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while there were fewer male students (106-56% vs. 67-36%). Fifteen students did not report their
gender. The students had a mean age of 19.67 (SD= 1.51), representing a very close age band.
They generally had an intermediate level of English proficiency (108-57%). followed by pre-
intermediate (48-26%), and advanced (27-14%) students. A big proportion of students perceived
themselves as average readers and listeners (115-61%) while 34 students (18%) reported that they
thought they were good at reading and listening in English. An important proportion of students
(19%) thought they were not good at receptive skills in English. The participants were selected

based on a local Teacher-made placement test,

Instruments

“The Participants were invited to complete a paper-based questionnaire which consisted of thre
parts: (a) the Foreign Language Classroom Ambiguity Tolerance Scale (FLCATS) : (b) the F
Student Acculturation Questionnaire (ESAQ) and (c) the Background Questionna
FLCATS (Ely, 1995) with some demographic questions. Although there are other s
measuring AT available in the literature (c.g. Budner, 1962; Norton, 1975) , to the best of our
knowledge , FLCATS s the only published scale especially designed for measuring ambiguity
tolerance in language leaming. The (ESAQ) was developed 1o assess leamers' levels of
acculturation in various domains (cultural values, social interactions, and life choices). The
background questionnaire elicited information on participantsgender , proficiency level in
reading and listening skills. Each instrument was first translated into Farsi and checked through
back-translation 1o ensure that alteration in meaning of the items had not oceurred. They were
pilot- tested prior 10 the formal study.

The Foreign Language Classroom Ambiguity Tolerance Scale: The version of FLCATS used in
this study has 12 items with a four point likert scale. The items aim (o measure students
agreement level with statements depicting intolerance of ambiguity in given situations. This
version of FLATS was previously reported to have high intemal consistency (Kazamina ., 2000)
and was employed in this study with the consent of Professor Christopher M.Ely. In its original
version the FLTAS was used with anchors being at 4 (strongly Agree), 3(Agree), 2 (Disagree),
and 1 (Strongly Disagree). In this current study, however, (o avoid any bias and not to make
students take a forced decision between a negative or positive choice ( Domyei.2001), Ely's
FLTAS was modified to have a five point Likert scale, inserting a new anchor 3( not
sure) Morcover, the scale, originally written in English, was translated into Farsi. Back
translation measures were taken and no significant semantic shifi was deteeted by two expert
readers. The Cronbach's alpha internal consistency reliability for Farsi version of the FLTAS
with the five point Likert scale was found to be .75,

The EFL Student Acculturation Questionnare: The ESAQ was developed following the criteria
for inventory development (Dorye., 2003; Gilham, 2000) to assess leamers” acculturation levels
in an EFL context. The initial items were developed based on theoretical frameworks of
acculturation (Schumann, 1978, 1986). Prior o the pilot test, three experts in educational
psychology and EFL pedagogy were asked to serutinize item  clarity, redundancy, and reliability,
The preliminary version of the questionnaire was piloted among 100 students in the same
institute and their comments were incorporated accordingly to refine the questionnaire. The final
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version included 21 items on S-point Likert scales in which 5 indicated strongly agree and 1

indicated strongly disagree. Evaluated with an exploratory factor analysis (principal axis
extraction with direct oblimin rotation), the questionnaire revealed a three- factor solution which
aptimized parsimony and interpretability. Appendix A contains all the variables and items that
have been submitted 1o correlation and regression analysis. The three factors included in this
instrument were as follows:
1) Assimilation measuring an adoption of cultural norms, values, and lifestyles of the TL
group
2) Preservation assessing the atributes that one maintains one's own cultural values while at
the same time rejecting those of the TL group
3) Adaptation measuring an adjustment to the TL group's cultural norms and at the same
time keeping their own cultural values

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
How tolerant/ intolerant are Iranian EFL learners of ambiguity at tertiary level?

“To identify the level of ambiguity tolerance of the students, descriptive statistics were utilized. To
avoid any misunderstandings. the readers are reminded that the items in the FLCATS sought
respondents’ reactions 1o statements describing intolerance of ambiguity in some language
leaming contexts. Disagreement with an item, then. is conversely a sign of tolerance. Therefore,
while interpreting how tolerant students are, a mean of 3.00, which was also the anchor for o
sure , can be used as the border line of tolerance intolerance. Values above this border line will
indicate lower levels of tolerance while those below will suggest more tolerance depending on
their distance 1o the mean score of 3.00. Table 1 presents students’ mean scores from the
FLCATS,

Table 1. Ambiguity Tolerance scores from the SLTAS

== = e sa
Total Ambiguity Tolerance Score a7

When ['m eeading something in English. 1 feel impatient when | don't totally understand the 9

meaning.

It bothers me that | don’t understand every hing the teacher says in English. 188|440 | 84

When | wite English compositions. | don ke it when | can’t express my ideas exacly 186|428 |92

11 is fusteating that sometimes | don't understand completely some English erammiar

Fdon'tlike the ecling that my English pronunciation is ot quite correct. 186 | 414 [ 105

1 dontcnjoy reading something in English that takes a while (o figure out completely
1 bothers me that even though [ study Fnglish grammar some of it i hard to use in speaking | 185 | 411 | .96
and wiing, s 382 12
When 'm writing i English, 1 don'tlike the fact that | can't say exactly what | wast

11 bothers me when the teacher uses an English word | don't know 186 | 405 | 106
When 'm speaking in English, | el uncomfortable if | can't communicate m idea clearly

1 don't ke the fact that sometimes | can't find English words that meun the sume as some | 186 | 435 | .80
words in my own language 17 342 [ 136
One th ding in English is having to guess what the meaning is 186|430 |85

o't ike about

188 | 388

% 200 [ 133
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The participants reported a level of tolerance of ambiguity that is a little above the mid- point
(mean= 3.69). This gives support to oxford (1999) who claimed that with its uncertainties
language leaming can be quite an ambiguous and stressful experience. The level of tolerance
identified here shows that the participants in this study, on average, will not exhibit high
tolerance intolerance of ambiguity, neither accepting without questioning nor being hampered by
incomplete linguistic information. However, an item-by-item analysis of the scale reveals a mean
range between 435 and 2.9, which indicates that the total score of 3.69 should not lead to
stereotyping as people may have different levels of tolerance of ambiguity: low, moderate, or
high tolerance (EI-Koumy, 2000; Ely, 1995; Ehrman, 1999).

To explore whether participants could be placed in the suggested three ambiguity groups, a
further K- means cluster analysis on SPSS was performed. The results can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2: The results of grouping.

Ambirguty Cluster | N % OF TOTAL | MEAN s Minimum | Maximum
High (1) — 27176 175 =

oderate (M) 3.5000 507 =
Low (L) = 40773 38 |
Total 10007 3.0933

A further analysis of variance (ANOVA) between these three groups confirmed that these
clusters of students were distinet from one another (p<000) in terms of AT. The differences can
be seen

Table 3. Differences between three AT clusters

[Somorsres | D | Mean [ Direction of
[ Difess

AT : 16000 [356706 | 00 1L P-000

[ 779 [ [as05602 ML P=000
Total 130889 i) = H-M <000

Descriptive statistics, coupled with cluster analysis and analysis of variance, point to three
different groups of students according to their tolerance of ambiguity. An imporiant proportion of
students (f= 83; 47.4%) had very high levels of intolerance (mean=4.07), while a similar
proportion (f=18; 10.30%) reported they can tolerate ambiguity to a great extent
(mean-2.71).This means that . expectedly, there are variations among language leamers and they
will not always tolerate ambiguity unanimously.

Does tolerance of ambiguity improve as proficiency improves?

A slight improvement has been detected in tolerance of ambiguity as the level of English
proficicncy increases. Table 4 shows the mean values for tolerance of ambiguity for cach
proficiency level
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Table 4: The findings f

s of variance

Proficiency Level

Elementary &1

Table 5. Effects of proficiency level o tolerance of ambiguity

TS of[dr i Mansqure [ ¥ Sig iecton of
| | squaes | dillences
e T6s4 3 B2 o 7 =y
Gmoups | | [

Witin [ 376 o ] EI=
aowps | e i
| Total 1 39.268 170 I

The only significant difference was observed between pre-intermediate and advanced students in
favor of the latter (p< 007). Although there was also a considerable difference between the
intermediate and advanced leamers, this difference was slightly outside the signific
(p<055). This finding shows that as students improve their language proficiency . their level of
tolerance also improves. This is to be cxpected as students becoming more equipped may fecl
safer in dealing with new information. After all. with their advanced level of language
proficicney, the participants must have mastered both an important proportion of grammatical
structures and very valuable advanced vocabulary to be able to read and listen without looking up
unknown words (Nation, 1990).

nce level

What are the relationship between ambiguity tolerance, acculturation and socio-demographic
variable?

Normality of the questionnaire data was first checked using the Shapiro-Wilk test (Shapiro &
Wilk,1965). The results indicated that the distribution of the FLCATS scores were normal.
Justifying the use of Pearson product-moment correlations and a multiple regression approach
no violations regarding the lincarity were identified. To cxamine the relationships between FL
ambiguity tolerance, EFL student acculturation (i.c. assimilation, preservation. and adaptation)
.and selected socio-demographic variable, Pearson product-moment correlations were used (sec
Table 1). One acculturation ~related variable, preservation, was found to be the largest correlate
of FL ambiguity intolerance. explaining 6.25% (i 25%) of the variance. Ambiguity
tolerance was also found to correlate significantly with the following variable: proficiency level
(pre-intermediate, intermediate, advanced), in reading and listening comprehension.
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Tuble 6 Pearson of correlations of ambiguity tolerance vith selected variable

Independent variable FLCATS (1)
EFL Student Acculturation

Assimilation 0
Preservation 250
Adaption [

Selected socio-demographic variable
Proficiency level

High 19+
Mid
low

p<05

Table 6 presents the unstandardized regression coefficients and intercept, the standard error of the
unstandardized _coefficients, the standardized regression coefficients. the  semi-partial
correlations, and the squared multiple correlation cocfficicnt (R2) of the model which maximum
proportion of variance was explained. The analysis of set-wise regression revealed that
preservation, proficiency level, (the higher would have more tolerance of ambiguity)
reading/listening ability of FL learners contributed significantly, 10 the prediction of their
ambiguity tolerance. The semi-partial correlation coefficients (Table 6) suggested preservation
was the best predictor of FL ambiguity intolerance, accounting for 23.8% of the variance
followed by proficiency level of the leamers which explained 18% of the variance respectively.

Table 7 Selected mulsiple regression model for predicting FL ambiguity olerance

Independent__Regression Standard tvalue Standurdized __Semi-partial
variable Cocflicient “Frior regression co.cocfficients

1859 i 6114
“Preservation 083 042 1.9%9° 205 (]
-64 040 “1590 138 145

proficiency

An important result of this study is the confinmation of the speculation that preservation in
Schumman’s acculturation theory (1978.1986) was found 1o be a significant predictor of FL
ambiguity. This finding suggests that ambiguity intolerant EFL students were likely to have
disposition 10 resist the TL culture so that their cultural identity would remain intact. In other
words, increased cultural preservation can result in reduced contact with the TL group and greater
social distance, which exacerbated FL ambiguity.

There are positive correlations between proficiency level of the leamers and tolerance of
ambiguity. Consistent with previous findings (Baily. Daley, 2000; Maclntyre. Nocls,1997),
higher proficiency is the predictor of ambiguiy tolerant EFL lcamers . The other studies showed
females rather than males arc more intolerant of ambiguity as well
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CONCLUSION

‘This study aimed o explore the nature of ambiguity tolerance in reading and listening in a
foreign language among tertiary level learners of English and its relationship with acculturation.
It determines likely relationship between tolerance of ambiguity and cognitive variable .
proficiency level. The findings of this study allow the authors to draw some conclusions. Firstly,
the tertiary EFL learners participating in this study reported having a moderate level of ambiguity
intolerance in language learning. Cluster analysis confirmed that the majority of the learners have
cither a high or moderate level of intolerance while only a small number of them have low
intolerance. Therefore, it can be said that learners in an EFL context are generally less tolerant of
ambiguity. The findings also suggested that there is a significant difference between ambiguity
tolerance and learners’ language proficiency levels, indicating that the higher the proficiency
level, the more tolerant learners become in foreign language learning. One factor that may have
impacted this result is that, as leamers develop their linguistic knowledge, the need to control
every detail in language learning becomes less important, thus resulting in higher tolerance of
ambiguity

The implications of this study are two- fold: pedagogical and further research. Firstly, students
were found to have low tolerance of ambiguity. Such levels of intolerance can simply interfere
with the learning process. As active agents in this learning process, teachers. then, have
responsibilities to assist learners in their cfforts (o suceced in linguage leaming. They should be
prepared to st an agenda and share it with their students to help them increase their awareness of
classtoom procedures as well as the content to be leamt. As suggested by the literature, when
leamers are informed about classroom procedures, they feel more comfortable. self-confident and
motivated in the language classroom (Domyci,2005; Williams & Buerden,1997). which may in
tum help lower intolerance of ambiguity. Secondly, as this study also indicated. pre-intermediate
and intermediate leamers tend to be less tolerant of ambiguity. Therefore, it could be more
conductive to lcarning if teachers adopt a teaching approach, especially with such lower
proficiency level students, that includes more insight into negative affective factors influencing
language leaming and aceulturation

An important finding indicates that leamers' inclination 1o tesist the TL culture can lead to
increased levels of ambiguity intolerance. Hence strategies need to be devised and implemented
1o allow learners to develop stronger security about their roots and simultancously reaching out to
lobal world where multilingual and multicultural societies are the norm.

As for implications for further research, we need to note that this study is not without limitations
Firstly, the study did not employ a standard measure of reading/listening comprehension. Neither
did it measure the students” proficiency level through standardized placement test. Finally, this
study focused on a small number of university level Iranian EFL leamers from one cducational
context. Therefore, it would be fruitful to further explore the relationship between all these
variables employing more standardized measures and larger samples.
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CONCLUSION

“This study aimed to explore the nature of ambiguity tolerance in reading and listening in a
foreign language among tertiary level learners of English and its relationship with acculturation
It determines likely relationship between tolerance of ambiguity and cognitive variable .
proficiency level. The findings of this study allow the authors to draw some conclusions. Firstly,
the tertiary EFL learners participating in this study reported having a moderate level of ambiguity
intolerance in language leaming. Cluster analysis confirmed that the majority of the learners have
cither a high or moderate level of intolerance while only a small number of them have low
intolerance. Therefore, it can be said that learers in an EFL context are generally less tolerant of
ambiguity. The findings also suggested that there is a significant difference between ambiguity
tolerance and learers” language proficiency levels. indicating that the higher the proficiency
level, the more tolerant learners become in foreign linguage learning. One factor that may have
impacted this result is that, as leamers develop their linguistic knowledge, the need 1o control
every detail in language learning becomes less important, thus resulting in higher tolerance of
ambiguity.

The implications of this study are two- fold: pedagogical and further rescarch. Firstly, students
were found to have low tolerance of ambiguity. Such levels of intolerance can simply interfere
with the learning process. As active agents in this leaming process, teachers. then, have
responsibilities to assist learners i their efforts to succeed in language leaming. They should be
prepared to set an agenda and share it with their students to help them increase their awareness of
Jassroom procedures as well as the content to be leamt. As suggested by the literature, when
learners are informed about elassroom procedures, they feel more comfortable. self-confident and
motivated in the language classroom (Domyei, 2005; Williams & Buerden,1997). which may in
tumn help lower intolerance of ambiguity. Secondly, as this study also indicated, pre-intermediate
and intermediate leamers tend to be less tolerant of ambiguity, Therefore, it could be more
conductive to leaming if teachers adopt @ teaching approach, especially with such lower
proficiency level students, that includes more insight into negative affective factors influencing
language learning and acculturation.

An important finding indicates that learners’ inclination 1o resist the TL culture can lead to
increased levels of ambiguity intolerance. Hence strategies need to be devised and implemented
10 allow learners o develop stronger secutity about their roots and simultancously reaching out to
global world where multilingual and multicultural societies are the norm.

As for implications for further research, we need to note that this study s not without limitations.
Firsly, the study did not cmploy a standard measure of reading/listening comprehension. Neither
did it measure the students” proficiency level through standardized placement test. Finally, this
study focused on a small number of university level Iranian EFL learners from one cducational
context. Therefore. it would be fruitful to further explore the relationship between all these
variables cmploying more standardized measures and larger samples.
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ABSTRACT

Due to the detrimental effects of foreign langy
achievement, a large body of rescarch has been devoted 1o examining the sources of ambiguity
intolerance. Yet very few have considered acculturation and proficiency of Teamers as
causal factors in forcign language Ambiguity Tolerance. This enquiry proposes hypothesized
links between forcign language ambiguity tolerance, three componenis of Schumann’s (1978,
1986) acculturation theories (assimilation, preservation. and adaptation), and selected cognitive
variable proficiency level as (high, mid, low) in the Iranian English as a foreign lang
context. A set-wi s revealed the two variables that contributed significantly o
the prediction of foreign language ambiguity folerance: preservation, and English language
proficiency. The pedagogical implications of these findings for reducing FL ambiguity
intolerance and for improving foreign language learning and acculturation are discussed. An
important finding indicates that learners” inclination to resist the TL eulture can lead o increased
levels of ambiguity intolerance. Hence , strategies need 10 be devised and implemented to allow
leamers to develop stronger security about their roots and simultancously reaching out lo global
warld where multilingual and multicultural societies are the norm.

ambiguity on multiple areas of language

¢ regression anal

KEYWORDS: Ambiguity tolerance. Schumann’s acculturation theory, Aceulturation, Recepiive
skills

INTRODUCTION
MecLaughlin (1987) and Daniels (2000) acknowledge that acculturation theory originated with the
ethnographic work of Linton (1960, as cited in Daniels 2000..1), who studied the changes
Native Americans needed to make in order to become more integrated into mainstream American
society. He identifies the notion of the distance separating the two cultural groups and the social
and psychological changes which would be necessary for closer interaction to take place. Social
distance would be associated with the actual contact which was available between the two
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ntolerance may entail considering uncertainties and unclear meanings as potential sources of
discomfort and treat (Norion ,1975 ).Tolerance of ambiguity , then, can be 4 reflection of our
personality (Ely.1989; Ehrman,1993; 1994). As such, people with tolerance of ambiguity are
likelier to feel comfortable under uncertain conditions (Budner, 1962).

Ambiguity Tolerance (AT) and Language Learning
Ely (1989) defines AT as the acceptance of uncertainties. Such tolerance can be translated into
the language learning context as * an  ability (o deal with ambiguous new stimuli without
frustration or without appeals to authority. 1t allows for indeterminate rather than rigid
categorization” (Ellis, 1994: S18). In this sense . students with AT, then, are expected to feel
comfortable with learning a new language with its uncertainties and unknown structural - and
cultural norms (o be dealt with. McLain (1993), for example, reports that students who are
tolerant of ambiguity are more willing to take risks and open to change (Rubin, 1975: Stern,
1975: Naiman, Frohlich. Siem & Todeso, 1978) and show endurance on tasks and higher levels
of achicvement (Chapelle,1983; Naiman, Todeso, and Florich,1975). Similarly, White (1999)
views AT as a reaction 1o uncertainties whereby ambiguity is accommadated so that it does not
impede progress.

Our level of AT may also influence the use of certain language leaming strategics. Ehrman and
Oxford (1990) found that learners with intuitive type of personalities who have relatively higher
levels of AT reported that they often guessed from context whereas sensing type of personalities
with lower AT reported that they disliked having 1o guess from context. Further, leamers., who
are called judgers. reported not using compensation strategies like the sensing type of students
because of their discomfort with ambiguity. whereas perceivers who can tolerate uncertainty
tended to use  of metacognition while perceivers reported that they disliked
behaviors, reflecting their also illustrated the influence of AT on the use of stratey
student who was comfortable with ambiguity did not want to u
reading and wanted to carry on without looking up unknown words. However, the second student
who was not 5o tolerant * first figured out the sentence structure , checked the meanings of
unknown words, and then translated it into Japanese” (ibid: 89) to minimize any po
ambiguity.

netacog:

1 dictionary in exiensive

Ehrman (1993; 1999) maintains that tolerance of ambiguity operates at three levels: intake
tolerance of ambiguity proper; and accommodation. On the first level, tolerance enables leamers
1o reccive linguistic input. Students with tolerance of ambiguity ¢
information even though it involves many unknown elements. The sceond level involves being
able * to hold contradictory or incomplete information without either rejecting one of the
contradictory elements or coming to premature closure on an incomplete schema® (1993,p.331)
At this level, the learner has taken new information in and needs to deal with contradictory or
incomplete information (¢.g. inferring meanings of unknown vocabulary in an article). The last
level has been borrowed from constructivist psychology (Piaget, 1967 ) and involves adopting the
self according to new material. That is. this level entails integrating new information with the
existing schemata. restructuring the latte

ept new
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intolerance may entail considering uncertainties and unclear meanings as potential sources of
discomfort and treat (Norton ,1975 ) Tolerance of ambiguity , then, can be a reflection of our
personality (Ely, 1989; Ehrman,1993; 1994). As such, people with tolerance of ambiguity are
likelier to fecl comfortable under uncertain conditions (Budner, 1962),

Ambiguity Tolerance (AT) and Language Learning
Ely (1989) defines AT as the acceptance of uncertainties. Such tolerance can be translated into
the language learning context as * an  ability to deal with ambiguous new stimuli without
frustration or without appeals to authority. 1t allows for indeterminate rather than rigid
categorization” (Ellis, 1994: S18). In this sense . students with AT, then, are expected 1o fecl
comfortable with learning a new language with its uncertainties and unknown structural - and
cultural norms to be dealt with. McLain (1993). for example, reports that students who are
tolerant of ambiguity are more willing to take risks and open to change (Rubin, 1975 Stern,
1975; Naiman, Froblich, Stem & Todeso, 1978) and show endurance on tasks and higher levels
of achievement (Chapelle.1983; Naiman, Todeso, and Florich,1975). Similarly, White (1999)
views AT as a reaction to uncertainties whereby ambiguity is accommadated so that it does not
impede progress.

Our level of AT may also influence the use of certain language leaming strategies. Ehrman and
Oxford (1990) found that learners with intuitive type of personalities who have relatively higher
levels of AT reported that they ofien gucssed from context whercas sensing type of personalities
with lower AT reported that they disliked having 1o guess from context. Further, learners. who
are called judgers, reported not using compensation strategies like the sensing type of students
because of their discomfort with ambiguity. whereas perceivers who can tolerate uncertainty
tended 1o use  of metacognition while perceivers reported that they disliked metacognitive
behaviors, reflecting their also illustrated the influence of AT on the use of strategies. The first
student who was comfortable with ambiguity did not want to use a dictionary in extensive
reading and wanted to carry on without Tooking up unknown words. However, the second student
who was not so tolerant * first figured out the sentence structure , checked the meanings of
unknown words, and then translated it into Japanese” (ibid: 89) to minimize any possible
ambigity

Ehrman (1993; 1999) maintains that tolerance of ambiguity operates at three levels: infake:
tolerance of ambiguity proper; and accommodation. On the first level, tolerance enables leaners
10 receive linguistic imput. Students with tolerance of ambiguity can perceive and accept new
information even though it involves many unknown elements. The second level involves be
able * to hold contradictory or incomplete information without either rejecting one of the
contradictory clements or coming to premature closure on an incomplete schema” (1993.p.331).
At this level, the learner has taken new information in and needs to deal with contradictory or
incomplete information (e.g. inferring meanings of unknown vocabulary in an article). The fast
level has been borrowed fiom constructivist psychology (Piaget, 1967 ) and involves adopting the
self’ according to new material. That is. this level entails integrating new information with the
existing schemata, restructuring the latte

615

HLLALW





image4.jpeg
International Journal of Language Le
ILLALW)

Volume 4 (4), December 2013; 613-628 Abdollahian, G., & Hosseini Fatemi, A
ISSN (online): 2280-2737 & ISSN (print): 2289-3245 wwwijllalw.org

How tolerant should learners be of ambiguity?
Ambiguity is an incvitable reality of leaming a new language and people do tend to have
different Tevels of ambiguity .As reviewed above, research indicates that AT is related to
achievement in language learning However, concerns have also been expressed regarding over-
tolerance. This is because such high levels of tolerance may result in unquestioned acceptance
(Ely, 1995; Kazamina, 1999). Ely maintains that the lack of sensitivity to ambiguous linguistic
data may cause carly pidginization or fossilization in language development. The question then
becomes * what level of ambiguity is ideal for success in language learning?”

nd Applied Linguistics World

It is generally suggested that a moderate level of tolerance of ambiguity should be beneficial for
effective language learning. Ely claims * the ideal case, of course, is that of the leamer who is
neither inhibited by low tolcrance of ambiguity nor oblivious to linguisties subileties™
(ibid:93).However, Kazamina (1999) purports that this mid- point has not yet been fully defincd.
To clucidate this mid- point . EI-Koumy (2000) illustrated that moderately tolerant students were
more successful than both high tolerance students and low tolerance students. His findings are
illustrative of what degree of folerance is suitable for language leaming and in all four language
skills. et , more rescarch is needed to understand the nature and place of AT in the process of
foreign lang

age learning

The acculturation model

The acculturation model, developed by Schumann, is based on social and psychological factors
Acculturation” is defined as the social and psychological taxonomy of factors which arc believed
to be important in the process of SLA in natural contexts. The major claim of the model is that
acculturation , which is a cluster of social-psychological factors, is the major cause of SLA
(Schumann, 1978,1990). Schumann siates that any leamer can be placed along a continuum
ranging from social-psychological distance to social-psychological proximity with the speakers
of the target language. The degree of language acquisition, then, would correlate with the degree
of the learner’s proximity to the target group.

Schuman (1986) claims that acculturation , or the integration of the L2 leamer into the target
linguistic community is not a direct cause of second language acquisition (SLA), but rather it is
the first in a chain of factors which results in natural SLA. Schumann (1986,p.385) proposes that
* acculturation as a remote cause brings the leamner into contact with TL-speakers and verbal
interaction with those speakers as a proximate cause brings about the negotiation of appropriate
input which then operates as the immediate cause of language acquisition. According to
Schumann (1978), social distance refers o the learner as a member of a social group that is in
contact with another social group whose members speak a different language. He enlists various
factors that shorten the sacial dist

nce

Social dominance: 1f the second-language learning (2LL) group s politically, culturally,
technically or ceonomically dominant o or subordinate to the target language (TL) group, social
contact between the two groups will tend not to be sufficient for optimal trget language
acquisition. If they are nearly equal in status, then there will be more contact between the iwo
groups and thus, acquisition of the target language will be enhanced. Assimilation, preservation,
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and adaptation: The best condition for L2 acquisition is obtained when the 2 LL group wants to
assimilate into the TL group. The second best condition occurs when the 2LL group wants to
adapt 10 the TL culture for intergroup_interaction without assimilating to it The least favorable
conditions obtain for acquiring the L2 when the 2LL group wishes to remain separated
linguistically and culturally from the TL group. Enclosure: The more 2LL group . the more likely
the contact with the TL group . the more favorable the conditions will be for 1.2 acquisition,
Cohesiveness and size, Congruence: The more similar the culture of the two groups. the more
likely there will be social contact and thus language acquisition. Atitude, Iniended lengih of
residence and the psychological factors affect the psychological distance are : Language shock
(Learner’s confission when using 12).Culture shock (Learner's disorientation as a result of
culture differences).

Acculturation: Types, Stages and Kinds of Learning

Trawinski (2003) cites social and psychological distances determine how much input the leamer
will be exposed to ., and how much input will be converted in to intake. Schumann (1975)
believes that the level of language proficiency the learner achieves strictly depend on the degree
of acculturation. He distinguishes three functions of language. which may also be considered as
the three stages of language development

~Communicative function ( the transmission of referential information only)
“Integrative function (the mark & membership of a particular social group )
pressive function ( the display of linguistic virtuosity)

The acculturation model developed by Schumann (1978) emphasizes identification with a
community as a primary requirement of SLA _According to Schumann, there are two types of
acculturation. The first type fakes place when the leamer is socially integrated with and
psychologically opens o the farget group. The second type of acculturation has all the
characteristics of the first type except for the psychological open-ness of the leamer Brown
(1980) postulates the process of acculturation in the target language natural environment consists
of four stages:

Euphoria-the learners get excited over the newness of the surroundings

Culture- shock- emerges as individuals feel the intrusion of more and more culture differences
into their own images of self and security

Cultural stress- gradual recovery: some problems of acculturation are solved , while others
continue for some time. The learner starts 1o understand the differences in thinking. The learner’s
problems  center around the question of identity, shehe does not perceive herselhimself as
belonging to any culture.

Full-recovery-  adaptation, assimilation or a
developed.

ptance of the new culture. A new identity

Schumann (1978) also describes the kind of learning which take place in this model. He suggests
that the carly stages of SLA are characterized by the same processes that are responsible for the
formation of pidgin languages _If the social and /or psychological distance is ereat then
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acculturation is impeded and the leaner does not progress beyond the early stages of lnguage
acquisition. As a result his/her target language will stay pidginize Pidginization is characterized
by simplifications and reductions occurring in the learner's inter-language which lead to
fossilization when the leamers inter-language system does not progress in the direction of the
target language (Gitsaki, 1998).

Evidence Supporis the Acculturation Model

Schumann (1978) provides some supporting evidence from different studies that these variables
enhance or inhibit SLA. He also postulates that psychological factors , especially motivation,
may have more influcnce on SLA than social factors (Stauble, 1977). It is interesting to to note.
that according to this model, variables other than acculturation are of minor or moderate
importance for SLA .For example. instruction s assumed 1o have no important role in SLA . In
this regard, Schumann (1978, p.368) states : ... Educational institutions are really only free to
manipulate teacher, method, and text variables. I believe that these variables are so weak in terms
of the total language learning situation that no matter how much we attempt to change them, we
will never achieve much more success than we are achieving now”. Norton Pierce (1995)
highlights the strength of Schumann’s model in the socio-cultural contexts of language learning
without neglecting the role of individuals in the language leaming process. It recognizes ,
furthermore, the importance that must be placed on regular contact between language leamers
and speakers of the target language for successful language leaming o take place. Moreover,
Doughty and Long (2003) postulate that Schumann’s model applies to L2 acquisition in the
They maintain that, in FL leaming the situation is quite different because
most social and affective variables lose their importance in conscious learning, Consequently, the
Acculturation Model can not be used directly for purposes of working out a methodology for FL
instruction Finally, according to Schumann (1986), acculturation is a dynamic process that takes
place over time. A leamer’s social and psychological distance profile may change during the
course of his or her stay in the TL environment.

Acculturation Extended Model (AEM)

1t should be noted that the acculturation model focuses on social and psychological factors and
ignore other variables in SLA. That is why some scholar added other variables (o account for
SLA along with acculturation factor. Ellis (2008) and Larson-Freeman (2007) assert that an
elaborated version of Schumann' model was provided by Anderson as cognitive dimension
Anderson built the nativization model on Schumann model in particular by providing a cognitive
dimension which Schumann did not consider. According to Ellis (1985) the model consists of
two major processes

~Nativization: The process of assimilation of the input. The leamer modifics the L2 input to
match his/ her internalized knowledge of LI, other languages and the world. This process is
visible in the first stage of language acquisition.

~Denativisation: The process of accommodation. The leamer modifies his/her intemalized
knowledge 10 accommodate L2 input. This process is typical for later stages of language
acquisition when L2 production is close 10 target norm.
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