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Abstract. This paper identifies the different theoretical perspectives on learner output and its role in second language (L2) learning. Three main perspectives on learner output will be identified and examined separately. First, output enhances learners’ fluency in the L2. Second, it generates more comprehensible input through feedback. Third, it promotes L2 learning and facilitates the internalization of linguistic knowledge in three ways: (a) promoting noticing, (b) serving as a metalinguistic function for language learners, and (c) serving the second language learning process through hypothesis testing. It will be argued that learner output must be considered not just a product of acquisition or a means by which to practice one’s language for greater fluency, but rather it plays a potentially important role in the acquisition process. It will be further argued, as a consequence, that language planners, syllabus and curriculum designers as well as language teachers must view learner output as more actively implicated in L2 learning. Finally, the paper suggests ways in which the L2 teacher can encourage learner output in order to promote language learning and make classroom interaction more effective.
Introduction

Learner output has been approached differently by different researchers and research paradigms. Its function and usefulness in second language (L2) learning have also been viewed in many different ways. However, no attempt has been made to date to bring together the various perspectives on learner output and synthesize their principles and research findings in a way that makes these positions and their findings accessible to the language teacher. This makes it very difficult for language teachers, especially novice practioners, to put learner output in perspective, judge its value, and utilize it in classroom interaction and L2 learning.


The purpose of this paper is twofold: First, it brings together the various theoretical positions, and the research findings therefrom, on the roles and functions of 

output in L2 learning into one unified framework. Second, it identifies ways in which language pedagogy can cater for these functions and roles, and demonstrates - with examples - ways in which the different functions and roles of learner output can be utilized in a classroom context.

Perspectives on Roles and Functions of Learner Output


In this part, three main perspectives on learner output will be identified and examined. These include output as a source of enhancing learners’ fluency, output as a source of generating feedback and output as a source of internalizing linguistic knowledge.

1. Output as a source of enhancing learners’ fluency


The first function of producing the target language (TL) is a rather straightforward, non-controversial one. Output, in the sense of practicing, enhances L2 learners’ fluency. It automatizes knowledge of comprehended L2 rules and structures.


Several second language acquisition (SLA) researchers discussed the importance of automaticity and enhancing fluency in  language learning.  Anderson [1] argues that skills are initially learned as a body of declarative knowledge (‘knowing that’) which is transformed into procedural knowledge (‘knowing how’) through practice, and then automatized through further practice. Similarly, DeKeyser [2] argues that systematic practice of specific rules plays a significant role in L2 learning. In particular, DeKeyser argues that in order to automatize comprehension skills, a learner needs practice in comprehension; and to acquire automaticity in production, he/she needs practice in production. In this sense, output plays a significant role in increasing learners’ fluency in the L2.


Richards, Platt and Webber [3, pp. 107-108] provide a summary for the importance of output in achieving fluency in communication in that it enables learners:

(a) 
to produce written and/or spoken language with ease,

(b) 
to speak with a good command of intonation, vocabulary, and grammar,

(c) 
to communicate ideas effectively, and

(d) 
to produce continuous speech without causing comprehension difficulties or a breakdown of communication.

2. Output as a source of generating feedback

It is well-established that learner output provides opportunities for correcting learner errors and generating more comprehensible input via feedback (see, for example, Krashen [4]). At the same time, learner output that contains incomprehensible or incorrect/inaccurate structures or rules generates negative evidence or corrective feedback, such as explicit corrections and recasts, that enables the learner to replace the incorrect hypotheses and assumptions about the TL structures and rules with the correct ones. White [5], for instance, argues that negative evidence to the learner’s output that contains non-target like utterances or structures triggers the resetting of parameters to their L2 values. Similarly, Krashen [6] argues that output provides a domain for error correction. He states that:

When a second language user speaks or writes, he or she may make an error. When this error is corrected, this …helps the learner change his or her conscious mental representation of the rule or alter the environment of rule application (p. 61).

In such cases, learner hypotheses and assumptions about the TL are revised (rejected or adjusted/modified) in the light of the new input provided in response to the learner’s output. From this perspective, the contribution of output to L2 learning is an indirect one. For example, Long [7] argues that verbal exchange of information gives non-native speakers (NNSs) the opportunity to produce language. Language production provides feedback on learners’ comprehension which results in negotiated modification of conversation and this, in turn, leads to the provision of comprehensible input.
Krashen [6, p. 60] too argues that learner output provides a further source of comprehensible input indirectly by inviting more input from speech partners: “The more you talk, the more people will talk to you. Actual speaking on the part of the language acquirer will thus affect the quantity of the input people direct at you.” Krashen proposed the following model (Fig. 1) which shows how output contributes to L2 learning. The model illustrates the indirect contribution output can make to language learning.


Krashen explains this contribution of learner output as follows: “Comprehensible input is responsible for progress in language acquisition. Output is possible as a result of acquired competence. When performers speak, they encourage input” (p. 61).


Altogether, learner output is seen here as a sign of learning that has taken place or a sign of acquired/learned competence, serving as a source of feedback for further comprehensible input which learners will use in their subsequent production of the L2.


Indeed, until the early 1990s, this has been the standard view of most theoretical positions which have maintained, in one way or another, that SLA is the result of exposure to comprehensible input. Most of these researchers have looked at L2 learners’ comprehension ability and performance ability and concluded that learning and communication strategies, exchange of information strategies, interaction, input, simplified input, output and feedback facilitate SLA by providing comprehensible input. Krashen [8, p. 57] even claimed that comprehensible input is the only “causative factor” for SLA.

3. Output as a source of internalizing linguistic knowledge


Several SLA scholars have pointed out that most existing views and positions have favored the role of comprehension (input) while de-emphasizing at the same time the importance of production, or learner output (e.g., Pica, Holliday, Lewis and Morgenthaler [9]; Swain [10]). These researchers drew attention to the value of the L2 learner’s production in the SLA process and development. In a seminal paper, Swain [10], in particular, argued that comprehensible input is not sufficient for successful SLA, but that opportunities for non-native speakers (NNSs) to produce comprehensible output are also necessary. She based her conclusions on findings from studies she conducted in immersion contexts in Canada. Swain found that although immersion students were provided with a rich source of comprehensible input over a period of 8 years, their interlanguage (IL) performance was still off-target; that is, they were clearly identifiable as non-native speakers or writers. In particular, Swain found that the expressive performance of these students was far weaker than that of same-aged native speakers (NSs) of French. For example, they evidenced less knowledge and control of complex grammar, less precision in their overall use of vocabulary and morphosyntax, and lower accuracy in pronunciation.

Swain [10, p. 249] argued that the IL performance of these students was still off-target because they lacked opportunities for output in two ways: “First, the students are simply not given - especially in later grades - adequate opportunities to use the target language in the classroom context.  Second, they are not being ‘pushed’ in their output.” Swain goes on to say that “There appears to be little social or cognitive pressure to produce language that reflects more appropriately or precisely their intended meaning: there is no push to be more comprehensible than they already are” (p. 249). In other words, what immersion students needed was not just comprehensible input, but also opportunities for comprehensible output in order to be both fluent and accurate in the L2. Thus, Swain claimed that understanding TL utterances is not enough and that learners must also be given the opportunity to produce them. She, therefore, doubted that interactions and comprehensible input on their own are sufficient for SLA:

Conversational exchanges...are not themselves the source of acquisition derived from comprehensible input. Rather they are the source of acquisition derived from comprehensible output: output that extends the linguistic repertoire of the learner as he or she attempts to create precisely and appropriately the meaning desired [10, p. 252].

Swain [10] proposed a hypothesis relating to the L2 learner’s production comparable to Krashen’s comprehensible input hypothesis (for this, see, for example, Krashen [4]), arguing that the role of learner production of comprehensible output is independent in many ways of the role of comprehensible input. This she termed the “comprehensible output hypothesis” for SLA (p. 249). The basic premise of the comprehensible output hypothesis postulates that producing the L2, especially when learners experience difficulties in communicating their intended messages successfully, ‘pushes’ learners to make their output more precise, coherent and appropriate, and that this process is argued to contribute to SLA. By the same token, Swain posited that output “may be the trigger that forces the learner to pay attention to the means of expression needed in order to successfully convey his or her own intended meaning” (p. 249). Swain acknowledged the role of comprehensible input in SLA, but argued that comprehensible output is also necessary because it aids SLA in many ways:

Its role is, at minimum, to provide opportunities for contextualized, meaningful use, to test out hypotheses about the target language, and to move the learner from a purely semantic analysis of the language to a syntactic analysis of it [10, p. 252].

As will be demonstrated below, research and theory on the role of output have become more prevalent and significant in the last 10 years or so. Swain [11, 12], refining the comprehensible output hypothesis, proposed three different functions of output in SLA: it promotes noticing, it serves as a metalinguistic function for language learners, and it serves the second language learning process through hypothesis testing. These functions, their research findings, and the way in which they are argued to be implicated in L2 learning will be illustrated below.

3.1 The noticing/consciousness-raising function of output

Swain [11] argues that while attempting to produce the L2, learners may notice a gap (a hole) in their output between what they want to say and what they can say. Production stimulates noticing because it raises learners’ awareness of gaps in their IL system. This noticing prompts learners to recognize some of their linguistic limitations, pushing them to reprocess and modify their output toward comprehensibility. Swain argues that when learners reprocess and modify their current performance to make it more enhanced, they are engaged in mental processes that are part of the process of language learning.

Several studies examined the noticing function of output in L2 learning (for a review, see Shehadeh [13]). These studies have consistently demonstrated that the activity of producing the L2 is a mechanism that enables learners to notice a gap in their existing IL performance. This noticing ‘pushes’ them to consciously reprocess their performance in order to produce modified output. This process, it was argued, triggers mental processes that may be implicated in language learning.

For instance, Swain and Lapkin [14] conducted an introspection study in which they tried to shed more focused light on the processes and mechanisms that L2 learners follow to reprocess and modify their IL utterances. The researchers sought “to try to arrive at the mental processes.... reflected in the changes students made to their output” (p. 381). They examined the ability of 18 grade 8 immersion students learning French to consciously reprocess their IL output without any sort of external feedback when faced with a performance problem. The task given to the students was to write a report on some environmental problem. The students were instructed to think aloud while writing, and especially when they were faced with a problem.

Swain and Lapkin found that there were 190 occasions in which students encountered a linguistic problem in their output. In each case the students forced themselves to modify their output toward greater message comprehensibility. That is, communicative needs forced students to move from semantic to syntactic analysis of the target language. Swain and Lapkin [14, p. 384] argued that “on each occasion, the students engaged in mental processing that may have generated linguistic knowledge that is new for the learner, or consolidated existing knowledge.” In other words, it was argued that in the process of modifying their IL utterances in the direction of greater comprehensibility, L2 learners were engaged in some restructuring of system which affected their access to the knowledge base, and that this restructuring process was part of second language learning.

Thus, Swain and Lapkin’s [14] study has shown that when learners produce the L2, they notice a gap in their existing IL knowledge, brought to their attention by external feedback or internal feedback. This noticing pushes these learners to consciously reprocess their performance to produce modified output. Swain and Lapkin [14] proposed the following model (Fig. 2) that represents an illustration of second language learning from an output perspective.


Swain and Lapkin [14] argued that "what goes on between the first output and the second .... is part of the process of second language learning" (p. 386). They further argued that the noticing of a gap activates mental processes that lead to the production of modified, or reprocessed output, concluding that “…‘pushing’ learners beyond their current performance level can lead to enhanced performance, a step which may represent the internalization of new linguistic knowledge, or the consolidation of existing knowledge” (p. 374).

3.2 The metalinguistic/reflective function of output

The metalinguistic or the conscious reflection function of output in L2 learning constitutes learners’ reflection on their own TL use. Such reflection enables learners to make explicit the hypotheses that underlie their language use. Research has shown that producing language and reflecting on it to convey meaning coherently and appropriately has a positive effect on L2 learning. (e.g., Kowal and Swain [15]; Swain [16]). For instance, Swain [16] demonstrated that verbalization helps learners to solve linguistic problems through reflection on them, or metalinguistic talk. Specifically, she found that production enabled learners to notice problems in their IL system, prompting them to reflect consciously on the language they are producing and negotiate collaboratively about TL forms and structures until a satisfactory resolution was reached.


Swain [12] cited evidence from previous studies which used language-related episodes (LREs)
 as an analytic tool (e.g., Kowal and Swain [15]; LaPierre [17]) to argue that the solutions reached during the dialogues were actually retained in the students’ IL. In particular, Swain discussed the study conducted by LaPierre [17]. LaPierre collected data from 48 students from 2 grade 8 classes of an early French immersion program. The 48 students were divided into two groups: a metalinguistic (M) group and consisted of 26 students, and a comparison (C) group and consisted of 22 students. A dictogloss passage (dictogloss is a procedure that encourages learners to reflect on their own output) was read aloud twice to the students. In the first reading, students only listened to the passage. In the second reading, they were encouraged to take notes of familiar words and phrases in order to help them reconstruct the passage. Following this, students worked in pairs for about 25 minutes to reconstruct the passage as closely to the original as possible. Data were collected in session 3, sessions 1 and 2 being the modeling and practicing sessions, respectively.


The difference in condition between the two groups was in what the teacher and the researcher said to each other as they reconstructed the text during the modeling session. The metalinguistic talk, or metatalk in Swain’s [12, p. 68] words, that was modeled for the M group included the provision of rules and metalinguistic terminology. The goal was to give the students a way of seeing how to deploy explicit linguistic knowledge to solve a linguistic problem caused by a ‘hole’ in their IL. The metatalk that was modeled for the C group, on the other hand, did not make use of rules or metalinguistic terminology. The goal here was just to draw students’ attention to grammatical form without invoking explicit rules. In this sense, the students were not provided with a demonstration of how to solve an encountered linguistic problem.

The results showed that there was a total of 256 LREs in the two groups combined: 140 (54.7%) were Type 1 (problem solved correctly); 50 (19.5%) were Type 2 (problem not solved or disagreement about problem solution); 21 (8.2%) were Type 3 (problem solved incorrectly or disagreement about problem solution); and 45 (17.6%) were Type 4 (other). The results also showed that the M group produced an average of 14.8 LREs and the C group an average of 5.8 LREs. In other words, the M group produced approximately two-and-a-half times more LREs than the C group. Swain [12, p. 77] argued that these differences suggest that “metatalk that included the explicit statement of rules and the use of metalinguistic terminology succeeded to a greater extent in capturing students’ attention and focusing it on their own language use.”

To determine if the solutions reached during the dialog were retained in the students IL, a dyad-specific posttest one week later was administered. The results revealed that there was a strong tendency for students to ‘stick with’ the knowledge they had constructed collaboratively the previous week. Students’ responses on the posttest showed a 70 to 80 per cent correspondence with the solutions – right or wrong – that they arrived at in their dialogues. Swain [12] interpreted these results as a strong indicator that the students’ dialogues mediated the construction of linguistic knowledge. Swain argued that these results show that there is a relationship between metalinguistic talk and L2 learning such that metalinguistic talk supports L2 learning and that it is evidence of learning at work. She stated that “These results suggest rather forcefully that these LREs, during which students reflect consciously on the language they are producing, may be a source of language learning” (Swain [12, p. 79]). She concluded that “as learners reflect on their own target language use, their output serves a metalinguistic function, enabling them to control and internalize linguistic knowledge” [16, p. 119].

3.3 The hypothesis testing function of output


It is well established from interlanguage research that learner output (spoken or written) reveals hypotheses held by the learner about how the TL works (e.g., Ellis [18]). To test a hypothesis, the learner needs to do something, and one way of doing this is to say or write something in the TL. Producing output is one way of testing out hypotheses about comprehensibility or linguistic well-formedness. Similarly, learners may use their output as a way of trying out new language forms and structures just to see what works and what does not. For example, Swain [11, p. 126], citing evidence from IL research, stated that:

A considerable body of research and theorizing over the last two decades has suggested that output, particularly erroneous output, can often be an indication that a learner has formulated a hypothesis about how the [target] language works, and is testing it out.

There is preliminary evidence to suggest that there is a relationship between learner output, hypothesis testing and internalizing linguistic knowledge. For example, Shehadeh [19] investigated how often learners test out hypotheses about the TL, the extent to which learner hypothesis testing attempts result in well-formed or ill-formed output, and the extent to which learner hypotheses that result in non-target like (NTL) output go unchallenged by interlocutors. The researcher collected data from 16 participants, 8 NSs and 8 NNSs of English, forming 8 NS-NNS dyads using a picture-description task. The data were analyzed and examined specifically for hypothesis testing episodes (HTEs)
 by NNSs.

The results showed that NNSs tested out one hypothesis about the L2 every two minutes on average. Furthermore, there was some evidence to suggest that learners tend to ‘stick with’ the outcome of their hypothesis testing attempts in their interlanguage, be it well-formed or ill-formed output, as demonstrated by their use of those same structures and rules subsequently in the discourse.

The findings also revealed that those HTEs which resulted in NTL output and constituted over a third of all HTEs found went completely unchallenged by interlocutors. Indeed, the study revealed that unless the learner appealed for assistance or requested confirmation (which were 5 out of the 39 HTEs found), the NS interlocutors provided no corrective feedback or negative evidence to the learner’s output, even though the hypothesis testing attempts by the learner ended with ill-formed output.

These results were interpreted in that failing to provide negative evidence to learner output that exhibits NTL utterances may constitute a signal for the confirmation of these utterances from the perspective of the internal processing systems of the learner, which, in turn, constitutes a step toward internalizing linguistic knowledge. Shehadeh [19] speculated that if future research confirmed that some linguistic knowledge is actually internalized in this way, it would be possible to argue then that learner output and the hypotheses that learners test out about the TL forms and rules must be considered not just a sign of acquired knowledge, as claimed by Krashen [4], but also a sign of learning at work.

Overall, the current view of learner output is then that output is not just an indirect source of feedback for more comprehensible input or a means by which to practice one’s language for greater fluency, but also that it plays a potentially important role in L2 learning. The importance of output in learning is that it is a means for learners’ active deployment of their cognitive resources. That is, output presents learners with unique opportunities to process language more deeply in ways that may not be decisively necessary for comprehension (Izumi [20]). This is because producing the target language serves as “the trigger that forces the learner to pay attention to the means of expression needed in order to successfully convey his or her own intended meaning” (Swain [10, p. 249]). Drawing learner attention to the means of expression, in turn, is a consciousness-raising activity for the learner which is argued to play an important role in internalizing linguistic knowledge and L2 learning as a whole.

Learner Output, Language Pedagogy and Classroom Interaction

The main pedagogical implication that can be made from research findings on output is that curriculum designers (curriculum refers to all aspects of planning, implementing, evaluating and managing an educational program), syllabus designers (syllabus refers to selecting and grading of content), and language teachers (Nunan [21, p. 14]) must perceive learner output not just as a means for improving students’ ability to use the TL, but also as a device that plays a more active role in L2 learning. It is a means of consolidating existing knowledge or internalizing new linguistic knowledge.

It follows that learner output must be encouraged as a standard and favored classroom activity because (a) it enhances the learner’s fluency in the TL, (b) it can be a good source of feedback for correcting learner errors and generating more comprehensible input, and (c) it promotes L2 learning by providing learners with an opportunity to produce comprehensible output when learners notice a gap in their production between what they want to say and what they can say, when they negotiate about TL forms (i.e., metalinguistic talk), and when they formulate and test out hypotheses about the TL. The first of these functions of output relates to language use, the second to feedback opportunities, and the third to active involvement in language learning.

Consequently, one of the basic goals of classroom interaction and classroom activities must be geared toward learners’ comprehension ability and their production ability. That is, the L2 teacher must ensure not only that learners are able to understand messages, but also that they are able to convey their message meanings coherently and appropriately.

How can these pedagogical implications be utilized in a classroom context? How can teachers devise techniques and create situations that encourage learner output? Three areas in which students’ output is encouraged will be suggested below.

1. Task-based pair interaction and group interaction

One way in which teachers can encourage students’ output is by selecting or devising pair and small group activities whose successful completion depends in the first place on the students’ ability to produce an output that is as comprehensible and as accurate as possible such as information gap and decision making tasks.

1.1 An information gap activity

In this activity, ideally carried out in pairs, one student holds all the information and supplies it in response to the other’s request. Students have shared goals in carrying out the activity, to reach mutually acceptable outcomes. Picture-description is a case in point. In carrying out this task, a student describes a picture/postcard to his/her partner who has to reproduce the picture as precisely as possible solely on the basis of the other partner’s description. This means that successful completion of the task depends in the first place on the student’s ability to supply (produce) a clear and accurate description of the picture/postcard he/she holds.

The picture itself must be carefully selected as having clear, easily recognizable features describable in a simple vocabulary. When possible, color postcards/pictures must be distributed to all students whose role is to describe the picture to their speech partners. (Roles can also be reversed using a different picture or postcard.)

1.2 A decision making activity

In this activity, ideally carried out in groups, each student has access to all the information needed and supplies it in response to the others’ request. This decision-making or consensus-reaching task gives every student the same opportunities as others for talk because all students have equal opportunities to supply and request information. Each student is required to request and supply information because only unanimous, mutually acceptable, decisions must be reached. Thus, students are expected to work for a single goal, but they have a number of outcomes available to them. (See Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun [22] for examples of information gap, decision making and other task-types.)

2. Encouraging self-initiated self-completed repair

Research has shown that self-repair plays an important role in learners’ output modification toward comprehensibility. For instance, Shehadeh [23] compared the frequency of modified output (MO) instances resulting from self-initiated repair with those resulting from other-initiated repair. He found that learner-based MOs resulting from self-initiation were significantly greater than those resulting from other-initiation in 4 of the 5 interactional contexts examined in the study. Specifically, Shehadeh found that the instances of MO produced by learners resulting from self-initiation were two-and-a-half times more frequent than those resulting from other-initiation. These results suggest that if learners’ production of MO is integral to successful second language learning (as suggested by existing research findings, see above), it is not just other-initiated repair which matters, but also self-initiated repair.

In a classroom context, this means that students must be given both time and opportunity to repair their messages. This is important when we know that students were not always given sufficient time or opportunity to self-correct in a classroom situation. For instance, McHoul [24, p. 375] observed that teachers initiated corrections “either (a) immediately a trouble-source is over, with usually no gap occurring or (b) immediately the repairable [i.e., the trouble-source] itself is spoken/heard.”  McHoul goes on to say that “The latter cases of other-initiations either (i) overlap the trouble-source turn or (ii) interrupt it. In instances of (i), teacher and student can both be heard to be speaking, albeit briefly, at the same time. In instances of (ii), the student immediately yields the floor to the teacher” (p. 375).

This, however, does not mean that learner-based repair should always be encouraged over teacher-based repair. Rather, to some extent this depends on the proficiency level of the learner because self-completed repair is feasible in L2 classrooms only where learners already possess an adequate level of proficiency (Lyster and Ranta [25, p. 58]). Further, teacher-based repair can also be qualitatively important, serving as a model for more accurate modification and greater message accuracy.

3. Students’ preferences and student-generated activities

Finally, and importantly, learner output can be encouraged by using student-generated activities or selecting tasks and activities that are sensitive to, for example, students’ preferences, their proficiency level, and their gender differences. For instance, in a study that specifically examined the effect of gender difference on interaction and learner output, Shehadeh [26] found that females from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds were more inclined to be engaged in activities of social, legal or cultural nature; whereas males were found to be more inclined to be engaged in activities of political or historical nature. With regard to the level of proficiency, the usefulness of oral feedback to learner output was found to be more effective for L2 learning with learners who already possess an adequate level of proficiency rather than beginning or more advanced learners, as demonstrated by Carroll [27].

Activities that take into consideration the various learner factors, are sensitive to students’ preferences, or those that are generated by students ensure (a) that students take on responsibility for much of the work and (b) a greater student involvement in supplying and receiving information. At the same time, such activities free the teacher to focus on monitoring learners’ performance (output) and providing relevant feedback.

Conclusion

This paper reviewed different positions and research results pertaining to learner output and its role in L2 learning. Three different perspectives were identified: output as a source of enhancing fluency, output as a source of generating comprehensible input, and output as a source of internalizing linguistic knowledge. It was argued that while the first and the second roles of output relate to language use and feedback opportunities, respectively, the third is more implicated in L2 learning.

It was argued, as a consequence, that learner output must be encouraged as a standard classroom activity. In particular, it was argued that educators and language teachers must perceive learner output not just as a means for improving students’ ability to use the TL or a way of generating feedback, but also as a means of consolidating existing knowledge or internalizing new linguistic knowledge. Finally, the paper suggested ways in which the language teacher can devise techniques and create situations that encourage learner output and promote L2 learning.
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وظائف القدرة الأدائية للطالب في تعلم اللغة الأجنبية وطرق تسخير هذه
الوظائف لجعل تعليم اللغات الأجنبية أكثر فاعلية
علي شحادة

أستاذ مشارك، وحدة اللغات، كلية اللغات والترجمة،

جامعة الملك سعود، الرياض، المملكة العربية السعودية
(قدم للنشر في 22/8/1424 هـ ، وقبل للنشر في   21/3/1425هـ)

ملخص البحث. يحدد هذا البحث، أولاً، الأطر النظرية المختلفة لأهمية أداء الطالب في تعلم اللغة الأجنبية. وهذه الأطر هي: (1) أن أداء الطالب يعزز من طلاقته اللغوية في اللغة الأجنبية. (2) أن أداء الطالب يعكس قدراته وإمكانياته اللغوية، مما يمكن الآخرين من تقديم المادة اللغوية المفهومة والمناسبة له. (3) أن أداء الطالب يلعب دوراً فاعلاً ومباشر في اكتساب اللغة الأجنبية. ثانيا، يظهر البحث أن أهمية القدرة الأدائية للطالب لا تكمن فقط في تمكينه من تعزيز طلاقته في اللغة الأجنبية أو تمكين الأخربن من تقديم المادة اللغوية المفهومة والمناسبة له وحسب (الوظيفتين الأولى والثانية)، بل أيضا تمكين الطالب من تعلم اللغة الأجنبية بشكل فاعل ومؤثر (الوظيفة الثالثة).


على ضوء ذلك، يصل البحث إلى خلاصة مفادها أن تصميم المناهج الدراسية وطرق التعليم يجب أن تأخذ بعين الاعتبار الوظائف المختلفة لقدرات الطالب الأدائية وليس فقط قدراته الاستيعابية-كما هو الحال في معظم المناهج الدراسية الخاصة بتعليم اللغات الأجنبية- وذلك عند تصميم المناهج ووضع الخطط الدراسية وأيضا في الفصل الدراسي. وأخيرا، يقدم البحث أمثلة عملية تطبيقية عن كيفية تسخير هذه الوظائف المختلفة لقدرات الطالب الأدائية في الفصل الدراسي، مما يجعل تعليم وتعلم اللغة الأجنبية أكثر فاعلية وإفادة.
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Fig. 1. The indirect contribution of output to second language acquisition (from Krashen [6, p. 61])
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Fig. 2. Output and second language learning (from Swain and Lapkin [14, p. 388]).
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� A language related episode (LRE) was defined as “any part of a dialog in which students talk about the language they are producing, question their language use, or other- or self-correct” (Swain [12, p. 70]).





� A hypothesis testing episode (HTE) was defined as “any utterance or part of an utterance in which the learner externalizes and explicitly experiments with his/her hypotheses about the TL by (a) verbalizing these hypotheses to test which sounds better, or (b) explicitly testing out hypotheses against the competence of the interlocutor by means of (i) appealing for assistance, direct or indirect or (ii) requesting confirmation” (Shehadeh [19, p. 160]).


� Whether this leads to learning the right or the wrong TL forms or rules is a different matter but is equally telling because it implies that output does play an active role in the L2 learning process.








