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Preliminary findings: correlations
0: double object dative; OF-genitive, what
1: prepositional dative, S-genitive, which

Vanja Vukovic, University of Vienna

Motivation & research questions

Alignment in second language has mostly been explored in experimental or
otherwise constrained settings (Jackson 2018). The present study
complements the findings from such studies by investigating alignment in a
corpus of naturally occurring ELF interactions, and it addressess the
following research questions:

1. Does the occurrence of one alternative increase the likelihood of
occurrence of the same alternative?

2. Which other variables influence this correlation:
a) lemma similarity (cf. lexical boost, Pickering & Branigan 1998; Scheepers, Raffray & Myachykov 2017)
b) form similarity
c) speaker
d) textual distance

3. Do speakers in ELF settings increasingly use more similar lexical items and
syntactic structures as the conversation unfolds?

Data & method

▪ Dataset: Vienna-Oxford International Corpus of English (VOICE)
▪ 1 million words, ca. 50 different L1 backgrounds
▪ Speakers seen as users in their own right (Seidlhofer 2011)

Method:

• Syntactic and lexical alignment conceptualized as a correlation between two
alternatives (e.g. dative alternation or what vs which respectively); GLM
analysis

• Similarity measures: Jaccard similarity index & Pearson’s correlation
coefficient; ngram - similarity

Conclusion

✓ Alignment effects seem to be weaker than in comparable L1 studies. 
✓ Still, it is possible to observe correlations not only between syntactic, but also 

between lexical alternations.
✓ Lexical items used in the relevant phrase increase the probability of 

alignment. 
✓ No significant changes in lexical similarity or lexical diversity.
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Variables that significantly influence the correlation
 

Alternation Independent variables  Pr(>|z|) 

Dative 
alternation 

(same) VERB 2.89e-14 *** 

 (same) SPEAKER 0.01838 *   
Genitive 
alternation 

(same) POSSESSUM LEMMA 0.000382 *** 

what vs which (same) head of NP 0.005956 ** 
 (same) SPEAKER 0.000187 *** 

Lexical alignment
H1: The amount of shared vocabulary increases during the conversation.
H2: As speakers negotiate and develop shared lexical repertoires, lexical 
diversity decreases. 

One-way ANOVA 

 df Sum of squares Mean squares F value Pr(>F) 

group 2 0.0251 0.01257 1.122 0.33 

Residuals 84 0.9409 0.01120  

 

Wilcoxon signed-rank test Effect size 

V = 163  P = 0.247  r = -0.152001 
 

𝑙𝑒𝑥𝑑𝑖𝑣 =  
𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑞𝑢𝑒 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠 − 10 𝑚𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑜𝑛 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠

𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠
 

Φ = 0.19                                                       Φ = 0.1                                                            Φ = 0.27                                               

m1 = 0.15                   m2 = 0.16

m1=0.59

m2=0.619

m3=0.618


