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Abstract  
Many research studies indicated a correlation between classroom behaviour and 

language of the instructors and learners. The inter-language that the teachers prefer to use 
in the class differs from the natural, daily life conversations in linguistic terms. It is 
characterized by more simplistic, repetitive, carefully selected language, or “classroom 
register”. The paper discusses a „foreign language classroom register” as a specific linguistic 
subsystem which is operated both by the rules of linguistic simplification and by constraints 
imposed by the specific social (school) setting. The standard language used in a classroom 
communication with high ratio of short basic and coordinate sentences, more universal 
constructions, such as base case nominal phrases and active present indicative verb 
phrases, the limited reduction in morphological complexity as a result of preference for a 
simple sentence structure. The research study examines a linguistic complexity of the 
teacher talk with focus on reductions, modifications, and simplifications. It also studies 
personal attitudes of lecturers toward school discourse and the relation between teachers´ 
personality and a language complexity of their language.  

Keywords: school discourse, interlanguage, foreign language classroom register, 
teachers´ personal traits 

 

Introduction 
“It is what teachers think, what teachers do and what teachers talk at the level 

of the classroom which shapes the kind of learning that young people get” 
(Hargreaves & Fullan, n.d.). It is the very short and precise explanation for mutual 
agreement between classroom behaviour and language of the instructors and 
learners. Therefore the inter-language that the teachers prefer to use in the class 
differs from the natural, daily life conversations in linguistic terms as they tend to 
use more simplistic, repetitive, carefully selected language, or in other words, 
“Classroom Register” which is first described by Reid (1956). Accordingly, 
classroom language is one of the “distinct registers” that is chosen by teacher as an 
adjustment to the social setting.  Henzl (1973) took the expression further and 
defined  “Foreign Language Classroom Register” as a linguistic subsystem 
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operated both by the rules of linguistic simplification similar to those of the 
Foreigner Talk and Baby Talk Registers and by constraints imposed by the social 
setting, the standard language used in a classroom communication with high ratio 
of short basic and coordinate sentences, more universal constructions, such as 
base case nominal phrases and active present indicative verb phrases, the limited 
reduction in morphological complexity as a result of preference for a simple 
sentence structure. Also the pronunciation is relatively slow and loud, and aided 
by a frequent use of concrete objects in the classroom, gestures, simulation of the 
events (Henzl, 1979). Therefore, in order to examine linguistic complexity of the 
teacher talk accurately, existance of some necessary operations such as reductions, 
modifications, simplifications to tune in with students’ comprehension must be 
considered first. Within this frame, this study will search for answers for the 
language complexity of the lecturers’ class talk, communication styles and 
personal attitudes of lecturers and the relation between language complexity of 
teachers and their personality. Thus, classroom register/talk of lecturers will be 
recorded and how their personality traits- which will be categorized through a 
questionnaire, can influence their classroom language complexity will be checked. 

 

Literature review 
As one of the lingual studies on classroom language, the research of Long 

(1983) is remarkable; he compared the language use of teachers in the class with 
the daily use and found out that ESL teachers use more display questions than 
reference (real) questions, and also imperatives, comprehension checks, 
clarification requests are more common, additionally, he noted that teachers use 
present tense more than past or other tenses (practicality of here and now talk), 
talk is more structural, mechanical than meaningful therefore communication 
value of speech is low or non-existant, however, the quality of speech increases 
when teacher starts a dialogue with students in more descriptive and bidirectional 
way. Also Hughes (2011) mentions that greater part of classroom speech is created 
spontaneously in real time which means that speakers tend to use simpler 
vocabulary, higher frequency of coordinated clauses, many fixed, filler expressions 
(you know, like, right.. etc.) to buy processsing time. Classroom speech in L2 
includes both competing lexical items with L1, mapping diverse set of phonemes 
from variety of L1 and dealing with these against partial understanding of the 
target language syntax. 

 

Language choice in teacher talk 
Kim and Elder (2005) examined the language choices of Japanese, Korean, 

German and French speaking instructors in New Zealand secondary schools. The 
study examined these teachers’patterns of alternation between English, the 
majority language, and the TL to make a cross-linguistic comparison of the 
relationship between teachers’ language choices and particular pedagogic 
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functions. Findings suggest that most teachers tend to avoid complex interactions 
in the TL, limiting the potential for intake and for real communication on the part 
of the students. Although the teachers were almost at native-speaker proficiency, 
TL use was not optimized in terms of quantity or quality in their lessons and 
therefore that the potential for intake and meaningful communication on the part 
of the students was limited.  

Kim also claims that teachers’ beliefs about language learning and their 
attitudes to TL use  determine the content and structure of the lesson which means 
that their language choice can be more related to their beliefs about TL, influenced 
by their prior experience of language learning, and eventually their identity and 
personality.  

 

Relation between speech patterns and personality 
To get an insight about the personality and speech style relation, Ramsay 

(1966) studied   lengths of sound, silence, units and sound/silence ratio in speech 
and proposed that as the complexity of the verbal task increases, the length of time 
spent in speech decreases and the length of time spent in silence increases, 
similarly, Goldman-Eisler (1972) has reported that silence is used for higher 
cognitive activity. As for personality factors, extraverts and introverts differ in 
terms of the length of silence between utterances. The results support the idea that 
talk comes after some cognitive activity or in other words thinking, contemplating 
in the case of introverts.  

Extravert type of personality is described by Eysenck and Eysenck (1963) as 
sociable, party lover, talkative, and not a loner and the introvert type as a quiet, 
introspective, fond of books rather than people; reserved and distant except to 
intimate friends. Results of the Ramsay’s study show that this description is valid 
for speech patterns. 

 

Big five personality traits and linguistic complexity 
Lexical hypothesis asserts that “personality characteristics which are most 

important in peoples' lives will eventually become a part of their language and, 
secondly, that more important personality characteristics are more likely to be 
encoded into language as a single word”. Accordingly, in order to detect the 
personal differences encoded in conversation and relate these individual traits to 
linguistic production; the standard model called Big Five Personality Traits (also 
known as the five factor model -FFM), which is developed to describe personality 
types under these factors: extraversion vs. introversion, emotional stability vs. 
neuroticism, agreeableness vs. disagreeableness, conscientiousness vs. 
unconscientiousness, openness to experience is worth mentioning. Pennebaker 
and King (1999) identified many linguistic features to be linked with Big Five 
personality traits through Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) tool to count 
word categories of essays written by students whose personality has been 
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assessed using a questionnaire. Their findings suggest linguistic dimensions and 
personality traits are correlated in the sense that neurotics use more 1st person 
singular pronouns, more negative emotion words and less positive emotion words 
while agreeable people express more positive and fewer negative emotions with 
fewer articles. Conscientious people avoid negations, negative emotion words and 
words reflecting discrepancies (e.g., should and would). Finally, people who are 
more open to experience tend to prefer longer words and words expressing 
tentativity (e.g., perhaps and maybe), as well as the avoidance of 1st person 
singular pronouns and present tense forms. Similarly, the findings of Berry, 
Pennebaker, Mueller, and Hiller (1997) state that extraversion uses fewer negative 
emotion words and unique words, and more present tense verbs, with dominant 
texts using fewer unique words, positive emotion words and self referents. 

As for the division of conversational styles of extraverts and introverts; another 
study by Carment, Miles, and Cervin (1965) describes Extraverts as loud thinkers, 
more talkative, less self-focussed, and more distracted. Conversely, Introverts as 
monopolising, more self-focussed and deep thinkers. Also Scherer (1979), 
Furnham (1990) propose that extravert language is less formal with more 
restricted code, more verbs, adverbs and pronouns (rather than nouns, adjectives, 
and prepositions), and loose vocabulary. Gill & Oberlander (2002) confirms that 
extraverts talk more, louder and more repetitively, with fewer pauses and 
hesitations, they have higher speech rates, shorter silences, a higher verbal output, 
a lower type/token ratio and a less formal language, while introverts use a broader 
vocabulary. Extraverts also use more positive emotion words, and show more 
agreements and compliments than introverts.  

 

Research method 
From the sources mentioned so far, it can be deduced that teacher talk is 

shaped by the classroom context to large extent. As literature shows some proofs 
that personality traits play a role on the linguistic patterns, in general, this study 
will be conducted with the assumption that also personal traits, the character 
qualities of the teacher can have an impact on linguistic complexity of teacher’s 
talk. The research consists of 15 lecturers from Poland, Bosnia, USA, Slovakia, 
UK..... who teach in various departments at International University of Sarajevo 
and use English as their instruction language in the class. Random lectures of 
teachers is recorded and some certain linguistic; syntactic and lexical complexity 
indices are checked whether these metrics are related with the personality type 
which will be obtained through a questionnaire or not. 

 

Data collection 
Study is mainly conducted in two parts; the first part of data is collected 

through appr. 10 mins class recordings of 15 lecturers from various country of 
origins (USA, UK, Poland, Bosnia, Slovakia) who teach in different departments of 
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university in English as a medium of instruction; 475 words from each recording 
are transcribed into word document to be processed through lexical (LCA) and 
syntactical complexity (L2SCA) measurement tool- which use 25 indices for lexical 
complexity and 14 indices for syntactic complexity.  

In the second part of the research, these 15 lecturers were given a personality 
survey in which they first enter their native language and second language (if they 
have any) and then answer 48 questions with Likert type scale from strongly agree 
(1) to strongly disagree (5). The results obtained from lecturers are grouped under 
4 personality types; narrators, demonstrators, contemplators, assertors in which 
the narrator and contemplators are more introvert, reserved types whereas 
assertors and demonstrators are more extrovert and people oriented, (Eysenck 
and Eysenck, 1963) therefore it is anticipated that the lecturers who score 
narrator and contemplators produce more complex, long sentences, verb 
variation, sophisticated lexicon than assertors and demonstrators as 
aforementioned (Scherer,1979), (Furnham,1990), (Gill & Oberlander, 2002), 
(Pennebaker and King,1999). Both results from linguistic complexity tool and 
personality survey are combined in statistics program SPSS and the correlations 
between personality and lingual production are checked.  

 

Results 
When the lingual complexity of the lecturers’ class talks are analysed as lexical 

and syntactical complexity in the LCA and L2SCA tool, the distribution of the values 
in lexical complexity is clustered under Type/Token Ratio, Lexical Density and 
Sophistication, Lexical Variation; and the values in syntactical complexity is 
distributed across syntactic indices.   

 
Discussion 
The data obtained from 15 samples’ lexical and syntactic complexity processed 

under 25 lexical, 14 syntactic measures is compared with the data categorized 
under four personality types; narrators, demonstrators, assertors and 
contemplators and moderate negative correlation between extrovert type 
personality and language complexity is found under only 3 indices such as verb 
sophistication II with the values of  -.515*-.521*, corrected verb sophistication I 
with -.529*-.531*, and verb variation II with  -.522* -,464. These numbers suggest 
that there is some evidence in the opposite relation between verb sophistication, 
corrected verb sophistication, verb variation and extravert personality type which 
means that  as the extravertness of the teacher increases, it is more likely for 
him/her to use less variety of verbs, advanced level verbs or corrected advanced 
level verbs that is in line with the findings  of Ramsay (1966) negative correlation 
between extraverts and complexity of verbal tasks.  
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Tab. 1: Type/Token Ratio Measures 
 

 
Tab. 2: Lexical density and sophistication measures 

WORDTYPES SWORDTYPES LEXTYPES SLEXTYPES WORDTOKENS SWORDTOKENS LEXTOKENS SLEXTOKENS

186 50 136 46 489 77 247 71

140 19 96 17 487 58 237 48

207 46 153 43 479 66 241 61

208 52 149 49 475 84 237 80

201 60 152 55 479 94 240 87

200 46 150 44 476 66 234 63

190 41 133 37 477 61 250 57

179 40 127 35 481 66 271 58

183 42 136 40 482 75 237 69

171 41 132 39 483 52 261 46

176 34 118 28 491 70 236 55

174 42 128 40 476 97 237 95

149 20 104 19 485 62 247 53

196 39 147 37 479 47 251 44

175 44 130 41 478 105 245 99

164 24 106 19 478 47 209 41

LD LS1 LS2 VS1 VS2 CVS1

0.51 0.29 0.27 0.10 0.30 0.39

0.49 0.20 0.14 0.04 0.08 0.20

0.50 0.25 0.22 0.08 0.31 0.39

0.50 0.34 0.25 0.08 0.39 0.44

0.50 0.36 0.30 0.15 1,35 0.82

0.49 0.27 0.23 0.14 1.00 0.71

0.52 0.23 0.22 0.07 0.30 0.38

0.56 0.21 0.22 0.06 0.38 0.44

0.49 0.29 0.23 0.06 0.25 0.35

0.54 0.18 0.24 0.13 0.77 0.62

0.48 0.23 0.19 0.08 0.54 0.52

0.50 0.40 0.24 0.10 0.61 0.55

0.51 0.21 0.13 0.01 0.01 0.09

0.52 0.18 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.51 0.40 0.25 0.08 0.41 0.45

0.44 0.20 0.15 0.02 0.02 0.09
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Tab. 3: Lexical variation measures 
 

VS2 Correlation 
Coefficient 

-,182 -.515* -.521* -,282 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,516 ,049 ,047 ,309 

N 15 15 15 15 

CVS1 Correlation 
Coefficient 

-,189 -.529* -.531* -,288 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,499 ,043 ,042 ,297 

N 15 15 15 15 

VV2 Correlation 
Coefficient 

-,367 -.522* -,464 -,302 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,178 ,046 ,082 ,275 

N 15 15 15 15 

Tab. 4: Moderate Negative Correlation coefficients for verb sophistication 2, 
corrected verb sophistication 1, verb variation 2  
 
 

NDW NDWZ NDWERZ NDWESZ TTR MSTTR CTTR RTTR LOGTTR UBER LV VV1 SVV1 CVV1 VV2 NV ADJV ADVVMODV

186 42 39.70 37.00 0.38 0.76 5,95 8,41 0.84 17.23 0.70 14.70 2,7 0.55 0.09 0.54 0.14 0.06 0.21

140 37 37.10 37.70 0.29 0.74 4,49 6,34 0.80 13.34 0.56 16.17 2,8 0.41 0.12 0.38 0.06 0.07 0.14

207 32 41.20 40.40 0.43 0.74 6,69 9,46 0.86 19.72 0.65 22.23 3,3 0.63 0.14 0.68 0.12 0.05 0.17

208 34 41.30 36.50 0.44 0.75 6,75 9,54 0.87 19.98 0.67 28.89 3,8 0.63 0.18 0.62 0.07 0.07 0.14

201 38 39.50 35.20 0.42 0.76 6,49 9,18 0.86 19,05 0.68 28 3,7 0.63 0.17 0.59 0.15 0.05 0.20

200 36 39.40 34.50 0.42 0.74 6,48 9,17 0.86 19,04 0.63 19.61 3,1 0.64 0.13 0.62 0.12 0.11 0.22

190 41 40.00 35.20 0.40 0.70 6,15 8,7 0.85 17.95 0.46 11,6 2,4 0.53 0.10 0.57 0.08 0.08 0.16

179 23 38.40 36.80 0.37 0.69 5,77 8,16 0.84 16.76 0.34 10,8 2,3 0.47 0.12 0.53 0.04 0.06 0.10

183 32 37.70 35.60 0.38 0.69 5,89 8,34 0.84 17,12 0.56 20.25 3,2 0.57 0.15 0.56 0.10 0.08 0.17

171 33 33.20 34.40 0.35 0.69 5,5 7,78 0.83 15.97 0.62 17.89 3 0.51 0.11 0.50 0.11 0.06 0.17

176 40 38.60 36.00 0.36 0.70 5,62 7,94 0.83 16.25 0.53 25.60 3,6 0.50 0.20 0.44 0.07 0.06 0.14

174 33 37.40 34.90 0.37 0.68 5,64 7,98 0.84 16.40 0.64 24.47 3,5 0.54 0.16 0.54 0.05 0.09 0.15

149 34 36.60 34.70 0.31 0.68 4,78 6,77 0.81 14,07 0.40 10,9 2,3 0.42 0.11 0.44 0.06 0.07 0.13

196 42 39.70 39.30 0.41 0.78 6,33 8,96 0.86 18.51 0.59 15.36 2,8 0.59 0.10 0.65 0.10 0.11 0.21

175 38 37.30 36.60 0.37 0.74 5,66 8.00 0.84 16.45 0.59 21.25 3,3 0.53 0.15 0.45 0.10 0.08 0.18

164 36 38.10 39.30 0.34 0.75 5,3 7,5 0.83 15.45 0.44 11,5 2,4 0.51 0.12 0.48 0.10 0.07 0.17



Journal of Language and Cultural Education, 2020, 8(3) 
ISSN 1339-4584 

 

121 

mean 
lenght 
of 
sentenc
e 

Correlatio
n 
Coefficient 

-,478 -,269 -,007 ,043 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

,071 ,332 ,980 ,879 

N 15 15 15 15 

mean 
lenght 
of T-
clause 

Correlatio
n 
Coefficient 

-,460 -,249 ,159 ,131 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

,084 ,370 ,571 ,642 

N 15 15 15 15 

LS1 Correlatio
n 
Coefficient 

-,357 -,482 -,475 ,090 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

,192 ,069 ,073 ,750 

N 15 15 15 15 

Tab. 5: Slight Negative Correlation coefficients for mean lenght of sentence and T-
clause, lexical sophistication 

 

 
   

 
Tab. 6. & 7:  Mean and standard deviation of syntactic complexity values across 
the syntactic indices. 
 

subject 

number Nationality w ords

sentence

s

verb 

phrases clauses t-units

depende

nt 

clauses

complex T-

units

coordinate 

phrases

complex 

nominals

mean 

lenght of 

sentence

N Valid 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16

17,5000 1,7500 486,3125 21,4375 68,2500 56,5000 28,2500 23,7500 13,1250 6,8125 48,2500 27,2589

4,76095 ,44721 10,75000 9,24459 13,14281 11,14750 8,79015 7,46994 3,26343 3,60035 15,74590 12,67611

Mean

Std. Deviation

mean 

lenght of T-

clause

mean 

lenght of 

clause

Clause 

per 

sentence

Verb 

phrases 

per T-unit

Clause 

per T-unit

Dependen

t clause 

ratio

Depende

nt 

clauses 

per T-

unit

T-units 

per 

sentence

Complex 

T-unit 

ratio

Coordinat

e phrases 

per T-unit

Coordinate 

phrases 

per clause

Complex 

nominals 

per T-unit

Complex 

nominals per 

clause

N Valid 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16

18,5886 8,9192 3,0616 2,5363 2,1027 ,4191 ,9189 1,4168 ,4991 ,2726 ,1267 1,9230 ,8879

5,00431 1,72794 1,26771 ,59969 ,50042 ,09357 ,36736 ,32926 ,15377 ,18509 ,08558 ,95071 ,35544

Mean

Std. Deviation
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Tab. 8:  Mean and standard deviation values of type/token word ratio indices  
 

  LD LS1 LS2 VS1 VS2 CVS1 

N Valid 16 16 16 16 16 16 

Mean ,5038 ,2644 ,2163 ,0750 ,4206 ,4025 

Std. 
Deviation 

,02630 ,07465 ,04515 ,04382 ,37099 ,22490 
 

      

Tab. 9: Mean and standard deviation values of lexical density and sophistication 
indices 
 

 
Tab.  10: Mean and standard deviation values of lexical variation indices 
 

  Demonstrators Narrators Assertors Contemplators 

N Valid 15 15 15 15 

Mean 39,6667 40,6667 40,0667 40,0000 

Std. 
Deviation 

6,09059 5,92412 4,75795 4,56696 

Tab. 11: Mean and Standard deviation values across the personality types 
 

Findings also indicate a slight negative correlation between the extravertness 
and mean lenght of sentence with values -,478 and mean lenght of T-clause with -
,460, lexical sophistication, with -,482 which can be interpreted as extravert types 
seem to be less likely to produce long sentence and T-clause utterances and rich, 
advanced vocabulary as Scherer (1979), Furnham (1990), Gill & Oberlander 
(2002) propose that extraverts use less diverse and more loose vocabulary and 
simpler constructs than introverts.  

WORDTYPES

SWORDT

YPES LEXTYPES SLEXTYPES WORDTOKENS SWORDTOKENS LEXTOKENS SLEXTOKENS

N Valid 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16

180,6875 39,6250 130,7500 36,5625 480,1875 70,0625 242,2500 64,0625

19,47894 10,92322 17,64275 10,78869 4,43048 17,26449 13,35415 17,93867

Mean

Std. Deviation

NDW NDWZ NDWER

NDWER

Z TTR MSTTR CTTR RTTR LOGTTR UBER LV VV1 SVV1 CVV1 VV2 NV ADJV ADVV MODV

N Valid 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16

180,6875 35,6250 38,2938 36,5250 ,3769 ,7238 5,8313 8,2481 ,8413 17,0513 ,5656 18,6388 3,0125 ,5406 ,1338 ,5363 ,0913 ,0738 ,1656

19,47894 4,73110 1,12752 2,06865 ,04222 ,03263 ,64320 ,91015 ,01893 1,90756 ,10551 6,12748 ,50625 ,07188 ,03263 ,08453 ,03117 ,01784 ,03204

Mean

Std. Deviation
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When the linguistic complexity mean value is analysed seperately for each 
type;  the scores of demonstrators  with 39,66, narrators with 40,66, assertors with 
40,06, contemplators with 40,00 reveal that there is very similar distribution of 
values among the types in which only demonstrators show slightly less linguistic 
complexity than the others. This similarity can be partly due to the class register 
which is more limited and guided than the authentic daily life constructs as Henzl 
(1973), (1979) and Kim and Elder (2005) underline and therefore the language 
that lecturers produce can be interpreted within this frame. 

For the other parameters of lexical and syntactic complexity, no other 
significant correlations are found out, however, it is a higher possibility that more 
relations can be revealed for the other parameters if the sample number increases 
and skewed data would be more evenly distributed.    

 
Conclusion 
As the data presents some clues for the moderate negative correlation between 

extravertness and verbal sophistication and variation, and the slight negative 
correlation between extravertness and sentence lenght and T-clause lenght and 
lexical sophistication, it can be assumed that lecturers who scored more in 
(assertors or demonstrators) extravert qualities tend to construct less sophicated 
verbs and words, less various verbs and shorter sentences and T-clauses. 
However, the overall complexity difference between four personality types of 
teachers are not notable which can be partly dependent on class register in which 
teachers more or less prefer to simplify, reduce and limit their utterances in 
general.   

So as not to forget, since the participant number is only 15 and this small 
dataset harbors certain implications, it would be beneficial to look at these values 
with more scepticism and avoid making remarkable assumptions, therefore 
increasing participant lecturers to represent real population is necessary to obtain 
more accurate measures. Moreover, for further studies, the personality types can 
be classified as Big Five personality Traits test suggests and the results can be 
interpreted according to this traits test to reveal more dimensions of personality 
and language complexity. Thus, this study can only pave the way for further in-
depth language-personality relation analyses in the future.   

 
References 
Berry, D. S., Pennebaker, J. W., Mueller, J. S., & Hiller, W. S. (1997). Linguistic bases 

of social perception. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23(5), 526-537. 
Carment, D. W., Miles, C. G., & Cervin, V. B. (1965). Persuasiveness and 

persuasibility as related to intelligence and extraversion. British Journal of 
Clinical Psychology, 4(1), 1-7. 



Journal of Language and Cultural Education, 2020, 8(3) 
ISSN 1339-4584 

 

124 

Eysenck, S. B. G., & Eysenck, H. J. (1963). On the dual nature of extraversion. British 
Journal of Clinical Psychology, 2(1), 46-55. 

Furnham, A. (1990). Language and personality. In Giles, H. & Robinson, W. P. (Eds.), 
Handbook of language and social psychology (p. 73–95). John Wiley & Sons.  

Gill, A. J., & Oberlander, J. (2002, January). Taking care of the linguistic features of 
extraversion. In Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the Cognitive Science 
Society, 24(24). 

Goldman-Eisler, F. (1972). Pauses, clauses, sentences. Language and speech, 15(2), 
103-113. 

Henzl, V. M. (1973). Linguistic register of foreign language instruction. Language 
Learning, 23(2), 207-222. 

Henzl, V. M. (1979). Foreign talk in the classroom. International Review of Applied 
Linguistics, 17(2), 159-167. 

Hughes, R., & Reed, B. S. (2016). Teaching and researching speaking. Taylor & 
Francis. 

Kim, S. H. O., & Elder, C. (2005). Language choices and pedagogic functions in the 
foreign language classroom: A cross-linguistic functional analysis of teacher 
talk. Language Teaching Research, 9(4), 355-380. 

Long, M. H. (1983). Native speaker/non-native speaker conversation in the second 
language classroom. University of Hawai'i Working Papers in English as a Second 
Language 2(1).  

Pennebaker, J. W., & King, L. A. (1999). Linguistic styles: Language use as an 
individual difference. Journal of personality and social psychology, 77(6), 1296. 

Reid, T. B. (1956). Linguistics, structuralism and philology. Archivum 
linguisticum, 8(1), 28-37. 

Scherer, K. R. (1979). Personality markers in speech. Cambridge University Press. 
Thompson, S. A., & Hopper, P. J. (2001). argument structure: Evidence from 

conversation [J]. Frequency and the emergence of linguistic structure, 45, 27. 

 

Contact 
Pinar Sinan Malec 
International University of Sarajevo 
English Language & Literature Teaching Programme 
Bosna i Hercegovina 
pinasina@yahoo.com 

 

APPENDIX 1 

mailto:pinasina@yahoo.com


Journal of Language and Cultural Education, 2020, 8(3) 
ISSN 1339-4584 

 

125 
 

strongly 

disagree 
disagree  

neither 

agree or 

disagree  

agree        
strongly 

agree        

1 I consider persistance to be my strongest side.  1 2 3 4 5

2 At a large social gathering, I am most likely to interact w ith many people, strangers included. 1 2 3 4 5

3 Taking action on a calculated risk appeals me the most. 1 2 3 4 5

4 I prefer to do my job quitely on my ow n. 1 2 3 4 5

5 Organizing the w ay the project is done  is the most important to me w hen doing group projects. 1 2 3 4 5

6 The ability to take charge in a chaotic situation is more admirable. 1 2 3 4 5

7
When I f irst arrive at a meeting, I am purposely a bit late, I like to get there w hen things have 

started happening already.
1 2 3 4 5

8 Creative and f iery is the statement that closely describes me. 1 2 3 4 5

9 I most closely identify w ith people w ho can tell a heartw arming, funny story. 1 2 3 4 5

10 In case of a conflict w ith me and my friend, I f irstly avoid that person for a w hile. 1 2 3 4 5

11 Cooperative and gentle is the description that f its me. 1 2 3 4 5

12
New  and non-routine interaction w ith others taxes my reserves and I am not afraid to let people 

know  it.
1 2 3 4 5

13 Creating harmonious relationships appeals me the most. 1 2 3 4 5

14 I prefer to be an integral part of the team w orking together. 1 2 3 4 5

15 The ability to motivate others to succeed is more admirable. 1 2 3 4 5

16 At a large social gathering, I am most likely to leave as soon as it is polite to do so. 1 2 3 4 5

17 Creating relationships w ith people  is the most important part to me w hen doing group projects. 1 2 3 4 5

18 I consider assertiveness to be my strongest side.  1 2 3 4 5

19 New  and non-routine interaction w ith others usually stimulates and energizes me. 1 2 3 4 5

20 The ability to organize and be methodical  is more admirable. 1 2 3 4 5

21
When I f irst arrive at a meeting, I am usually a bit late and try to sneak in the back w ithout being 

noticed.
1 2 3 4 5

22 Focused and eff icient is the description that f its me. 1 2 3 4 5

23 I most closely identify w ith people w ho can tell a w itty one-liner, pun or w ordplay. 1 2 3 4 5

24
In case of a conflict w ith me and my friend, I f irstly f ind a compromise w here w e both get at 

least part of w hat w e w ant.
1 2 3 4 5

25 Sensitive and reliable is the statement that closely describes me. 1 2 3 4 5

26 At a large social gathering, I am most likely to talk one to one mostly w ith people I already know . 1 2 3 4 5

27
Making sure process of doing it is fun and exciting is the most important part to me w hen doing 

group projects.
1 2 3 4 5

28 I prefer to be the leader and structure-maker for the team. 1 2 3 4 5

29 When I f irst arrive at a meeting, I arrive right on time and feel impatient if  the meeting starts late. 1 2 3 4 5

30 Rational and quick-w itted is the statement that closely describes me. 1 2 3 4 5

31
I most closely identify w ith people w ho can create great characters through movement, voice, 

etc.
1 2 3 4 5

32 Animated and gregarious is the description that f its me. 1 2 3 4 5

33
In case of a conflict w ith me and my friend, I f irstly make sure they understand my position on 

things.
1 2 3 4 5

34
New  and non-routine interaction w ith others revitalizes me if I have a special connection w ith 

someone in the process.
1 2 3 4 5

35 I consider imagination to be my strongest side.  1 2 3 4 5

36 Going to an exciting social event appeals me the most. 1 2 3 4 5

37
New  and non-routine interaction w ith others taxes my reserves so I quietly slip aw ay w hen  no 

one is w atching.
1 2 3 4 5

38 I prefer to influence the team in new  and creative directions. 1 2 3 4 5

39 I most closely identify w ith people w ho can tell a good joke. 1 2 3 4 5

40
Sorting out w ho is playing w hat role in the project  is the most important part to me w hen doing 

group projects.
1 2 3 4 5

41 Discovering the secret behind a complex mystery appeals me the most. 1 2 3 4 5

42 The ability to make people feel comfortable and included is more admirable. 1 2 3 4 5

43 At a large social gathering, I am most likely to use the opportunity to make important contacts. 1 2 3 4 5

44
When I f irst arrive at a meeting, I arrive early so that I can be ready and organized w hen the 

meeting starts.
1 2 3 4 5

45 Sensible and frugal is the statement that closely describes me. 1 2 3 4 5

46 Hard w orking and ambitious is the description that f its me. 1 2 3 4 5

47 I consider compassion to be my strongest side.  1 2 3 4 5

48
In case of a conflict w ith me and my friend, I f irstly make sure the relationship doesn’t get 

damaged.
1 2 3 4 5

This questionnaire collects data about communication styles and its relation to classroom register. Your answ ers w ill only be used in a research project 

conducted by Pınar Sinan Malec. There are no right or w rong answ ers to these statements.

First / Native Language:                                                                                                                                                                                                    Second/ 

Foreign Language(s):                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  


