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Introduction

bcyond' s collsborative gy, And whatis wllibomnve dmlﬂgun rh is

learning, it s dialogue e Engais Vel Tt e
e to outsrip competence. It is where language use and language

learning can co-occur. It is language use mediating language learing. Tt is
ogptieacivipan issochl i
thonsa el ol et s ki gt i, To gt

First in o

in theoretical and empirical claims e language learning, 1 will
examine very bricfly current views on the role of interaction—and its

interaction from the perspective of a sociocultural theory of mind. Third, I
will consider several recent studies from this perspective. These studies

occurring in the dialogics of participancs, and that, as vell as the separate
consideration of input and output, a profitable focus of analysis of language
learning and ts associated processes may be dialogue

Background

1 begin with a brief overview of recent views of the role of ineraction in
second language lcarning. To a consderable extent, contemporary thinking
and research about interaction have emphasized its role as
input’ to learners (cf. Gass 1997). This focus has is origin

s in Krashen's
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comprchensible input hypothesis—the hvpollu,sls that the canse of second
language acquiston i input ha s y the learner. Inpu, it is
gl i basmade Siapicbable ' amabe o i Lo, I ety
19805 (for example, 1981, 1983b), proposed that onc way input is made
comprehensible is through “interactional modification’, that is, through
‘modifications to leamers” input as a consequence of their having signaled &
Tack of mmprcl\ensmn
AsPica

that occurs when leamers and their interlocutors anicipae, perceive, or
experience difficulties in message comprchensibility” has ben referred to as

negotiation.

repeat and rephrase for cheir conversational parters. Pica points out that

sotiaion is not che only eype of ineraction that might lead to learning
negotiation,

in the field of SLA ubm.- #5). o try 0 show Jater in this chapter, a

ning.
n research on negotiation, then, the focus has been on input, i
s comprehensible. Becauseof the theoretical framesvork in which this
rescarch b

has demonstrated that the greater comprchcnsibilcy achieved through
negoriation leads to second language learning. Indeed, it has only been
recently (Ellis, Twak'\,:m] ‘Yamazaki 1994) that evidence has been provided

ok between language

Tncening of concete. nouns» el shere scope for more research
exploring the relationship between comprehensible input and- second

language learning.
e i we e i uadersad moreflly e anguage leaming tat
interac dened.

We need 10 look beyond e comprehension of inpu to. Sl ot ol
example,
Lightbown and Spada {1990), Lyster and Ranta {1997), Doughty and Williams
(1998), and interaci d

learners not only to negoriate the message of the input, but, in doing 5o, to
focus on its form as well. Other researchers, for example, Aljaafrch and
Lantolf (1994) and Nassaii and Swain (2000), have explored the nature and
type of feedback that wil be most helpful 1o learners during ineraction at
different stages of thee scquisiion of s language form. Vn Lic presenc
lume) has moved “affo

Tateraion o e ecolopial seapective.
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As van Lier's perspective implies, interaction is more than a source of
comprehensible input, or input as feedback. Interaction also provides
Jeamers withth apportuniy o us thetarges lnguae,that i, o ‘oupuc

bt bl Sl ‘o\lwur, :lalmmg that it limits our
understanding of second languge learning to an information-processing
pecspesive e thes it g I he perspective t one in

hich allsoci part ut in this
chapter [ will continue to use the term ‘output” in ways it has already been
consideed in the published lierature. However, lacer in this chapter I will
alter my use of rerminology to signal a broadening of the scope of output as

A ity

Output and SLA

Output might theoretically play several roles in second language learning.
Relaive to the potential roles of input in second language learning, those o
output have been relatively underexplored.

“The basis for my initial claim that perhaps output plays a role in second
language learning (Swain 1985) was our research with French immersion
students which showed that in spite of six or seven years of comprehensible
input—some might say, ‘acquisition rich input’ —in French, the writcen and

3
and 6 immersion classes suggested mn although seadents used French in
s, lle of
dvd ot ‘push’ their stud
aches ieracted wih them.

1995),
b ourpur to leaming could be that output pushes learners to process
language more d«pl,umn. more mental effort—than does input. With
output, learners can ‘stretch®
their interlanguage to mect communicative goals. To produce, learners need
t0 do something, They need to create linguistic form and meaning, and in so
doing, p
to move from the semantic, open-cnded, strategic processing prevalent in

for accurate
production. Students’ meaningful production of language—output—would
thus seem to have a potentially significant role in language development.

Th
ation, both theoretically and empisically, in an examination of the value of
idin for second language learning.

One role for output in sccond language learning is that it may promore
nonung ‘This is important if there is a basis to the claim that noticing a
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must occur for i Ellis 1994). Tt 1
levels of noticin, for example, noficing something in the target language
because it is salient or frequent. Or, as proposed by Schmidr and Frota
(1986), in their ‘notice the gap principle’, learnees may not only notice the
target language form, but notice that it is different from their own
interlanguage. Or, as I have suggesled learners may notice that they do not
Know how to cxpress precisely the meaning they wish to convey at the very
moment of attempting to produce it—they notice, so 1o speak, a *hole’ in
interlanguage.

Corainy, Tor snuty ofthe leauss we have recoeded as hey ineracted
while working together an tasks (for cxample, Swain and Lapkin 1995;
Kowal and Swain 1997), we have observed that those learners noticed ‘holes”
in their h.w..m knowiedge and they worked t il them by ueing 0 1

lhcmxlv:s 0 pay aention to uture relevan ot Oux it showed that

ns generate G or
ol i it Knowiedge: T ne i van i, pae mighe
hypothesize that learners seek solutions to thei linguistic difficulies when
the social activty they are engaged in offers them an incentive to do s0, and
the means to do 0. The important point, howeves,in this context, is that it
was the act of actempting to produce language which focused the learner’s
attention on what he or she did not know, or knew imperfectly.

Another way in which producing language may serve the language
learning proes s through hypothesis testing. It has been argued that some
errors which appear in learners’ written and spoken production reveal
ypotheses i by the above b the tatge lagnagt woels o et o

o write somethis
For example,in doing a task that required students to recreate in writing 1
text (hey had just heard (a difficult text consisting of five sentences), Rachel
and Sophie (pseudonyms], two grade 8 French immersion students working.
mgul\u, wrote the sentence: “Méme les solutions écologiques causent
quekanekts des nowvelen saenaces (Bt ccclogica solahons simasines
reaio  replaced by
de. On the basis of this written work, we might have concluded chat this
modied output—reflccted in the chane from des to de-—represents the
students’
an adjective. We might further have argued tha s proce et
1989; Swain 1993). H

by our being privy to their dialogue as they constructed the phrase des
‘nouvelles menaces.
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Example 1:
Rachel: Cher|chez] nou. des nouveaux menaces.
as in] new threats.)

2 Sophie: Good one!

3 Rachel: Yeah, i
or de nouveaux?

4 Sophie: Des nouveaus or des nouvelles?

5 Rachel: Noulveaux], des noulveaux], de noufveaux].

6 Sophie: Its menace, un menace, une menace, un menace, menace ay ay
ay! [exasperated].

7 Rachel: Je vais le pauser
{Fm going t putt o paue s the apercorde)
[They look up ‘menace in the dictionary.]

# Soglis, O demmorueln [vmohanth,

9 Rachel: Cest feminin .. des nouvelles menaces.

(Kowal and Swain 1997)

In the text the scudents had heard, the phrase was actually de nouveasx

problémes, but Sophie and Rachel made rephrasing the text a main fearure of

their work. For them, two comparatively proficient students, this was a self-

shosen means of making the aciiy snore halengogs hore we e hem

“stretching’ their intuen 1, Rachel
4

laces er on this.
well-formed. il

{56 paniint e et bt g e e one'e prmdzs an ad|ecnve,
and nouveaux should be nouvelles, because menaces i a feminine noun. In
other words, by producing des rouveasx menaces, Sophie and Rachel have
created for themselves a phrase that they can now reflect on. In effect, it has.

& lge. An
bisopporeuncy has aisen dizectlyfrom havin produced s phiase ew

Ohcn a rscarchers o eachers examinin such s phras, we ca orly
in wurn 1 represents
urgzl language. fra 5 in this case,we ar abi o conclude that what
d, did indeed,
fms sl.pm: put the phrase through a set of ests.

she verbalises the possibilites outloud 10 see what sounds bm. po i
o le nowveaux?, that

inwms.

Sophic however s caught up with whether this new word that her friend
has introduced is masculine or feminine. This is important because if
hen the form o i it




102 Sociocultural Theory and Second Language Learning

o hen the f wecansee

in tum 6, Sophi 0, s sternaivs, hapin that hersaing i ot Lod

will guide her to the correct choi
Th

i their dictionary,
and discovering that menaces is fcmmme Tnumphznxly they give the
[ be

in turn 8, .soplnc provxdu the correct S adjecive, and in turm 9.

menaces is a feminine noun. In their delight with this discovery, the issue of
hough

o de.
To sum up, i e and Rachel, inte

o They form;
hypotheses, tested them out, and finally, turned to a tool thac would provide
chem with 2 definitive answer, thie dctionary: Together what Sophic and
Rachel have of linguist cledge; they
have engaged in knowledge bulding. Fusthermore, perei syl
‘negotiation” 4

in this knowledge building because they mxsundcrsmnd cach other. They
have done so because :hcy have identified o lngistic problen and sought
solutions. In
ormed the basis of ther writen product. Here, their outpur, i the e

Collaborative dialogue and SLA

Ouspatof th sorc we s Rachel and Sophiecopa n i an iportant ot
of the learning process. Wells (2000) points out that ‘One of d
Sharscirbil of tmance, whethe ipokia e, wekcny I shet e G bo
looked at as simultancously process and product: as “saying” and as “what
s said™ (ibid.: 73). In ‘saying, the speaker is cognitively engaged in making
meaning; a cognitive act is taking place. ‘Saying’, however, produces an
utterance that can now be responded to—by others or by the self. Wells
suggests that it is frequently in the effort of 'saying that a speaker ‘has the
feeling of reaching a fuller and clearer understanding for him or herself”
(i 74). Pohmrs what vt il s sow 1 objectiv produce thac
can be explored further by the speaker or others.

e o fac i s ooyt o e sy G oAt
it—are present in both output and collaborative dialogue. Collaborative
dialogue is dialogue in which speakers are engaged in problem solving and

p

What Twould like !
mediates joint problem solving and knowledge building. But first I wish to
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make owo beief digressions: one is about terminalogy and one is about
theoretical perspectives.
F

‘inpu and ‘oucput’
h (1995a), van Licr (p
and others have pointed to the inhibiting cffect of the ‘conduic metaphor” on

Steve Thoe (personal conimueation, February 1998) asked me: ‘Is your

new, expanded output worthy of a new label?’ He goes on to wonder
‘whether outpur, even given its new momentum by revisiting it through
collsboratve dialogue, will have the escape velciy o “moe beyond” ts

such a term yer. And so do L5

1am sympathetic to the view that metaphors guide our work, in ways in

yhich we ar oftn unaware. In an aril anayzing oo mersphos for
ing— * and the newer |

Stard stx) comleet o o el keneiroces pated bereuts

offe diffring perspectives rather than. congricn opinions’ibid.: 1), incom-

some hope

thischaptr,eplacin e withsuch abcs s ‘spcakin! witin! ‘tzranee’
“verbalization’, and ‘collaborative dialogue’. This is an interim solution, one.
hat il las until ay ows understanding o diffeing pesspecuives decpens
cnough forcheappropriat terminology o emerge.

d
how it is different from a consideration of comprehensible input and/or
outpa. Vypouky (1578, 1987) and ohers (for example, Waruch 19851
Cole 1996) have articulated a sociocultural theory of mind.

Stomic ot ksocisabnal L icon ol s hit et i s 5
voluntary memory, reasoning, or attention are mediated mental activices,
the souces of which ace acivitesexternal o thelearner but i which he o

perin 1967 A

and van der Veer 199.
ther h

emerge first n collective behaviour,in co-operation with other peopic, and
(ibid.: 161). This process is mediated by semiotic tools. Language is one of
the most important semiotic tools

‘Vygotsky argued that just as physical tools such as a hammer and saw
allow us (o accomplish qualitatively different physical activities than we
might without such tools, so do semiotic tools allow us to accomplish
qualitatively different mental activities than those we accomplish without
them. Physical and semiotic tools mediate our interaction with the physical
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‘and social environment. Language, as a particularly powerful semiotic tool,
mediates our physical and mental activties. As a cogntive tool, it regulates
nd

as cogaitive activity and its product.
How does this help us to inerpret Sophic and Rachel’s

logue? First, it

hie and Rachel

use of their sccond language’ Initally socially constructed, their joint
resolution may serve them individually.

Sccond, and importantly, their knowledge i was mediated by
Dot & dlslogis ik i i o 0 bl
verbalized alternative solutions—'des nouveaux, de nouveau’, ‘un menace,
une menace’. This verbthuuu. this *saying’, provided an object (*what is
said') 1o reflect s it des mouveaux or de nouveaux?’ ‘{Is it] des
nouveai or des pourelles” That 5, tis vesballation objeriied thoughe
‘They
use English, their first language, to ask the question, puting in relif the
object of their attention. As the dialogue continued, Rachel and Sophic
conveyed the outcome of that reflection and scrutin st des nouvelles’,
“Cessfeminin... des olles menac

‘The problem Sophi

1
based problem—one Pty lhey wicd o expres the measings hey
had in mind. To sum up, what i occurring inther collaboratve diloguc—

i ‘saying’
building) mediated by language (as a semiortic tool).

Finally, this theoretical perspective suggests that what we, as researchers,
are observing in Rachel and Sophic’s dialogue, is both social and cognitive
activity; it is linguistic problem-solving through social interaction. As
Donato and Lantolf (1990) pointed out, developmental processes that are
dialogically derived and constiruted ‘can be observed directly in the linguistic
problem-solving

tasks’ {ibid.: 85).

Language as amediaring tool
h language has
man, Griffn,

and Cole (1989), fnrc)umpl:.h:vcsmdmdchxldmnxndma.dwrs “atwork'in
tudies, science, and arithmeric. Their
research reveals learning as a process of ‘oint constructive interaction”

mediated by language and other cultural tools

¢ Russian developmental psychologist, Nina Talyzina, demonstrated in
her rescarch the critical importance of language in the formation of basic
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geometrical concepts. Talyzina's research was conducted within  the
theoretical framework of Gal'perin (1902-1988), himselt a contemporary of

Vygorsky.
treported in Talyzina 1981). The scries of experiments dealt with the

lines, and angles.

aterial
forms of activity o mental forms of activity: a material {or materialized)
ction st ternal speech dafinal i *In the

first stage, students are involved in activiries

ith real (material) objects,

eing develiped; Speech

ly asa
phenomena in the environment (ibid.: 112). In the second stage, speech
i dependent embod: the entice process,
the task and the action’ (ibid.: 112). This was instructionally operationalized
by having students formulate verbally what they carried out in practice (ie.
materially)—a kind of on-going think-aloud verbalization. And in the final

to self-observation (ibid.: 113). At this stage, students are able to solve

extemnalized speech.

one of the series of instructional studis conducted by Talyzina and her
colleagues, the second stage—the external speech stage—was omitted. The
students in the study were average-petforming, grade $ students in Russia.

Jaredwall

three stages. The researchers concluded that the omission of the external

They
of abstracting essential propertics from nonessential ones. a process that is
necessary for an action to be translated into a conceptual form (ibid.: 127).
Stated otherwise, verbalizarion mediates the internalization of cxternal
activity.

of problems’ (ibid. 133v Offten, in confronting a new problem g e

e i e T N ) S O o e 14
material scage. In collaborarive dialogue, verbalization, which mediates the

s atualy and sponcaneously coked.

Holunga (1994), one of our former Ph.D. students, conducted a study
e whh s i agoage eamo, i b B paralls o
carried out by Talyzina and her colleagues. Holunga's rescarch involved
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aduls who were advanced se:ond language learners of English. The study

was set ) onthe
oral ¥ forue T hin her study
were I it d Palincsar
1981). Wha

of her earnees was instructed, as & means of implementing the stategis,
to talk them through as they carried out comemunicative fasks in pairs.
(See Example 4, p. 107-8.) This group was labeled the metacognitive with
verbalization, or MV, group. Test resuls of this MV group were compared to
those of a second group who was also taught the same meracognitive
strategics, and who carried out the same communicative tasks in pairs.
However, group wtalk about

without verbalization, or M, group. A third group of students, included as a

comparison group(C group), was sk provided it lngusge nscrucsion

about the same target items, ie. verl Their instruction provided

opportiitian fororal language pacice through the same communicaive
, but

taught mmwg...m mmgm Nor were they requircd to verbalize their
problem-solving strategi
Sach o of st Flpas sy bl bl G5 boues i

plus communicative tasks to be done in pairs. The main activity of a lesson
occurring near the end of the 15 hours of instruction was a task described as
“a linguistically unstructured communicative ask; that i there was no one
focus’ (1bid 93). was given
Based on
e tforston provied shout ach dpplieane ey wees e coride whe
should get the scholarship.
“The scect o he Intracional reatimens an beseen i the qualcatively
disinct ways todent dyadsfrom the difren roups appeoad
Example 2 s from a pair of students, T and R, who werc in the M group. T
and R disloge in general resembles those of student dyads from the C
group.
Example 2
1 T: Who begi
2 R Me. oo minste. O yedh, dor' forge the erubec i 10 e
corrccr. Ready ... ummn. First guy, Albert Smit, age 4: . He
can't qalify. e oo ld. Hes marrid and e has a o e
must to spend his time with his family. So 1 think he not really
i . Ifh ip, b

will go back to work.
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Tagree. Basil. He is 19,1t not possible to give him the seholarship.

notlook ke  good person

R

gvvlfn:nd Okay Noiorpwpk one and two. Next person.
(Holunga 1994: 108)

and R had received prio o dong his csk is not much n evidenceinthei
dialoge. Although d5 T cha t ld

their errors, my pay no furthe

posed dbjecre Tt daloguc o coure

i
As we seein Ex:mpk 3, ealadion ook thefom of pese, As R say fn
1 o o dicmion & grod, W alled rey well T o 2
@ o

ention 10 that cnnmn“y—
al: they focus on meaning

nsple of being ok tn focus 1 veth mms,n T et i e acccvxtd
and

Fxample 3
R: So far our dmumu
Yes. Is very nter

We didn't correct. Remembel what the teacher said?
Oh yeah. For me I can'e.

Ir's too difficul.

w,d Wetatked very well.

EEEE]

(Holunga 1994: 109}

“The interaction becween R and T s typical of that seen in ‘negotiation of
meaning’ tasks: meaning is focuscd on and error is ignored in an attempt to
create an effective social interaction. Although S and G of Example 4
maintain an effective social interaction, and attend to the meaning inherent
i the task, their dialogue is scrikingly different from R and T's.

In Example 4, S and G begin the task by working out what they are
supposed o do. T turn 4, S explains: “We have o speak abou these people
and justify our position.’ But, not only do they focus on the substantive
ool hetad the l abo it v o clofal’_they

and
ous iaion now; We jee=dy w our opinions now. This implementation

and to provide a concrete example (sec turn 6).
Example 4
1 G: Ler’ speak about ths exercise. Did you read it?
28 Yes.
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Okay. What are we suppose fo do?
We_have to speak about these people and ummm justify our
position ... you know our decision ... our decisions about actionsin
ummm che past.

N

We have togive our opinions

6 'St So, for cmpl, T chgose St h«nu« e ned it No .. ity
conditional. 1 would give Smic i oS bsonche
e she moncy Rght 1WOULD § e

G: Needsit

S: Yes,because he need it

Gt Yes, but no. He neads. s, you forgot s He needs.

S DT Lot me et fape. (Litens b the ape) Yes .y e
needs. | have problem with '  paying 5o much atentio
condiisnls et remember . Can o contral v yourlkiog?

11 Gt Itsa big problem. 1 still must remember ‘had had", hut we try.
125 Yes, We try. Bul don'c kn
15 G: Wedon'ty .. you knowwe don gt betee We donfemprove. We

must practise 10 change old ways.
14§ Okay. Maybe good idea to listen to tape afeer we each talk.*
(Holunga 1994: 98)

As G and S continue with the task, Grin turn 7 corrects §'s ‘need" to “needs

i€ Inveresingly, § responds o G' meaning ‘Ys, becaune he need i, not
that Gis Gin tuen 9 first

responds s oS mening,bush perscseres it b fousonform, buc

10", going on to give the correct form again and te rrect

Fidnceds ¥ fouforgot v Ths fociacs S aleation, and it some
i d

10 provides an explanation for her error T paying so much attention to
e 5 c

i tm 13 comments o the mporance of prcti: We st pracis 0
changeold ways. S sogests n w14, based pechaps o what s s s
ced, eyt they cansfcively monioe (hur language use for
e good idea o lsten to tape ater we each al
in Examle 4 sves several functions. For
hypoth:

them, and supplics possible solutions, and it mediates their implementation
of such strategic behavior as planning and evaluating. Through their collabor-
e e, ey prodoce she appropic vecbform sccuencly, and proposs

o s e peocess, ncading torh the sk
s ’Tn'yxlm 1981: 112).
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The studens i his sy were et indiidualy, first by being asked a
serics of discreteitem questions in an interview-like format, and second b
being asked dhre open-ended quesons in i s vosld g their

clicic spm& v v coerming emer e condionsls and lmduli‘

d were scored for the accuracy of their use, A pre-test, post-test, and
delayed post-test were given. The delayed post-test was administered four
weeks after the post test.

The data were analyzed statistically as four sepacate tests: the first 40
discretc-item questions as one test, and each of the open-ended questions as
e, TRt a7 Wies Couacas o Hltienis i hsss
Reant g in the accurate use of verb forms as @ realt of he
Theamainer

ins froy
all four st ll\e M sroup made >|,;mf\cx\m it o oy the e e

unhem\uxt, e Y and M eroups’ level of performance at the post-
acer.
A second set of analyses was conduced to determine if there were

variance with pre-test scores as the covariate). The results e it b

tests. Furthermore, the MV group’s performance was superior to that of the
M group on both the discrete-item questions and the third open-ended
question which required the use of conditionals.

In summary, although those students who were taught metacognitive
strategies improved the accuracy of their verb use relative to a comparisor

suggests that for the MV group, external speech mediated their language

Iearning. Verbalization helped therm to become aware of thei problems, predice

their linguistic needs, set goals for themselyes, monitor their own language
d Th

served to guide them through communicative tasks allowing them to focus
ot only on ‘saging’, but on ‘what they said’. In so doing, relevant content
was provided that could be further explored and considered. Test results

internalization of correct grammatical for

rbalization was initiated through social interaction, The basis of their
cask solution was dialogue. Dialogue mediated their co-canstruction of
straegie processes and of linguistc knowledge. Through such collsborative
dialogue, the students engaged in knowledge building.

5.
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e rae of dialogue n mediaing thelaing ofsuch Subsuvmvc areasas

the !u(mng i g o g 3 e

Dialogue as a mediaor o second language learning has found support in
19

8). The
students we

althoaghfeo,bave ¢ digance w o i production of grammarically
aceurate French. We are incerested in finding ways to move these students

Gt ek ssont mamlnguage,

We have had students engage collaboratively in a variety of tasks (Kawal
and Swain 1997; Swain and Lapkin 1998) which, through task design, we
anticipated would encourage them to focus on form in the French they were
producing. Spontaneously, in carrying out the task, students engaged in
dialogue. we already outlined, our focus
has been to examine closely the content of the students” dialoguc. We have

% vkl

1995; 1998) in which language is a focus of awention. In these episodes, the
students’ dialogue mediated their Iearning. Language-related episodes may

sage outined by Gal e and Tl s with i ot crampics his
chapes, Example s llustat

thy and D g
s b e Ao pictres they have been iven (see Swain and
Lapkin 1998 for details of the task]. In the pact of their dialogue provided

(Yvonne looks at herself in
the mirror...)
Example §
1 Kathy: Etbrosse les cheveux.
(and brushes her hair)
Doug:  Eles dens
{andber e

N

3 on, pendant qu'elle brosse les dents et .
1Nev o i e e
4 Doug: Ellese brosse...clle SE brosse.
(She brushes ... she brushes [emphasizes the reflexive pronounl.)
5 Kathy: Pendant quelle se brosse les dents et peigne les cheveux.
(Whille she brushes her teeth and combs her hair.)
6 Doug: Ys
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<

Kathy: Pendant quelle ... se brosse....les cheveux, I mean, no, pendant
quelle se PEIGNE les cheveux.
(While she ... brushes ... her hair, I mean, no, while she COMBS her

2
i~
g
£
=3
3§

Kathy: Pendant qu'elle SE peigne les cheveux et SE brosse les dents.
(While she combs her hair and brushes her teeth [emphasizes the
reflexive pronouns).|

(Swain and Lapkin 1998)

In Exampl 5w e Kathy and Doug co-<onsruting the secod half o he
sentence that Kathy is end up wid
b PR oy chese 4 et Ik At (T o o i i
and brushes her teeth), but not without strugeling with which verb goes with
which noun, and the reflexive narure of the particular verbs they are using.
Kathy scarts off with brosse les cheveer, a phrase that translates well from
e B i e i Bt Dot e o e i el
irn 2 seems 1o suggest to Kathy that brosse should be used with les dents,
e peigns should be used i les chevis (s taras 3 and 5). Dong
quickly reacts to Kathy's use of brosse in trm 3 by pointing out through
emphasis that brosse is a reflexive verb: ele SE brosse. Koty beponis

:mvhasls T butn 7 is ot usiog the verb chat best ecompanies s cheve. [n
1, Kathy turms hr focus tothe formof the verbs asreflexives,thus ully
D

This dialogu between Doug and Karhy serves to focus attention and t0
offer alternatives. Through dialogue they regulate each other's activity, and
their own. Their dialogue provides them both with opportunitis 1 use
Ianguage, and opportunities to refect on their own language use. Together their
jointly Their

‘ ional

cheeli o 5 4L o el places o peycatoghal factong’
[Donato 1988:5).

Inour research how

language

learning. In one study (LaPierre 1994 see also Swain 1998), dyad-specific

o8 58 et developed busa on recondiogs of the dialopes ofeach
Students’ response

u.. ihe post st :lmwed 370 10 80 per cent cortespondence with e

arrived atin sgues. The post-
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days afier task-completion. We interprec

these test results as a strong indicaror that their dialogue mediated, in these
cases, the construction of linguistic knowle

In another study (Swain and Lapkin 1998, 2001) scudents were given

pre-and postests. A  rescach mehodology: cis did nox work very well
1o pr

mk about. We tried to predict i they would talk about by piving

ame task t0 another group of students and building a pre-test based on the

immersion students from the same grade level and even the same school, as
we examined what our student dyads chose to discuss,it was obvious that
‘the same cask’ is not ‘the same task’ for different pairs of students (cf.
Coughln and Dulf 1994). Each paic focused on diferent aspecs of
researchers
o tcachers like Kowal and Swain 1354, 1397, Swsin 1955, Swan and
Lapkin 1

e indvdual studen pees. Tn a rltrly small wamber of
al ppe ate to 2 pre- and

post-testicem,
second language learning (Swain and Lapkin 1998). For reachers, this inding

if atall, be refated to what is learned. Students set their own agendas.

Conclusion

In this chapte, the concept of output has been extended to include it
rool,
second language erviog by mecitag 1 own comsronion, o con

stru
is iacnhm:d by their initial appearance in external speech.

this layered complexity. We also need to recognize that rescarch in which
students’activ i i

Verbalization is not just @ research tool; it has important consequences for
learning.

From a pedagogical perspective, the position argued in this chapter offers
additional reasons for engaging students in collaborative work. It suggests

gastculsiynchl s larsingacangc peoceios el an poaial
language. In many of the research tasks used in the study
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negoiation, this reflecive, problessolving orietarion i ot demanded

on meaning rather than form” (Nunan 1989: 10). However, it is certainly
feaible fo  commpicatve sk 0 be one i which lumers communicue
b

¥ing to pr & they want to
sayin = rarget \angnage
In sum, gue is problem-solving and, hence, knowledge-
h by particip;

speaking
speals,chei ‘saying becomes ‘what they said’, providing an obiect for reflection.
Their *saying’ is cognitive activity, and *what is said" is an outcome of that
activity. Through saing and reflecting on what was said, new knowledge is
comstrucid: (Notall duloue s knowledgebukling dinioge) i v
our students’ peeformance outstripped their competen

From a sociocultural theory of mind perspective, el mental activity

The da chapter

e e e s
and that this external speech ppropriztion of both strategic
proccsscs an Haguiasic Faowledge. Thes act seighs that o fous on input
or outpuc alone misses.

h

Notes

1 Alister Cumming, Rick Donato, Birgit Harley, Claire Kramsch, Jim
Lancolf, Sharon |apkm‘ Helen Moore,Seve Thornc, and Gordon Well

and eritical commens.

Ellis, Tanaka, and Yamazaki (1994) claim that they have provided ‘the
first clear evidence that access to modified input promotes acquisition’
(ibid.; 481). However, they conclude cautiously as follows: “Although

and acquisition, we acknowledge ... the fact that different aspects of
language ... may not be acquired in the same way. Our studies exami
only vocabulary acquisition, and only the acquisition of the S of

<he acquisiion of other aspect ofthe L2 or even that ¢ s mportant in
other aspects of vocabulary acquisition’ (ibid.: 482). Since then, several

and the acquisition of some particula aspect of anguage. For example,
Mackey (1995) found that negotiation was related to the acquisition of
question forms.

Wrnch and S (1985) i e O ey ot
makes possible the cognitive development and general acy
the child is the process of coming to recognize the W«.
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external sign forms that he or she has already been using in social
interaction’ (1bid.: 167). This would seem to be equally so for adults.
Consider, for example, the first-time use of a term like ‘mediation’, and

within the discourse communities that use the term.

Bereiter (1994) proposed the term ‘progressive discourse’ for dialoguc in
which ‘understandings are being generated that are new to the local
participants and that the piipadS icogie i peion o their
previous understandings.” (ibi
Alister June
“purposeful language produc

Possibly the subsequent wnrmg of their joint product supports the

June 19
T e o e e language to mediate second language learning creates
a situation where the use of language as @ mediating tool is particularly
clear. Notable examples appear in Brooks and Donato 1994; Brooks,
Donato, and McGlone, 1997; Antén and DiCamilla 1998; Swain and
Lapkin 1995,

TaVyrma discused a sage which oceurs beween the external speech

That stage, *

stage’, appears to be a transition between the other two stages dum\g
which external speech goes “underground'. It is the beginning of inner
speech, the final mencal stage.

As Helen Moore pointed out (personal communication, June 1998),a lot
of teacher educators would say that the focus on form scen in this

better with peers than with teachers) and (b) goals (T and R may sec the

exercise, nota socializing one).

§'s comment makes clear the difficulty of focusing on both ‘saying’ and

‘what was said" simultancously.

Birgic Harley (personal communication, April 1998) and Helen Moore

(personal communication, June 1998) wondered whether the focus on

language detracted somewhat from content. Perhaps it did (tests only

measure the sccuracy of verb ue), but it clat chat e did ot dtract
F 1

I
1998), more |=nguayc functions are apparent in Example 4 mmpand to
Example 2.
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