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Abstract

This paper reports on the stages of collection and annotation of a spoken learner corpus of English, namely the Polish component of LINDSEI project (De Cock 1998). It starts with a short introduction into learner corpora, and proceeds to the experience of the Polish LINDSEI project, beginning with the project design, through interviewee recruitment, data recording, transcription and finishing with part-of-speech annotation. Apart from the corpus compilation description itself, it is problem areas, present at each stage of corpus collection, that are being reported on. The first group of problems comprises those occurring during the stages of spoken data collection as such, and of team work. Another group of problematic issues is connected with the adaptation of a POS tagger (Garside 1995) from native written language, through native spoken language to non-native spoken language. 

1. A short introduction into learner corpora, 

Learner corpora as a resource open an enormous number of possibilities for SLA and FLT research, such as over- and underuse studies, and computer-aided error analysis (CEA). Thanks to assessing learner-specific vs. native use of vocabulary and error-prone items, learner corpora often display significant differences against NS corpora.


Up to date, a substantial amount of learner corpora have been compiled. Below the heading “Learner Corpora, Lingua Franca Corpora”, David Lee (2009) enumerates 21 various corpora, some of which are: International Corpus of Learners' English (ICLE), LINDSEI (Louvain International Database of Spoken English Interlanguage), Lancaster Corpus of Academic Written English (LANCAWE), ELFA (English as a Lingua Franca in Academic Settings), Hungarian Learner English (JPU Corpus), Hong Kong University  of Science & Technology (HKUST) Corpus and Longman Learners' Corpus and Cambridge Learner Corpus.


Among the ones mentioned above there are corpora of various linguistic backgrounds, like ICLE and LINDSEI. Some of the subcorpora emerged as valuable resources generally on their own, enhanced with a powerful search tool, like the PICLE corpus (Polish part of the ICLE corpus)


There are also corpora focused on one language background, usually also on either written or spoken mode of communication, like the JPU Corpus or HKUST Corpus documenting Hungarian and Cantonese written learner English respectively.


Major enterprises but unfortunately not generally available are Longman Learners' Corpus  and Cambridge Learner Corpus. Both comprise language of various levels of written English of students from all over the world taking the Longman or Cambridge English exams respectively. 

1.1. LINDSEI corpus

Since this paper describes the experience with a LINDSEI subcorpus, it is worthwhile to introduce this corpus as a whole.


It all started in 1995, when a team or researchers at the Centre for English Corpus Linguistics (CECL), at the Université catholique de Louvain, Belgium, pioneered a project of collecting written learner language corpus. The primary aim behind compiling the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE) was for it to represent various L1 backgrounds in EFL argumentative essay writing (see Granger (1993 and 2005) and Granger et al. (2002).


In view of the discrepancy between spoken language and written language, and from the desire to obtain computer readable spoken learner data, a complementary project was launched at the University of Louvain, with the aim of compiling a corpus of spoken learner language. The Louvain International Database of Spoken English Interlanguage (LINDSEI), or “ICLE's talkative sister” (De Cock et al. 2009), is intended to provide a collection of learner spoken data from a wide variety of L1 backgrounds. A full version of the compilation guidelines, common to all L1 backgrounds, was published in De Cock et al. (2005). Based on this source, the following sections will discuss definitional features and design criteria common to the LINDSEI subcorpora. In addition, specific stages of the Polish subcorpus compilation and its precise description will be provided in the section to follow.


The LINDSEI corpus is designed as a corpus documenting multi-mother tongue backgrounds, offering comparability across the L1 subcorpora. This is achieved through a principal selection of spoken data in the first place, as was done with written data selection in the ICLE project. In contrast to this project, however, LINDSEI is a corpus of general, rather than academic, language, since the data collected consists of rather informal interviews. The overall goal of the collection is to get closer toward the understanding of learner language, or (advanced) interlanguage (IL) in general, to help researchers investigate idiosyncratic features of particular L1 Englishes from the transfer observed mechanisms. 


LINDSEI is the first spoken learner English corpus, with 11 L1 backgrounds to date. These are, in alphabetical order, Bulgarian, Chinese, Dutch, French, German, Greek, Italian, Japanese, Polish, Spanish and Swedish. A wide range of linguistic analyses has already been performed with the use of the data by all of the LINDSEI local partners
, and this year (2009) the corpus is to be made available for scientific use for all interested scholars.


Along the lines of the LINDSEI compilation guidelines (De Cock et al. 2005), each subcorpus is to be composed of data coming from foreign language learners, who, in contradiction to second language learners, did not acquire the language in question, but have been learning it mainly via formal instruction. The data comes from informal interviews conducted in a Question-Answer format and constitutes continuous discourse. This format allows for a wider range of studies to be conducted, not necessarily focused on morphology, for which elicitation data is usually sufficient. Interviews also do not form part of a language test or examination; thus, there are no power relations involved, which situation in turn enhances the informal and natural character of the interviews.


The electronic form of data collection and storage obviously enhances the speed of data processing and potential analysis – sorting and counting of features. On a higher level of data analysis, the electronic form makes all kinds of specialist annotation manageable and the data searchable via inserted tags. Additionally, distinctive features of interlanguage (IL) may be compared across different L1 backgrounds with the use of such computer software as the WordSmith Tools (Scott 1998). For an exhaustive description of the corpus, see De Cock et al. (2005).

2. The experience of the Polish LINDSEI project

With no Polish spoken learner language corpus available for research in 2004, the author of the present paper decided to compile such a corpus, in cooperation with an open project started at the Université catholique de Louvain, in Belgium. The aim of the present section is to present the Polish project in detail, staring with the project design, through interviewee recruitment, and problem areas, data recording, transcription and finishing with part-of-speech annotation. The corpus described serves as the basis for case studies also presented in the latter section of this paper.


It is worth mentioning that although studies on the Polish component of LINDSEI (to be precise, on vagueness and discourse markers) have been published (Jendryczka-Wierszycka 2008a, 2008b), the corpus compilation stages and design application have never been reported on. This paper is an attempt to fill this gap.

2.1. PLINDSEI design

2.1.1. Size and sample length

The target size of each LINDSEI subcorpus is approximately 100,000 running words collected across approximately fifty interviews. The Polish LINDSEI subcorpus contains 114,862 words present in 50 texts, which makes it very close to the target size and also comparable with, e.g., the French subcorpus and the native comparable corpus (143,044 and 161,725 running words in 49 and 50 interviews, respectively). It is also worth having a look at the size of interviewee turns only in each subcorpus, as it displays different amount of interviewer engagement among subcorpora. For a detailed comparison of the interview lengths, see Table 1.

A+B turns
Total number of words
Longest interview
Shortest interview
Average interview

PL (50 interviews)
114862
3427
1450
2297,24

FR (49 interviews)
143044
4789
1822
2919,27

NS (50 interviews)
161725
5095
2216
3234,5



B turns
Total number of words
Longest interview
Shortest interview
Average interview

PL (50 interviews)
92219
3025
919
1844,38

FR (49 interviews)
90851
3106
1023
1854,1

NS (50 interviews)
118555
4261
1138
2371,1

Table 1. Number of words in Polish, French and native English LINDSEI subcorpora with interview length indicated

2.1.2. Interviewee recruitment 

2.1.2.1. Social variables

The bottom line of the level of English along LINDSEI compilation criteria is that approximately fifty learners are chosen, each having an advanced command of English. These are reportedly third year B.A. and 1st year M.A. (3rd and fourth year for short) English language university students at the School of English (Polish acronym IFA), Adam Mickiewicz University (AMU) in Poznań, Poland. In order to achieve a representative group of learners, 17 third and 33
 fourth year university students of English were interviewed. This number approximated ¼ of all people studying English language full time on the third and fourth year at IFA AMU in Poznań at the time of the data collection. 
  The age of Polish university full time students being rather standard (rarely does a student in their thirties or older happens), the average age of Polish learners is 22,5. The LINDSEI guidelines (De Cock et al. 2005) do not say anything about the gender of the subjects. However, the   female – male ratio was aimed at the ratio present in the FLINDSEI corpus, and it is 3:2, which makes the corpora perfectly comparable in these terms. Nationality of all interviewees is Polish, and in terms of education status they are all students, the fourth year students being already B.A. studies graduates. For the exact distribution of Polish learners' social variables see the Appendix.


It is worth mentioning how the student recruitment actually succeeded. Since getting people's time, even for the sake of science, is well-known not to be the easiest task if there is no money involved, we had low expectations of the number of volunteers for our corpus. We decided putting up posters would not be most effective in getting people's attention and interest, and so we went for official appeal for volunteers announced during lectures for third and fourth year students respectively, with contact list to be filled in distributed among the students listening to the lectures. Since a prize draw was announced, we thought there may well be true volunteers and lotteryholics among those students who decided to devote 15 minutes of their time for the data recording. Finally, 51 people were interviewed from among the volunteers and after the recording process, three of them got an English-Polish dictionary of TV advertising as a prize each.

2.1.2.2. L1 and FL variables

Since LINDSEI is a corpus of foreign and not second language learners' speech, the learning context is that of formalized instruction in an overwhelming majority of cases. Acquisition in the L1/L2 sense of the process may have taken place only in the rare cases when learners stayed abroad for a longer period of time. The exact time spent abroad as well as the time of L2 exposure are also features marked in the learner profiles. For a short overview, let me mention that only one student may be considered to have acquired, rather than learnt, at least some of her English. She spent nine years of her childhood in the Republic of South Africa. Three other students spent 10-14 months abroad. Other than that, most of them spent one up to four months (in UK (mostly England), USA or Ireland). The biggest group indicated null up to two weeks as a period spent  in an English-speaking country. Since 2 weeks is usually a school trip or other holiday excursion, as well as it being a very short time itself, it is not considered enough to be taken into consideration as a period which might help improve the command of the foreign language.

The students were asked to provide information on their English at school before coming to university. On average it is 7,5 years, with the shortest period being three years and the longest 13 years. The number of years, however, cannot be indicative of the proficiency of the students taking part in those classes due to a very large span of quality of those classes across different schools in Poland.


Regardless of the number of years of English received before coming to the university, the students' proficiency level is estimated as upper-intermediate or advanced by means of an institutional status, that is the status as a third or fourth year English language university student. It has been assumed by the LINDSEI project team that third and fourth year English language students can be classified at this level of language proficiency. This naturally may be a faulty assumption as the level naturally differs form one university to another even within one country, not to mention university level differences worldwide, but some assumption needed to have been taken. Asked to write how many years of English they had at uni, the students mostly indicated three to four years, with only two students claiming they had five years of English at uni, which may only mean they might have had to re-take a year.


Last but not least, the knowledge of other foreign languages is also recorded in the language learning related feature in the learner profile. The languages Polish students declared as known were: German (49 students), French (11), Russian (9),  Spanish (6), Portuguese (4), Latin (3), Dutch (2), Arabic (1), Norwegian (1) and Welsh (1). For exact distribution of them see the Appendix. The knowledge of other languages is definitely not without significance when it comes to language transfer research. The home language of all of them was Polish.

The interviewers' language background may also come interesting here for it may have influenced the kind of data gathered. Thus, her L1 was Polish and she declared her foreign languages to be English, Dutch and German, in the order given above. In terms of her status, even though she hadn't known most of the students personally before, she was familiar with them as she was a fourth year English language student at that time herself. This very factor may have put most of the students, if not all, at ease from the very onset of an interview as there was no power relations involved in the data gathering process 

2.2. Data recording

The very process of recording the interviews took place over a period of two  months, from March to May 2005. In 94 % of cases, they happened at IFA AMU premises (the rest being in a student dorm), where in neither place there was a soundproof studio at that time. A digital dictaphone was used in order to save time for future data digitalization. Each interviewee knew they were being recorded and they were asked to give their consent in writing for their recording being used for scientific purposes. 

2.2.1. Task variables

Each interview was supposed to last about 15 minutes and consist of three parts. In practice, an average interview lasted 14 minutes 30 seconds, with the shortest being 8:45, and the longest 16:46. Overall, they contributed round 12 hours of recorded speech.


At the beginning of each interview, the interviewee was requested to choose a topic from among three topics, presented in the section below. This was part 1 of the interview.  The topics were provided in written form just like below, and the subjects were allowed a few minutes before the conversation to plan what they were going to say, but they were requested not to make any written notes or to use a dictionary. They were told they would need to be able to talk about it for a few minutes. 


Once they had spoken for a short while, the researcher had to become involved, usually by asking questions related to what the subject had said, or, especially when the subject was unwilling to cooperate, by raising general topics (such as life at university, hobbies, what the subject hoped to do after university, etc.) (part 2). 


Just before the end of the interview, the subject was asked to look at a set of four pictures which made up a short story (see De Cock et al. 2005). The interviewees were asked to look at the pictures and then to retell this story of a lady being painted by an artist and her preliminary dissatisfaction with the outcome, and a final show-off of the corrected version to a group of friends. This story retelling constituted the third part of an interview.

To make all the different L1 data fully comparable, all of the topics were naturally common for each LINDSEI subcorpus. 


At times, during the interviews, the learners were asking the interviewer for a particular word or phrase in English, which clearly would not have happened was the interviewer not Polish.

2.2.2. Topic choice

The LINDSEI topics are the following:

Topic 1: An experience you have had which has taught you an important lesson.  



You should describe the experience and say what you have learnt from it.


Topic 2: A country you have visited which has impressed you. Describe your 



visit and say why you found the country particularly impressive.

Topic 3: A film/play you've seen which you thought was particularly good/bad. 



Describe the film/play and say why you thought it was good/bad.

De Cock et al (2005)

In the majority of cases (26 out of 50 Polish students), the learners chose to describe their travels (Topic 2 above) as a starting point, but frequently the topic was highly interconnected with the subjects' experience, especially when they were working abroad or when they had relations there. The best proof that topics one and two frequently intermingled is that two of the fifty participants were both describing the same trip to work: the first declared his story to be a description of a country, the other, as an experience.
 (interviews number 29 and 40). 

The topic choices are specified in the Appendix. The numbers there refer to the topics as enumerated above. In those cases where the declared choice of topic was completely not in line with what was being talked about, the actual content, rather than the student's declaration, was considered as the topic discussed. Thus, in some cases, it is the researcher's choice that determines the topic number noted in the Appendix. To sum up, the overall real distribution of topics is 13:26:11. The topic choice of the majority of students may have a bearing on future analysis of the data, presumably mostly on vocabulary-related studies.

2.2.3. Learner profiles

After an interview has taken place, each interviewee was presented with a “learner profile” – a questionnaire which s/he was supposed to fill in providing information on their social and language learning related variables, such as name, age, gender, nationality, education, stay in an English-speaking country and other foreign languages known. The document was also signed by the interviewee, who thus gave permission for their recorded speech to be used for research purposes. A list of selected aspects comparing all fifty PLINDSEI learner profile data is provided in the Appendix.

2.3. Data transcription 

Despite the rapid advance of technology, speech remains difficult to process in its original form. In order to be fully analysable as a corpus, it needs to be transcribed, at least orthographically. Technology has proven inefficient in yet another issue. There were 51 students chosen and recorded for the purpose of the corpus collection, yet only 50 interviews were transcribed and analysed as one simply would not play back. 


The LINDSEI-data format (see De Cock et al. 2005 for full description) is briefly described below.

Firstly, a division is made into speaker turns (thus A and B turns), since the data consist of interviews dialogues), as exemplified in the following excerpt:

(1) <B> er he is uh mm be afraid of all the .. germs and uh viruses it was really devastating er however 
the film does not really say what happened to him at the end because [it <\B>

 <A> [oh <\A>

 <B> stopped very abruptly at one point of his life and I was really curious what happens [er what <\B>

 <A> [mhm <\A>

 <B> what happens to him and w= I just yesterday er read in er some uh news paper that for the last 
thirty or twenty-five years he spent er he spent his life in total isolation from the people <\B>

To signal the beginning of a turn, letters 'A' and 'B' put in between angle brackets were used, and to mark the end of a turn, a given letter was preceded by backslash and put in the brackets. The transcription/annotation task has later proven hard to attain also since turns frequently overlap, which is marked in example (2) by square bracketing. The brackets, however, mark only the point of start of the overlap. They are also to be aligned vertically so that it is easily visible where the overlap starts. In practice, without looking into the original .txt files, or listening to the sound files, it is difficult to judge the precise 'A' and 'B' sequences that actually overlap. Overlaps themselves can by no means be predicted or prevented, and while being a mark of spontaneity of interaction, they may cause unintelligibility of the separate turns at times, marked in the notation as in example (2) by the use of letter 'X'. The number of Xs reflects the length of the unintelligible passage. '<X>' signals an unintelligible passage of maximum one word, '<XX>' stand for two words and '<XXX>' for more then two words.

(2) <A> really [<XX> <\A>

 <B> [<XX> really <\B>

 <B> yeah so so <takes a deep breath> you can do it and er almost everybody have a pack of cigarettes 
somewhere even if they don't smoke they should have somewhere in <X> their home it's <takes a deep 
breath> it's like uhm a token of <clicks> of you know hospitability that you have [er <\B>

Unintelligible passages may occur at any other moment of a conversation, not necessarily at overlaps. People, also native speakers of a language, frequently produce slurred speech, as in example (3), where, due to an unintelligible passage, the transcriber had to use '<XXX>'. Otherwise, external circumstances, e.g. noise outside, make speech not fully understandable, as exemplified in (4) and (5). In such situations, a transcriber marks such an event using angle brackets to signal the point at which a non linguistic event takes place. The type of the event is written explicitly in between the brackets.

(3) <A> I mean why why i= if it was <XXX> I mean in life <\A>

(4) <someone starts drilling> 

 <A> so what countries have you have you visited <\A>

 <B> ah: Spain ah: Czech Republic <\B>

 <someone stops drilling> 

 <A> mhm <\A> 

 <B> ah: Slovakia . mm .. <\B>

 <someone starts drilling> 

(5) <B> shall we [shall I <\B>

 <A> 

[okay <\A>

 <B> continue <\B>

 <A> yeah if we can . <to the person that entered> uhm . we are re= having a recording here okay if I can 
continue till a quarter past I'll appreciate okay so don't <\A>

 <B> okay erm so not sports no= not all the sports I like <\B>

 <A> okay <\A>

 <B> and er really I like cycling so I just er I . two years ago I bought a bike <\B>

In a similar fashion, prosodic voice quality is marked, i.e. if an excerpt of speech was said laughingly, it is marked by the insertion of '<begin laughter>' straight before the excerpt and '<end laughter>' at the end of it (see example 6) below. Other prosodic features are marked accordingly (cf. De Cock et al. 2005).


(6) <B> so that's the main source of my <begin laughter> income if [I can <\B>

<A> 







[okay <\A>

<B> say that <end laughter> uh yeah but I don't really have much time I I really don't like . uh having too 
much time on my hands [I like <\B>

The presence of non verbal sounds is marked by putting their names in between angle brackets, e.g. '<coughs>' or '<takes a deep breath>' (Example 7):


(7) a. <B> and I <coughs> visited uh Egypt er . about two years ago <\B>


b. <B> people who live rh in Arab countries <takes a deep breath> and erm . <clicks> and erm 

the culture is extremely it's it's completely different [so er <\B>

As in any learner corpus, the use of L1 vocabulary or L1 pronunciation occasionally comes out. Such were marked in italics (see example 8).


(8) a. <B> uhm drugi <\B> 


<A> okay so <\A> 


 b. <B> it was a comedy <takes a deep breath> and er just before that I saw . hm it was in Teatr 

Nowy <\B>


<A> yeah yeah yeah <\A>


<B> Boze Aska nie pamietam teraz ... okay er so theater er what I like about it i= is the .. is the 

fact that we are really close to the[i:] actors <\B>

The matter of acronyms was resolved in such a way as to reflect what was truly spoken. If an acronym had been pronounced as a set of letters, they were transcribed as capital letters separated by spaces, e.g. U S, (see example 9 a.). On the other hand, if they had been pronounced as a word, they were transcribed in capital letters not separated by spaces, e.g. TOEFL (example 9 b.).


(9)  a.<B> just like uhm insight into the the into his career and the and the aviation in the[i:] U S <\B>


 b. <A> mhm er you’re doing a MAELT <\A>

To avoid ambiguity of reading numbers in different ways, e.g. 12344 being read as one two three four four, or twelve, three, double four, numbers have been written out in words the way they were spoken in the recording (see example 10)


(10)a. <B> yeah and the scale was from minus forty or or thirty to three hundred <\B>


b. for the last thirty or twenty-five years he spent er he spent his life in 
total isolation from the people 
<\B>

One could ask why bother to transcribe all the disfluencies at all. Halliday (1994: 87) describes “premature sentence closures” and “silences .. repetitions, filled pauses and parenthetic remarks” as features characteristic of speech. Therefore, if we want the transcripts to reflect the recordings closest possible, we need to observe what phenomena are present in the speech analysed and to reflect them in writing. 

The first feature, silence, is easily observable in example (8), marked by “..”, false start is signified by “=” in (8), and “er” in (9) stands for a filled pause (other filled pauses being e.g. erm, mm, uhu). The number of dots in example 8 also indicated the length of the empty passage, measured in seconds. It needs to be pointed to is that no punctuation marks are used to indicate sentence or clause boundaries so it is impossible to mistake '.' for anything else than an empty pause.

The “rapidity and evanescence of speaking [as] opposed to the deliberateness and editability of writing” (Chafe – Danielewicz 1987: 105) frequently manifests itself in the form of natural fast speech phenomena presented in writing by non-standard forms of the standard vocabulary. Rapid speech was marked by transcribers by means of forms commonly agreed on, e.g. dunno instead of don't know, as shown in (11):

(11) <B> then <takes a deep breath> er then we usually go to . I dunno to
Bogota 
club I [don't 
know if you <\B>

2.3.1 . Transcription technicalities 

2.3.1.1. SoundScriber

Usually, to enhance the process of transcription, a computer program is used. For the Polish LINDSEI subcorpus, the freely available “SoundScriber” (Breck 1998), devised for the transcription of the MICASE corpus, was applied. Among especially useful features of the program, there were keystrokes which made normal playback features (play, pause, FF, rewind) possible while working with a word processor. Another immensely helpful feature of the software is called “walking” (see Figure 1 for the program interface) whereby after stopping the playback of a sound file for the transcriber to finish typing what s/he remembers, “SoundScriber” begins the next portion of the sound file with a slight delay in time, e.g. two seconds, and so the transcriber is able to hear the last two seconds of the previous portion of the sound file without having to rewind the sound file manually. All the features of the program are user-customizable.
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2.3.1.2.OpenOffice

The word processor used for the transcriptions was “OpenOffice 1.0. Writer”, in which, for the ease of transcription, a number of macros were created and provided together with the software to every transcriber by the coordinator (author of the thesis). The transcribers were also instructed on how to use the programs, macros and LINDSEI transcription guidelines.  American English spelling was used throughout.

2.3.2. Transcribers

Transcription of data is a complex issue. Transcripts must mirror original speech accurately for the data to be reliable. This requires difficult decision at the point of corpus design, but also good coordination of a group of transcribers trained in a particular transcription scheme, as each of the transcribers may have their own writing habits which could generate inconsistencies across transcripts, if the work was not coordinated.

Since the Polish part of LINDSEI corpus was compiled as a part of an M.A. thesis and not within a funded project, the majority of the transcriptions were performed by one person only. In one fourth of the recordings, the coordinator was helped by a group of twelve M.A. English linguistics students. An average of five hours was needed for transcribing each sound file, where one sound file transcription demanded at least a double listening to each sound file and a final check of all the transcribed files. The student helpers  performed the job of the first listening to a sound file each in the first two weeks of November 2005, while the overall transcription took a period of seven months, from July 7, 2005, until January 9, 2006.


Sharing the job of a transcriber with other people shortened the time of transcriptions a great deal. Still, having helpers did have its repercussions as could have been projected. In our project, having student helpers meant they they did not necessarily realize the importance of their job and thus, they might have not put as much effort in the precision of transcriptions as was expected of them. What this resulted in was, apart from general imprecision of the transcribed words which needed to be corrected during further listenings to the recorded material,  also many spelling variations in areas difficult to search automatically afterwards. To provide the most common example, it was all problems with “premature sentence closures” and “silences .. repetitions, filled pauses and parenthetic remarks”  Halliday (1994: 87) that posed difficulty in further processing of the transcribed speech. Although the transcription guidelines indicated the following spellings as an indication of how to transcribe the non lexical “words”, i.e. ‘eh’(brief), ‘er’, ‘em’, ‘erm’, ‘mm’, 'uhu' and 'mhm', there appeared all other kinds of fillers, which needed to be replaced by the standard ones. Naturally, what is 'brief' for one person (to transcribe the filler as 'eh' rather than 'er') is not necessarily so for another. Therefore, the relativity of judgment naturally introduced another field of inconsistency and needed one person to judge the length of fillers. 

3. Case studies

So far, two papers with case studies on Polglish (the English of Polish L1 speakers) with the use of PLINDSEI have been published to date. Both used the idea of contrastive analysis (Krzeszowki 1990) and contrastive interlanguage analysis (Granger 1996). Below, there is a short description of what they discussed to give an idea of the kind of studies already performed.

3.1. Vagueness in Polglish

The first paper appeared in 2008 in the post conference PALC 2007 proceedings volume and discussed expression of vagueness in the speech of Polish advanced users of English. Bearing in mind that vague language is regarded by Crystal – Davy (1975: 111f) as “one of the most important features of the vocabulary of informal conversation” it was a field which needed exploration. The analysis consisted in verification of De Cock's (2004) French L1 findings on EFL use by examining Polish learner data. It was based on Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis (Granger 1996) and was based on Biber et al.'s (1999) vagueness categories. Corpora used for the comparison were Polish and French parts of the LINDSEI corpus and the LOCNEC English reference corpus, in their normalized frequencies. De Cock's (1998 and 2004) most underused functional group, vagueness tags, was compared against the Polish data.  Following De Cock's (2004) decision to take a closer look at the most underused sequences sort of and kind of, the items were examined in greater detail in the Polish subcorpus. As a result of this examination, three interesting findings came into light. 


An unpublished follow-up of this study compared the English with the Polish ways of expressing vagueness using a corpus of spoken Polish of the younger generation of Poles (Otwinowska-Kasztelanic, 2000).

3.2. Discourse Markers in Polglish

The other paper was presented at the TALC 2008 conference and printed in the conference proceedings as well. It touched upon discourse markers (DMs) (Schiffrin, 1987) in advanced spoken English interlanguage of Polish native speakers. The hypothesis was that Polish EFL speakers underuse some functions of discourse markers and that DM clustering occurs much less frequently in Polish EFL speech than in native English speech and learner range of DMs is significantly narrower due to insufficient vocabulary skills. The analysis was divided into two parts. In the first part, the most frequent 3-word unit (I don't know) was extracted from the corpus of native and non-native speech. It was on the basis of this sequence that the analysis was conducted. As a second step, the meaning and functions of I don't know were examined after Tsui (1991) and Diani (2004). In the latter part of the study, collocations of I don't know with other DMs were examined on the basis of their pragmatic meaning. Corpora used for the comparison are the Polish LINDSEI subcorpus and LOCNEC, an English reference corpus. The analysis showed that both Polish EFL speakers and native English speakers employ the phrase I don't know to perform similar functions (to mark uncertainty, to avoid commitment, to express ambivalent feelings or to minimize potentially face-threatening acts and to build rapport with the interlocutor). Some functions (like avoiding explicit disagreement) were absent from those described by Diani (2004) due to the specific character of the corpus (Pulcini and Furiasi 2004). The collocates of I don't know are similar in both corpora (well, oh, maybe, yeah). However, some are significantly underused, others overused. The paper also provides some implications for teaching of the results reported.

4. POS tagging

Part-of-Speech (POS) tagging project is another step aiming to improve the quality and searchability of the corpus for further analyses. It has been applied widely to English and other language corpora (e.g. Areta et al., 2007, Torruella et al., 2003, Wilson and Worth, 2003). It has also been applied to non-native written data (Granger and Rayson, 1998). Still, the only attempt at POS-tagging a spoken learner corpus to date was reported by Mukherjee (2007) and described a preliminary study of multi-layer tagging, with the use of one file only. It was conducted at Lancaster University, UK, in the academic year 2008-2009, in cooperation with Nick Smith, Paul Rayson and Sebastian Hoffmann. It encompassed applying native language trained annotation tools to non-native spoken corpora and the results were reported by the authors at the ICAME 30 conference in Lancaster, UK. Our hypothesis was that errors and disfluencies in non-native spoken corpora reduce the accuracy of POS taggers trained on native language data. Our study aimed at exploring such errors and disfluencies and their effect on POS tagging accuracy. The study describes POS-tagging of the Polish LINDSEI subcorpus. Although data annotation is the natural next step after data collection and transcription, there are no available POS-taggers trained on learner data. We decided to test CLAWS, a well-known tagger which was successfully trained on native spoken language in the British National Corpus (Garside, 1995). Our aim in the experiment was two-fold. First, to investigate the errors in spoken learner data and second to find ways of improving CLAWS’ tagging accuracy on this difficult type of input.


While tagging the data we came across five main problems. One emerging issue was the tagger inconsistency. It tended to assign 2 different tags to a given word item (esp. so, okay). Another, also a general one, was the “alphabet problem” (erroneous tag assignments to I, PhD, MA). Next problem turned out to be interconnected with transcribing conventions. Namely, the tagger mistakenly treated pauses as sentence breaks to give just one example. What was most interesting, though, are the speech and learner-related issues. Many of the last two issues were closely connected with disfluencies so commonly present in learner speech.


Our initial solution was to address these issues focuses on two areas: transcription format and POS tagger resources. We used an initial run with the general version of CLAWS trained on written language to expose differences in transcription format to that expected by CLAWS and then exploited the spoken language model to focus in on learner errors and disfluencies. The second stage of our investigation focused on the use of likelihood values output from CLAWS to home in on likely cases of errors and disfluencies. We believe that the effort of adaptation of a POS tagger from native written language, through native spoken language to non-native spoken language will helped us to discover the most significant errors and disfluencies in the Polish LINDSEI component.

5. Conclusion

PLINDSEI, or Polish LINDSEI subcorpus is a part of a bigger project, which, to date, comprises 11 language backgrounds, making the overall corpus over a million words big. All kinds of contrastive interlanguage analyses may be performed with the use of the subcorpora in various configurations. It is however also worthwhile to focus on a smaller sample of a language, with one L1 background only, in order to try to find out the difficulties learners of English of a particular L1 background have. While already preliminarily used for the investigation of spoken learner language, it is hoped that the new existing PLINDSEI corpus, especially in its enriched, annotated version, will become a resource not only for linguists, but also for language teachers and translators, particularly for those interested in the L1 background of the speakers.

6. Appendix: Social and learner- related variables in the PLINDSEI corpus
Recording number
Gender
Age
Years of English at university
Years of English at school
Topic number
Time spent in an English-speaking country
Other foreign languages known


1
Fem
24
5
8
3
1998 England, 4 months
French, German, Portuguese

2
Fem
23
4
7
3
1982-91 RSA, 9 years
German

3
Fem
23
4
3
3
-
German, Russian

4
Fem
25
4
13
2
2004 USA, 10 months
Spanish, German, Russian

5
Fem
22
4
9
3
-
French, German, Latin, Portugese

6
Fem
22
4
8
2
2000 England, 2 weeks
German, Dutch

7
Fem
24
5
4
2
-
German, French, Russian, Latin

8
Fem
23
4
10
3
2004 & 2005 England, 2 months + 3 weeks


9
Fem
21
3
12
2
-
German

10
Fem
22
4
8
3
2002 USA, 3 months
Spanish, German

11
Fem
24
4
4
2
-
German

12
Fem
23
4
9
1
-
German, Spanish, Arabic

13
Fem
22
4
5
2
2002 England, 2 weeks
German, Welsh

14
Male
22
4
12
2
-
German, Dutch, Russian, French

15
Male
21
3
12
2
2002 Ireland, 2 weeks
German

16
Fem
23
4
8
3
-
German

17
Fem
23
4
4
2
2003, 2004 Ireland 6 weeks + 6 weeks
German

18
Male
24
4
4
2
2003 England, 10 months
German

19
Fem
22
4
6
3
1998 England, 7 days
German

20
Fem
23
4
11
1
-
German

21
Fem
23
4
4
2
-
Spanish, German

22
Fem
22
3
9
2
2003 England, 2 months
German, Russian

23
Male
22
4
4
2
2000 England, 2 weeks
German, Russian, French

24
Male
25
4
6
2
-
German

25
Fem
23
4
11
2
2000, 2003, 2004 England: 3 weeks, 1 month, 1 week
German

26
Fem
21
3
10
2
1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, England, 40 days
French, Spanish, German

27
Male
22
4
8
1
-
German, French

28
Fem
21
3
6
2
2004, USA, 3 months
German

29
Male
21
3
4
2
2004 England, 3 months
German, Russian

30
Male
23
4
8
2
2004 UK, 3 weeks
German

31
Male
23
4
8
3
2000 England, 1 month
German, Norwegian

32
Fem
22
3
8
2
2004 England, 7 weeks
French, German

33
Male
22
4
4
1
-
German, Russian

34
Male
21
3
10
1
2004 England, 1 month
German, French

35
Fem
23
4
10
1
-
German, Latin

36
Fem
25
4
6
1
2002 Ireland, 2 months
French, Spanish, German

37
Male
20
3
4
1
2004 UK, 10 days
German

38
Male
22
4
10
1
-
German

39
Fem
23
3
4
2
200, 2004, USA, 1 year, 2 months
German

40
Fem
22
3
7
1
2004, 2005 England, 3 months, 1 month
German

41
Fem
22
3
8
3
2001 England, 2 days
German

42
Male
22
3
10
1
-
German

43
Male
22
3
4
2
2003 USA, 1 month
German

44
Fem
22
3
11
3
-
German

45
Fem
23
4
6
1
2004 UK, 2 months
German

46
Male
22
4
10
2
1998 England, 7 days
German, Portuguese

47
Male
21
3
6
1
-
German

48
Male
23
4
5
2
2002 UK, 4 months
French, German, Portuguese

49
Male
23
4
12
2
-
German

50
Male
21
3
13
2
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 GB, 5 weeks
German, Russian
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�	    For references of studies based on LINDSEI, see: http://www.fltr.ucl.ac.be/FLTR/GERM/ETAN/CECL/Cecl-Projects/Lindsei/lindsei.htm


�	There was one more student but the recording would not play so she was not taken in consideration in the overall counts


�	  While the majority of the third year students started their university education at AMU Poznań, a considerable proportion of the fourth year students were students who had done their undergraduate 3-year studies at teacher training colleges or other, private, schools of English around Poland.


�	  It may be therefore concluded that they both were describing a country, the stay in which was for at least one of them an unforgettable experience.


�	  Example from the FLINDSEI corpus.


�	   In decreasing order of proficiency





