.0)| 5(31.3) | (87.5)

The above statistical information can be summariigexdthis: 1) both the L1 and L2 Korean
speakers perceived thitychung kyothong swutdmeans of public transport’ should be used
with iyonghata‘make (good) use of' rather thassuta‘use’, with the L1 group being more
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decisive and strict in such a judgment; 2) the gnaups again agreed thdtwum‘dream’ works
with pakkwita‘change/be changed’ insteadmyfenhataundergo a change’, but the L2 group was
also lenient withpyenhataand 3) the L1 group judged thHaswukcipworks well with bothota
‘come’ andtolaota‘come back’, while the L2 group was not certaimeattthe match wittota but
perceived that it works much better withaota

Overall, the L1 speakers judged much more unifortinén the L2 speakers on the use of the
lexical items, and L2 speakers were less decigideraore lenient. This is due mainly to two
possible reasons. One is that L1 speakers gendralle more concrete knowledge about the
usage and referent range of an L1 lexical item thanspeakers. Quite often L2 speakers
misjudge the semantic boundary or struggle theraselo match the conceptual range of an L2
item with that of their L1. Another reason mightlate to L1 interference. L2 speakers’
judgment on the use of an L2 item could be madtherbasis of their knowledge of the use of its

equivalent in L1, thus overly or narrowly concepized.

5. Discussion and conclusion

The results have limitations but permit generailiwes. The limitations are mainly due to the
small number of lexical items chosen and the nadftismall number of subjects involved in the
survey. Nevertheless, the results indicate somguistic and pedagogical implications. The
statistical findings suggest that both L1 and L2algrs generally agree to the correct use of a
lexical item but disagree to a semantically andtextmally ambiguous use of an item. The L1
speakers accepted dual possibility depending orcahéext, while L2 speakers seem to be less
decisive. In general, the results show that l&agprs evaluate awkward or inappropriate lexical
items that received relatively higher negative oeses less severely than L1 speakers. In other
words, L1 speakers judged lexical errors to be nser@us than L2 speakers, and L2 speakers
were more lenient than L1 speakers.

Semantically, the findings reinforce the need tvjate L2 learners with adequate input about
the semantic restrictions of competing lexical gem In the match withaycwung kyothong
swutan ‘means of public transport’, the itessu.ta‘use’ is normally employed for general
purposes, and it not normally used for the meangublic transport such ds.cha ‘train’ and
pe.su'bus’. In relation to a vehicle, it is only apjpriate for a private vehicle as kay cha.lul
ssu.se.yo'Use my car!’. If its usage is overextended ¢der to public transport, therefore, it is
erroneous or extremely awkward. To refer to pubdirvices such as bus and traygng.ha.ta

‘make (good) use of’ is correct and proper (Se&. &t al. 2004). Alternativelytha.ta‘ride’ or
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tha.ko.ka.ta‘ride and go’ is more commonly used thagong.ha.ta especially in spoken
language.

Also, in relation tokkwum ‘dream’, the meaning opyen.ha.ta‘'undergo a change’ and
pa.kkwi.ta ‘change/be changed’ appears to be the same andiwbeverbs are often
interchangeable in everyday use, but they carferdifit semantic boundaries in tipgen.ha.tds
used to describe a certain state or shape, sutstas colour, one’s attitude or mind, becoming
different (implying a negative or unfavourable cha); while the lattepa.kkwi.tais used to
describe not just something which has changed, imgprtantly, something which has been
replaced or alternated with something else (day. and night, telephone number, semester
conventional thoughtand further something which has been improvebettered. Thus, when
someone says his/her dream has changed, he/siye mesdns that his/her dream has been
replaced with something else (i.e. something marigalsle), and even if the pair ‘dream-
pyen.ha.tamay be accepted by some Korean L1 speakers, iefipén a casual context, it is not
considered to be completely appropriate.

The match ohaswukcip'boarding house’ witlota ‘come’ andtolaota ‘come back’ requires
some contextual considerations beyond semantierdiftes. This is why L1 speakers in the
survey gave opinions that battadaandtolaotawere acceptable, depending on the context. The
intention of the speaker was to express hisfermrn from place A (i.e. school) to place B (i.e.
home) in the particular context, rather than gmhingto a place to which he/she has no intention
of returning. Without such a context it may sot@H’ with o.ca.ma.cdas soon as one comes’,
but an ‘act of return’ is appropriate in the comitekere the learner intends to express an act of
leaving his boarding house at a certain time, ristance, in the morning and coming back to the
place. In another aspect, it might be promggthe English expressiordme homethat is
normally used to mean ‘to come back home’ in pak&hglish-speaking contexts.

We noted that the judgment by the L1 and L2 speakérthe first two paired itemssuta
‘use’ vs iyonhata‘make (good) use of anpgyenhataundergo a change’ ysakkwita‘change/be
changed’ was less different than that of the tpadted itemsta ‘come’ vstolaota‘come back'.

It was probably because both L1 and L2 speakersrghiy agreed to the match of two lexical
items when they judged it taking into account temantic or definitional feature of the L2 items
but disagreed when they considered other factars as context as well. In the caset# and
tolaota for example, it seems that the L1 speakers weme pragmatic and context-conscious in
their judgments, while the L2 speakers were logisddl in that they showed more decisive
support for the concept o€ome backwhile giving more negative response to the concdpt
simply ‘come’than L1 speakers.
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Pedagogically, the concepts of ‘use’, ‘change’ atmine’ and their associated semantic
components, as well as their acceptable (or unsaole) match with each other require a clear
explanation in KFL instruction and materials. the case of the concept of ‘use’, for example,
English L1 speakers need to be aware that: 1) Thtehmwith ‘public transport’, which is

considered in this paper, has such acceptability as

*ssuta *Taychwung kyothongussuseyyo
‘Use public transport.’

?sayonghata ?Taychwung kyothongglayonghaseyyo
‘Use public transport.’

\iyonhata Taychwung kyothonguyonghaseyyo
‘Make good use of public transport.’

2) The match with ‘private vehicle’, however, hasne complex acceptability depending on the

speaker’s intention and the sentence constructioh as:

offer: Vssuta VNay chassuseyyo
‘Use my car.’
VsayonghataVNay chasayonghaseyyo
‘Use my car.’

7Ayonhata  ?Nay chayonghaseyyo
‘Make good use of my car.’
means: ssuta *Appa chalulssekulul towassta.
‘I helped him by using Dad'’s car.’
VsayonghataVAppa chalulsayonghayulul towassta.
‘I helped him by using Dad'’s car.’
\iyonhata VAppa chaluiyonghaykulul towassta.
‘I helped him by making good use of Dad’s car.’
reason:  \ssuta VEmmaka onul nay chalskuki ttaymwuney,.
‘Because Mom uses my car today...’
sayonghatayEmmaka onul nay chalsayonghakttaymwuney...
‘Because Mom uses my car today...’
Ayonhata  ?Emmaka onul nay chalybnghakittaymwuney...
‘Because Mom makes good use of my car today...’

3) Modes of public transport are better or moredently expressed with the vettata ‘ride’ or
thako kata'ride and go’ rather than the concept of ‘useréfer to one’s going somewhere and
this verb is also used for a private vehicle tealriven by someone else; and 4) there are various
other distinctive matches with each of the ‘usetbge-ssuta sayonghataand iyonghata—in
Korean (e.g.son ‘hand’ — ssuta ‘use hands'/take measuresjkki ‘musical instrument’ —

sayonghata chinkwu'‘friend’ — iyonghata‘take an advantage of friend").
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Similarly, KFL learners need to be aware @&f trious expressions of the concept of ‘change’,
their subtle differences and associated matcHasaddition topyenhataandpakkwuta there are

a number opyen(‘change’)-verbs such as:

pyenkyeng-hata(-toyta) plan, course, etc.

pyenmo-hata(-toyta) physical feature, e.g. shape
pyensim-hata one’s mind

pyenhyeng-hata(-toyta) form, biological feature, e.g. cell
pyenchen-hata(-toyta) times, generation, phases
pyenhwa-hata(-toyta) situation, condition, weather, season, etc.
pyenhwan-hata(-toyja vehicle gear, personal feelings
pyenhyek-hata. discovery, technique, society.

These verbs are often found to be extremdficdit for KFL learners to discern the subtle
difference and understand the usage. For that métig not easy for L1 speakers also to give an
immediate and clear-cut explanation for some of #mds. In the meantime, the verb
pakkwuta/pakkwitdas a distinctive semantic feature of broadly dagethe referent range of all
or most of thepyenverbs and beyond (i.@yenverbs plus the concept of ‘exchange’, ‘revise’,
‘substitute’ and even ‘buy ’). Essentially the'lypakkwutadenotes the concept of ‘change for a
good purpose/reason’ and that makes it distingdidhem pyenverbs, which denote all of
positive, negative and neutral changes. Whereilgesst is important and necessary in KFL
instruction to specify the usage of these verbggisome examples of matching words.

The acceptability, which was used as criteria i shrvey, can be influenced by individual
judges and contextual factors. Thus, the evalnaifdhe same erroneous or awkward expression
may be quite different “depending on who made it atere, when and how it was made” (Ellis
1994: 67). For instance, Korean L1 experts (énguists, teachers) and non-Korean L2 speakers
might have evaluated the test items in the surviégrdntly. In assessing error gravity, different
judges may use different criteria, i.e. some mde tthe degree of linguistic deviance more
seriously, while others may consider the degredntdrference with communication more
severely. What is important in KFL is the intemsiattention paid to those erroneous or
problematic items. In KFL contexts, there are enber of paired lexical items that need to be
defined more accurately, appropriately and inclklgivin terms of their referent range, lexical
domains and semantic restrictions. There is alseea to be aware of the different referent range
of the Korean and English (or other languages) gernit the same time, practicing instructors
should pay more attention to those competing itemnsd perhaps utmost attention to

erroneous/extremely awkward expressions that erervith communication.
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[Appendix]

Survey questionnaire

St garo] o] sia)

o] A= gharo] Rarof SRRl S @ AAIA] WrolE o] = gharo] 9
T8 (acceptability)= &olH 7] 93k ALYt}

obef =& ¢Jal DEAME & F-2ol tis) SHAAA Dvi 78 7he et dojetar
Azpeb=A] 7hd duke Ha(1~4)o Fehvl sl FalFH A Q.

1= "333] of et J &3 F3 o] o
2= 97k o} A Eta AukH o7 #oli= FFo] ofd A gk
3=ol= A% F87bs 3 doletar Ert
4= op-l ARZF glo] =87 A Aotk
L. g5 aE TS Mo} =i
1 2 3 4
2. W% 15 S 0|8slof e
1 2 3 4
3. vhe] w2 A4 Heljal A Zol.
1 2 3 4
4.9 =2 A4 A A Zol.
1 2 3 4

5. A% s ol @A O 8154 b FE U FEA AALE wobg.

1 2 3 4

6. A= st ol BOLRAL Rt 514 ob M UFHE A QAHE ol
1 2 3 4

24V S8 FAA AR,

Ao 1. 16-25 2.26-35 3. 36-45 4. 46 or over
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