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Intreduction

In the 1980s, the word “ output”
Was used to Indicate the outcome,
Or product, ofi the language
acguisition device. Outputwas
Synonymous with “what the
|earner/system has |earned™.



Outline

= the context In whieh the output
RyPOLAESIS Was pProposed

= three fiunctions of output, aleng
With a description of some of
the supporting research

s future directions



There hasbeen ashift In meaning
from the 80's to now firom outpuL
Pang understood as aneun, athing,
a product to output Being

understood as averb, an action, a
Drocess.



Wihat s Fhe Output Hypethesis?

T'he output hypethesis claims
that the act of producing
language (speaking or Writing)
constitutes, unaer certan
circumstances, part of the
Process ofi second language
learning.



Fharee functiens of outpuL In
second language learning:

1) the neticing/triggering function
2) the hypoethesis-testiing function

3) the metalinguistic (reflective)
function.



What wasitihe context in whlchrthe
EUIPUL RyPeiRess Was fierimuliated?

Two aspects of the'context that are
|mportant te mention.

1. The deminant theoretical paradign
for second-language acquisition
(SLLA) research at that time (1980s):
Information-processing theory.



2. Iihe widespread growin of
Erench limmersion pregrams in
Canada, the evaluations of
Which were snowing some
rather unexpected findings.



Inlermation-processing theory

Inithe early 19807s, the
purgeoning field ol SLA was

dominated by the concept of
|APUL.



“Second-language acquisition
[heory prevides avery: clearn
explanation as to' Wiy limmersion
WOrks, According to current theory,
We acguire language in only: one
way: Wwhen we understand
messages In that language, when we
recelve comprehensible input.”
(Krasnen, 1984, p 61).



Erenchiimmersion programsin

Canada

- the Erench proficiency. of the
Immersion students was more
advanced than that of students
taking 20:to 30 minutes a day.

of FSL.



- 0N seme tests of: Frenchilistening
and'rieading comprenension,
Erench Immersion students
ontained scores similar to those
obtained by francophone students
of the same age.



- to the surprise ofi some, the
speaking and writing abilities
oF French immersion students
were, Inmany ways, different
from those of thelr French
peers.



Theselatter findingsraised deults
for me aboeut the validity of the input
hypothesis (Swain 1985), most
particularly about the argument that
comprenhensibleinput was - the only
[rue cause of second-language
acquisition” (Krashen 1984: 61).



Alternative explanations\were soughnt.

- One explanation, based on both
informal and formal elhservations
N IMMmEersion classroems, Was
the output hypothesis (Swaln
1985).



- Ohsenvations revealed that the
Immersion students aid not talk
as mucn In the French portion
of the day (In French) as they.
did 1n the English portion of the
day (In English) (Swain 1988).



- Moere importantly, the teachers
didinet “push” the stuaentsto

talk 1n Erenchiin a manner that
was grammatically’ accurate or
sociolinguistically appropriate.



... themeaning of ‘negotiating meaning: needsto b
exiended beyond the usual sense of simply. " getting
ONe’'smessage acress.” Simply getting ene’s
IMESSAgE acless can and dees eccur With
grammatiically deviant fermsand seciolinguistically
Inappropriatelanguage. Negotiating meaning needs
o IIncorporate the notien of being| pushed toward the
delivery ofi a message that 1s net only conveyed, but
that 1s conveyed precisaly, coherently, and
approepriately. Beng ‘pushed’ in output...isa
concept parallel to that of the 1 +1 of
comprehensible input. Indeed, one might call this
the * comprehensible output® hypothesis.”

(Swain, 1985, 248-9).



Miackey (2002) provides evidence of the
realiity/ o the netion of “ pushed eutput™.

NNS: And inhand inhand have abigger glassto see;
NS;  lit's e You mean, semething in his hand?
NNS: Likespectacle. For older person.

NS:  Mmm, sormy. I don't follew,, it*s what?

NNS: In hand have...he have...hasaglassfor looking
through for make the print bigger te see, to,see the
print, for magnify.

NS;  He has some glasses?

NNS: Magnitfy glasses... he has magnifying glass.

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



Stiimulaied recall off the'learmer asan
Instantiatien| ef the perception el “heng pushedr

“Inthis example |l see | haveto manage my. err ef
expression because he dees net understand me
and " cannot think of exact word right then. | am
thinking thinking It Is nearly. In my: mind,
thinking bigger and magnificate and eventually.
magnify. | know! | seethiswerd before but so |
am) sort of talking around areund this word-but he
IS ferecing me to think harder, think harder fior the
correct word to give him so he can understand
and so | was trying, | carry on talking until finally
I 'get it, and when | say it, thenihe understand It;

me.” (non-native speaker, excerpt bof example 3'in
Mackey in 2002).



Miackey (2002) fiound a nigh degree ofi agreement
pelween learners perceptions and the
lesearchers Interpretation that an interaction
episode invelved |earners being pushed to make
modifiications in thelr output:

81.5% In student-teacher Interaction 1N a
classrieem Setting;

2% In NNS/NS interaction in alaboratory.
sefting; and

- 64.5% in NNS/INN'S interaction, also ina
laboratery setting.



Conclusion

Students’ perception of being
“pushed” Ishignest when the
feedback comes from the teacher
and least when It comes from a
non-native speaking peer.



e lapal ™ comprehensiblie output”
tended to get In the'way: of the Idea
Of output as precess even though
the 1985 formulatieniwas clear that
the output hypothesis was about
What learners did when “ pushed” —
What processes they engaged Iin.



Twewaysinwhlich the ' comprenensiinle
euUIpUL" Ialel feclissed rresearchionithe
pPreduct off learning.

1. The label was taken literaly, andieut ofi centext,
SE that * comprenensible” was taken by some (e.9.
\/an den Branden 1997) te mean just that — able
o be understood — rather than eutput that Wasan
improved version ofi an earlier version in terms of
itS Informational content and/or 1ts grammatical,
sociolinguistic, or discourse features.



2. lihelabel (anoun) put the fiecus en product,
iather thamen process. Much of the
reseaneh (e.g. Pica, Helliday, Lewis, &
Morgenthaler 1989; Pernpiibul 2002;
Shehaden 1999; Van den Branden 1997)
conducted 1n the late 1980s and 1990s aboeut
the eutput hypothesiswas descriptivein
nature; and tended to focus more on
“loccurrence than acquisition™ (Shehadeh,
2002: 641).



IIheresearchdemonstrated that |earners eften responded
10/ negetiiation meyves such as reguests for clarnification
Withimedified output. lnstances ofi this modified output
were counted and compared accorading to context and
leaimer variablies, for examplée;

- the type of task (e.g. Iwashita 1999)

- the type of negotiation move (e.g. Picaet a 1989) that
generated It,

- gender ofi participants (e.g. Gass & Varonis 1986;
Pica, Holliday, LLewis, Berducel & Newman 1991),

- proficiency level of participants (e.g. Shelhiaden 1999).



Fareefunctions of outpuL:

) the neticing/triggering functien. Theclainm herels that
whille attempting to/producethetarget language (vocally.
or siliently’ (suvocally)), learnersimay notice that they do
not knew: hew! teisay (or write) precisaly. the meaning
they wishite convey.

I other words, under some clrcumstances, the activity of
producing the target language may’ prompt Second
language learners to recognize consciously some of their
linguistic problems: It may bring thelr attention to
something they need to discover about their second
!angu)age (possibly directing their attentienito relevant
Input).



= [TRAIS;awareness triggers icognitive
PrEEEsSes that nave een Implicated in
second language learning — onesin
Which learmers generate linguistic
knewliedge Which IS new: fer them, or
Which consolidate thelr current existing

knowledge (Swainand LLapkin 1995).



n Thestudent has just written Iy a trop

d utilisation des chemicaux texigues gui
détrurssent " ozone.” (lihere stoeo much use
ol toxiic chemicals whichldestroy: the ozone
layer).

s [2] Lade...truc...tien. Etla detruction. No,

that”s not aword. Deéemolition, demolisson,
demolition, demolition, detruction,
detrursion, detrursion, la détruision, des
ariores au forét de pluie (the destruction of
the trees in the rain forest).

(from Swain & LLapkin 1995)



s [[hefiinal selution, “la detrursion,” Is
NOL Correct, but he hascreated thisnew.
form By making useof his knowledge
off French: heused the stem of the
verb he hasjust produced and added a

[French noun suffix.



= [ hisexampleisrevealing becauseit is an
Incorrrect solution: It allowsusto conclude
that new knowledge has been created
through a search of the learner’s ewn
existing knewledge, therebeng noether
seuree- Thelearner’s search was triggered
Py his own output, whichi he noticed was

|NCOr I ect.



n|_earners may simply. netice a
form in the target language due
10 the freguency or salience of
the feature (Gass 1997).



n|_earners may noetice that the
target language form s
diffierent firom thelr own usage
(* noticing the gapr .



s |_ eamers may netice that they
cannot say what they Want tesay in
the target language (Swain 1995).
Noticing this “hole” (Doughty and
Williams 1998) may e an
Important step to noticing the gap.



Izumi (2002) examinediwhether: eutput
premotes neticing and learning off English
relativization (o] ect-of-preposition (OPREP
type of relative clauses (RCs)) among adult
ESL learners. |zumil wanted te knew.
Whether the act of produciing the target
language promoted the noticing AND
learning of fiormal elements in relative
clauses more so than did visually eahanced
INPUL.



IFhefindings concerning acquisition
wereclear. Ifheresultsrevealed:
= a Signifiicant main effiect for output

= N0 Significant effect fior Input
enhancement

= N01SIgnificant Interaction effect.



s [[ZUmIF concluded that the greater
learning evidenced py. the learners
Linder the " output™ conditions
triggered deeper and more elaborate
precessing ofi the ferm, whnich-led
tihem to estaldlish amore durable

memory. trace.” (p 570).



1) the hypoethess testing
function. Theclaim hereis that
eULpUL Mmay sometimes e, frem
the learner s perspective, a“trial
run” reflecting thelr hypothesis
of how to say (or write) ther
Intent.




“f amithinking at that time why' she say - really?* she
Understanads me o1 does Not agree me or does net l1ke my.
grammar 61 my: preneunce? Soil try again With the
answelr she like to hear but | still try: out suit, suit, |
Cannot get the correct word but | seeiin my picture,
Wiritten Inithe door of the room and | think It Isaname,
name of thisarea. | say suit, suit, | Was try! It 1o see how.
I sound and what she will say, and she'does not
Understand me. Sad for teacher...but | keep trying and
here, here, she finally she gets my meaning, and she
corrects me, and | see |l am not | do' not was not saying It
In the correct way, It IS suite suite and this seund better,
sound correct, even to me.” (non-native speaker, excerpt
b oft example 4'1n Mackey: 2002)




- | leamers Wele not testing nypotneses,
then changes In ther eutput would not
be expected fiollowing feedback.
IHowever, research has shown that
learners do modify thelr eutput In
leSponse to slich conversational moves

as clarification reguests or confirmation
checks.



= Recently, hewever, researchihas
been directed at estallisaing
Whether the proeduction of moedified
output facilitates L 2 learning:



s An example: Leewen (2002)
examined the occurrence, nature
and effectiveness of Inciadental
focus on form episodes (FFES) In
communicatively-oriented: classes.



s [[éachers reactions coulid be classified
Inte those whiichi provided the student
WIth ananswer: (e.g. recasts) versus
these which pushed the student to
produce an answer (e.g. elicitations,
clarification reguests) (see also Lyster

1998). Uptake by the students could
OCCUr In elther case.



- 32 NOUKS Ofi classroom Interaction
obsanved 1n 12 diffierent ESL classes
of young adults

- {eacher recastswere the maost freguent
eactive response

- however, both uptake and suiccessful
Lptake were more likely toroccur In
response to elicitation moves.



- |nrether words, students
were more likely to modify
thelr output, and Ao so
successtully, when they were
pushed to do Sso.



- |mportant fer students te actually
preduce the targeted linguistic
[tems correctly, supperting the
netion that Inithese cases the
learners were actively seeking
feedback through hypothesis
testing.



[1)_metalinguistic (retlective)
function of output. The claim:here
IS that Using language to reflect on
language produced by others or the
self, mediates second language
learning.




- Thisidea orginates with
\/V/gotsky’ s soclocultural theory
of mind. Sociocultural theery Is
about people eperating with
mediating tools (Wertsch 1985).
Speaking I's one such tool.



- | thiis context, | (Swain 2000; 2002;
2006) have re-labeed ™ output™ as
speaking, writing, collaborative
dialogue, private speech, vVerbaliizing,
and/or languaging —nerder to escape
the Innibiting effect of the* conduit
metaphor” implied inthe use of terms
suchrasinput and output (Firth &
Wagner 1997; Kramsch 1995; van
Lier 2000).



- Stefsenko andAreviten (1997: 161)
state: “Psychological precesses
emerge first in collective behaviour,
[N Co-operation With other people,
and only: subseguently become
Internalized as the individual®s ewn
[DOSSESSI 01S.”



- Trisimeans that the dialogue leamers
engage In takes on new: significance: In
It, We can ensarve learners operating on
linguIstic data — operations that nmove
Inward'to become part of the
participants own mental activity. In
dialogue withiethers, we see learning
taking place (Donato & L antolf 1990;
Lantolf 2000a; Swain 2001).



- IFRese claims provide a pasis fior
Raving students work tegether —
eventually students are expected
[0 engage in solomental
functiening, and that solo mental
functioning has Its source in joint
activities.



- |nithoese joint activities
language Is used — used initially:
to externally and
collaboratively mediate
preblem solution.



We (Swaini& Lapkin 1995; 1998; 1n
pressa) have called this joint problem-
solving dialogue, “ collaborative
dialogue”, whichis “takenin’, so to
speak, — re-created on the intramental
that I's, the psycholoegical plane — by the
learner, and when this happens, It
serves to mediate problem solution by
the learner, him or herself.



Collaborative dialoguels thus
dialegue inwnich Speakers are
engaged in problem-selving and
knnewledge-building/co-constructing
knewledge — in the case of second
language |earners, selving linguistic
problems and building/co-
constructing knowledge abeut
language.



- |nreur researeh (e.9. Kewall & Swaini 1997,
Swalln 1998; Swain' & Lapkin 1998; In press
a; 19), We have experimented with tasks
Which encourage studentsto engagein
colliaboerative dialegue and feund that tasks
Where students are asked toWrite something
together tends to elicit collaborative
dialogue as the students discuss how best to
represent thelr intended meaning.



s EUrthermore, we have shown
threugh the use of post-test Items
based onthe students:
collaborative dialogues that the
collaborative dialogues were a
Sour ce of language learning.



- Speaking| also compl etes thoughnt.

- V/ygotsky, Barnes (1992), \Wells
(1999),, and others have argued that
SPEeech can serve as a means of
development by reshaping
experience.



- Speaking|senves asa venicle “throeugh
Whieh thinking IS articulatea,
transkermed Into'an artifactual fomm,
and!|as such| 1sthen avallable asa
spurce ofi further reflection”
(Smagorinsky 1998: 172), as an
@] ect about which guestions can be
raised and answers can be explored
with others or with the self.



- As Smagerinsky: (1998)says, “ Tihe
Precess ofi rendering thinking Into
speech Isnet Simply amatter of
memory. retrieval, but a process througn
whiceh thinking reaches anew level of
articulation.” (pp 172-3). |deas are
crystallized ana sharpened, and
INnconsi stencies become more elvIious,



SR-S. [...] because | thought It meant
48. |ike he was going to. So he was

se lever, which means likein a
moment, not exactly right away.

SR-S. He'sdoing It and then he s doing It
58. again.-Instead of just kind of uh he
did this and that and that, so it's a
better form of saying it by adding
the se. It's more French.



SR-R. Do you see a difference between the
/3. two? (se brosse les dents and brosse
les dents)

SR-S. Uh...yeah, because when you say se
74: brosse les dents, it’skind of |like um
he Is brushing his teeth and then he's
gonnacomb his hair. But when you
take off the se, I’ slike so he
brushed his teeth, combed his hair

and then kind of |eft.



SR-R. 77: [...] Why would you need se?

SR-S. 78: Um| think...l don’t know. |
don't really get why you do
need se.

-Sue has talked herself into understanding that she
doesn’t understand the use of “ se” In French.



- \Wihat Sue’ s veraliization has
accomplished for her 1stwo-fielid:

1. she has externalized her thinking,

2. herr externalized thinking provides
her with an “object” on which to
reflect.



| Forepeat, Sue's speaking was a tool
throeugh whiceh her thinkingwas
articulated and transfermed intoan
artifactuall ferm, and as such became
avallableas a source of further reflection.
She recegnizes through theinconsistencies
In her explanations, that she did not
understand what this“se” isall about — a
step that must surely be important step
for her language deve opment te/pr oceed.



s From a socioculturall perspective,
preducing language has vitall and
significant functionsin
second/fioreignilanguage learning
and-teaching which need to. be
explored In the future.



s Over thelast few decades, there's
peen a shift In meaning firom
eULpUL as product to output as
Process — a snifit that creates the
need for some new: metapnors,
New research guestions, and a
new respect for our researcn tools.



[ veralization has the limpact I am
SUggesting on second'language
leaming, then research toeols such
as think alouds and stimulated
recalls, need to be unaerstood as
part of the learning process, net
Just as a medium ofi data collection
(Smagorinsky 1998; Swain 2002).



- Think alouds and stimuliated recalls
are not, as some would have!t,
“brain dumps”; rather they are a
precess of comprehending and
['ésnaping experience —they are
part of what constituteslearning.



Seciocultural theery, then, putslanguage
preduction Ina - star rele”. Speaking—and
Writing — are concelved of as cognitive tools;

n (O0lISthat mediate inter nalization:;

= {oolsthat externalize internal psychological
activity, RE-coegnizing it for the individual;

s {oolsthat construct and deconstruct
kinowledge; and

= {oolsthat regulate and areregulated by
human agency.



FUTURE DIRECTIONS

| Expernimental studies withinan
InFermation processing flramewerk
Would seem pariticul ady firurthiul.
Investigation of the levels and types of
processing that eutput, under different
conditions, engenders seems to me to
be a particularly interesting reute to
pursle.



s \Within a seciocultural theory: of
mind framework, ethnographic and
case study approacheswouldiseem
[0 be moere valuable at this peint In
time; although there s certanly a
place for experimental work.



s Particularly: tiseful te understanding
pPrecesses and strategies of second language
leamiing willf be studies of the collaborative
dialogue and private speech ofi learners as
they work te solve language-re ated
preblems they face inthelr language
proeduction, be they at the level of
morphology, syntax, discourse, pragmatics,
Or conceptualization of ideas.



= By Stuiaying the colliaboerative
dialogue and private Speech of
learners, accoraing te a
\/ygotskian sociocultural theory
of mind, we are observing
learning In progress.



s Of consideranle sociecultural
Interest are other Proader
guestions about verbalizing/
languaging. For example, If
verbalizing/' languaging IS suchian
Important cognitive tool, can Its
Lse help prevent memory.less?



Other limportant guestions for the fiuture
Include:

= \What are the roles of languaging In
distributing cognition.

s [niwhat ways does the setting and
context constrain or enhance

learners opportunities to |language?



The mest significant new
Lndersianding fer mein studying
the reles of the activity: of producing
language |'s just how. very Important
It ISasa cognitivetool —asa tool
which mediates our thinking — an
activity which | am noew calling
“languaging” .



Collaborative dialogue and privaie
Speech are examples of languaging.
My view s that the concept of
languaging — of using language to
mediate cognitively complex ideas —
greatly widens our agenda for
second and foregn language
learning and teaching theory,
F'eésear ch and practice.



