
Chapter 2

The potential of technology
for language learning

Thousands of web pages claim to teach ESL through explicit language instruc-

tion by providing a forum for contact among individuals who can participate

in various discussion forums, chat rooms, and e-mail. Is there any reason to

think that anyone is really learning English from these? Can a secretary in Ko-

rea, a manager in Italy, or a college student in Saudi Arabia really learn English

by working on electronic learning materials on the Web? Do English language

teachers and researchers have opinions and advice for such learners? The an-

swers to these questions are not as simple as one may be led to believe by the

current rhetoric on electronic learning. Moreover, as I pointed out in the pre-

vious chapter, the public discourse on technology offers better data for critical

discourse analysis than wisdom about learning. This chapter interprets the pro-

fessional knowledge in ELT and applied linguistics as it pertains to electronic

English language learning. It begins by questioning the sources of relevant pro-

fessional knowledge that can be brought to bear on principles for language

learning through technology. The majority of the chapter suggests particular

features in electronic learning materials and tasks that appear to be justified

by theory and research and it illustrates how these features would be imple-

mented in learning materials, thereby presenting some initial components of

pedagogy for CALL.

Language learning and instruction

In keeping with the common wisdom suggesting that if you want to learn En-

glish, you should go live in a place where English is spoken, many sites for com-

munication among English learners through computer-mediated communica-

tion on the Internet offer opportunities for conversation with other English

speakers. The idea is that even though learners may not be able to visit Aus-

tralia, for example, they can certainly have access to the chat room and bulletin
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board discussion of Dave’s ESL Café. Upon entering the chat room at Dave’s

ESL Café, one finds virtual conversations in progress with a series of “Hi, how

are you doing?” type messages. One suspects that the conversations go beyond

greetings at some point, as they do in the bulletin board section of Dave’s ESL

Café, where one might find a comment such as this under the category of “The

Strange and Mysterious.”

Do you know the EATON center in downtown toronto? There are many

ATMs, which we can find pretty close to the entrance. one day i tried to

withdraw $300,however i got the only $140. The receipt said the withdraw

ammount was $240.????

These Web sites in addition to the many other linguistic opportunities on

the Web available to English learners such as Almon in the previous chap-

ter constitute a kind of virtual immersion setting for those who choose to

participate in it.

Internet immersion is new, but the more traditional forms of immersion

for developing second language ability find support from many English lan-

guage teachers. In many teachers’ minds today, principles for explaining why

immersion is expected to help develop language ability derive from Krashen’s

(1982) idea about the value of ”comprehensible input,” language compre-

hended without the learner knowing all of the linguistic forms in the message.

Surely with all of the material in English on the Internet, any learner can find

sufficient comprehensible input for a kind of virtual immersion. If comprehen-

sible input alone were sufficient for L2 development, much of the computer-

using time learners spend might indeed result in L2 development. Indeed, re-

sults from experience with the immersion principle suggest that learners who

are given a lot of exposure to the target language might develop their ability to

comprehend, particularly the spoken language, but this experience is limited

in terms of the degree to which it can help the learner to develop grammati-

cal competence and particularly the ability to produce grammatical language.

How can instruction help? Can e-learning help?

Insights from the classroom and materials

Are there any insights that can be gained from classroom language teaching that

might help to formulate some methodological principles for developing effec-

tive on-line learning tasks? This question has not been explored thoroughly, in

part because CALL enthusiasts tend to see the differences rather than similari-

ties between classroom teaching and CALL. CALL has developed a knowledge
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base distinct from classroom teaching with separate interest sections in organi-

zations such as TESOL, IATEFL, and JALT, as well as conferences and journals

devoted exclusively to CALL. Perhaps the distinctness of work in CALL has de-

veloped for good reason. After all, many of the important aspects of classroom

pedagogy fail to address the concerns of developers of CALL materials. For ex-

ample, the classic Fundamental Concepts in Language Teaching (Stern 1983) in-

cludes a wide range of concepts frommethodology on one level, to educational

linguistics theory and research on another, and foundations such as the history

of language teaching, linguistics, sociology, sociolinguistics and anthropology,

psychology and psycholinguistics, and educational theory (p. 44). However, at

the level of what would constitute the best design for an interactive task that

takes advantage of a rich set of resources, for example, readers are left to make

the connections. The concept of teaching method is criticized for its generality

with respect even to classroom teaching, and the type of postmethodology pa-

rameters (Kumaravadivelu 2001) currently discussed as a way to guide teaching

practice seem to be even more abstract.

Nevertheless, a body of professional knowledge does exist for classroom

teaching. In contrast, scholarly knowledge about materials and materials de-

velopment is more difficult to document. Teachers and publishers produce

learning materials, but research on materials tends to be limited to corpus-

based research and needs analysis, both of which help to identify appropriate

language to include. An understanding of what constitutes quality materials

from the perspective of acquisition processes is not well developed, as indi-

cated by the gray font in the box in Figure 2.1. As Pica (1997) points out, the

research interests of publishers tend to focus more on the “acquisition of mar-

kets and profits” than on acquisition of English. Although these interests do

not point in the opposite direction from research on the quality of materials

for language acquisition, in practice, research focusing on materials is rare. In

view of the tenuous knowledge base for materials development and the ten-

uous links between CALL and classroom methods or materials, many CALL

practitioners have felt that methodological principles for CALL must be devel-

oped from scratch. One would hope that all of the research on second language

acquisition (SLA) over the past 20 years would have something to offer in the

analysis and development of CALL. Whereas paper and audio tape materials

seem to be produced and consumed without much concern for research, evi-

dence of quality, or critical examination, CALL seems to prompt the question

of whether or not the design of the materials is efficient – i.e., worth the time

of both learner and developer.
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Knowledge about classroom

teaching: processes of

presentation, interaction,

and evaluation

Knowledge about materials

development: selection and

preparation of materials

Knowledge about CALL:

processes and materials

selection

Figure 2.1 The distinct knowledge bases of classroom teaching (materials develop-

ment) and CALL

Insights from theory and research

Pica’s analysis of the connection between teaching and SLA research is useful

for navigating the Bermuda triangle between classroom teaching, materials and

CALL illustrated in Figure 2.1. She points out that a relationship exists

. . .with respect to their mutual interests in the cognitive and social processes

of L2 learning. . . . From the cognitive perspective, among the most prominent

[interests] are L2 comprehension, planning, and production; motivation; and

attention to, and awareness of, L2 meaning and form. Social processes include

various forms of communication and interaction, ranging from collaborative

dialogue to instructional intervention, with mediation through negotiation of

meaning. (Pica 1997:56)

Although Pica was writing about SLA research and teaching in general, the

point is equally apt for the more particular issues that arise in seeking some

guidance for CALL. The common area, and the most useful for guidance con-

cerning how CALL tasks might promote second language learning, are the cog-

nitive and social processes through which learners acquire a second language,

as illustrated in Figure 2.2.

Focusing on cognitive and social processes of classroom learning has di-

rected the attention of researchers to the classroom episode or learning task

as a unit of analysis. This unit is defined in a variety of ways by researchers of

classroom learning, but in general it can be thought of as a unit that requires

the analysis of specific interactions that the learner engages in while working
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Figure 2.2 The relationship between knowledge of classroom teaching and knowledge

of CALL

with learningmaterials or communicating with the teacher and others. In other

words, whereas the construct of method (or more general parameters) associ-

ated with classroom teaching may be of limited use for an understanding of

CALL, the classroom research centered on understanding the cognitive and so-

cial processes of classroom L2 learning seems more directly relevant to CALL.

In particular, the classroom task appears to be a useful unit of analysis, be-

cause tasks direct methodologists to look toward how learners are expected to

learn through their interactions with the materials and other learners. Since

hypotheses tested in this research are developed not solely on the basis of how

the teacher should teach but on the basis of how learners are believed to acquire

the language, findings are useful for CALL.

The study of cognitive processes has developed hypotheses related to the

need for learners to comprehend linguistic input and to notice gaps between

their knowledge and the target language. Motivation is seen as essential for

making the cognitive effort to engage the processes of comprehension, which

sometimes requires asking for help, and sometimes results in noticing a gap

in knowledge. Gap noticing is also prompted by requiring learners to produce

the target language, and it is enhanced when learners have time to plan their

production and when they are offered correction. The study of social processes

comes to similar conclusions, but with emphasis on the role of the context in

which processes occur. For example, collaboration between learners is seen as

a key to development because of the scaffolding provided by an interlocutor

during task completion. Other social perspectives point to the importance of

the context in constructing the identity of the learner as either a participant

with the right to speak, or a marginal person feeling the need to remain silent.

These perspectives and their foundation are outlined in introductions to SLA

(e.g., Ellis 1994; Larsen-Freeman& Long 1991), and suggested implications for
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CALL have begun to be explored (Chapelle 1998; Doughty 1987; Doughty &

Long 2002).

If research on cognitive and social processes helps to identify good oppor-

tunities for learning, then how can CALL tasks help create such learning condi-

tions? A useful way of considering this question is to work with a small unit of

analysis. Rather than talking about a concordancer activity, or a CMC activity,

for example, I will consider CALL tasks from the perspectives of the cognitive

and social processes they create, particularly the input they provide learners,

the interactions they offer, and the opportunities for linguistic production.

Enhanced input

A central concept in cognitive approaches to SLA is that learners have the op-

portunity to acquire features of the linguistic input that they are exposed to

during the course of reading or listening for meaning. Moreover, the likeli-

hood of learners’ acquiring linguistic input increases if their attention is drawn

to salient linguistic features (Robinson 1995; Schmidt 1990; Skehan 1998). One

way that learners can be directed to notice some aspects of the linguistic input

is through explicit ”input enhancement” (Sharwood Smith 1993). In research

on classroom learning, input enhancement can be accomplished by, for exam-

ple, underlining text on a page, or stressing lexical phrases in aural input, as

summarized in Table 2.1 under three general types of enhancement. Such en-

hancements of the linguistic input are intended to transform the language that

the learner reads or hears into a potential language lesson.

Table 2.1 Types of enhanced input expected to be beneficial to learners

Input Enhancement Description

Salience Marking a grammatical form on the screen or phonologi-

cally through stress

Repeating a grammatical form or lexical phrase

Modification Making the input understandable to the learner through

any means that gets at the meaning (e.g., images, L1 trans-

lation, L2 dictionary definitions, simplification)

Elaboration Increasing the potential for understanding the input

through addition of plausible, grammatical L2 elaborations

to the original text (e.g., defining relative clauses)
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Input salience

Linguistic input can become salient for a learner for many reasons. For ex-

ample, when I read French, I notice the expression s’agit because I know that

I do not understand exactly how to use it, ennuyeux because I know exactly

what it means and I like having a word that combines the meaning of “boring”

and “annoying,” and cadre because I used it and its collocates as an example of

lexical phrases in a lecture one time. These examples of input which is salient

to me illustrate cases that are not easily within the control of CALL authors

or teachers. They are salient to me for my own particular reasons. The con-

cern for developing good CALL tasks is how to design materials that can direct

learners’ attention to particular linguistic forms within the input. The sugges-

tions that come from the research on instructed SLA are to mark the forms that

learners should attend to in some way or to provide for repetition of the forms

of interest.

Marked input

Input can be made salient by highlighting the structures that the learners are

supposed to attend to while they are reading the text. Figure 2.3, for example,

shows a text marked to draw learners’ attention to the form of the verb comple-

ments. The idea is that the learner would be reading the text for meaning, but

would simultaneously notice the infinitive complements. In other words, the

overall task in which this text is used would have to engage the learner in learn-

ing about the rabbit problem in the garden. The learner would be expected to

notice the grammatical point and might even be able to depart from the rabbit

text for a brief grammar lesson. This principle does not work so neatly for aural

input, but it is possible to stress some aspects of the input, particularly if it is

part of a dialogue in which misunderstanding occurs.

The research assessing the effects of marked input on acquisition indicates

that this technique is worth considering, but only in combination with other

techniques. In a study investigating the effects of marked third person singular

and possessive adjectives in English, White (1998) found some evidence that

the marked input helped learners to acquire the forms, but large within-group

variation was found as well. She identified a number of other factors including

the tasks and the chosen forms that probably contributed to the small differ-

ence between the groups. In particular, she noted that when the point to be

acquired was difficult because of L1 interference, the learners probably needed

more explanation than what they got from highlighted forms in a text.
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Input without any forms marked: Input with to-complements made

salient:

Rabbits like to eat many different types

of garden flowers, particularly when the

plants are young. People attempt to save

their plants by placing substances in

the garden that the rabbits do not like.

Moth balls, human hair, and marigolds

may help to deter hungry rabbits. How-

ever, the only certain method is a good

fence.

Rabbits like to eat many different types

of garden flowers, particularly when the

plants are young. People attempt to save

their plants by placing substances in

the garden that the rabbits do not like.

Moth balls, human hair, and marigolds

may help to deter hungry rabbits. How-

ever, the only certain method is a good

fence.

Figure 2.3 Texts with (on the right) and without (on the left) highlighted forms

Research investigating marked input for vocabulary in CALL materials has

drawn consistent conclusions. In a study by DeRidder (2002) four versions of

a reading were given to students – one with the glossed words highlighted,

one with glossed words and no highlighting, one with highlighted words with-

out glosses, and the other with no highlighting or glosses. Results indicated

that highlighting alone was not related to acquisition of vocabulary (DeRidder

2002); in order to make a difference the highlighted words also needed to be

glossed. These results are consistent with those of Doughty (1991) who found

that highlighting relative clauses in written text for ESL learners helped them

acquire the forms; the learners also had access to explanations of the relative

clauses. In view of the fact that computer mark-up languages offer sophisti-

cated tools for marking up text, audio and video (Mills 2000), the specific con-

ditions and tasks that can work with the highlighting of target linguistic forms

are worthy of further investigation. In the meantime, the principle that should

be taken from the existing research is that highlighting linguistic forms and vo-

cabulary in a normal text is useful, but alone it appears to be insufficient for

learners to acquire the forms. Additional glossing or explanation appears to

be needed.

Repetition

A second way of making input salient is through repetition of the target lin-

guistic forms because input frequency is among the factors that figures promi-

nently in theories of the factors that affect noticing of target language input

(e.g., Skehan 1998). Like salience, repetition can be viewed from the perspective

of the materials or from the learner’s perspective, but the message for materials
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Click to hear the underlined words. Choose the best answer based on the

text.

Rabbits like to eat many different types

of garden flowers, particularly when the

plants are young. People attempt to save

their plants by placing substances in

the garden that the rabbits do not like.

Moth balls, human hair, and marigolds

may help to deter hungry rabbits. How-

ever, the only certain method is a good

fence.

Rabbits like

2 young plants

2 substances

2marigolds

The best way to deter rabbits is with

2moth balls

2marigolds

2 fences

Figure 2.4 A task prompting vocabulary repetition

developers is that forms need to be sufficiently numerous and important for

the learner to notice them. The exact number of repetitions will be determined

by the role the forms play in the input in addition to their quantity. More-

over, repetition can be achieved in a number of ways, such as building multiple

instances of the target form into the input, providing an option allowing the

learner to choose to see or hear the input multiple times, and constructing the

learning task in such a way that the learner will need to revisit the linguistic

form in the input. For example, the two screens illustrated in Figure 2.4 are

designed to prompt the learner to repeat the vocabulary three times: (1) read it

in the passage, (2) listen to it, and (3) read it in the question.

Several studies of CALL have suggested that vocabulary repeated in the in-

put is more likely to be acquired by the learner (e.g., Duquette, Desmarais, &

Laurier 1998; Kon 2002), but results on repetition in CALL materials are dif-

ficult to disentangle. First, in CALL tasks, even more so than paper and tape-

based tasks, the provision for repetition in the materials is not the same as the

learners’ choosing to access the available repetitions. One learner may click to

listen to the input one time, whereas another may choose to hear four repeti-

tions of one segment. Research investigating the effects of the repetition would

need to record what each learner actually listened to. Results of research ex-

amining learners’ choices have offered some insights, but have not singled out

repetition as a key factor in retention. Researchers tend to investigate the com-

bined effects of help, which might include glosses and images in addition to

repetition, with just a few exceptions (e.g., Hsu 1994). In fact, it may be that

repetition alone (i.e., without any modifications such as definitions) is ben-

eficial for learners who already have some knowledge of the linguistic form
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Dear Extension Officer:

Could you please give me some advice on how to keep the rabbits out of my garden.

Every time I buy some new flowers, the rabbits must be sitting and watching while I

plant them. The following night they come in and have a feast, devouring any of the

new flowers that they like. I am getting really frustrated – like I have a cafeteria in my

front yard rather than a garden. I planted some marigolds. The rabbits found them

delicious, I suppose. None were left the next day.

I would be most grateful for any advise.

Sincerely,

Frustrated

Figure 2.5 Example letter with requests for advice highlighted

in question; whereas for teaching new forms, repetition might work best in

combination with other input enhancements. For the time being, it seems rea-

sonable to continue to follow the theoretically and practically sound advice of

building in opportunities for repeated presentation of input.

But how can this be accomplished in CALL tasks? In CALL tasks, the op-

tions for prompting repetitions throughout a task need to be explored beyond

the use of the repeat button in audio and video input because these devices rely

on the learner to recognize the need for repetition. Some possibilities include

the use of comprehension questions such as the example in Figure 2.4, and

more extensive tasks based on the input material. For example, if the learner

is asked to read some letters asking for advice as a pretask for ultimately com-

posing a request for advice, the “request language” such as “could you please

help me”might be repeated within the task through highlighting this and other

forms so the student can review these while composing. The author will have

marked segments of text to display in different colors when the student asks to

see various forms such as the language showing politeness, the tense marking,

the formulaic parts of the letter, etc. Through the use of dynamic presenta-

tion of text, repetition can be controlled to help address the learner’s needs in

composing a text. In this case the learner would have to request to see the high-

lighting rather than having all of these features on at the same time. Therefore,

the task would need to build in reasons for looking at these features.

Other form-focused tasks requiring learners to search for examples of

structures and lexical patterns in texts might be explored further. One of the
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potential benefits of concordancer activities is presentation of repetitions of ex-

amples of a particular lexicogrammatical pattern, in a way that, as Cobb (1999)

puts it, should combine the advantages of list learning and learning from expo-

sure to words in contexts. Figure 2.6 shows ten of the examples that were ob-

tained when a search was done for the lexical bundle “from the perspective of”

in a corpus containing academic writing about history. For the advanced-level

ESL writer, the results demonstrate the diverse roles that this commonly-used

bundle can play. The examples show that a person is not the only one with a

perspective. “From the perspective of” can be used with countries and groups

of people, large ideological units, and concrete nouns (a map) as well. This

intensive presentation of examples obviously provides many repetitions of the

lexical bundle. This activity can be modified to request the learner to find ex-

amples of a lexical item on a Web page, or set of Web pages, and it can include

the requirement that the learner conduct an analysis of the structural patterns

and functions of the bundle.

Cobb’s (1999) research on the use of concordancing for acquisition of vo-

cabulary by students beginning their academic reading in an EFL context has

shown that well-structured concordancing activities integrated into an aca-

demic reading course can produce better results than list learning and dictio-

nary use. Whereas vocabulary gains for word knowledge alone are not signifi-

cantly different, the important aspect of word learning – being able to use the

word in context – does improve more and persist better when learners study

words with the concordancer. Cobb’s research also points to the importance

of the construction of the corpus, the direction that the learners receive in us-

ing the concordancer, and the regular accountability for learning the words. In

other words, it is clear that much is involved in concordancer pedagogy beyond

offering learners a means of seeing repetitions of words in use.

Input modification

Input modification refers to the provision of an accessible rendition of the L2

input. In CALL materials, modifications appear as hypertext or hypermedia

links that help the learners to comprehend the input. This definition of modifi-

cation expands the construct that has been used in research on classroom tasks,

wheremodifications can be any form of simplification, repetition, clarification,

or L1 translation – anything that an interlocutor does during the course of a

conversation to clarify meaning in order to continue a conversation (Larsen-

Freeman& Long 1991). In CMC tasks similar types of modifications can occur

as students work together in collaborative tasks. In such tasks, research and ex-
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Viewed from the perspective of France, the sine qua non of that success lies, first, in

the inheritance practices of the English landed elite, where male primogeniture was the

rule, thereby legitimizing both royal dynasticism and the House of Lords.

But from the perspective of most of its 9 million Muslims, Algeria belonged to the

Middle East and Africa beyond the Sahara.

The worst-case scenario, from the perspective of allied policymakers, was an interna-

tional lineup pitting “the West against the rest” with Moscow in the lead.

Billings’s real estate company subdivided land into parcels, uniform and, from the

perspective of a map, interchangeable because it made for efficient marketing and sales,

especially from remote offices in St. Paul and Chicago.

And the beauty of the system, from the perspective of its officials, was that all of that

money came from delinquent husbands-not the public coffers.

This is a historical essay written from the perspective of political science, with an

interest in looking backward to explain current conditions.

The most striking and consequential development from the perspective of interna-

tional relations has been the extraterritorial extension of United States criminal juris-

diction, most notably the extension of its judicial capacities in the 1980s.

And yet, from the perspective of the border society rather than that of Mexico City

or Washington, D.C. what we find is an army of invasion negotiating with local and

regional actors whose loyalties did not always conform to simple national lines.

Essentially, many people were discovered to be living a life that they believed was Chris-

tian, that often their local priests and friars believed was Christian, but that was at best

from the perspective of a newer stricter orthodoxy incorrect and at worst a breeding

ground for heresy.

But, of course, even in his telling of the case, Pietro was only a doctor, and as he moved

into the area of magical male and the use of relics (which implied a spiritual cure), he

was from the perspective of the church out of his league.

Figure 2.6 Example from a concordancer search of from the perspective of

perience suggest that the extent to which modifications actually occur depends

on the task that the learners are completing in addition to the characteristics

of the interlocutors (e.g., Lee 2001). For example, proficiency level, seriousness

about the task, comfort with each other, and politeness probably all come into
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play in the extent to which a learner receives the needed modifications in such

tasks. These issues are all of concern to the teachers and researchers developing

such tasks, but here the focus is on the more technical issues of the types of

modifications that can be built into CALL materials.

Images

One form of modification that gives learners access to the meaning of some

vocabulary or other textual meaning is an image or a video depiction of what

is expressed in the language. Research investigating the effects of images on

vocabulary retention has indicated that images and video can be effective. A

study was conducted on second year German learners’ vocabulary retention

after reading a story in which 82 of the 762 words had been glossed either with

English text and an image, or with video, or with English text alone (Plass,

Chun, Mayer, & Leutner 1998). The words for which both visual and verbal

information had been accessed by the learners received the highest posttest

scores, those for which learners had looked up only verbal information received

the second highest, and visual information the third. Words for which no in-

formation had been looked up received the lowest scores. The differences on

the posttest were statistically significant (p < .05) between the words for which

nothing had been looked up and those for which verbal or verbal plus image

had been looked up. Also statistically significant (p < .05) were the differences

between the verbal vs. the verbal plus image words, thus suggesting that images

may be used effectively for enhancing learners’ access to the meanings of words

in the input.

This finding is useful for the design of materials to the extent that words

can be illustrated, as in the example in Figure 2.7. When the input is confined

to topics that are concrete and easy to depict, illustrations seem to offer one

good method of providing access to meaning, but when meanings are abstract,

complex, or culturally bound, illustrationsmay be either impossible or open to

interpretation. In a text about political processes used as an example ESL task

in a methodology paper (Chapelle & Jamieson 2002), for example, the input

was full of words such as those in the following sentence that probably could

not be defined through images: “Several influential studies of the public’s for-

eign policy beliefs have found that the public is rational in its foreign policy

views and that its beliefs are consistent and stable over time.” However, even

when images provide one potential form of modification, the research find-

ing appears to be that the more types of modifications that are chosen, the

more likely the chances of retention. It therefore seems worthwhile to explore

the use of images that attempt to depict a variety of words even if creativity
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On the weekend, Martha liked to stop

by to see her father at work where she

was greeted by the Dalmatian that lived

at the station. Lunch was served at 12:30

every day so she tried to get there in

time to eat if she could. But last Satur-

day, when lunchwas served,Martha was

not there. Her . . .

On the weekend, Martha liked to stop

by to see her father at work where she

was greeted by the Dalmatian that lived

at the station. Lunch was served at 12:30

every day so she tried to get there in

time to eat if she could. But last Satur-

day, when lunchwas served,Martha was

not there. Her . . .

Figure 2.7 Before (left) and after (right) the learner clicks on a hypermedia link con-

taining an image depicting the word “Dalmatian”

and imagination are required for connecting words and images. Particularly in

these cases, L1 translations may help too.

L1 translation

In the German reading study, as in many language learningmaterials, L1 trans-

lations were used as a means of providing access to the meaning of the input.

Similarly, in studies of conversation with language learners, L1 translation is

among the frequent forms of modification that learners receive as help. Nev-

ertheless, for many years, in English language teaching the common wisdom

seemed to suggest that learners should develop their strategies for figuring out

the meaning or guessing the right word rather than relying on the first lan-

guage, and therefore the argument was that the modification such as the in-

stant link to meaning for the Spanish speaker offered by “más pálido” after he

or she clicks on “pastier” in the text in Figure 2.8 should be off limits in the

design of materials. Recently, however, the origins and interests served by this

common wisdom have been exposed, and the use of the L1 is regaining its le-

gitimate place as a means for providing modified input (e.g., Cook 1999). It

should therefore be possible to take a fresh look at the value of translation in

CALL where it can serve well as a means of input modification.
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Figure 2.8 Modifications through L1 translation in Spanish

L2 definitions

In English learning, authors often choose to include definitions in English, and

some research suggests that such L2 definitions can improve comprehension

(e.g., Hegelheimer 1998). Even when the definitions appear in English, issues

remain as to the best way to present them. A study conducted with paper mate-

rials helps to illustrate the issues. Watanabe (1997) constructed paper reading

materials using three experimental formats. One embedded word definitions

into the text as appositives, a second supplied marginal glosses, and a third of-

fered the correct gloss alongside an incorrect alternative, requiring the reader

to guess the meaning. The first method operationalized the principle of “elab-

oration” discussed further below. The second was a straightforward provision

of help outside the text, and the third operationalized a principle suggesting

that words would be more likely to be remembered if the learner had to make

some mental effort to figure out what they mean. Results favored the second

condition, the straightforward gloss. The finding of no significant advantage

for the multiple choice condition runs counter to the theory that the mental

effort might aid retention and to other research findings. Watanabe suggested

that perhaps the multiple choice condition simply failed to clarify meaning

because the learners sometimes chose the incorrect meaning and continued

reading without knowledge of the correct meaning. Of course, in CALL, the

problem of not knowing if one’s response is correct can be easily solved, so it

may be possible to have the best of both worlds, i.e., the mental effort required

by the multiple choice format, and knowledge of the correct definition. This

possibility, however, has not yet been investigated.

Simplification

Simplification refers to the modification of a text that changes aspects of the

syntax and vocabulary to make it accessible for the learner. One can identify

a number of areas in which language can be simplified, as illustrated in Figure
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Original text: Simplifications:

To tan or not to tan Should people get a tan?

Two researchers specializing in the psy-

chology of health say they’ve found

a more productive way to wean sun

worshipers from catching some rays.

They’ve proven that when you actually

show people what ultraviolet (UV) ra-

diation is doing to skin, they have a sur-

prisingly high tendency to settle for the

pastier look.

Two psychology professors said that

they made an important discovery.

They found out how to keep people

away from the sun. The professors show

the people pictures of the effects of the

sun on their skin. Then these people

choose to stay out of the sun.

(by Bridget Bailey, Inside Iowa State, August 30, 2002)

Figure 2.9 An authentic text (left) and a simplified version (right)

2.9, where the simplified version contains shorter sentences,more common vo-

cabulary, a minimum number of idiomatic expressions, and transparent syn-

tactic structures. As Chaudron (1983a) pointed out, however, what actually

constitutes a simplification for a particular learner depends on the learner and

what he or she knows. The research on simplification indicates that for compre-

hending the basic information from text, simplified language is sufficient, but

it is not the most effective means for helping learners to get inferential mean-

ing (Yano, Long, & Ross 1993). Moreover, if one looks at the simplification, it

should be evident that the process of simplification deprives the learners of the

linguistic complexity that they need to be exposed to. It would be impossible to

learn to interpret subordination in English sentences if sentences (such as the

second one on the left side of Figure 2.9) are simplified into single clause units!

For this reason simplification has not been favored by researchers attempting

to identify the ideal input for learners even though learners seem to be able to

access the explicitly stated information in the text from simplified text.

Simplification and all of the methods of input modification described

above share the characteristic of attempting to offer access to the meaning of

the input through anymeans that might work. Researchers have contrasted this

set of techniques with one that deliberately attempts to elaborate the input with

grammatical L2 additions to the text that fit within the flow of the meaning and

syntax of the text.
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Input elaboration

Input elaboration is intended to help learners gain access to the meaning of

the text by adding grammatical phrases and clauses such as defining apposi-

tives, relative clauses, and restatements. Rather than removing the forms that

learners should be exposed to in the input, the process of elaboration adds to

the input in a way that should help to clarify meaning while maintaining the

structural and lexical complexity that provides learners with input for acqui-

sition. Figure 2.10 illustrates an elaborated version of the same text that was

simplified in Figure 2.9. The simplified version has lost the author’s attempted

borrowing from Shakesphere for the structure of the title, whereas the elabora-

tionmaintains the structure, but attemptsmore transparency by adding amore

common verb, get, and using “tan” in its more common function as a noun.

The simplified version omitted the idiom “catch some rays” and the difficult

vocabulary “wean” whereas the elaborated version simply rephrases the mean-

ing in an elaborating gerund phrase, “keeping them away from the sun.” The

simplified text broke down the complex second sentence containing many em-

beddings into two sentences, replacing noun clauses with phrases. In contrast

the elaborated version changed pronouns that may obscure meaning, changed

the contraction to a full form, and added a defining phrase for “pastier.” In Fig-

ure 2.10 the changes made to elaborate the text have been underlined, but in

the elaborated text for the learners they would not be.

Original text: Elaborated text:

To tan or not to tan To get a tan or not to get a tan

Two researchers specializing in the psy-

chology of health say they’ve found

a more productive way to wean sun

worshipers from catching some rays.

They’ve proven that when you actually

show people what ultraviolet (UV) ra-

diation is doing to skin, they have a sur-

prisingly high tendency to settle for the

pastier look.

Two researchers who specialize in the

psychology of health say they’ve found

a more productive way to wean, or

prevent, sun worshipers from catching

some rays, keeping them away from the

sun. The researchers have proven that

when they actually show people what

ultraviolet (UV) radiation is doing to

skin, the sun lovers have a surprisingly

high tendency to settle for the pastier

look rather than getting a tan.

(by Bridget Bailey, Inside Iowa State, August 30, 2002)

Figure 2.10 Elaborated input (right) developed from an authentic text (left)
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The research investigating the effects of elaboration compared to the orig-

inal text and to the simplification has yielded relatively clear conclusions.

“When extraction of explicitly stated factual information is called for in a read-

ing task, syntactic and lexical simplification may be sufficient as aids for non-

native readers. . . Our findings suggest that elaborative modification provides

semantic detail that foreign language learners find helpful when making infer-

ences from texts” (Yano, Long, &Ross 1993:214–215). This was also the finding

in another study comparing elaboration and simplification; elaboration was

consistently superior for deeper degrees of comprehension across proficiency

levels in contrast to simplification, which helped only the more advanced-level

students (Oh 2001). These findings, along with the rationale that learners need

to be exposed to the more elaborated language, offer compelling evidence that

English teaching materials should offer input elaboration.

This research and the theory behind it provide a useful basis for devel-

opment of CALL, but the implementation in electronic learning materials is

different. In a hypermedia environment, input highlighting, repetitions, mod-

ifications, and elaborations do not need to be fixed on the screen, but rather

the input can be highlighted, repeated, modified, or elaborated upon request.

Figure 2.11 illustrates how elaborations or simplifications might be added to a

text when the reader clicks on a sentence. Examination of the example should

raise questions about the relevance of the strict distinction between elaboration

and simplification that was important for paper and aurally presented texts. In

a hypermedia environment, the learner can have access to the authentic text

in addition to whatever form of help is needed to clarify the meaning. Since

the help is provided dynamically in addition to the text rather than instead of

it, it would seem appropriate for CALL pedagogy to reinterpret results from

classroom research to investigate principles of input enhancement for CALL.

Enhanced input for CALL

What are the best ways for enhancing written and aural input in CALL mate-

rials? The research on enhanced input in the classroom offers some principles

and observations that seem relevant despite the fact that CALL offers signif-

icant new options for input enhancement. The original written or aural text

does not need to be permanently modified, but rather the learner can get ac-

cess to the meaning through temporary additions to the screen or the aural in-

put, leaving the original intact. The research on CALL is just beginning to look

at some of the options, by comparing different means of presenting interac-

tive vocabulary annotations (e.g., Chun & Plass 1996; DeRidder 2002; Lomicka
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Figure 2.11 Text with elaboration or simplification upon demand

1998). The design and interpretation of such research as well as development

of pedagogical materials might benefit from the following observations.

First, different aspects of the language are likely to require different forms

of enhancement. Chaudron’s (1983a) study of a variety of ways of providing

syntactic enhancements for aural text offers a good starting point for consider-

ing the issues. Finding that simple repetition of nouns used as topics in lectures

helped comprehension, he pointed out that this result did not suggest that rep-

etition should universally be considered the best form of input enhancement

but rather that various aspects of language may be suited to different types of

modification. In the text in Figure 2.11, for example, it may be that the best

enhancement of the first sentence would be neither the elaboration nor the

simplification shown in Figure 2.11, but instead would be some combination

of syntactic elaboration (e.g., “who specialize” to elaborate “specializing”) and

semantic modification (e.g., “getting a tan by sitting in the sun” for “catching

some rays”).

Second, an observation from the study of incidental vocabulary learning by

Watanabe (1997) provides a useful principle as well. InWatanabe’s comparison

of techniques for vocabulary annotation, he asked learners to give L1 defini-

tions of what they had understood the words to mean. He found that “[e]ven if
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explanations are inserted for unfamiliar words [i.e., through elaborative anno-

tations], and the explanations are comprehensible, unless the students notice

the connections between the two, effective learning cannot be expected” (p.

303). This conclusion – that there needs to be a clear link between the form

in the text and the enhancement – is consistent with Chaudron’s research on

modifications of aural input, which found that it was the most straightforward

type of modification, the simple repetition for nouns used as sentence top-

ics, that made a difference in listener comprehension (Chaudron 1983a). For

hypermedia, this may suggest the need for local word and phrase level annota-

tions in many cases, and exploration of ways of representing complex syntactic

information in a way that is clarifying to learners.

Third, enhancement should be offered interactively. An important find-

ing is summarized in a study comparing different forms of modified input in

a listening text. “. . . [L]earners who are allowed to negotiate interaction while

listening to the target language have a higher probability of comprehending

what they hear – a point with important classroom implications” (Loschky

1994:319). It seems that hypermedia may offer an ideal means of providing

help with comprehension interactively because learners can listen or read and

request input enhancement as they need it. Various forms of this type of listen-

ing with interactive help are routine inmultimedia-based ESL materials such as

ELLIS and Longman English Interactive. The issue of access to enhanced input

through interaction has been the source of great interest in classroom research.

Interaction

Throughout the above discussion of enhanced input in CALL, it was impossible

to concentrate solely on the input without raising issues of themanner in which

the input is provided to the learners. One of the key features of enhanced in-

put in CALL is that it is almost always provided interactively. The discussion of

enhanced input also focused on tasks based on learner-computer interactions.

The discussion of CALL tasks is expanded here to include those entailing learn-

ers’ communication with English speakers. Interaction is the term used in both

cases, as well as to refer to many other types of interactions that learners engage

in. The term “interaction” is used in a variety of ways. For example, both a con-

versation at a bookstore between an ESL learner and a clerk, as well as a set of

questions and responses in a CALL drill on the correct use of “teach” vs. “learn”

are referred to as interaction. This single term for such a wide range of interac-

tions has been the source of great concern for applied linguists attempting to
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understand the relationship between CALL and research on classroom interac-

tion (e.g., Harrington & Levy 2001; Salaberry 1999). The meanings of interac-

tion obviously need to be clarified or at least explored if this construct is to be

useful for understanding how interaction might benefit language development

and ultimately to apply that understanding to interaction in CALL.

Theoretical perspectives on interaction

A useful theory of interaction in CALL needs to define broadly what interaction

consists of, what kinds of interaction are believed to be important for SLA, and

why. This general understanding provides an essential basis for conceptualizing

and evaluating the new types of interaction made available through CALL. R.

Ellis’ (1999) broad view of the construct offers an excellent starting point be-

cause he theorizes interaction beyond the concrete activity of the visible inter-

actions occurring in a two-way, face-to-face classroom task, for example. Ellis

(1999) points out that interaction is generally “used to refer to the interper-

sonal activity that arises during face-to-face communication. However, it can

also refer to the intrapersonal activity involved in mental processing” (p. 3). In

view of the need to include the variety of interactions in CALL, however, inter-

personal interaction takes place not only in face-to-face conversation but also

electronically over a computer network.Moreover, interaction needs to include

what takes place between a person and the computer.

Ellis outlines three perspectives from which researchers have conceptual-

ized and studied the value of interaction for language development: the inter-

action hypothesis, sociocultural theory, and depth of processing theory. The

interaction hypothesis derives from the study of face-to-face conversation and

the psycholinguistic benefits it affords learners by directing their attention to

language, particularly during communication breakdowns (Hatch 1978; Long

1996; Pica 1994). Sociocultural theory can be applied to the same types of

data – face-to-face conversation – but theorizes the value of the interlocutor’s

help in accomplishing meaning making through language. At the same time it

suggests that the learner’s internal mental voice plays a role in learning through

a constant internal dialogue (Lantolf & Appel 1994). Depth of processing the-

ory hypothesizes the importance of the level of cognitive processing that new

input to the learner undergoes for recall and learning. The depth of processing

idea is similar to that which has been advocated for teaching syntax (VanPatten

1996) and vocabulary (Laufer & Hulstijn 2001). It is what Watanabe was get-

ting at by providing learners a choice between two meanings. However, Ellis’
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Table 2.2 Benefits of three types of interaction from three perspectives

Perspectives on the value of interaction

Basic types of interactions Interaction

hypothesis

Sociocultural

theory

Depth of

processing

theory

Inter- between people Negotiation

of meaning

Co-

constructing

meaning

Prompting at-

tention to

language

between person and

computer

Obtaining en-

hanced input

Obtaining

help for using

language

Prompting at-

tention to lan-

guage

Intra- within the person’s

mind

Attending to

linguistic

form

Stimulating

internal

mental voice

Cognitive

processing of

input

focus is on interaction as one means of helping the learner to engage in deep

mental processing of the L2.

Table 2.2 summarizes the types of interaction that Ellis described, but

whereas Ellis included only “interpersonal,” meaning “between people,” I have

added “between person and computer.” The cells in the table suggest the hy-

pothesized benefits to be attained through interaction from each of the theoret-

ical perspectives. For example, from the perspective of the interaction hypothe-

sis, interaction between people is expected to promote negotiation of meaning,

and if it does so, this should be beneficial for language acquisition. Since the

three theories do not specifically address learner-computer interactions, I have

filled in the logical predictions in italics.

The three perspectives on two types of interaction (i.e., interpersonal and

intrapersonal) offer a starting point for considering the value of the interac-

tions that learners can engage in through the use of technology. To extend this

productive line of inquiry to technology-mediated tasks, the value posited for

interactionmight be expressed as a means for getting better input, for receiving

the assistance needed to advance in knowledge and understanding, and for ac-

tivating deep processing of input. These three benefits of interaction represent

three perspectives, rather than distinct categories. For example, during interac-

tion, assistance might be provided by an interlocutor in the form of improved

input for the learner, or receiving elaborated input might activate processing of

input. All three types of interaction apply to various forms of CALL tasks, but

it is important to keep in mind that these are the current hypotheses about the
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benefits to be attained through interaction that stand as applied linguists seek

evidence for the extent to which they are justified.

Interaction in CALL

These three perspectives on the various forms of interaction provide plenty

of suggestions for CALL pedagogy, some of which have been the object of

investigation in research.

Interpersonal communication

The benefits to be obtained through interaction among learners from the three

theoretical perspectives are negotiation of meaning, co-constructing meaning,

and prompting learners’ attention to form. Researchers have identified some

instances of negotiation of meaning in synchronous communication such as

the example from a classroom chat that is shown in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3 Negotation of meaning in synchronous communication

Participant Language

Instructor What do you think about sustaining life artificially?

Student 1 What is “sustaining artifically”? Anyone answer me.

Student 2 what’s that???

Student 3 Artificcally support someone’s life!

Student 4 Don’t ou understand artifically?

Student 3 For example using machines!

(from Rodriguez 1998)

Negotiation of meaning can be seen in these interactions among a teacher and

learners during an exchange in an ESL class where learners were participating

in a discussion on a local area network. In the first move, the instructor asked

a question containing two words that the student did not understand. Student

1’s question, “what’s that???,” interrupts what would be the normal interaction

(i.e., a response to the question such as “I believe it is wrong.”). The purpose

of the interruption, which is echoed by Student 2, is to find out what two un-

knownwordsmean. Inmove 4, Student 3 attempts an explanation of one word,

“sustain,” but then Student 4 interrupts with a question about the other word,
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“artifically.” Again Student 3 provides a definition. This type of negotiation has

been documented in a number of studies of synchronous on-line communica-

tion in the classroom (e.g., Blake 2000). Moreover, in some classroom on-line

communication tasks, researchers have found that learners actually negotiate

the form of the language as well as the meaning, perhaps because the inter-

active written communication provides more time and opportunity for learn-

ers to attend to the form and make corrections and the motivation to do so

because their language is being apprehended immediately by an interlocuter

(Pellettieri 2000).

Other studies of synchronous and asynchronous communication have

been concerned with the co-construction of meaning among learners who

work together in classrooms and in project-based virtual collaborations. In

these settings the concern has been to get learners interested in the commu-

nication and the collaboration so that they spend a lot of time engaging in

interaction (e.g., Swaffar, Romano, Markley, & Arens 1998). Conferences and

journals are full of success stories about collaborative learning through the In-

ternet. At the same time, however, careful research reveals the many sociocul-

tural and personal factors involved in the success of such projects – factors over

which the teacher does not have complete control (Belz 2001).

Learner-computer interaction

The discussion of enhanced input above began to look at how learners ob-

tain enhanced input, how they obtain help for using language, and how their

attention to language can be prompted. Many language users in the 21st Cen-

tury are accustomed to initiating interactions when they click on a hypertext

link to receive help with comprehension or seek dictionary help. Research has

also investigated the effects of learners’ focusing attention through modifica-

tion of what might be considered the normal interaction in the CALL task, e.g.,

continuing to read or listen without stopping for help. The most prevalent of

these studies investigates vocabulary acquisition through reading tasks which

are supported with on-line glosses. Figure 2.12 illustrates the interaction as the

learner reads a text about the introduction of the monetary unit, the Euro, and

requests a definition for the word “recalcitrant.” In such tasks the learner is ex-

pected to read the text for its meaning, to answer comprehension questions, or

to engage in other activities which call on knowledge gained from the text. The

option to receive definitions of the words on-line is provided in support of the

meaning-focused reading task.

The potential for such modifications is often seen in published CALL ma-

terials which provide input that the learner can request to have modified. Ta-
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First move: Computer

shows text

Second move: Learner

clicks on word

Third move: Computer

shows definition

recalcitrant – Definition:

formal adjective; refusing

to obey or be controlled,

even after being punished:

recalcitrant behavior

BRUSSELS, Belgium –

They had to struggle a bit

to open some recalcitrant

bottles of champagne, but

finance ministers from 11

countries celebrated New

Year’s Eve Thursday by

launching the euro as the

continent’s new unified

currency.

BRUSSELS, Belgium –

They had to struggle a bit

to open some recalcitrant

bottles of champagne, but

finance ministers from 11

countries celebrated New

Year’s Eve Thursday by

launching the euro as the

continent’s new unified

currency.

BRUSSELS, Belgium –

They had to struggle a bit

to open some recalcitrant

bottles of champagne, but

finance ministers from 11

countries celebrated New

Year’s Eve Thursday by

launching the euro as the

continent’s new unified

currency.

Figure 2.12 Three moves in an interaction requesting a word definition (see Hegel-

heimer & Chapelle 2000 for an interactive on-line version)

ble 2.4 illustrates the types of interactions that occurred in an activity in which

the learner listened to a story delivered by the computer. The normal interac-

tion in this case was for the learners to continue through the story by clicking

on continue after listening to each page. The data show that the learner inter-

rupted the normal interaction by requesting help with the aural input – first

by requesting a repetition (move 3) and then by requesting a written transcrip-

tion (move 6). In other words, the computer program created the opportuni-

ties for modified interaction by offering modified input to the learner upon

demand. The data documented that the learner actually engaged in modified

interactions and received the modified input, thereby constructing potentially

beneficial interaction.

Obviously, this type of interaction is a means of receiving some form of

enhanced input, and therefore the two critical issues are (1) the quality of the

input enhancements, and (2) the extent to which the learners actually engage

in the interactions and thereby availing themselves of the possibility of benefit-

ing. Issues concerning the quality of the enhancements were discussed above,

coming to the conclusion that different approaches to enhancement may be

necessary for various aspects of language, but that enhancements should clar-

ify links between form and meaning of the target language, and that they are
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Table 2.4 Learner-computer interactions in a listening comprehension activity

Participant Language and Behavior

Computer (aural) Would you like to hear the story I wrote for my English class

while we were waiting for dinner?

Computer Offers REPEAT, TEXT, DICTIONARY

Learner Chooses REPEAT

Computer (aural) Would you like to hear the story I wrote for my English class

while we were waiting for dinner?

Computer Offers REPEAT, TEXT, DICTIONARY

Learner Chooses TEXT

Computer (written) Would you like to hear the story I wrote for my English class

while we were waiting for dinner?

(from Hsu 1994)

best provided interactionally. The second issue, whether the learners choose to

engage in the interactions, is critical. The research that has compared more vs.

less interaction in CALL tends to support the value of interaction (Plass, Chun,

Mayer, & Leutner 1998:30), but the question for pedagogy of course is how to

prompt learners to engage in the interactions that are offered by the task. This

has to be answered in view of the complete task rather than simply a decontex-

tualized provision for interaction. In particular, learners need to be sufficiently

interested and motivated to engage in interaction.

Intrapersonal interaction

Intrapersonal interaction, taking place in the learner’s mind, is expected to be

valuable because it prompts learners to focus on linguistic form, it stimulates

the learners’ inner voice, and entails deep cognitive processing of input. Be-

cause input is typically enhanced interactively in CALL, the learner-computer

interaction that is hypothesized to be of value in delivering enhanced input

should simultaneously focus on linguistic form and perhaps engage the other

valuable processes as well. Other approaches to the issue of intrapersonal in-

teraction in CALL is evident in classrooms where learners are taught particular

strategies for processing on-line text. For example, Kol and Schcolnik (2000)

were able to help their academic English learners to read as well on line as they

were able to read on paper. It seems that ideally in CALL, however, the intraper-

sonal interaction might best be implemented in concert with learner computer
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interaction with the hope that the additional interaction will strengthen any

possibility for intrapersonal interaction.

Linguistic production

Theoretical perspectives from classroom research suggest that linguistic pro-

duction (i.e., speaking and writing) is important for the learners’ development

of morphosyntactic knowledge. Some overlap exists between this theoretical

knowledge about linguistic production, or output, and interaction because in-

teraction entails some type of production by the learner. In interaction theory,

the primary concern is the input that the learner can receive or dialogue that

the learner participates in. In turning to production, the focus is on the poten-

tial for learning through the process of attempting to construct grammatical

language.

Theoretical perspectives on production

Like interaction theory, theory and research on linguistic production can be

framed according to more than one perspective. From a cognitive perspec-

tive, Swain (1985) suggested that ideally the learner would have the oppor-

tunity to produce ”comprehensible output,” which refers to language that the

learner produces to express a message. This is important, it is suggested, partic-

ularly because during production of comprehensible output, the learner may

get stuck and have to come to grips with unknown grammatical forms.

[I]n producing the L2, a learner will on occasion become aware of (i.e., notice)

a linguistic problem (brought to his/her attention either by external feedback

(e.g., clarification requests) or internal feedback). Noticing a problem ’pushes’

the learner to modify his/her output. In doing so, the learner may sometimes

be forced into a more syntactic processing mode than might occur in compre-

hension. (Swain & Lapkin 1995:373)

More recently, Swain (1998) has reframed the value of linguistic production

in sociocognitive terms, focusing on the way the learners’ language develops

through the help they give and receive as they co-construct meaning during

pair work (e.g., Ohta 2000). Research offers some support for the value of tasks

requiring the learners to produce and correct their linguistic output during

interaction in face-to-face group work in class (He & Ellis 1999; Nobuyoshi &

Ellis 1993; Swain 1998).
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Production in CALL tasks

Technology-mediated tasks afford a wide variety of opportunities for produc-

ing comprehensible output or co-constructing meaning. At least three aspects

of production theory are useful to consider for CALL pedagogy. First, from

a cognitive perspective, the benefits of producing language may be enhanced

when learners have the opportunity to plan before speaking or writing. Sec-

ond, the cognitive view also emphasizes the importance of opportunities to

correct linguistic output, which can be prompted by feedback from others or

from self-evaluation. Third, the sociocultural perspective suggests the value of

the learners’ use of the help of the interlocutor to allow for production be-

yond what the learner could accomplish alone. A close look at the theoretical

position concerning linguistic production indicates that it refers to particular

types and conditions for useful production, and these would require particular

aspects of task design.

Planning

One of the benefits cited for tasks constructed through computer-mediated

communication is that learners have the opportunity for planning before pro-

ducing the language. But the benefit of planning, the cognitive work done to

produce grammatically correct language, is not always evident in CMC. The

example on page 36 of the contribution to the bulletin board in Dave’s ESL

Café, for example, did not show signs of careful planning:

Do you know the EATON center in downtown toronto? There are many

ATMs,which we can find pretty close to the entrance. one day i tried to

withdraw $300,however i got the only $140. The receipt said the withdraw

ammount was $240.????

Nor should it. The point for the learner no doubt was to have fun producing

language in a context in which adherence to prescriptive grammar rules was

not required. However, in some studies of classroom chatting, similar find-

ings are made with respect to lack of concern on the part of the learners for

grammatical accuracy (e.g., Kern 1995). For instruction, it seems pedagogy

should suggest ways for using CMC tools in a manner that allows the learners

to receive the grammatical benefit of the planning time afforded by the written

communication.

In a study of classroom chatting explicitly intended to help learners prac-

tice production of grammatical forms, the researcher found that the task design

seemed to affect their concern for grammaticality and the language produced.
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Looking particularly for negotiation of meaning in the data, Pellettieri (2000)

concluded that tasks with a pedagogical function should be goal-oriented, have

few possible outcomes, and require participants to request and supply informa-

tion. These task features had been suggested based on a synthesis of research

on communication tasks for SLA (Pica, Kanagy, & Falodun 1993). She noted

the level of vocabulary and concepts also affected the quality of the production

and interaction. “Furthermore, this study suggests that if the language goal is

to promote an even higher level of learner focus on grammatical form, those

tasks that require learners to produce and then reflect on the language pro-

duced might be fruitful avenues to pursue” (p. 83). Of course, not all tasks

are intended to help learners develop grammatically, but in the language class-

room such tasks are needed, and therefore principles for realizing the benefits

of planning should be included in CALL pedagogy.

Correcting linguistic production

Correcting linguistic production refers to the learners’ own correction of errors

in the language they have produced. The recognition of the existence of errors

may come from the learners’ self evaluation, or it may come from the signals

received by other interlocutors or the computer. Self evaluation of linguistic

production requires tasks that allow planning time and that set expectations

for grammatically correct language. In Pellettieri’s (2000) study, for example,

tasks succeeded in focusing the learners on correct production, as was evident

from the learners’ self-correction. The learners, working in a written chat en-

vironment to compose short utterances, were sometimes observed composing

a contribution to the discussion, and then stopping to reread it, and correct-

ing the grammar before sending it. These results, apparently prompted by the

way she had defined the task for the learners, offer a striking contrast to other

studies of production in chat environments. She also found learners correcting

each other and engaging in negotiation of both form and meaning; moreover,

learners sometimes incorporated corrections prompted by others into their

production.

An enduring hope or endless frustration (e.g., Brock 1995), grammar

checkers built into word processing programs should ideally help to prompt

learners to consider potential errors in their linguistic production. Recently,

Burston (2001) has reported some success in French learners’ use of the im-

perfect analysis that is provided by French grammar checkers. Such success

has come only with careful examination of the types of errors that he could

count on the grammar checker to find, by exploring different products avail-

able, and training the students to use the software effectively. Nevertheless, if
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the results of the process include students who can use the feedback of the

grammar checker to notice the errors in their comprehensible linguistic output

and make corrections, the exploration was well worth the time spent. Results

with English grammar checkers for English language learners have not been

as positive, although the most successes reported seem to have been when the

error analysis software was developed particularly to target the errors of learn-

ers from a particular language background and when the software was used

as one component in the context of writing instruction (Liou 1991). In view

of the evolving capabilities of error correction in word processing and e-mail

programs, however, learners in and out of English classes are receiving error

correction. The challenge appears to be in helping them to learn how to best

interpret the messages they receive, thereby raising their awareness of grammar

and their need to evaluate their own language.

Some success has been found in this regard, particularly if the point is to

flag learners’ attention and point them to areas of the text that they should

reflect on. For example, Liou (1993) observed in one study that an error mes-

sage “though misleading, raised the subject’s consciousness of form and finally

caused her to replace successful with success [in the expression ‘does not guar-

antee successful’].” Importantly, this type of error correction occurred when

the learner was primarily focused on the meaning of what he was writing. In

this case the interruptions to focus on form occur in the appropriate context

for potential acquisition, according to the theory of comprehensible output. In

contrast,many other studies of error correction have taken place in amore con-

trolled exercise in which onemight question the extent to which the learnerwas

actually focusing on the meaning of the language (e.g., fill in the correct form

of the verb). Although the linguistic production in such tasks would not really

fit within the comprehensible output theory, it seems that the general princi-

ple that the learner benefits from correcting his or her own language might be

fruitfully applied to these as well.

Help during production

Error correction prompted by the teacher, other learners, or the computer

comprises one type of help that a learner might receive in producing linguistic

output, but other types are the preemptive seeking of guidance during linguis-

tic production or the collaborative conversation directed at building a joint

product. The former types of learner-prompted focus on form occur regu-

larly when learners consult a dictionary while writing. Research has found

that learners used the dictionary to check on spelling, meaning, the existence

of a word, synonymy, grammar, register, collocation, and inflection (Harvey
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& Yuill 1997). The attention, mental effort and evaluation of potential words

prompted by looking in the dictionary are among the features that Laufer and

Hulstijn (2001) suggest are factors that increase the probability that words will

be remembered. One might hypothesize that this process would be at least

equally valuable when queries are made to an on-line dictionary, but research

results concerning the value of on-line dictionaries during linguistic produc-

tion are needed. In software, such as Système-D (Noblitt, Solà, & Pet 1987)

designed for learners of L2 French, research by Bland, Noblitt, Armington, and

Gay (1990) and by Scott (1990) documented that learners tended to interrupt

their writing to consult an on-line dictionary while writing; the value of this

continual process over the course of a semester for acquisition of the words has

not been investigated.

The value of help received during collaboration in on-line tasks also re-

quires further investigation; however, onemight speculate that, likeWatanabe’s

findings for comprehending input, the linguistic results might be best for col-

laboratively obtained help when the learner receives good, accurate help. This

suggestion is supported by classroom research, which has found that learners

tend to remember the help they receive on linguistic forms – whether or not

the help was accurate (Swain 1998).

Integrating input, interaction, and production into tasks

The suggestions outlined in this chapter focus on the micro level where learn-

ers’ attention is engaged with the language of a pedagogical task, but they

need to be orchestrated into larger fabric of classroom or CALL tasks. More-

over, with the focus on learning process, the actual linguistic features to be

learned remained somewhat in the background. Any attempt to use these mi-

cro process-oriented pedagogical practices will need to consider vocabulary,

syntax, and pragmatic aspects of the language to be learned, and the interest

engaging qualities of the tasks in which these features play a role. Focusing on

vocabulary acquisition within L2 tasks, Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) have syn-

thesized results from a number of studies to suggest the critical characteristics

of tasks that are likely to promote vocabulary retention; these are need, search,

evaluation, and knowledge of correct meaning (see Table 2.5). These features

are consistent with the micro practices outlined above. For example, a word

that is needed is very likely to become salient during a task. However, they

are stated from a level of analysis that is useful for planning tasks. Extending

this approach to syntax, one might summarize the important task features as
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indicated in Table 2.5. The features of vocabulary and syntax are not mutually

exclusive, but they have arisen from different considerations and studies. Much

more research is needed to refine these suggestions in the future.

Although vocabulary and syntax are critical and central to language de-

velopment, one would hope that further evolution of CALL pedagogy would

be able to speak more definitively to the development of pragmatic knowledge

Table 2.5 Task characteristics believed to induce acquisition of vocabulary and syntax

Aspect of

language

Critical task feature Explanation

Vocabulary Need The learner feels the need to know the word

because he or she wants to understand the in-

put or to be able to use the word in produc-

tion of meaningful language. Need for knowl-

edge of a particular word can also be imposed by

a teacher, but this is not considered as positive

for acquisition.

Search The learner attempts to find the meaning of

the word (e.g., in a dictionary or by asking

someone).

Evaluation The learner judges the extent to which the word

is similar to another or appropriate in a context.

Knowledge of correct

meaning

The mental effort expended in considering the

word needs to result in a clear understanding of

the meaning.

Syntax Opportunities for produc-

tion and correction

The learner has opportunities for producing

comprehensible output and correct its form.

Provision for feedback about

success in comprehension

and production

The learner has on-going knowledge of whether

or not the interpretation of input is accurate.

Provision for clear form-

meaning relationships

The learner obtains word or phrase level in-

terpretation for the input that he or she can

understand.

Access to repetition in the

input

The learner experiences the grammatical form

in the input and/or production multiple times.

Time for planning for

production

The learner is not under time pressure for im-

mediate production.

Encouragement to draw on

help for production

Help is available for production.

(Based on Chaudron 1983a; Laufer & Hulstijn 2001; Loschky 1994; Swain 1985; Watanabe

1997)
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and strategic competence as well. Kasper and Rose (2001) identify the critical

questions for classroom teaching of pragmatics:

In order to investigate how the learning of L2 pragmatics – both the learning

processes and the outcomes – is shaped by instructional context and activities,

three major questions require examination: what opportunities for developing

L2 pragmatic ability are offered in language classrooms; whether pragmatic

ability develops in a classroom setting without instruction in pragmatics; and

what effects various approaches have on pragmatic development.

(Kasper & Rose 2001:4)

Some work in CALL has explored teaching pragmatics (Brett 2000; Levy 1999)

as well as the study of pragmatic aspects of on-line communication for learners

(Belz & Kinginger 2002; Lam 2000), and these appear to provide a good start

for considering if and how Kasper and Rose’s questions might begin to guide

thinking about CALL. What are the examples of pragmatic performance that

learners experience in the various forms of CALL tasks and how do these pro-

vide opportunities for developing pragmatic ability? What are the pragmatic

abilities that learners may pick up implicitly through participation in on-line

learning? And how does the variety of opportunities in on-line learning affect

pragmatic development?

Conclusion

This chapter reviewed some of the principles drawn from theory and research

on instructed second language learning that have implications for the way that

technology might most effectively be used in language teaching. It focused on

the linguistic aspect of instruction and learning, which is one important aspect

of the broader pedagogical concerns, such as authenticity (Chapelle 2001a).

Ideally, research will continue to seek evidence concerning the value and us-

ability of the pedagogical suggestions outlined in this chapter, but in the mean-

time they offer a basis for designing and using CALL tasks. Therefore, these

suggestions should be of interest for language teachers, software developers

and learners.

Research on CALL use and learners’ unsupervised work on the Internet

underscore the need for learners to understand and act in accordance with

pedagogical guidelines. This chapter has focused on classroom CALL, but in

view of the widespread interest in developing CALL intended for learner au-

tonomy (e.g., Blin 1999), the learner needs to be aware of approaches that are
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likely to be successful. For example, the software developer can build materials

with extensive hypertextual elaboration, but if the learners fail to take advan-

tage of these elaborations, they hold no promise for helping. Moreover, the

implementations illustrated assume a CALL author or teacher task designer,

but the basic ideas can be implemented in other ways as well. For example,

another way of focusing on language in interesting texts is to have learners

themselves highlight linguistic input that they see as relevant to their learning.

Learners might, for example, be assigned to find a text of interest on the Web,

summarize the text for the class, and highlight and define the expressions that

he or she did not know in the text. A series of such assignments might result in

a portfolio of texts with personalized highlighted linguistic forms. These and

other strategies for learners are suggested in teacher handbooks on the Internet

(Warschauer, Shetzer, & Meloni 2000; Windeatt, Hardisty, & Eastment 2000),

but these suggestions might be considered critically in view of the cognitive

and sociocultural perspectives outlined in this chapter.


