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INPUT, INTERACTION, AND OUTPUT

[nteraction

Conversation analysis

Input—Interaction

talk.” The NS responds
as if this were a normal
conversation. Therefore,
the participants co-
construct this “hybrid
interactional form” that
reflects “normal”
conversation’ as well as
an event for language
practice.

thrown off by the
unexpected response to a
seemingly formulaic
response. The Input-
Interaction analysis
would only look at
surface facts and would
not ascribe motivation to
the NS as to why she
responded in the way she

did. Or, if such an
interpretation were
made, it would be
bolstered by additional
evidence, such as
stimulated recall (Gass

and Mackey, 2000).

Comment: The need to
bolster arguments from
an interaction with the
participants is, of course,
antithetical to a CA
analysis given the
distance that the
researcher keeps from
the investigated parties
and the need to interpret
from “afar.”

Comment: This is clearly
an emic perspective that
attempts to get inside the
head of the participants.

As can be seen from these two examples, the interactionist perspec-
tive does not include the same level of detail or elaboration as these
aspects of conversation do not enter in to what might count as learning.
Activities are not central to an interactionist framework and thus learning
as increased accomplishment within an activity is not relevant (see also
Gass, 2004).

10.5 Output

Up to this point we have dealt with the concept of input. We have also
focused on conversational or interactional modifications that come as a
result of an exchange in which a low proficiency NNS is involved. There
is one final concept that needs to be mentioned, and that is compre-
hensible output (see Swain, 1985, 1995, 2005).

Input alone is not sufficient for acquisition, because when one hears
language one can often interpret the meaning without the use of syntax.
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For example, if on
y e hears only the word i
s : rds dog, bit, girl, )
o ;:; !11'_1 w}lluch those wo.rds occur, it is likely that thi me:;giardless.
o 4 ;:L tde one tl?at will be assumed rather than the mor s
og. Similarly, if one hears a sentence such as T.‘ﬁ' Um;sad
S 15

real-world events, is needed.

This is not th i
e case with langua A
forced 3 suage production or output, b, N
to put the words into some order. Production tl-I:en’“ ecause ope|

(i.e., teaching) or writi
y ting a computer i
e ) : ! program, or, in the ¢
.. lsr;i,ngemng even a simple idea across, However, outplftsia(\}:glang:ajlge
not as a way of creating k 1 ’ actid
v o g knowledge, but as a way of icing
i ec}' ::;s:rr;g kr;owledge. In other words, output has trac},it?orf:lr;ll?;:e'?mg
y of practicing what has i

iy : previously been learned. Thi

y the thrust behind early methods of language teaching in ::h?::

prior to Swain’s im i
portant paper in 1985, j i
- ; in which she i
thislon of corqprehens:ble output or “push’ed" output W}llnir-OdUCEd ﬂ};e
duct-C oncept is that learners are “pushed” or “strel:c-hecl"a' ; Lﬂ e pncd
1on a B
doing thes; amril;;fSSarz.Fart of making themselves understoode“irf) rsc:
» modity a previous § :
fol(.:ms that they had not used before R o they amlghe wy 00l
ompr. i )
e i}h(::hz:ls'?le output refers to the need for a learner to be “pushed
ivery of a message that is not only conveyed butpthat is
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ved precisely, coherently, and appropriately” (Swain, 1985, p. 249).
ore recent explication of the concept, Swain claimed that “output
imulate learners to move from the semantic, open-ended, non-
ministic, strategic processing prevalent in comprehension to the
slete grammatical processing needed for accurate production.
put, thus, would seem to have a potentially significant role in the
opment of syntax and morphology” (Swain, 1995, p. 128).

" Mackey (2002) empirically demonstrates this notion through the

owing example and the comments that followed this learner’s struggle

e appropriate word.

r ‘ (10-22) Example of pushed output

NNS: And in hand in hand have a bigger glass to see.

NS: It's err. You mean, something in his hand?

NNS: Like spectacle. For older person.

NS:  Mmmm, sorry I don’t follow, it's what!

NNS: In hand have he have has a glass for looking
through for make the print bigger to see, to see the
print, for magnify.

NS: He has some glasses?

NNS: Magnify glasses he has magnifying glass.

NS: Oh aha I see a magnifying glass, right that’s a good
one, ok.

‘Recall comments following this episode:

In this example [ see I have to manage my err err expression
because he does not understand me and I cannot think of exact
word right then. I am thinking thinking it is nearly in my mind,
thinking bigger and magnificate and eventually magnify. [ know I
see this word before but so I am sort of talking around around
this word but he is forcing me to think harder, think harder for
the correct word to give him so he can understand and so I was
trying. I carry on talking until finally I get it, and when [ say it,

then he understand it, me.

The recall comments come immediately following the episode. As is
clear from these comments, this learner understood that her language
was not clear and struggled to come up with the appropriate expression.
She was pushed through the negotiation sequences to make her language
clearer.

The question becomes: In what ways can output play a central role in
the learning process!* We consider four possible ways that output may
provide learners with a forum for important language-learning functions:
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(b) testing hypotheses about the structures and meanings of th
Iangr.lage; (¢) developing automaticity in IL production: gand (; e
a shift from more meaning-based processing of the seco’nd la 'S i
more syntactic mode. e
Izum_i, .Bigelow, Fujiwara, and Fearnow (1999) specifically i ol
thf& noticing function of output, finding partial support 1"'0: l:]-:.l Ve;i'l
esis and pointing out the need to balance cognitive and ls]' Y'
demands. In particular, participants were exposed to written i ool
had to underline words that they felt would be essential to :;i:::-t ‘f"-'

phase 1, thereby suggesting that output may indeed be important for

acquisition.
Tt . .
hadz:ml and qu mi (2004), in a study on the acquisition of relative clauses,
had an exper’l’mental treatment that allowed for an “output” group and a
t }I;Ol;;(;);ltpl.;t group, ﬁnTc-Il-ilng that the output group did not outperform
-output group. Their output task was a i i
production task which
may not have allowed for the focus f
: on form that they had intended.
(zuztmothe]l; study, Mc[.)c.mough (2005) found evidence for language use
fomtl?;t):rt ut. her pafrnc:pants were engaged in an interactive task that
attention to fo i i i
e rm, unlike the type of task in lzumi and [zumi's
M
N "[';D-olnough (2005) tes.ted the output hypothesis directly in her study
e ;1 earn.ers of English. In a study investigating the acquisition of
is ?uestlons, four.groups carried out communicative tasks. The four
groups focused on salience (enhancement) and opportunity to modify

following feed
bl g feedback. Examples from each of the four groups are provided

(10-23) Enhanced opportunity to modify
NNS: what angel doing in this situation?
NS:  what angel doing? Huh?
NNS: what is angel doing?
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[n this example, the response directs attention to the inaccurate form
owed by a clarification request which gives the learner an opportunity

nodify his or her output.

' (10-24) Opportunity to modify
' NNS: what happen for the boat?
NS:  what?
NNS: what's wrong with the boat?

. ; ; ; ;
~ Here, there is a request for clarification but no enhancement or drawing

tention to the problematic part of the utterance.

(10-25) Feedback without opportunity to modify

NNS: What we do with it?
NS:  What we do? Uh, let’s see well we could talk about

the purpose if you want.

~ The NS in this example points to the problem through the response—

that is, makes the error salient—but continues without giving the learner
an opportunity to modify her language.

(10-26) No feedback
NNS: where you going the last holiday?

NS: to Laos

Despite the error, there is no feedback, only a response. Her detailed
study provides evidence that the best predictor of acquisition, in this case
operationalized by the acquisition of more advanced questions, is the
opportunity to modify one’s speech.

In sum, output is generally considered to have a positive effect on
learning, although results have been mixed. Some research (e.g., Izumi,
Bigelow, Fujiwara and Fearnow [1999] and Izumi and Bigelow [2000])
found output to be beneficial, but Morgan-Short and Bowden (2006) did
not. Two recent metaanalyses of the effect of output (Keck, Iberri-Shea,
Tracy-Ventura and Wa-Mbalaka (2006) and Mackey and Goo (2007)
yvielded different results, although it must be kept in mind that the opera-
tionalization of pushed output differed in these studies. Output, then, as
merely repetition may be less useful than output where learners are given
opportunities to incorporate new forms into their production.

10.5.1 Feedback

Interactional feedback is an important source of information for learners.
Most generally, it provides them with information about the success
(or, more likely, lack of success) of their utterances and gives additional
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opportunities to focus on production or comprehension. There
numerous ways of providing feedback to learners from the exp.
(stating that there is a problem) to the implicit (feedback during
course of an interaction). In this and the subsequent sections, we addre
the role of feedback and suggest ways that different types of f
back may impact learning. Figure 10.1 illustrates this concept with
mediating factor of attention.

Through interaction, learners’ attention is drawn to some element(s) of

language with the possible consequence that that element/those elements
will be incorporated into a learner’s developing system.

In chapter 6, where we discussed the role of negative evidence (infor.

mation that a particular utterance is deviant vis-i-vis target language
norms), it was pointed out that, at least with regard to children, it canng
be a necessary condition for acquisition. What, then, about second

language learning? It is undoubtedly the case that adults (at least those

in formal learning situations) do receive more correction than children,

and it may further be the case that adults must have negative evidence
(i.e., that it is a necessary condition) in order to accomplish the goal of
learning a second language (Birdsong, 1989; Bley-Vroman, 1989; Gass,
1988a; Schachter, 1988). While this research has been based primarily
on theoretical arguments, there is some empirical evidence that negative
evidence is in some instances necessary for second language acquisition.
White (1991) considered the development of adverb placement by
French children learning English. She was interested in the question of

how learners learn not to do something in the L2 that is present in the

native language. In particular, French learners of English have to learn
that English allows subject-adverb-verb (SAV) order (He always runs) and
that it does not allow subject-verb-adverb-object (SVAO) order (*He
drinks always coffee). White's study consisted of five classes of French NSs
learning English as a second language (two classes at grade 5 and three
classes at grade 6) and one control group of monolingual NSs of English.
One of the grade 5 groups and two of the grade 6 groups were given
explicit instruction on adverb placement as well as exercises and correc-
tion on adverb placement; the other groups were given instruction on
questions using the same type of exercises but no explicit instruction
on adverbs. The classroom treatment lasted two weeks. All children were
given pretests, posttests immediately following the treatment sessions, a
second posttest five weeks later, and a follow-up test a year later, The tests
consisted of grammaticality judgment tasks (with correction), preference

tasks, and a sentence-manipulation task. By comparing the groups' per-
formance, White was able to show that negative evidence did indeed

promote the learning of adverb placement. However, the effects of the

treatment were not as long-lived as anticipated, as the two groups did not

differ on their performance one year following the treatment.
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: :igure 10.1 A model of interaction.

iew” s and
rce: From “Input, interaction and output: an overview” by S. Gass

vch. AILA Review, 3-17. With kind permission by John Benjamins

Publishing Company, Amsterdam/Philadelphia. www.benjamins.com.

10.5.1.1 Negotiation

: TV t ySI (&4 l)e( C)! ts 1()(:1.]. on mcor-
Negotlatlon serves as a ca’ dl fc}r Char)g ause 1 s on
I' mt fC't‘mS. BY pl’O\-’ldlng lF.'al'I 1eTs Wlth me{I‘natlon abDut mncorrect fortl 18,
b s to Sealcll [()( addltl()“al ConﬁrmatOI y or
[
% negotlat].on ena leS ].earner
4 Ty v 2. I (4 accept t negotl.atlon as a fOtIIl Of
'nonconﬁrmato (4 1denC f W llat
. V d as a way Of pIO\-‘ ldul {CEdbaCk serves the tunctlon
negat: ve € ldence arn
w to k hat f s dete
of mitlatl.ng Change, € need asK W acto Tmine W]lethet dle
inltlated Changﬁ reSUltS m pﬂl’manent rEStrLlCturlng Of llngUISth 1{!10\&-

ledge. As with any type of learning, there nfaeds.to be relznf?frcggft?;nt;fi
what is being learned. This is s;hematiz}:ed mt}’ilg;l;t; ;&h‘;ﬂtv ato emal
i is not available, learners do not have :
:;sll;ltrrlnatory;’nonconﬁrmatory evidence. This, in fact, rT:;w exp‘lta?: ;l;i
results of White's study. Without additional focused ev; ];nc;, hl ke
surprising that the learners did not retain knowledge o ?g lzl dvert
placement. In other words, acquisition appears to t.ae gradual an .,“d e
the matter simplistically, takes time and often requires nume.rou.} o i
of evidence. That is, there is an incubation period extenchngI rom e
time of the initial input (negative or positive) to the final stage o
: Ut. . .
res;ﬁ‘:li:)fg?g@?:ilt‘:";rsﬁudy is important in showi.ng that negz:.twe t::flz?:;
may be necessary to trigger a permanent change in a leaitnc:r s %‘Ea i E[n
does not show that positive evidence (i.e., input) aflone 1§ insu fmen ;‘on
fact, the question group of White's study received httle. :1 c})1rma 1“a "
about adverbs from the naturalistic classroom data to which they w

exposed.)
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Negative evidence

Negotiation Other types of correction

b | [ 4

Notice error

v
Search input
i b
Input available Input not available

¥

(Conﬂrmatoryfnonconﬁrmatory}

Figure 10.2 Function of negative evidence

Trahey and White (1993) conducted a follow-
effect of positive evidence. Their study consis
of French students learning English. Both cl
flood of English adverbs (positive evidence on
The same timetable as that used in the earli
with the exception of three-week rather than
and no testing one year later. What they
sufficient for learners to notice that SAV o
but that it was not sufficient to detect the

sentences. Thus, these two experiments showed that positive evidence can
reveal to learners the presence of information in the second language
that is different from their native language, but that negative evidence
is necessary to show what is not possible in the second language when it is
possible in the native language. Trahey (1996) showed that an abundance
of positive evidence a year after exposure yielded knowledge of gram-
matical sentences, but did not succeed in eradicating the ungrammatical
sentences. Thus, positive evidence alone is not sufficient.

Other studies of feedback have also suggested that feedback obtained
through negotiation serves a corrective function (Gass and Varonis, 1989;
Pica, Holliday, Lewis, and Morgenthaler, 1989). The latter study is inter-
esting in that the authors provided the first systematic evidence that
learners respond differentially to different types of feedback. In their
study one important focus was on different types of NS signals to NNS
errors. They found that the greatest amount of modification comes in

response to clarification requests, as in the following example (Nobuyoshi
and R. Ellis, 1993, p. 204):

up study to determine the
ted of two grade 5 classes
asses were given an input
ly) over a two-week period,
er White studies was used
five-week follow-up testing
found was that input was
rder is possible in English,
ungrammaticality of SVAQ
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i (10-27) N?S: IS-;Ie [:‘:?s his house.
NS: orry! o
NNS: He passed, he passed, ah, his sign.

i i hat this
ed to seeking confirmation through r)r:odelmgl.( \ﬁm £ Bt
. that the fact that the NNS is “forced” to ma eth b
e s - § !
t?g; as opposed to hearing and perhaps thm‘kmg abcn.u;eft i
Ct:. in,itseif a facilitator to acquisition. But again, we are
l .
\ tention. .
factor of longer-term re . r—
'Ows::ludy that suggested longer-term retention after focused
e

is that of Nobuyo i had to describe a series
i buvoshi and R. Ellis (1993). Learners .

R f pi tmi:j that depicted events that had happened the previous weekend
of pic

* g
d the ]ll V10 dﬂY [he €X etlﬂle“tai gt{)up reCE‘l'»ed feEdback thtou ll
an L us p

aa! lﬁCatlon quuests that {Dcused on paSt tense {DI ms. Ihe CO.“tIOI group

idered
¢ receive such focused feedback. The results can only be conside
no

| : i experimental
i, estive given the very small sample size. However, in tllxet ‘ tI}J“e e
:_E“gﬁp two of the three subjects were able to reformula

group,

fo frer feedback and were able to maintain the colrrect for:;sn :to?
::qient administration one week later. In the control group,
su ;
thg'suk')ljercl? i}:;}‘;ic:):; Tl:;g;‘::ogrzg:red corrective feedback provtilcil::tii:i
o n error in a commu
tea?h'ers immedfi atsgag:eorr: };igicc‘):i?r:rgi:ied?;; or pure practice activitiels.
il Vers}‘is ?e both cases learners were able to self-correct,‘but oné
‘Su?ilfs uﬁrlrittc::el‘;as the self-correction 'mcorporat;c} into i’:;:; :Z(;‘c;; )
i f the targeted form o
language systems, as evidenced by use o
daj\s 1'00‘11;11‘ study on the effect of corrective feedback gnsgrsfmraa;;;z;l
reorga:n?za:ion was carried out by Carroll,itI;o::E:‘c tai\:e fe:fzg; R
L Com_Pal”ison ?riit:rzt‘;:ila%ﬁql?ﬁe T;nguistic focus was on Aregl.;:'fxr
e F}O " French. After receiving training on th? relatior.xs :p
s lc?ncnms (e.g., attelé-attelage, “harnessed”/* hgrnessmg ¥
Syt o new words to manipulate. Some parnc:lpm?ts we;e
iy gl‘:“ s were not. The results showed that corre‘cnve ff:cl-
Correcwd' et etrin the learning of individual items, but that it bad little
= 11'“90“31': ability to generalize this information to new lttfrns. ‘
g " 133“;;;;‘) in a study of Japanese learners of Ij:nghsh, mvelin»
TakaShlmf?;'( of’ feedback that was focused on particular morpho-
fat(‘fd ltht;oimecz)ast tense and plural)’ versus feedlbackh tl;;;mw;;
c(:)gr::r:unication—oriemed. The focu;ed feedt;aclé was Su;ftstidems =
larification requests (Sorry?, What did you say?). Group g
on k together to make up a story based on a sequence of p : ti.len
:r)h\iiireaglg student in the group had only one. One student wa
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rﬁformulations by individual students,
the reformulated utterances and impro

first clarification request appears to
student makes no change, but as the

seems to be more sensitive to the past
the last turn.

(10-28) S= student; T = teacher
S: One day, the fai i i
b ¥, the fairy, sting the magic wand to Cinderalla.
S: One day,
T: OK.
S: ((i::jf}:,] )ailz:hCinderaeIIa changed into, the beautiful girl.
= g » and, the, Cin, Cinderella wen Cinderella
ent to the palace by coach. The, the prince fall i
love at a first glance. o
T: Sorry?
S: AE, the prince fall in, falled falled in love Cinderella at
?: first glam:e. And they dance, they danced . . Ah
in, Cinderella have, Cinderella have to go homt;. ’

the fairy sting the magic wand to Cinderalla.

Here, the i
: input has been enhanced through clarification requests and

the output has simil
arly been enhanced (T: i
. a ,
a function of the input enhancement Vislshimats tecm) e

10.5.1.2 Recasts
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(10-29) NNS: Why he want this house?
oy NS:  Why does he want this house?

Recasts are complex. For example, is it a partial recast? A full recast? A
_seponse to a single error or to multiple errors (how many changes are
‘made)? We present two examples that illustrate forms that recasts can

e. In 10-30, a recast with rising intonation, the auxiliary is added and
. verbal morphology is corrected (Philp, 1999, p. 92). In 10-31 the verb

ﬁ)m is corrected (from future to subjunctive, required after avant que)
without rising intonation (Lyster, 1998, p. 58).

(10-30) NNS: What doctor say?
NS:  What is the doctor saying?
(10-31) S = student; T = teacher
S: Avant que quelqu’un le prendra.
before someone it will take
“Before someone will take it.”
T: Avant que quelqu’un le prenne.
before someone it takes
“Before someone takes it.”

There have been a number of recent reviews of recasts in the second
language literature, focusing on experimental as well as theoretical
concerns (Nicholas, Lightbown, and Spada, 2001; R. Ellis and Sheen,
2006; Long, 2007; Mackey and Goo, 2007). Because recasts are an indirect
form of correction, it is not clear to what extent they are relevant to
acquisition. There have been a number of empirical studies focused
specifically on the effectiveness of recasts. The results from these studies
are mixed.

Lyster and Ranta (1997) collected data from children in Grades 4-6
enrolled in French immersion programs. Their research considered
recasts by teachers following errors and, importantly, the reaction by the
student (“uptake,” in their terminology) in the subsequent turn. They
argued that uptake “reveals what the student attempts to do with the
teacher’s feedback” (p. 49). Even though there were numerous instances
of recasts found in the data, they did not appear to be particularly effec-
tive. Rather, students were more prone to repair utterances following other
types of feedback.

Unfortunately, an immediate response may not be revealing, in that
learners may be “mimicking or repeating without true understanding”
(Gass, 2003, p. 236). This makes recasts a somewhat elusive concept to
deal with and research often produces mixed results. For example,
Mackey and Philp (1998) found that an immediate response by a learner
was not necessarily related to development, whereas Nabei and Swain
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(2002) and Lyster (2004) found the re
chapter, it is not always possible to ju
by immediate reactions.

Lyster (1998), using the same databa
Ranta (1997) study, divided recasts
features: (a) declarative; (b) interrogative;
utterance; or (d) additional information
some confusion between the corrective
recasts. He argued that recasts may not be p
corrective feedback, but they allow teachers
focusing attention on lesson content rather t

Lyster (2004), in a study that took pla
compared the benefits of recasts and pro
the following four types:

articularly useful in terms of
to move a lesson forward by
han on language form.

ce in immersion classrooms,
mpts. By prompts, he includes

(10-32) Clarification requests
Student: Et le coccinelle . . . “And the (M) ladybug . . .”
Teacher: Pardon? “Sorry?”
Student: La coccinelle . . . “The (F) ladybug . . .”
(10-33) Repetitions
Student: La chocolat. “(F) Chocolate.”
Teacher: La chocolat? “(F) Chocolate.”
Student: Le chocolat. “(M) Chocolate.”
(10-34) Metalinguistic clues
Student: Parce qu’elle cherche, euh, son, son carte.

“Because she's looking for, um, her, her (M)
card.”

Teacher: Pas son carte. “Not her (M) card.”
Student: Euh, sa carte? “Um, her (F) card?”
(10-35) Elicitation

Teacher: Il vit ot un animal domestique? Ot est-ce que ¢a
vit? “Where does a pet live? Where does it live?”

Student: Dans un maison. “In a (M) house.”

Teacher: Dans . . .2 Attention. “In . . . Careful.”

Student: Dans une maison. “In a (F) house.”

Data were collected within the context of a fifth-grade-content French
immersion classroom. Teachers either provided no feedback, recasts, or
prompts. The focus was on French grammatical gender. Determination
of learning was made through both oral and written tasks following the
five-week treatment sessions. He found that form-focused instruction
with prompts was more successful than with recasts, based on the written
measures. There was not a significant difference on the oral assessment

measures. This study was conducted in a content-based classroom
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here there are numerous nonlinguistic demands made on the lvtarnel;
W;_~,55ibly making it difficult to focus on the subtle corrective function o
P

' recasts.

The results of a study by Ammar and Spada (:’.006) are similgr to ;;hose
of Lyster (2004). Their study took place in intensive Enghsh. classes
(L1 French) in Montreal with Grade 6 pupils. The target gramn‘latlca a;ea
s possessive determiners (hisher), a structure notably dlfﬁc.:ult or
» ch learners of English. Prompts turned out to be more Effectwe‘ than
f::;its. The effectiveness of recasts depended, in part, on proficiency

i iving more benefit than learners
~ Jevel, with more advanced learners receiving

cy. .
Qfgl);::rfc:g\izinartd Erlam (2006) looked at metalinguistic explananor;
(explicit feedback) and recasts (implicit feedback), ﬁfldm.g t.hat onltestts‘ ::n
both explicit and implicit knowledge the brneta]mgulstlc explanati .
group outperformed the recast group, most. lljecely due to r(;gcoglr.u!:lofn (;1 :
the overtly corrective nature cc)lf meltalinfmsnlc ;eedback. xplicit fee
: ed both implicit and explicit knowledge. . B
bafrl: lg):r?:rﬁai, a numberpof studies have suggested tl.'lat there is a c[lacgsttl‘;fz
effect for recasts on later learning (see Nicholas, Lightbown, a;z kp:]l ;
2001 and Mackey and Goo, 2007 for reviews). Lee.man (2003) Oi? e . }?e
noun-adjective agreement in Spanish in attempting to det.ermmeht. ‘
benefits of recasts, particularly because they serve to provide positiv
evidence in a salient way. She had three experi.mental groups: (1) ﬁcastz
which she proposed provided both negative ev1.dence as well as enhanced
salience of positive evidence; (2) negative evidence; and {31:‘ t::ln ance
salience of positive evidence. She found thaF the ﬁrst and thir iroupds
(recast group and enhanced salience of positive evidence group) s {:;W;I"e1
post-treatment benefits. In this way she was a‘b]e to separate out t vsf
various parts of recasts (positive and negative E\:'ldence}. T.hus, 1.1: appears
that recasts are useful due to the enhanced salience provu?led in re;‘asts
rather than negative evidence. Han (2002) investigated constster;lcsf T Esi
of past tense morphology. She found that ren:t?sts. vtfere F)et;e cia .tiolrll
proposed four conditions for their usefulness:' lndnixduallze atten :
consistent focus, developmental readiness, and 11:Tttltn51ty. .

McDonough (2007), in a study of the acquisition of past tv.ﬂ:nsf::l u:l an
interactive context, compared clarification requests and recast; nding
that both positively influenced the acquisition of past tegse. oxz!ever,
in a study on the acquisition of the comparative and past }:ns;.-:
R. Ellis (2007) considered the effect of recasts and meta]ir;)gmstlc ee :
back, not finding a positive effect for recasts. However.. t e treavtmt.en
time in his study was much shorter than in other studl.es mvesngatufg
the impact of recasts on the development of English past tense
m?:}?:i:l(()iggo"l-) considered Japanese morphology in her study of recasts.

337


bexter
Rectangle

bexter
Rectangle


SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION

In general, her results show a
Han (2002), she points to the need to consid

the acquisition of Japanese word
She investigated more than just
effects for interaction moves (rec
beneficial only for one of the ve
to determine developmental
effect of recasts or any other
also found positive learning
of question formation,

MFDonough and Mackey (2006) provide a detailed study on reca )
Fookmg at the relationship between: (1) recasts and learning and (2) lea m
ing and 1‘rnmediate responses to recasts. In an interaction-based srul;:lm"i
with 'jl"hal learners of English, they considered the acquisition of Englisl::
questions. There were two experimental groups (recast and no feedback),
Within the recast group, there were two recast types, as in 10-36, when;

there was an opportunity to respond, and 10-37, where there was no
response opportunity,

order and locative-initial construction
recasts, but in general found differe
asts, negotiation, models). Recasts

rb forms. This further suggests the p,
readiness in order to fully understand the
interactional move, Mackey and Philp {199&}
effects following recasts for the developmeﬂg

(10-36) Recast with opportunity to res
pond—f
and Mackey (2006) PR Do

Learner: Why he must say it like that?
NS: Why did he say that?
Learner: Yeah.

(10-37) Recast with no opportunity to
MceDonough and Mackey (2006)
Learner: How many sister you have?
NS: How many sisters do I have? I have one sister.

respond—from

They. c:-haracterized fesponses to recasts in one of two ways: as a pure
repetition or as what they termed a primed production, where there was

sbcnl'ne novel production. Examples of each are given in 10-38 and 10-39
elow.

(10-38) Repetition—from McDonough and Mackey (2006)
Learner: When it happen?

NS: When did it happen?
Learner: When did it happen?

(10-39) Primed production—from McD.
s cDonough and Mackey

Learner: Why he hit the deer?
NS: Why did he hit the deer? He was driving home

and the deer ran out in front of his car.
Learner: What did he do after that?
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Their study included three posttests and development was operational-
ized as two questions with unique lexical items in different tasks.
Bgth recasts and primed production were predictive of ESL question
development. What was particularly interesting is that mere repetition

of the recasted form (uptake in Lyster and Ranta’s framework) was not

correlated with development.

Other studies that show a positive effect for recasts point to two main

problems with recast studies: the concept of uptake and the data to be
Cincluded in analysis. Mackey and Philp (1998) pointed out that uptake

(as defined by Lyster and Ranta, 1997) may be the wrong measure to use
in determining effectiveness. Their data represented an attempt to go
beyond the turn immediately following a recast. They make the point
(cf. Gass, 1997; Gass and Varonis, 1994; Lightbown, 1998) that, if one is
to consider effectiveness (i.e., development/acquisition), then one should
more appropriately measure delayed effects. In particular, Mackey and
Philp considered the effects of interaction with and without recasts on
learners’ knowledge of English questions. Their results showed that, for
more advanced learners, recasts plus negotiation were more beneficial
than negotiation alone. This was the case even though there was not

~ always evidence for a reaction by the learner in the subsequent turn.

A study by Long, Inagaki, and Ortega (1998) also attempted to
determine the role of recasts (in this case as opposed to models). They
investigated (a) the acquisition of ordering of adjectives and a locative
construction by English learners of Japanese, and (b) the acquisition of
topicalization and adverb placement by English learners of Spanish.
Their results were mixed inasmuch as only one of the learner groups
(Spanish) showed greater learning following recasts as opposed to models.
Furthermore, these findings were true for adverb placement only.

A problem having to do with the data used for analysis was noted by
Oliver (1995). Frequently, after a recast, there is no opportunity for the
original speaker to make a comment. This may be due to a topic shift, as
in 10-40 (Oliver, 1995, p. 472), or the inappropriateness of making a
comment because the recast had been in the form of a yes/no question and
the appropriate response would not be a repetition, but a yes/no response.

(10-40) From Oliver (1995, p. 472)
NNS: A [c]lower tree.
NS: A flower tree. How tall is the trunk?

When the lack of opportunity/appropriacy is included, the percentage
of “incorporated” recasts greatly increases. Lyster (1998) argued that the
context of language use in these studies (child—child dyadic interactions
in Oliver’s research and teacher—student interactions in his own research)
is different and that, in fact, in classrooms the teacher often keeps the
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NNS: Bok!

NS:  Shelf.

NNS: Bookshelf. .

Recall: That's not a good word she was thinking about
library like we have here on campus, yeah.

floor, thereby (as mentioned earlier) drawing attention to content and
to language form. In his 2004 study, Lyster compares recasts w
prompts (see examples 10-32 to 10-35 above) finding the superiority
prompts to recasts given the opportunity for some form of uptake,
There is one final issue to address before concluding this section gp
feedback. What do learners perceive! In a study by Mackey, Gass, and
McDonough (2000), data were collected from 10 learners of English
second language and 7 learners of Italian as a foreign language. The s
explored learners’ perceptions about feedback provided to them thro
task-based dyadic interaction. In the interactions, learners received fe
back focused on a range of morphosyntactic, lexical, and phonologic
forms. After completing the tasks, learners watched videotapes of their.
previous interactions and were asked to introspect about their thoughts at.
the time the original interactions were in progress. Examples of the inter.
actions and the recall comments of the learners follow. :

The results showed that learners were relati.vely accurate in their percep-
tions about lexical, semantic, and phonologmgl faf:vf:db::u:k}:l However, mor-
.- phosyntactic feedback was generally not perceived as suc - P

I Consequently, it is not always clear that learners perceive fee acb u:
the way it was intended (see also, Hawkin:s, 19.85.)' Thus, there may deb
differential role for feedback in different linguistic areas, asd;)ugiesf:e 03.;
Pica (1994). For example, perhaps rnorpl"losyntactlc fef: d.ac.:d mi nre
noticed because, as is typical in a conversational context.. in :\ndula s a ;
focused on meaning, not on language form. Phonological an ;)gca
errors can interfere with basic meaning and hence need to be :atten e lto
on the spot if shared meaning is to result; the morphosynta;:ncdeﬁmp.:g
in the Mackey, Gass, and McDonough (2000) study generally dealt wi

~ low-level nonmeaning-bearing elements.

7
T

(10-41) Morphosyntactic feedback (perceived as lexical feedback)
NNS: C’¢ due tazzi.

“There is two cups (m. pl.).”

INT:  Due tazz-come?
“Two cup—what?”

NNS: Tazzi, dove si pu6 mettere té, come se dice questo?
“Cups (m. pl.), where one can put tea, how do you

10.5.2 Hypothesis testing

The notion of hypothesis testing has been central to research in second

say this?” language acquisition for a number of years (see SChz_‘C}:‘t‘er’ 1983, clfgii)a;
INT: tazze? Qutput, particularly when it occurs as part of a 1r:uagc»t1at1mk:l seque:; b,ein

“Cups (f. pl.2” way of testing a hypothesis. This is not to say that hYP‘;: €ses caiuces ar%
NNS: ok, tazze. consciously tested every time a second language speaker pro

“Ok, cups (f. pl).”
Recall: I wasn’t sure if [ learned the proper word at the
beginning.
(10-42) Phonological feedback correctly perceived
NNS: Vincino la tavolo é.
“Near the table is (the correct form is vicino).”

utterance. It is to say, however, that through negotiation and through
feedback, learners can be made aware of the hypothe;:s;‘as that they lare
entertaining as they produce language. That is, the activity of using hi-f;
guage helps create a degree of analyticity that allows learners to t

about language (see section 10.5.3). ' ‘ ‘
Swain (1995, pp. 133-134) suggested that learners are in fact involved in

INT:  Vicino? testing hypotheses and that they use the forum of "““’;“‘ ot tos::;[;
“Near?" through those hypotheses. In support of this position, wan":: pre ¥y
NNS: La, lu tavolo. the following example from two seco.nd g Ieame!:‘ij ag';:nad just
“The? table.” attendance at an immersion program m‘ Canada. The tea tt;r read]ing
Recall: I was thinking ... when she said vicino [ was read aloud a text, and the students, having taken notes on the ’

worked in pairs to reconstruct the text as closely as possi{ale in terms ;f
both content and form. The sentence they were working on in t is
example is: En ce qui concerne 'environment, il y a beaucoup de problemes qui
nous tracassent (“As far as the environment is concerned, there.are
many problems that face us”) (Swain, 1995, pp. 133-134; translation,
pp. 143-144).

thinking, OK, did I pronounce that right there!?
(10-43) Lexical feedback correctly perceived
NNS: There is a library.
NS: A what?
NNS: A place where you put books.
NS: A bookshelf?
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(10-44) K = student; G = student; T = teacher
K: Waita minute! No, I need a Bescherelle (verb reference
book). Please open the Bescherelle at the page with,
OK, atthe last page (i.e., the index). OK look for tracas.
se, one page two pages.

: Tra, tra, tracer.

: Tracasser page six. Look for it please.

: No problem.

: It’s on page . . .

: Verb (on page) six. OK, it’s the same as aimer (i.e., itis
conjugated in the same way and aimer is given as the
standard example for all verbs with this pattern of
conjugation).

K: Let me see it please (reading from the page). The passé
simple (K is trying to find a first person plural version
of the verb which sounds like tracasse, the word he
has written in his notes, but is unable to find one).

G: Perhaps it’s here.

K: No, it’s just nous aime (pause) ah, the present.
Tracasse. Isn't it aimons, tracasse (to teacher who has
just arrived)? You don’t say nous tracasse (what he has
written down in his notes). Shouldn’t it be nous
tracassons?

It’s the problems that are worrying us (deliberately not
directly giving the answer),

: Nous tracassons.

: Oh (beginning to realize what is happening).

: Yeh? (So what?)

: The problems which are worrying us. Like the (pause).
It’s the problems (pause) like, that concern us.

: Yes, but tracasse shouldn’t it be <0-n-s>?

: Tracasse. It’s not a, it’s not a (pause), yeh, I dunno
(unable to articulate what he has discovered),

: OK, it says problems which worry us. Therefore, is

tracasse a verb that you have to conjugate’?

Uh huh.

: So is it tracassons?

It’s the problems which are worrying us,

: Us, it’s it’s not, yeh, it's the problems, it’s not, it's not

us.

: Ah! E-n-t (third person plural ending) OK, OK,

OARQORO

AoOHEA”"d A O oOR ORO~R o

As Swain explains, the question here relates to the morphology of
the French verb and the use of a relative clause. The difficulty lies in the
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that Student K had taken the French phrase nous tracasse without
o into consideration that the entire constituent was qui nous .t:m?,ss_e
; a we are faced with”). In the first instance, it appears that nous “we .:;
the subject and that the verb should there.fore be tmc:ass.ans. to agreefwtih "
the first person plural subject. In actuality “nous”tmcasse is l?acli't o
relative clause qui nous tracasse, with qui “that” as .the thir perlsodn
subject. The entire dialogue is one in which Student K is at first puzzle ci
then verbalizes the problem and then works to unc?er'stand the syntax a;:'
".]ience the morphology. In sum, it is througl} this mteract%ofl'tllna; tlls
.;;Ehild is able to come to a correct conclusion after an initial faulty
:IhY?A?]t:tehS;? piece of evidence supporting tl:le fact th.at .learners test
“hypotheses through production is self-correction. Negotiation seql.Slenceg
f:produce many instances of corrective feedback to learners, fmlm Ni s an

' NNSs alike. And, importantly, these instances appear to havt? ong- ast:lng
effects on language development in some cases. In the f.'ollow.m% exe::lmE es
- (Gass and Varonis, 1989, pp. 80-81), it appears that leoko.:s ready” to
accept a correction. Her quick and easy acceptaflce of Izumi’s at suggests
a tentativeness that bespeaks of hypothesis testing, rather than a convic-
tion of the correctness of her own utterance.

(10-45) Hiroko: Ah, the dog is barking to—
[zumi: At
Hiroko: At the woman. .
(10-46) Hiroko: A man is uh drinking c-coffee or tea. uh w1.th u.h
the saucer of the uh uh coffee set is uh in his
uh knee.
Izumi: In him knee.
Hiroko: Uh on his knee.
[zumi:  Yeah.
Hiroko: On his knee.
[zumi:  So sorry. On his knee.

In this negotiation, it appears that both Hiroko and. [zumi are tentati;:e
and are in a sense “fishing” for the right form. This‘ is fupported by t :;
frequent hesitation on the part of Hiroko in her initial utterance a[;l
by the apology on Izumi’s part at the end. Other e?tat"nples suggest tbe
longer-term retention that results from these negotiations. This can be
seen in 10-47 (Gass and Varonis, 1989, p. 78).

(10-47) Atsuko: Uh holding the [kap].
Toshi: Holding the cup?
Atsuko: Hmm hmmm . ..

(seventeen turns later)
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Toshi:  Holding a cup.
Atsuko: Yes.
Toshi:  Coffee cup?

Atsuko: Coffee? Oh yeah, tea, coffee cup, tea cup.
Toshi:  Hm hm.

In this example, the initial clarification request by Toshi suggests ¢
Atsuko that something is wrong with her pronunciation of the word
[kap]. This indication caused her to notice something in her pronup
ation that did not match the expectation of her partner. The remainder

the dialogue was one of hypothesis testing in which she matched hep

phonetic formulation against that of her partner’s.
It should be noted, however, that Pica (1988, p. 68) did not find a Jares
number of instances of self-corrections following feedback, leading her

to suggest that “it was not evident from the data that the NNSs were

testing hypotheses during negotiated interactions,” In contrast, a later
study by Pica, Holliday, Lewis, and Morgenthaler (1989) showed that

clarification requests yvielded modifications in learner output. The

authors suggested that learners “test hypotheses about the second lan-
guage, experiment with new structures and forms, and expand and exploit
their interlanguage resources in creative ways” (1989, p. 64). The fact that
in Pica’s 1988 analysis of the effect of feedback she only considered
immediate responses to feedback suggests only that the interaction did

not result in immediate change, not that it did not stimulate change. There

may be other variables in operation when determining whether or not
there is an effect for feedback. Lin and Hedgcock (1996) analyzed data
from classroom learners of Spanish (NSs of Chinese) versus well-
educated (but not schooled) learners of Spanish (also NSs of Chinese).
They found differences between these two populations in their ability to
detect ungrammaticality and to incorporate negative feedback provided
to them.

More direct evidence of hypothesis testing, however, comes from
Mackey, Gass, and McDonough (2000), in which they used a stimulated
recall procedure (see Gass and Mackey, 2000). They videotaped inter-
active tasks and immediately following replayed the video, asking learners
what they were thinking about at the time of the interaction. Example

10-48 (from their study, but not published therein) below illustrates the
notion of hypothesis testing.

(10-48) Hypothesis testing (INT = interviewer)
NNS: poi un bicchiere
then a glass
INT:  un che, come?
a what, what?
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NNS: bicchiere
glass

Recall by NNS: “I was drawing a blank. Then I thought
of a vase but then I thought that since there was no
flowers, maybe it was just a big glass. So, then‘l
thought I'll say it and see. Then, when she said
‘come’ (what?), I knew that it was completely
wrong.”

[l say it and see suggests that she was using the conversation as a way to
;ee if a hypothesis was correct or incorrect.

10.5.3 Automaticity

,A third function of output is the development of ﬂue.ncy }?ndh auto-
‘maticity of processing (see chapter 8). As discussed earlier, t el‘buman
mind is a limited processing system. Certain processes are deliberate,

requiring a significant amount of time a.nd. working ‘memorg z:p:z;g.
Others are routine and automatic, involving less 'tm?e ar} 1 5:3 . “;
:McLaughl.in (1987, p. 134) claimed that automatlzatm‘n invo .
learned response that has been built up through t.he consistent mfp;zll:g
of the same input to the same pattern of activation over many rt ap:d
Here we extend this notion to output, claiming that the consisten o
successful mapping (practice) of grammar to output results in automa
processing (see also Loschky and Bley-Vroman, 1993).

10.5.4 Meaning-based to grammar-based processing

In some sense the study of output began with an understandtrllg of the
difference between meaning-based and grammar-based use ofl anguagte;
Swain’s initial hypothesis stated that output “may ff)rcj.- the 5eam(;1 ;
move from semantic processing to syntactic processing” (198 ), P . —
This notion has been dealt with throughout tljxe book and 1sl no t:
elaborated on here. Suffice it to say that processing [anguagedon y ::ll:d .ne
level of meaning will not and cannot serve the purpose of un er;:z::I; :hi
the syntax of the language, a level of knowledge that is essentia

ion of language.®
Pl'?: lslfltr;o,noutputgpr:vides learners the opportunity' to pro.duce lanfiz?z
and gain feedback, which, through focusing learners f‘tte“.“lf:“ cEn)c .
local aspects of their speech, may lead them to notice eit er la la Fflas
match between their speech and that of an mtgrlocutor (particu arly if :
part of the feedback a linguistic model is provided) or Fb) a deﬁglency ;1:
their output. Noticing, then, leads to reassessment, Whlc?’l an ];:Oatl ?he
the-spot reassessment or involve longer-term complex th.m mfg e‘cj i ul e
issue. This latter process may be bolstered by the gathering of additio
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information through a variety of sources (e.g., input, direct questioning,
and looking in grammar books and dictionaries). This, in essence, is the
process of learning (see also Swain and Lapkin, 1995).

10.6 The role of input and interaction
in language learning

What is the function of input and interaction? As a first step to learning,
a learner must be aware of a need to learn. Negotiation of the sort that
takes place in conversation is a means to focus a learner’s attention on |
just those areas of language that do not “match” those of the language
being learned. .

The view of input and interaction that has been presented in this
chapter appears to be in opposition to the view of language learning
constrained by principles of Universal Grammar (see chapter 6). How-
ever, the goal of both perspectives is to come to an understanding of
how second language grammars are formulated in light of the fact that
the evidence learners have about the second language is so limited. In
broad terms, as noted in chapter 6, learners have two kinds of linguistic
information at their disposal. The first is known as positive evidence and
refers to that limited set of (generally) well-formed utterances to which
learners are exposed. The second, negative evidence, consists of infor
mation provided to a learner that her or his utterance is deviant in some
way. Consider the following example:

(10-49) NS:  Did you fly to Singapore yesterday?
NNS: Did I flied here yesterday?
NS: Pardon?
NNS: Did I flied here yesterday?
NS:  Yes, did you fly here yesterday?

In 10-49, the first NS utterance provides positive evidence to this NNS
about question formation. The second NS utterance provides feedback
indicating that there is something incorrect/incomprehensible about the
NNS utterance. The third NS utterance also provides indirect feedback to
the learner (correct modeling) that the NNS utterance is incorrect, This is
what we have been referring to in this chapter as negotiation.

When we look at the literature on child language acquisition, we find
that claims have been made that negative evidence is neither frequent nor
necessary for acquisition (e.g., Pinker, 1984; Wexler and Cullicover, 1980)
(see also chapter 6). As children do not receive much correction, it cannot
be a necessary condition for acquisition. In this view, how then does
acquisition take place? What has been posited is a set of innate properties
that limit the possibilities of grammar formation. The claim is that if
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