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Second Language Discourse:
A Vygotskyan Perspective

WILLIAM FRAWLEY and JAMES P. LANTOLF

University of Delaware -

INTRODUCTION :

The purpose of this paper is to present an explanation of second language discourse
in terms of the claims of Vygotskyan psycholinguistics. We have turned to Vygotsky
(1962, 1978), his collengues (o.g. Leonticy 1983), and his successors (Luria 1976;
Wertsch 1978, 197% and 1979b, 19800 and 1980, 1983) lor our theoretical
vocubulary, becauso Soviet psycholingulisties provides clear and consistent explunit-
tions of second language discourse from the point of view of knowledge processes,
or, better, knowing processes, given the bent toward knowledge as activity in Soviet
theory (see, ¢.g. Wertsch 1979a), Furthermore, the dynamic model offered by
Vygotskyan psycholingulstics necessitates the elimination of the distinction between
corrootly and incotrectly produced forms sinco, in this model, all forms in dis-
course must be viewed as murkers of how speakers rolute to the task, pather than
as markers of thelr general linguistic competence. That ls, all verbel forms n dis-
course (affective markers and ‘hesitation phenomena, as well as linguistic structure)
are both revelatory and relevant. By the first term, we mean that afl forms pro-
duced by speakers are indicative of their cognitive states in the task: by the second
term, we mean that all forms produced by speakers are germane to their attempts
to complete the task as presented.

In what follows, we first offer a brief outline of some basic concepts of Vygot-
skyan psycholingulstics and then proceed Lo analyse second language discourse
in light of these concepts. Finally, we remark on the general utility of Soviet
psycholinguistics in second language research.

VYGOTSKYAN THEORY
While, Vygotsky’s theories on language and thinking have feceived considerable
attention of late in the genernl psycholinguistic literature, relatively little attention
has been glven to his theorles In sccond language learning research (see Buin and
Yu 1978; Cummins 1978). A thorough discussion of Vygotsky's theories Is beyond
the scope of this paper; instead, we will discuss three fundamental concepts of
Vygotsky's theories and suggest their applicability to the explanation of learner
performance in second language discourse. o ‘ .
Vygotsky believed that thought has a social, external origin and that language
funetions as a tool in the development ol individual cognition from this external
origin. Critical to this belief are the following notions of control, continuous access,
and externalization.

Control and Externalization ¢

To understand the notion of control in Vygotskyan psychuolinguistic theory
requires un exiumination, il vnly brictly, of the concept ol activity as developed
by Vygotsky and his disciples. As Wertsch (1980x) points out, psychologists have
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activity: those concerned with conscious reflection of one’s cognitive abilities and
those concerned with ‘self-regulatory’ mechanisms during on-going attempts to
learn how to solve problems. The ability to engage in one type of metacognition
does not imply the ability to engage in the other.

In this paper, we are directly concerned with the second type of activity, which
has bef:n labelled by some researchers as ‘strategic activity’ (Wertsch 1'98011).
Sl.rutegnc processes can be carried out by the individual acting alone or in consort
with oth.er Imdividuuls. Unfortunately, most psycholinguistic research has focused
on the individual acting alone and has overlooked the cruclal fact that a large
share o{ §t.rategic activity in daily life has what Wertsch (1980a) calls ‘distributed
resp_onsxbdnty’. Moreover, according to Vygotskyan theory, the origin of the
gbtlle to engage successfully as an individual in strategic processes (self-régulation)
!1es in social interaction. In other words, all human beings as children are initially
integrated into the strategic process of reasoning through social interaction between
the self and o more experienced member of a culture, either an adult or an older
peer who Is capuble of strategle reasoning.

Initiu.lly, children are incapable of currylng out a task on their own and must
necessarily participate in social interaction in order to complete the task. Durin
such 1r!t_ernction, the metacognition of children is controlled by a surrogate -who hu%
the abx‘hty to perform the task strategically. This function is referred to as other-
r.egulauon. The primary means of carrying out other-regulatory functions is through
s;:e‘cch, to be specific dialogic speech (see Wertsch 1979a and 1979b, 1980a and
},).1301))._ Eventually, the child begins to take over o larger portion of Ehe respons
gbnhty for strategic lunctions, until sell-regulation, independent strategic l‘ungtion.
gl.u;. is achieved. It must be stressed, however, that the attaining of self-re ulutlox;
is not an absolute. That ’is, If' a child gains sell-regulation in a specific gkind of
task, h'e/she does not necessarily have self-regulation in all tasks. Self-regulation is
a rcluuv'c phenomenon, Also, it is important to understand that se!l‘-regulatldn is
not achieved at a specilic point in ontogenetic maturation, Thus, it is often the
case that a chitld of four will have gained self-regulation In a gi'ven task, while
{nrl.)ll)cl‘ child, of the sanme age, will require other-regulation to solve the tusk‘.' What
'159|7"9u-m' an older child may well be other-reguluted in the samo tusk (see Wértsch
uvi~;)fl‘1[r~1¢vyg0l5kya"1 theory, then, ‘any function in a child’s development’lnppeurs
o N i rst on the social plane and thenon the psychological plane’ (Wertsch 1980a).

.ﬁte more precisely, strategic activity first has an interpsychological function
um:rtlhe:\ takes on an intrapsychological function,
__The transition from inter-to intrapsychological functioning ta : :
?‘l ;:)]r?:fmml dcyc:lopme_nt',whic-h Is ‘the difference between a%otc:iﬁtl?skélce?er;c::;\::gﬁ
Jev; l.xs determined by 151dcpendem problem solving and the higher level of potential
lat:(e opment as determined through problem solving under adult guidancé or In col-
oration wuhimore capable peers’ (Vygotsky 1978: 85). In fact, for Vygotsky,

;:\u:corar;m! :j:hildrcn, lcurning' w_hich.is oriented towards developmental levels that
have re.i. y been reached is 1qcﬂcctive from the viewpoint of a child’s overall
r'L(rL o;;mz.nt. l't do:s. not aim for u new stage of the developmental procéss but
J uir agls‘behmd this process. Thus, the notion of a zone of proximal develon-
Seeat caabies us to mopound o uew tormuly, namel i only ¢

i LRSS s g , y that the only ‘good learn-
ing’ s that which is in advance of development (Vygotsky 1978: 89§ ¢ -
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development occurs as 2 result of mediation, which is fundamentally a semiotic
process (Wertsch 1980a). Semiotic analysis is the only adequate way of coming
to understand the transition, since the linguistic sign is used for social purposes
and is a means of influencing others, Later it becomes a means of influencing the
self (Wertsch 1980a),

- The transition from inter- t0 intrapsychological reasoning through mediation,
as we said earlier, is a dialogic process—a process in which an adult’ undertakes
to direct a child through a task, and where the child provides feedback to the adult,
who then makes the necessary adjustments in the kind of direction offered to the
child. The adult’s purpose in directing the child, however, is ndt simply to have the
child complete the task, but to instruct the child in how to solve the task strate-
gically. In other words, the adult attempts to guide the child toward a definition
of situation which parallels that of the adult. In the early stages of transition, the -
child’s perspective on the purpose of the communicative interaction (definition
of situation) does not match that of the adult. Consequently, he may be able to
perform the required task, but without realizing that what he is involved in is a goal
directed (strategic) activity. The polnt I3, however, that the child does not complete
the task because he shares the adult’s definition of situation; rather the child comes
to understand the adult’s definition of situation ‘as a result of behaving (under
someone else’s guldance) as if she/he understood it and of trying to create a coherent
account of the relationship between speech and action’ (Wertsch 1979a: 21).

To illustrate our point briefly, Wertsch (1979a) found that when attempting
to direct children in a puzzlecopying task, adults consistently first employed
strategic statements, such as ‘Now look at the.model to see what comes next’,
and only if the children were unable to respond to the directive did they shift to
a more referential mode of speaking, s in “Try the red piece here'. Interestingly,
however, even though the strategic mode failed consisteritly with a given child,
adults continued to return to this mode of other-regulation.

Eventually, children begin to function independently ol adult guidance,
and what Is observed Is that utterances that were once produced by the adults
are now produced by chlildron, us they control themselves in the task at hand, as
In the case ol puzzle-copying: ‘Where's the white? In the middle ol the puzale?’,
uttered’ entirely by ‘a single child In one of Wertseh's experiments, The child’s
speech in its self-regulatory function hasa soclal cast to it; this is because the origin
of the strategic function, which it mirrors, is ultimately social (i.c., originates in the
adult-child dialogue of an earlier developmental stage). This leads us to two
final notions of Vygotskyan theory relevant for our analysis, inner and private
speech, - DR R '

P Egocentric speech is a phenomenon that has been known to researchers for some
time (see Sokolov 1972 for a history of research on egocentric speech). [ts specific
function, however, has been 2 matter of debate. Piaget, for instance, recorded
the occurrence of egocentric speech in children studied in his experiments. Accord-
ing to him, egocentric speech merely represcnts an ontogenetic stage th the transi-
tion from individual to social speech and eventually disappears, For Vygotsky and
his students, on the other hand, egocentric speech plays a central function in the -
conduct of hunan activities; what §s more it does not disappear, but gous under-
ground’ as verbal thought or inaer speech in elliptical form, That is, onee egocentric
speech goes undérground and becomus inner speceh, it loses its structural equi-
valenee o savial speech trom which is derived . Inner speech i characterized by
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what Vygotsky (1962) terms as ‘psychologi i (i i
g?::ineguonc:ntric speech is transfbpm)':ed in%ocailnﬁ:d:;g::h,( lilet;v:r‘:y;rmif;oggggmrl?{
more Spproprntly belled it ‘pevats e it speech or = i
more ' ‘ R ue’ (Wertsch 1980b
f::{:\;liilialjzgf‘;gse: om:i ;ask of enhanced difficulty, Private din!ogue)’hi‘:;hamsl:rv:t;gaig
funct hu‘v Just as s rc;‘m[ ialogue has a strategic function in other-regulation, which
us we have said, i ot surprising, since its origin Is social speech, The more c'llfﬂc lt'
ask, the more fully structured (soclal liko) private spoech becomon (Sukul‘\'w

I")-‘) “l“l “ re R iU l“"“o“ 0 |10 Il"lol ()ltlul us "lo Il]l“v'(lulll
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. epresents nnoexternn ! {

ll“L‘lHl)(\ to I'L‘B.l“l control of hh“.\b‘“ lll lhu ("3'\ )

In this light, we want to consider second lan
but as an externalization of inner forms duri
controlling the task. For example,
be]ow—fin clear contradistinction to
of naming participants, events, and s
?tv}[:ns_dtl:gfl]l:ng |ts a manifesl;ntion‘of the externalization of inner knowledge and that

S not as error, but as a conscious strate :
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to qu\trL»l their knowledge of the verbal productim::t)!ronn th'el e, eath Eroatacars
Lo son N without, rather than from

There is, accordi
mgmu[ir:;-nls,\:;:;Id;:%ct:)d:?edVyglotskyan ;l)lurudigm, a third type of control, object-

. 1, edes developmentally the othe
et vhich prece : _ y 1er two types of r
whlic; c(l;(;ldm: are g.lpable ol carrying out certain kinds of iﬁgepende:tgtle::iign.
e indeno (;eq:ure a decontextualized representation they are not able :l:

pendent action whenever a particula ,
: ' r goal is not ‘dir
Bi):etl:ede?wr()nmem (Wertsch 1979b: 89), The child can only :n;itglg, ifluii:isted

¢ A c aliz i
e CiIm:)lt.vgrrd[I:ie:onlf:)l(ltualucd goals if he receives mediation from an ndultocr)l:
. api ¢ requisite metacognitive process. If
poct fe ol the nisit process. I the necossary other-

c“v;.“i?ln l‘s '.l;)‘.’)‘°V|f£Ld' the child will be distracted and dmwnyot'l!l;r r[orgrléllgtor);
el l‘:]lLlnl‘l stimuli (\Vertsch [1979b: 89). Thus, the child is said toybe bwm '
-| )g) » Ll :y the inyncdmlu facts of his environment, and what to an obser;g'JQ't"
E)!cllxz;iroro \)VL' l‘)chajvnu‘r organized into independent uctions is In fact.objoct.re rlmaz
e 'ha.- ' en egocentric dialogue emerges, as a result of other-re ulalig: n:g

$ a means of representing decontextualized goals and is tl%erefore‘nbl:
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guage discourse not as an expression
r ng a difficult task for the purpose of
in the'second language discourses reported
the native discourses—there is a proliferation

Continuous deeesy

Related to the transiti s
bt Whi::l;: rlrll.:llsl‘Uo};l of self-regulation is what we call the prlriciple of continuous
poces ,Scmre 'm'lzl.'an: t] ‘itleven though an adult is such by virtue of linguistically-
il hu‘g f fU“‘. 1¢ always has access to both object- and other-regulati ¢
ien he kn:):;;cog::ze tasks that are difficult. An adult is not an uutofomot?sn
. . , an organism which re ili '
e e U ‘ covers and utilizes earli
i dir:’;( clt')‘n::"t\““(”llon?‘ wh.lcl’nl c:mgnot be dealt with by soll‘-rcgulutloen r:};zrnequ“):l”nig
oF e d..:l: t}), Sy, d l‘mgclmu model, which postulates the adult as so.me sr) :
l\'l,\o\v;n«;-\ e m\: '.|‘|[u‘ :Th‘u “comoy out’ al age seven, who renches the final stage gr
Sk_ya" n}k,” ‘. gets the knowing strategies of the past. According to th VB

de ‘ . o N . . )
Seyan o ”y\. ,n:‘d'nfu.ult knowing situations, howeyer ‘difficnlt? nn\.!"hé iuul‘i:vi«lff\(l’lt

s b ciniaeliNe knowing strategies (0 control the sluml'lm):
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to other-regulation in complex tasks through language, and this kind of pheno-
menon is taken by Vygotskyans as an indication of the utilization of earlier
knowing strategies in difficult tasks (see, e.g., Gal’perin 1967; Luria 1976; Sokolov
1972). =

W see this principle of continuous access as central to the explanation of second
language ‘discourse. The production of discourse in a second language may be an

~inhorently difficult task, s evidenced by the disorderliness of the data included

i this paper. Glven the Vygotskyan cuncopt ol continuony weeess, the problematle
structure of second longuage dlscourso cun by nnderstood ay rellective of the
attempts by the producers to gain sell-regulation in the task by reverting to other
knowing strategies. For example, in.our data, persons speaking in a second language
are seen to produce a preponderance of both exophoric information and scene-
specific description. Instead of claiming that these phenomena indicate the pro-
ducers' inadequate mastery of the language, we chim that they indicate the pro-
ducers’ resorting to object- and other-regulation in order to regain control over the
production. In short, if the second language discourse is seen as a strategy for
knowing the discourse rather than relating it, then the inherent difficulty of this
task demands that the producer—the knower-—seek out other strategies to
regulate himself in' the production Thus, the peculiarities of second language dis-
course—odd tenses, odd aspects, odd pronominalization, even odd hesitation
phenomena—can be understood as’ functional for the knower/producer: the
absence of odd forms In native discourse can be understood likewise.

DESCRIPTION OF EXPERIMENT

The group of subjects utilized in this study comprised twenty-one ESL students
(ESL-I) drawn from intermediate-level classes of the English Language Institute of the
Unlversity of Delaware, In additlon, for comparutive purposes, we Include data (o
three other groups of speakers: six advanced-level ESL speakers (ESL-1), all ot whom
were graduate students in applled lingulstics at the University of Delaware at the time
of the experiment; ten adult native-speaking students (NE-I1); six native-speaking
children (NB-I), ranging in age from five (o nine. The ESL-Tgroup ranged inage from
twenty to forty-five; all but one were males: they had all studied English in their home
countries (range two years to fifteen years); the distribution of their native-language

_ background Is as follows: Jupanese—1; Arabic —4: Chinese——2; Spanish—10;

Polish~1; French—-1; Greek—1; Turkish—1. :

It must bo understood that desplte the fact that the ESLAL subjecls were wll in
Intermediate-lovel courses, we cannot ussuime homogencous proficlency ,at least with
regard to the task they were given for the present experiment. In fact, this hetero-
geneity can be explained in terms of our theory: that proficiency is task-related and
not a function of some static knowledge base which can be categorically brought to
bear across tasks. .

““The task designed for this study was based on that originally deviscd by
Karmiloff-Smith (1980) for her work on pronominalization in chilgd discourse.
Karmiloff:Smith asked her subejcts, English- and French-speaking children, to
narrate a story thet was presented Lhrough o series of drawings in which one
referent was clearly established as theme from the outset. The task designed for
wil study, however, was mure comples, i that there ane three possible candidates
for thamatization at the diseursive level, Eacli subject was psked to constiet aslory
hasesh nn o sortox aFRES drnwlngs!
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» Frame 1: A boy walks along a road.
Frame 2: He sees an ice cream vendor.
Frame 3: He buys a 50-cent ice cream cone,
Frame 4: He gives the cone to a small boy.
Frame 5: A man approaches the small boy, ‘
Frame 6: The man takes the cone from the small boy. The small boy crles,

The drawings were presented sequentially. The story opens with a single referent
(the b(.Jy-—.-Bl), _then introduces a second, although less likely, candidate for
thematization (ice cream vendor—V), and then proceeds to présent two more
potential thematic referents: the small boy (B2), and the man (M). Each narrative
was taped and later transcribed for analysis. '

Our discussion ol the discourses below s based on two principles of Vygotskyan

nnalysts: micro-analysts and functionnl analysis, 1 |
nnalysls must boe done of the wetual ln,\'mncyvx ol )fnu(l:ful‘s:'z;r};xur:::ﬁ:;:n:m't\:):
make no atternpt to quantify the results, since Western statistical rhetoric is based
on thf: concg.:pt of the mean, which by definition excludes the individual, The indivi-
dpal is of primary importance in Vygotskyan theory, and thus instances of individual
d!scourse are the only legitimate objects of anlaysis. By the latter, we mean that we
discuss the linguistic forms of discourse in. terms of the roles they blay in the activit,
of relating a discoirse, not in terms of the forms gs pure forms. Pure forms are o);'
no Intrinsic interest; the source of forms is intrinsically Intcéestlng and can be
articulated only in terms of the functions that forms take in the discursive act

The two factors of the functional analysis of the acti'vily of relating dist;ourse
and the micro-analysis of individual discourses meet head on two objections which
we suspect might be levelled against our work from the outset, Readers of our essay
might counter that there Is a distinet lack of mention of truditlonal work on narra.
tive and schema analysls o explalning the discourss phonomena we ldentity below
Indecd, we do not mention this literature much, Iis not the ensy, howevor, that wv.;
have not .rc:ul or conshdered this Heernture; we bellove, rather, ll’ml such Iiwruturo
operates from some fundamental misconceptions about how discourse works, Most
disconese research on narrative schemus---and even the so called *process modsls’
- based on Platonic models of discourse activity, That is, this work assumes that
dl.scoursc processing can be made accountable to an individual’s possessing a totalit
of knowledge—prior to the sxperimental task—which is activated by the task nnzi'

implemented in processing the input of the task. Burtlett’s (1932) work, which has

formed the basis of schema theory, is typical in this regard. A cursory samplin

o’ij the recent narrative literature reveals similar assumptions. Van Di'kpang
Kintsch’s (1978) and Kintsch and van Dijk’s (1978) early work. is charnc“‘teristic
of the Platonic assumption by providing a model of discourse comprehenslon
based on the a priorf process of the extraction of a small set of fundamental, con-
E:itec‘!/_ ;}aroposlcions.; Meyer’s (1975) mode! operates from the same nséumétion,
b il 5 htorl, u oppad to 3 poposorl, exlntion; Ramlr
il A gy 8 slar model; e worii\ in Artificial lntelhgence_(e.g.Sghfmk
. VW.: call this Platonic model of discourse orthodox discourse research, We have

spelled out vur objections to this model in detail in Frawley ul.|d l"alitoif kin res's)b"'
‘whcre our argument centers on the fact that such models, in makinng data ac?ount:
able o prearticulated structures, describe not what husnans actually do in discourse
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processing, but what they must do. In short. Platonic models are concerned more with
theoretical language use than' with actual language use (s¢¢ Frawley, in press). Itisall
well.and good to be descriptive, but to claim to be descriptive armed with an onto-
logical commitmentto a concept of how all humans must operate ina discoutse task is,
if not detrimental, at Jeast misguided (see also Egqn 1983 foragood discussion of this

 problem). The narrative schema literature s stesped in this ontologlcul commitment.

The only discourse model which has freed itself somewhat from this commit-

_ment i8 that recently developed by van Dijk and Kintsch (1983). They argue that
the findings of discourse research on the conditions and rules of discourse pro-

cessing 'must be converted into a new paradigm: ‘The question now is how to

reformulate these conditions and rules in terms of strategies’ (van Dijk and Kintsch

1983; 80). That is, discourse must no longer be concerned with a priori, absolute
conditions on discourse processing but must be sensitive to variable performance,
sinco strateglo Information cun have uny mwmber of sowces (seo van Dijk and
Kintsch 1983: 106-7), This sort of varinbility, ns oppossd to citeportcalness, 4
especlally critical for the task which we present: namely, an on-line discourse task.
As van Dijk and Kintsch (1983: 5) remark: *. . . understanding takes place onine
with the processing of input data, gradually . . .. On-line task performance cannot
be reduced to narrative schema models, because such models assume 2 totality of
representational processes and categories, but in an on-line task, subjects ‘do not
first process and store all input data of the respective events’ (van Dijk and Kintsch
1983: S), because In such early processing tusks, they (the subjects) ‘are con-
cerned with forming a coherent text base and the local inferences involved in
that process’ (van Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 53), not with representing the episodic

structure of the narrative in total schema form, which orthodox discourse research
provides, F et

In -short, nurrative schema explanations are simply inapproprinte in our task,
because (1) they operate from Plitonle ussumptions, and (2) they are Insensitive
to hidividua! performunges in onding tusks, We are fnterested In discourse as nn
actlvity, not as a post hoe prediction from u total knowledge base,

Now, in nddition to the possible objection to the Lick of reference to traditional
narratlve schema research, which we belleve we have met by stating the above,
readers might ulso object that our linguistic analysis is limited, in so far as it
focuses on only four discursive phenomena, Aguin, the assumptions of Vygotskyan
psychialingulstics come to the forefront. We aro not interested in milking every

linguistic quirk out of the data, We are interested, rather, in conducting a coherent

and systematic micro-analysis of individual discourses for the purpose of revealing
how a-new set of assumptions about discourse as an activity serves to advance
work in ‘directions unavailable under current models. The phenomena we have
chosen to analyse in detail are certainly not the only discursive phenormena to be

" analysed. Those phenomena we consider, however, have been chosen because they

are clearly manifest in the data and because they bear specifically on the points
‘we infend to make. Nor do we wish to relegate what we have not analysed to the
murky realm of ‘future work’, If all of the possible future work cla@ued to be
néeded in the literature were ever done, the journals would be lilled with normal
science problem-solving. - T

- We huave several theoretical points o nake; vur data choice and analysis are
conditicned by our intention 1o recast sicoad fanguage discourse theory into
a4 more believable mode! which works not from Plaionic assumptions but which

.
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is sensitive to language as an activity of knowing and contr,olling.'With"t‘héié‘c;d\;éats

_in mind, we begin our analysis.

MACROSTRUCTURE

One of the most striking features of the discourses pfodﬁced by fhe nod-nagives '

as compared to the discourses produced by the natives, is that the events reported
in the pictorial stimuli are virtunily Irrocoverable from the discourses, In the second
language discourses, ospechlly that of the ESL-1 students, there ls;l prollfernlloa
of extra-discursive information and a distinct absence of connectives, The result is
that the discourses appear to be fragmented demonstrations of lnforr'nntlon rather
lhun. narratives t_)f events (the latter are characteristic of NE-11 discourse) l
Tie reasons for these differences are clear. The difficulty of the task in a second
language requires that speakers externalize their knowledge of discourse (i.e. their
metalinguistic organization of discourse) in order to achieve self-regulatlo;i .in the
task, Consequently, the second language discourses abound in externalization of
the macrostructure, which arises from the speakers’ need to know what they are
saylllg, rather than frum the need to say it. Speakers impose order on the 'tns);c b
speaking and identifying the task. This externalization of the macrostructure ls’iesJ;
frequer_n in ESL-II discourse, virtually absent in NE.II discourse, and common ‘in
NE-I discourse: all.of this is expected in a Vygotskyan theory of di'scourse‘ '
' Let us consider, first, the ways in which these groups of speakers b'egin their
discourses. In Vygotskyan theory, we would expect the speaker for whom the

task is more difficult to begin the discourse by externalizing. the macrostruc- -

ture in order to achieve self-regulation; the task
e In ord ; must be known before It can be
This externalization is exact] at ha i i : speake
is e i y what happens in the discourse of ESL.I speakers
Consider the following opening statements by these speakers: " g *

I This is Tom.

2 'Th:s road—what’s this? Let me just call John. John is standing on the road
3 This picture - -do you want to tell me, | tell you where ho s or , . .7

4 You want me to say what they are dolng?

5 lle's a boy!

6 So, we saw a rather young guy on the lane.

g 1 s¢e 0 boy who stay on the way,

; Isee n boy that the boy have the hand in your pants,
9 lseea boy on the road, '

:\(;llrce):atge;se!_s!_znu':n)cuts, as openipgs, are attempts to-control the task, not attempts
o e  in oxmauon,‘l'tem (1) is very peculiar. The speaker begins the discourse
y identitying tl}c.partlmpant (sec Grimes 1975, for participants in discourse) in the
lr.mbrf;\lt.we, who is litemllly named by the speaker. What the speaker is doihg in
Linis:mn:;_;;cl‘h;‘c:;:g:l::t«.;r. |.s~ n‘mk‘ing c.xplicit the fact that there are participants ln'the
smm“m.. Thi; o l,nl::lil:) L:\stfrrualnzing a fundaniental feature of discourse macro-
sruetuee. Th xpla n is supported by two observations. First, there s nothing
¢ stimuli to indicate thut the boy, indeed, has a name. Second, the speake
no other time in his discourse uses this name again to rei';zr to the, bo gl‘h ‘;ﬂt
:) Sl‘lll\lf';l)f. l‘w'nl‘lcd' and the name is subsequently drapped. Thus, in t"'i);‘ cas: t?\i

speaker minally attempts to k s dis 5¢ ramin hi
then altows hin: to rv:lulpc the dt\:(:n:\llrs[:n SRS by amis s eppmeiar hich
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*The same phenomenon happens.in example (2), where the speaker names the
boy John (the classic, generic participant in discourse). The form of this naming-
‘sentence Is very intoresting. In saying ‘Let me just call John’, the speaker is literally
directing himself to be allowed by himself to use the label: he is externalizing his
own knowledge that he is the one who is to relate the discourse; in doing so, he
labels the person as a character In a possible discourse. Subsequent to this labelling,
the spenkor uses the namo of this churncter only once moro, fn the noxt.sentence:
therenfter, the particlpant Is roferred to by pronominalization, The fact of nrestricted
instance of labelling, as In the previous example, points up the control function
of this labelling: it is not a devige introduced to fucilitate the cohesion of the dis-
course; it is extra-discursive, i

Example (2) is interesting, furthermore, in its explicit questioning of the task
at hand. Although the speaker has already had the task explained to him and has,
prior to the narration, claimed to understand the task, he asks ‘What’s this?":
a question whose function is to externalize the fact of the task at hand. The speaker
is not expecting an: answer here, but asks the question of himself in order to
instruct himself in the fact of the task. It is noteworthy that the sentence which
immediately ‘follows .this question is the sentence which labels the participant
in the story. The speaker externalizes, in the form of a question, the macro-
structure to be used in the task (i.e. ‘what’s this?’ means ‘what should be said
at-all?’) and then proceeds to instantiate a macrostructure device—Ilabelling of
participants, Y .

The overt questioning of the presence of a macrostructure is also evident in
examples (3) and (4). In these examples, the speakers actually seek other-regulation
in the task:-‘do you want me . . .’ and ‘you want me tosay .. .. The difficulty of
the task demands that the speakers openly appeal for other-regulation: thus, these
speakers ask the experimenter to ‘instruct- them directly as to the type of macro-
structure that obtains here. Item (3) is a request for the experimenter to instruct
the speaker to locate the events (‘1 tell you where heisor.. J) (4) is a request by
the speaker to b Instricted In how to organize the discourse, us 4 nurrutive perhaps
(. . . to say what they are doing?"). In short, the second language speakers ure
requesting information about the macrostructure from the external source; they
are seeking other-regulation, as predicted by our theory.

Lxample (5) provides o curious Hlustration of control. The speaker beging his
discourse by Identifying the participant with definite reference in an exclamatory
utterance. The function of this is not to begin the narrative, but to concretize
the existence of a participant. Example (5) is, in fact, much like examples (1) and
(2), where the use of a proper noun introduces definite reference, and in so far
as definite reference bears a distinct connection to given information; the speaker
in this situation is externalizing a given by using the definite pronoun: this given
is the priority of macrostructure in discourse production. That is, the speaker is
externalizing what he already knows about discourse: that narrative, in this
case, requires participants in the events.

The last four examples illustrate another type of control through the external
jzation of the mycrostructure. Each speaker uses some form of the verb ‘see’ to
begin the discourse, By saying ‘I see’, ‘we saw’, or whatever, the speaker externally
frames the tusk at hand; he makes explicit the assumption that he is the one to per-
form the task. These openings-are very much like intrusions of the narrator in the
narration and are indicative of the macrostructural feature ol viewpaint. ln other
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words, thgse speakers begin their discourses not b ing information but b

th ‘ y relating information but b

.externalizing the fact that narration has ; ival ¢ d
'. j ‘ as perspective; once this pe g

is established, the discourse can be related. ’ ' P ISPQ‘c.t!‘.‘Va% Aconlg.lro!
' lp the discourse of ESL-II speakers, however, there is much less of the éktérlial-
ization of the macrostructure in order to know the task, Consider the followin

openings used by ESL-II speakers: | T g

10 Well, here’s a man coming along the street and [ see a young boy. .- &
11 1can see a boy walking down the street, o

12 I see, uh, apparently a young boy,

13 There's a little boy, uh, little boy walking around

14 There's a young boy walking down the street. .

Examples (10)-(12) contain the same overt perspectival marker as in ‘exam les
(f‘)'(‘-?)- Example (12) even contains a second perspectival-—‘apparently’— l?i h
functions to mark further the fact of the task at hand and trl:f view yol t“t" b
taken, For all intents and purposes, the adverb ‘apparently’ means ‘It sp eliaine
(}he speaker)’, which of course indicates the speaker’s wish to mstnjg?l’ﬂt::ml:'
(u:l.}tot m,a-ku the infner outer) in the task of telling. i ' *
ut this use of perspectival markers is decide . AL dis.
courses. Examples (13) and (14) have no explicit (:rl\}z,nrllcji.’:\ztf)(:' tl:e trlrln:lcf(;sslt‘;tlxitdls--
of the d_ns«_:oursc; they are much like the 6pem’ngs of the native speakers (see belot.vr)e
A'.nd this is understandable, given the theory: the task of relating is much less dif;
ficult for thesg speakers and thus there is less need to externalize the metalinguistié
facts of the discourse in order to gain control. These speakers are, for the most
part, self-'re.gulated, which allows them to immediately relate the even;s
What is mterestiqg is that the second language discourses, in theirru;e of expliéit
macrostructural devices, are very much like the discourses produced by native chil-
dren. Below are some discoursg openings by children asked to perform the same task: -

}5 Let e see what you're doing here!
6 Where? On what? and tell this? OK, B !
at? k » But T don’t k ! Oh!
I know. Now I know. ot ABREOAE DR, Blow
17 Once there was a little boy,

h'x:.nnple (15) (:?nl?ins both the perspectival marker ‘see’ and the marker of exter-
nalized control lfet . In beginning this discourse, the speaker is asking herself to be
allowed to perceive the task of narration from a particular position. This openin,

is very much like a combination of examples (2) and (7) above: the' hild { }()i'n ;
ing herself to know the narrative from a certain viewpoint, A : lrec"t-

Simflnrly, in example (16), the child attempts to regain self-
::t%jl::::n(g‘o:]hsv]:?[f?r%“zz.d Siilse sitx:;Tedia(t‘clydtriils tho loca%e th:lta;;gl(“l:vtlll:?e'?';f%l;s"
1bject ™, ategy (‘and tell this?’). In other wc cter-
:1::;25: tthe m'.!n‘cr?sl'ru‘c.turul aspects of the discourse itzelf as an :)g}:;?,si::hc%;f:;:
e S):)pc 0 ﬂ.xr.rr..xtnuf\.llly ov‘crtly expressing these features, the child lmmedlntcl);
fosiins s me se .rcgul.ltmn, us evidenced by the utterance *OK’, which ¢un only
me r:“k dt[hl“he ?mm now has some gcnainty as to the task, But the difficulty of
e n‘u.”mvuju.\ .rlc{c:nlcr%cs,‘zm’d the chxld,n'gain externalizes the strategy for relating
e ;{:..,‘-q[‘.;;l"g] tl‘ --l(‘(-,” { kr}mv EIOW! I'he very externalization of this problem
fon e f} ishes se r-.lcgglnlmn:_ Oh OK.” And this recognition of self-regulation
waed hy sote very interesting and revealing statemonts that she knows that

|
]
i
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“she knows, or that she ﬁé&co_ntml: “Now I know, Now I know.’ These statements

are explicit testimony that the child, in this task, must know the task from a macro-
struetural perspective prior to the narration. In so fur as knowing is fundamentally

" external in our theory,. her externalization of the fact of knowing is completely

understandable, pe
. The.last example, (17), is interesting from another perspective. The child begins
the discourse with ‘Once there was . . . She uses the generic narrative opening
marker that occurs in fairy tales, What is curious, of course, is that there is nothing
‘falry-talish’ about the stimull, The child has obviously been exposed to fairy tales
up to.this point in her life and thus imposes the falry tale macrostructure on this
discourse in order to control it prior to relating it. That is, she externalizes what
she knows about discourse organization—that they all begin with the hypothetical
once—and this establishes her self-regulation in this particular task of narration.

These observations about children’s narration are Interesting in light of the
principle of continuous access. The second language speakers behave exactly like
native children in their discourse productions, as is expected from a Vygotskyan
theory .of discourse, The. difficulty of the task for the second lunguage speakers
requires that they utilize knowledge strategies from earlier stages of their develop-
ment; namely, externalization of macrostructure in order to establish self-
regulation from without. Thus, the form of the second language discourse openings
corresponds to the form of the discourse openings used by native children. The
peculiarity of the second language discourses is therefore understandable not in
terms of correctness; incorrectness, and appropriateness, but in the manifestation
of control strategies that are remarkably like those which children use to order
themselves In similar tasks.

Now, in contrast: to all of the above, let us look at the discourses of native adult

'Speakers‘. Some examples of their opening utterances ar below:

18 Well, there's a young boy ... .

19 Guy standing in the road ...

20 A lttle boy on the sidewalk . ..

21 A little boy iIs walking down the strect . ..
22 Alittle boy standing in the street ...

23 There Is 2 young boy in shorts . ..

Overt marking of ths' macrostructure is absent here. The NE-11 speakers immediately
begin relating the narrative, because the task is not difficult and so they have no
need to resort to externalized knowledge to gain sell-regulation. That is, self-
regulation is a given, and remains a given throughout the task. Indeed, only very
rarely does any native speaker externalize knowledge of the macrostructure while
engaged In the task; these Instances occur at critical points of organization and are
indicative of another phenomenon to which we now turp: frame-by-frame discourse
production, TR ‘ '

“The second language discourses, inaddition to having externalized macrostructures
in their openings, contain extra-textual information throughout. Each episode in
the stimuli for the-second language speakers, especiatly for the ESL-I speakers, is
related as if it were autonomous, The overall effect of this on the ESL- discourses
is that they seem to be totally disconnected, as a series of episodes with littie
relation to cach other, This can be seen in the exumple biclow, which lists the set
of apenings for each frame in the discourse of ane ESEL spoakec:
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Frame

2 Think this picture is not good.

Yeah, this is the problem now.

He give the ice cream to the boy.

This is, [ think, the rule, What do you call it?
Oh, this is the problem now,

NN AW

. “The speasker begins episode (2) by identifying the picture as such and comment-
ing on its value. Me continues his discourse in this eplsode by enumerating the
reasons why the picture is bad: ‘because I don't like to ice cream to buy outside’.
The speaker, like other ESL-I speakers, is ordering himself in the present frame by

f:alling on extra-textual information and externalizing it. The same thing happens -
in the-‘ next frame, where the speaker actually verbalizes the fact that a rule is -
operating here to connect the discourse. The fourth episode, however, has no overt’

extra-textual marking in the opening; the speaker produces a narration of the event.

But, curiously, the rest of the discourse about this frame is as follows: ‘You know.

i‘t‘s not good for him’, What the speaker has done is to close his discourse on this
frame in the same manner he had opened the other frame: by providing a com-
mentary on the value of the events in the entire scene. Thereafter, in episodes (5)
and (6), the speaker returns to his standard manner of narration; In each case
he externalizes his knowledge that a rule is operating to order the discourse across'
frames: ‘this is the rule’ and ‘this is the problem’. He is instructing himself in each
separate task of frame narration.

~ The consequence of this proliferation of extra-textual information is that the
discourse is no discourse, but a discrete serles of events: a frame-by-frame narration,
All of this is understandable, however, in Vygotskyan terms. The ESL-I speaker is
regulated in thoe task by the presence of euch frame separately, He Is object-regulated
by the frames as objects, In his attempt to know the events in connectlon, the
speaker externalizes the extra-textual information about euch frame In ord(;r to
regulate hlmsell, instead of being roguluted by cach {ramo as object, The result ls

a disconnected discourse, but the lack of coheslon has a functional explanation
in terms of regulation,

Tl}is phenomenon of being object-regulated by each frame, with the consequence
of discrete frame narration, is much less frequent in the discourses of ESLAI

speakers. Below is a typical example of the openings for each frame in the discourse
of such a speaker: : '

Frame

While walking . ..

It seems that he wanted . ..

After that, while he was walking . ..

While the little boy . . .

The boy, after glving the fee cream to L ., %

o v b WY

~ In only one instance, frame 3, does the speaker provide extra-textual informa-
tion to begin the narration of the frame. [n that instance, the speaker uses a cogni-
tive v.erh‘which distances himsell from the events and provides perspective on how
ro el the story at hand. The paucity of extra-textual information in this case
|I|.|ku.\" the avration into a fully connected disconrso: there is no Frmnc-liy-l'mmc
warsiom hede, becinse the speaker bas loss nesd to vogain salleragulution, stnee
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he is not regulated bythe stimuli as objects. This is expected, since the discourse
task is easler for the advanced speakers, which means that self-regulation can be
found throughout, - .57 SH-

While we did not observe among the discourses produced by the native children
any frame-by-frame production of the kind produced in the ESL-I mrratives, Haw-
kins (1977) uncovered identical phenomena In the speech of the working class and
middle class children who particlpated In his experiment, which utilized a picture-
narration similar to ours. Hawkins (1977: 60) presents a typology of what he calls
meta-task speech that includes the following categorles of utterances: termination
séquences— That’s all’; refusal phrases—*I don’t know’, ‘Can’t think’; sequence
comments—‘That’s number two'. Although Hawkins recognizes the presence of
such utterances, he fails to incorporate them into his analysis, since he is not certain
how to explain: them. His only comment is that they ‘can be regarded as an exten-
sion of the principle of non-task speech rather than as a distinct category on their -
own' (1977: 60), and he excludes them because he believes that they add no addi-
tional information to the narration. We argue, on the contrary, that such utterances
are germane to the production of the discourses, since they represent the nced to
externalize knowledge in order to control the task. This provides further evidence

‘for the principle of continuous access, since frame-by-frame production in both

types of discourse Is analogous.

None of this happens In the discourse ol the NE-H speakers, us expected. A typi-
cal example of their frame openings is given below:
Frame
2 And somebody walksup ...
3 And then he says...
4 Thentheguy ...~
5 And a bully comesby . ..
6 And the bully walks ...

This spenker, like other adult native gpenkers, Is not regulated by the frumes as
objects. He therefore has to achieve no self-regulation in the task and has no need
to externalize either the existence of rules of discourse or extratextual information
to order the discourse. The consequence is a fully connected discourse; there is
no shift'from inner to outer to inner again, which breaks up the coherence of the
discourse.! And this s, of course, why a native speaker is a native speaker: his

linguistic. regulation’ is internalized and can remain internalized at points where
non-native speakers must instruct themselves by their own words. :

TENSE AND ASPECT ... -

As is well known; the typical tense manifestation of verbs in narrative discourse
is the historical present, the tense which implies atemporality. A look at the dis-
courses of non-native spenkers:and native children, however, reveals that neither
uses the atemporal present to u great extent in order ta relate the narrative Typleally,
in each type of discourse, the events are couched either in the past tense or the pre-
sent progressive aspect (or both). There are reasons for this choice of tense and
aspect, which can be understood from considerations of self-regulation,

Below are some Lypical sequences of statements from the ESTAD discourses.

21 think that the ﬂioy ot withe wth i sansh oy ek e thouglic e sl
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boy needed ice cream better than him, and he gave the ice cream, gave him
the ice cream.

25 This man, he took the i¢e cream from the boy, and the boy became angry
because his father took the ice cream and he left.

26 lere we found that the mang big man, Maybe his father told him that he can't
drink it, to eat the fce cream, und he taked out the ico croum, He asked for the
jce cream. He liked to take the ice cream,

27 The boy is walking far away . . . The same boy paying the ice cream .. . The
boy is not giving the ice cream another boy, another little boy, and the little
boy is saying . . . The little boy that is taking the ice cream .. . The man is
eating the ice cream, and the little boy is crying.

28 This is a boy who is standing in the street. This is a boy and 2 man who is
selling ice cream. The man is selling ice cream for 50c. The boy is telling the
man, ‘Thank you’.

29 He’s walking the street. I think that the boy is trying to buy ice cream. And
the seller is trying to sell the ice cream to the boy. Maybe the boy is asking
about the price, and the ice cream seller is giving him, the boy, the ice cream.

The first three examples ilustrate the predominance of past tense in the ESLI
narrative. In each case, the speaker relates a sequence of present events as if they
had already happened. This is quite unlike the discourse productions of the NE-UI
speakers (see below), who convert the present events into atemporal sequences.
But the prevalence of past tense is understandable here, since the use of the past
tense in this narrative task distances the speaker from the events at hand. This
distancing performs the same function as the externalization of the mucro-
stinetnre of o discourse, By casting tho ovonts by the past tonso, the lpoukor
|[aun\xn"nn'|n|s the present task (ditticult for hnat this level) Into completed fuct,
The past tense objectifies the events and makes them, thus, knowable. That ls, the
use of the past tense in the narration allows the speaker to refer to the events as
it they had already happened, not as il they were immediate. In Vygotskyan terms,
we might say that these speakers are removing the events in the stimuli away from
themsalves. This is a form of other- or object-regulation, which by definition entails
distance or removal to ‘the other’. By using the past tense for still-present events,
the speakers are establishing the events in the stimuli as facts to regulate them-
selves in the difticult narrative task. : .
Further, along these lines, one can see that distancing through the past tense

helps the speakers successfully perform the task. Below' is one sequence from
another of the ESL-I discourses. - gy -

30 The little hov hegan —heain 10 eat the ice cream. Then 2 man come to him
and want, to want some ice cream from him. The man, 1 think, the man steal

s;)!nc ice cream from the little boy. And the little boy begin to feel sorry for
this,

\Vl‘mt is curious about this production is that the speaker begins the sequence by
using the past tense, began. He immediately corrects himself to the present tense
hegin, amd then resumes nariating the events in the atemnaoral present, This shnws:
g, Faat, 10 hows how the speaker distances himset! from the stimull by
i ol e sl o gidn sl Cregntation Trom without, sad that this distane.
iy Pacilitates the nanation, v 0 ! cods rather Nuently in the
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atemporal present: the speaker knows the events after the distancing and then can
relute the events. Second, it shows that there is no real correction, as such, here at
all, That ls, without viewing the functional status of forms in discourse, us Vygot-
skyans do, this change of began to begin would look like a conjugational mistake on
the part of the speaker, who monitors his performance and corrects his mistake to
the proper form. In actuality, this is no mistake at all: the strong verb, for example,
has the correct grammatical form, Its appearance us 8 well-formed pust is o clue
to the speaker’s control over the discourse task. Thus, one must not say that the
speaker is substituting a proper form for an improper one here; rather, one must say
that the speaker is attempting to make a transition from distance to immediacy in

_the narration of the story and that this transition is manifested in the choice of

two different tenses for the same verb.

A similar Vygotskyan explanation can be given for the predominance of the
progressive aspect in the 'ESL-1 discourses. Examples (27)-(29) show that the
speakers often relate the events in the stimuli in terms of events which have
immediate duration. Again, this phenomenon of the progressive is virtually absent
in the NE.I discourse (see below). However, the reason for its presence in the
ESL-I discourse is clear; the speakers have little (or no) self-regulation in the task
and are regulated Instead by the sequences themselves as objects. Thus, this
narration of each scene 1§ a narration of the events us if they were immediately
present, {This use of the progressive is obviously -connected, furthermore, to the
phenomenon noted above of narration of each frame as a discrete set of events. If
each frame is autonomous and if the speaker is regulated by each frame as an
object, then each frame will be immediate and discrete. Hence, the events are
purrated In the progrossive, which gives immediate events duration,

Intorestingly onuugh, there I8, In the use of the progrensive nspect, the sine
kind of appurent correction as wag the cuse for the use ol Lho past, Conslder the
followlng sentences from the ESL-1 discourse:

31 ... man who is—uh—-sell ice cream ...
32 one is sells some ice cream

In the first case, the speaker begins to produce the progressive form ‘is selling’,
pauses, and changes the form to the present tense of the verb. The change, prima
facie, appears either as a mistaken correction (from the intended ‘selling’ to ‘sell’)
or as a totally incorrect progressive form to begin with (‘is selling’ without the par-
ticipial ending). Each explanation {s incorrect. As to the latter, the speaker uses
correctly | formed participles subsequently in the discourse and thus. knows' the
progressive form; as to the former, the speaker constantly uses the third person
singular present tense form without the final morpheme in his discourse. He is thus
noL cotrectng anything, dul domvustutiitg Lrsnsiviun Tt e vbjecieguiated
form (progrossivo) to -the sell-regulated form (atermporal present). The speaker
begins with the progressive (object), pauses, and produces the present (sell), This
entirc phenomenon is not a problem of verb forms at all: in fact, it is not a problem
at all, but a manifestation of the speaker’s attempt to free himselt¥from the
immediacy of the task and to control the narration: this attempt takes the form
of various verbal structures which reflect the ‘speaker’s position in refation: 1o
knowing the tusk und rolating the nicive,

The same explaation can be given To eratngd ) The pendien pranduve
the phrase ‘Is sells’, which Is netther a inconeet progressive (he wses the correct
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progressi&e form subsequently) nor an incorrect present (since the verb has the
-correct morphological form). This phrase should be read In the same way as (31),
The speaker begins to produce the object-regulated form (‘s selling’) and sub.
stitutes the self-regulated lorm (‘sells’) to distance himself from the frame. Rather
than showing that the speaker has incomplete knowledge of grammatical paradigms
(all of the forms, in fact, are correct forms), this and the other example show that
the speaker is trying to regulate himself in relation to the stimuli, and this attempt
at regulation surfaces in the choice of grammatical form.

These two phenomena of the past and progressive in ESL-I discourse might be
understood in a unified way if one considers their function in relation to the

function of the atemporal present in narrative. When a speaker narrates events in.

the atemporal present, he relates events that are both present and not present at
the same time. The atemporal present situates events as actual happenings (present)
but with no immediacy (not present). Thus, if a person were to begin n narration
with *Yesterday, this guy comes up to me and says’, by using the atemporal forms
of the verbs, he situates the events as having immediate relevance (present), but
having already occurred (not present). the atemporal present involves simultaneous
presence and distance. The past and the progressive, however, are, respectively,
distance and presence, not a combination of each. The past reflects pure distance
of the events; the progressive reflects pure immediacy of the events. C

A unified explanation of the ESL-I discourses, then, is that the speakers have no
control over the expression of simultaneous presence and absence of events. They
resort either to the expression of pure distance or pure immediacy. Self-regulation
in the narrative task, furthermore, demands tho slmultansous expression of
immedlacy and distance. A sell-reguluted narrator cun both contro! the events
through distancing himsell’ from them and relate the events as they actually are.
A narrator attempting to gain self-regulation will distance himself from tho events:
i.e. express them in the past; a narrator who is regulated by the events as objects

will express thent as immediately present events: i.e. express them in the pro-
gressive.

We might schematize all of this as follows:

Distance and Presence (self-regulation)
4= —— — ATEMPORAL PRESENT = —— —

PAST PROGRESSIVE

Distanced; regulating by distuncing prcs'unl; regutated by linmediacy

whisbanicg gives setl-teguliation ) (objects/events cause ubjoct-regulation)

Fig. 1: Tense-aspect functions in discourse

Becnutfc of the dif['ic'ulty of the task, the second language speakers either externalize
and distance to gain self-regulation, or submit to the frames as objects and are

vepulated by the preseat; the tonse and aspeet forms tn the discourses follow from
these condithons,

The appearunce of such tense und aspect is much fess frequent, however, in the
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ESL-H discourses, an example of which is given below (just the phrases containing
the verbals are given for illustration):

33 1 can see a boy walking ... And he's wulking . . . und an e credm man comes,
meets him . . , and the little boy looks . . . the first boy gets ... So the little
boy says . . . This little boy still has . .. and he tries . . . There is this guy
coming along who rudely tells . .. and the little boy ls very upset and b starts
to cry . . . The big boy succeeded . ..

Most of this discourse is told in the atemporal present. There is an occasional
progressive, and only one instance of a past tense. This kind of tense and aspect
choice demonstrates that the ESL-II speakers are not object-regulated by the fact
of each frame, and hence have less need to externalize for self-regulation. The
relative absence of the past indicates that the speakers have no need to distance
themselves from the task, All of this Is, of course, understandable from a Vygot-
skyan standpolnt. The task Is easler for these speakers, and they thus have no need
to resort to either distancing or object-regulation, Their consistent choice of present
tense is not so much a consequence of the narration as it is a consequence of their
self-regulation in the task,- ‘

But the data from native children show some curious reversals. Betow is the
entire discourse of a five-year-old asked to narrate the events of the same stimuli
that the speakers discussed above had been given: -

34 The little boy went out, in—went for a walk. He met the ice cream man, And
he got o ice cream cone, And he—gave the ice cream cone to the little boy,
und he drank it oll, and he gave it to the other man. And he, and--he had
some. He wus crylng because he took it away.

This discourse bears some clear resemblances to the ESL-1 discourse. Not only are
the events of the stimull difficult to reconstruct from the discourse, but the tense
and aspect choice corresponds. to that of the ESL-I speakers. This discourse is
told entirely in the past tense. The obvious reason for this tense choice is that
the child is removing herself from the task of narration because of its difficulty.
The use of the past casts the events in the frames as complete facts, which
allows the child to know the events prior to relating them, just as with the ESL-1
speakers, _

Interestingly enough, this same child, when asked to produce .a narrative
about another set of stimuli, gave the following sequence of verb forms:

35 The mother's sitting in the chair, watching the baby-—sewing—sleeping . . .
and the children are, looking at her. The children are by her and the sister’s
picking the baby up. The mother's sleeping . . . He is carrying a ball. The
sister’s holding the babv while the mather's asleep. Then the---hrother's put-
ting the ball . . . The sister is holding the buby and the brother is sleeping.

In contrast to (34), this discourse is told almost entirely in the progressive. The
child is object-regulated here, and produces basically a frame-by-frame digcourse in
which the events of each. frame are given immediate durative status. In-short, each
event for the child Is discrete; the events repulate the narrator here, and consequently
aro warkod aspoctuatly for this funetion,

A nine-year-old, however, asked to maate tie e eventy as in (44, produced
the following scquence of verbs:
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36 Boy goes walking . . meets the ice cream man. He buys a lce cream cone . . .
and he gives it . . . und the little boy says . . . and the man tukes it away and
he starts to cry . . . the man took the ice cream . ...

This discourse is very much like the ESL-Il discourse. It is mostly in the atemporal
present, but there are instances of the past and progressive. At this age, the child
is for the most part self-regulated in the task, has little need to distance hérself from
the task, and is not ruled so much by the events as objects. N

Two interesting facts emerge from this discussion, First, the ESL-I speakers mani-
fest discourse behavior similar to that of native children: that is, the developmental
sequence in children is reflected in the developmental sequence in ESL-I speakers
Vygotsky's principle of continuous access and self-regulation explains this corre:
spondence. Second, we can see, from the Vygotskyan perspective, why tenses and
aspects appear in these discourses in various forms. A non-Vygotskyan perspective
would posit an explanation based on the overall level of competence in the lan-
guage, if such an explanation were to be given at all. A Vygotskyan explanation, bn
}he other hand, shows that every linguistic choice has a function in the discourse:
in this case, the similarities in tense and aspect in ESL-1 speakers and native children
have a functional explanation in terms of self-regulation in the task.

Needless to say, much less of this phenomenon is to be found in NE-II dis-
courses, as can be seen in the example of verbs given below:

37 A little boy Is walking . . . and he comes to ... so0 he decldesto . . . and finds
... and gives that boy . . . the little boy thanks him . .. and the boy's eating
a2 mean man comes . . . and takes . . . and takes off with . . . the little
boy cries.
The preponderance of the atemporal present is expected here, since the task
for these speakers is not to know the events, but to relate them. Thus, there is
much less immediacy and no distancing. Self-regulation therefore is no prol;lem.’

REFERENCE

Karmiloff-Smith (1980) found that young children employ a strategy of pro-
!mmln:lliultinu which is essentially exophoric In nature. That s, instead of follow-
ing local inter- and intra-sentential strategies for pronominalizing referents (Le
anaphoric reference), children pronominalize inaccordance with a higher-le\;ei
strategy. In other words, children, especially those under the age of six, were
ff)und' lonpronominulize at the macro-level of text rather than at.the local level
l\um)xloH-Smith found that when children were asked to narrate a story based or;
a series of drawings, they did so according to what they percelved as the thematic
fub_!é(:l at the discursive level. They then proceeded to maintain the thematized
subject in pronoun for theoughout the entive narrative. As childen mature
9( course, they bggin to exhibit pronominalization patterns which are more ir;
line wul_n thase of adults, Children over the age of six hegan to use pronouns
amaphorically rather Uian themutically; hence, they tended to il the thematle
;‘hn‘ not whthen pronoun bat with w full NIP whenover there was w shift b roloront,
l‘vu‘|||ll.m‘1|:v‘, l|lw‘n|l|y stunces of pronominiization observed wore al the Joenl
w,h This developmental pattenn s not at all surprising Trom the Vygotskyun
A.VL.'\‘XI.\...,,‘:‘.:N; o , g \m.-‘..‘;u Lie sk O Durrading sty 1 ditheuit. ihey
LA toal [N ‘O 2 i i

ix;c;kgg. 5;ll!lzc(lh“i;:;:;g_U\“ their funguage and in a sense Lhey arc not yet native

\I.
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Karmiloff-Smith explains the strategies for pronoun use in the children’s dis-
courses in terms of basle assumptions they make about the pragmatics of the situa-
tion. That is, according to her analysis, children assume that their addressee
possesses shared knowledge with regard to the referents depicted in the drawings;
therefore, there is no need to use full NPs where pronouns would do as well, The
basic premise here is one of economy. Karmiloff-Smith (1980 237) is careful to
point out that the narratives generated by the children were ‘totally unambiguous
for the addressee’. Hawkins (1977: 76) makes a similar assumption with respect
to the findings of his experiment with working class and middle class children:
“When a text contains a high frequency of pronouns, it assumes the addressee can
see the picture under description or knows enough about them not to need the
relevant information,” He goes on to say that such texts are typical of children
using a restricted code, since they are under no compulsion to make the meaning
more explicit, because the social relationship between the speaker and the addressee
is such that no additional elaboration is needed. We argue, however, that the funda-
mental fallacy in the respective positions of Karmiloff-Smith and Hawkins is their
assumption that the speaker is addressing the narrative to some external addressee.
This, of course, is a classic western position. We contend that the children reported
on by Karmiloff-Smith and Hawkins, as well as those included in the present study,
were addressing their_discourse to no one other than themselves. If, in fact, the
children had intended their narratives for an external addressee, then it would be
difficult to explain the kinds of repairs noted by Karmiloft:-Smith, as illustrated

by the following example (1980: 243):

38 A little boy is walking along, He sces a balloon man. The balloon m . . . he
asks for a balloon and goes off happily

The child begins to shift away from the thematized referent in order to refer to the
newly-introduced referent in the position that is normally reserved for the theme,
much as an -adult might do. Had the child been concerned about the addressee’s
comprehension of the narrative, it would have been an odd strategy indeed to
switch back to the thematized pronoun. In our view, the child switched back to
the pronoun because she Is still object-regulated, is not engaged in social speech,
and Is exhibiting private speech, Moreover, we contend that even in the casé of
native-speaking adults, they are not paying any attention to the heuristic needs of
a would-be addressee; It just appears that way because they are not object-
regulated.’

If we look at the discourses produced by the NE-L speakers on the lee cream
story, we notice the same kind of phenomena with respect to pronominalization us
found by Karmiloff-Smith and Hawkins. The ensuing passage was generated by
4 fve-yva-uld Tonale: : .

[ . Fy A
39 The little.boy went out in . . .went for a walk. He met the ice cream man and
(1idgot un ko crowm cone wnd he .. puve the dee eream cone fo the little bay
%o und he drank 1t all and gavo 1L Lo the other nan and e wid, L he had some, he

wiis crylig becnuse ho took 1t away.

W owe look at the putlern of themitized pronouny, we abserve the following:
IS 1al l=d8 L b8 2 vl dm ldmM 2 (i -0 B, 0l PUEE

obvious shift in thematic reference as the diseorcse progresses. Un to the point at
which there is a thematic shift from Bl to B2, the narrative is not 00 unlike a story

S T N T AL e
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that might be generated by an adult native. Once the theme shifts, however the
child still pre-empts utterance-initial position for thematized pronouns. Aduh’s of
course, signal thematic shifts with full NPs. Karmiloff-Smith uncovered sm;.i.lat
patterns in the narratives produced by children under the age of six, but again is
insistent on the notion that the children are directing their speech to an addressee
that has shared knowledge of the pragmatic context. Unlike in the earlier case
where the discourse was not nearly as unambiguous for the addressee, she novv;
claims that to decipher the narrative the addressee must treat each ut;erance as
a separate unit and attempt to make no intralinguistic cohesion across pronouns in
different utterances (Karmiloff-Smith 1980: 237). We contend that the reason
the listener must adopt such a strategy Is precisely because the child s addressing
the discourse to no one other than herself as she attempts to gain control of the
macrostructure. To interpret the utterances, a would-be addressee must do exactly
what the child has done: treat each frame as a disconnected utterance, because the
narrative is in fact not a narrative, '

Older children, because they have attained a higher degree of self-regulation, pro-

duce narratives that are really narratives, as is evidenced by the following excerpt
created by u subject nt 8.5 years of uge:

40 o l.lc (ny ey by  friend and ho let him have his o cream and the (riend
 says hank you' and the lttlo boy eats It causo he likes it and 0 man comes and
he takes it and he eats it and the little boy starts to cry because the man took

his lce cream. He's very sad!.

Tlle above passage makes use of anaphoric reference (local pronominalization) and
inserts full NPs into thematic stots. The pattern for thematic reference is as follows:
B1-B1-B2(NP)-B2(NP)-M(NP)-B2(NP)-B2.
In the narratives produced by the ESL-I speak
! peakers, we also found
the encoding of thematic referents, as exemplified below: und problems with

41 He (B1) give the ice cream to the boy (B2). You know. It’s n i
(B . 2). ] ot good for him.
’!' his is { think the rule. What do you call it? He (M) try to take the ice cream
from his hand,

42 But he (B1) continue walking and he (B!) found that, one minute after that
a little boy. He (B2) asking him for the ice cream that he (B2) liked one, ’

In bqth instances, the thematization pattern parallels that seen in the narratives of

the five-year-old NE-I speaker. -

¢ The most intercsti{:g case of pronominalization occurred in a passage from an
SL-1 subject whose discourse we have already examined above for other reasons,

AV Veuly ho's afvine tlyie Tae o feon ' ! ‘
l‘if'!' hety piving Ahis fod cram L oot i of o old mai. [ think, And
this old man he thunks him, he says *Thank you' for.it. He give the lce cream
to the man and I think he wants it again? No he give it to the man and I think

llnlc da‘)\ iiu'm to eat it maybe. ‘He took it back from me’ and the man is crossing
e roaa.

Alter reading the puass: : . .
B 2 the passage numerous N I )
N ,_“ ) * ’ Crous “‘"n‘. it Tm,unu.l to us that two referents,
v . o e e O

(\;w.n‘.;n \ul»ulnl be unabie to disungoish the referents had he been asked to recount
e sloy s omitive lavrunee The v

(he ..t o his aative |.Ill:,\z.|5,\... [he only way to account for what happened is
oo s victually complele abject-regulbation

'
T
i
'
i
i
wi

WILLIAM FRAWLEY AND JAMES LANTOLF . 39

The ESL-II speakers exhibited no difficulty with reference. In fact, their pat-
terns of thematization were remarkably similar to those used by the adull nutives.
The passages below are illustrative of ESL-II and NE-I1 subjects:

44 ESLAIL: There's 2 boy walking down the street. While walking, he saw an ice

* cream vendor. And jt seems that he wanted to get an ice cream cone and he
bought one for 50 cents. After that, while he was walking, he meta little boy
and gave the ice cream to that boy. The boy was appreciative. While that little
boy who took the ice cream was walking he met a man who asked him to give
him the ice cream cone. The boy after giving the ice cream to that man, was
a little upset and he sald ‘wa wa',

45 NEJIL . . . He buys lce cream from the man. He asks the man how much it
costs. The man tells him it's 50 cents. The boy gives the ice cream to his
younger brother, A man takes the ice cream from the little boy. The little
boy is crying, because he doesn’t have his ice cream. The man has taken it and

is eating it.

Both groups of speakers Introduced the initial thematic referent with a fult NP and
then proceeded to use the third person singular pronoun in. the thematic slot until
the point at which another candidate for thematization was introduced, This was
achioved through the uso of u full NP, Thoreufter, the only cases of pronominaliz-
tion resulted from anaphoric strategles only. o

AFFECTIVE MARKERS . .

Another way in which a speaker can manifest his attempts at self-regulation in
a difficult task is through the externalization of affective markers. These markers
may take on a variety of forms, but they have the same function as the linguistic
manifestations of private speech.discussed above; i.e. they are a type of predica-
tion and they result from object-regulation. As in the case of the linguistic markers,
the affective markers were most noticeable in the narratives of the ESL-1 group.
Also, it should be noted that affective markers constitute clear evidence that
speakers are addressing no one -other than themselves. Below are listed samples
of affective markers taken from the ESL-I narratives:

46 But...ssss..Ah (laugh). .. he eating ice cream.

47 Oh! (laugh). This Is problem now.

48 Hum ... the same.idea follow the first.

49 Oh!isaman,,

50 'Ah (faugh) the man is eating the ice cream.

51 Maybe he go someplace. Hul?

52 He is ah asking in . . . he have shoit. Uit boy gaugin) . .. Ui, QigHy W tiua
plcture.

$3 Oho! The same boy .. . It seems that ..,

54 OK. The boy ls no giving the ice cream another boy.

; &

In the narrative produced by the NE-I speakers, we abserve similar use of affec-
riva narkers atthoupl not with the sone deeree of Frequency as in the case ol the
L led, probabiy Dot the CLIIMICTE Biss b1y b saiun adie b ¥
EST-1 speakers:

55 fum ... the boy buys some ice creant.
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56 ‘[t's the ice cream man! (uttered with great astonishment at suddenly recogniz:
ing what the subject was looking at)
57 He was very sad. (laugh)

T h; narratives_ of the ESL-H speakers also utilized affective markers as an index
of object-regulation. Again, the frequency was lower than for ESL-I, also not sur-

Ersiifnlg, since this group could be expected to have greater control of the task than

58 0K, the same’guy who got the ice cream . . .
59 Ok, oh, well now I get it.

60 Then yeah, he did ask for a cone.

61 Oh no! So now he’s crying . ..

62 He gives it to his little brother, Oh my god!

Finally, we did detect an occasional affective marker in the narratives of the NE-Il
speakers. They used the markers in exactly the same way as did the other groups:
at polints in the task where they did not have total control of the object:

63 Oh'! 1 guess he’s not in the middle of the road.
64 OK, I assume he’s probably inapark ...

CONCLUSION

The principal claim that we would like to make on the basis of the preceding dis-
cussion Is that there are no absolute differences betwoen second lnnguage and natlve
speakery, us s often ussumed to be the case In many studles which purport to com-
:-)I:‘:::.“:lluyc lel.t.[ s:,-‘ulm.d Iu_ngu:u'gc Plff(:Ofllll\an‘U. Qy viewing sccond language discourse
' the perspective of Vygotskyun psycholinguistics, it cun be scen that the
relationship among second language speakers, adult natlve speakers, and natlve
cl_lfl-dren is a continuous one. We would expect, therefore, that in a;l extremel
difficult narration task, an adult native speaker would produc'e discourse that wou‘lg
have many simjlarities to the discursive phenomena observed in the native children
and intermediate second language speukers discussed In the present study. This
expectation derives from the most instructive premise of the Vygotskyan n;odel'
mind must be seen developmentally and dynamically. An individual never actuall‘
becon‘xes an adult to remain an adult. He must continually adjust his cognltlon u})'
the‘ circumstances at hand, since he is fundamentally o social being. His language
assists in, and is indicative of, his cognitive adjustment. The data ar;al sed in thgls
study stand as testimony to this Vygotskyan principle, ¢

One major implication of the foregolng analysis for second language research
concerns what is and what is not communication. Burt and Dulay (1980), for
example, present a tvpolosy of elicitation procedares wied I econd iuu"u'. :
rescarch segmented according to task mode and task focus. Task mode refers lbo ;ﬁ;

type .0( lunguage behavior undertaken by a respondent (i.e. writing, speakin
listening, reading). Task focus is determined by that aspect of the tasi’c t[; whicgh’
'l respondent’s attention is drawn (i.e. the message conveyed or the linguistic
l;)rm? nlscq to <,0nvuy nfncss:ng}:). Task focus n bifurcated into natural communica-
on and linguistic manipulation tasks, Manipulation tasks inelude sneh activities

: g eNdIVINSh, bl bite JIRE, Nualtrgl cuie

further segment i (
SIS EHEHIEOr o ed into structured and
unstrictured tasks. Structured  communication tasks include such widely used

munication elicitation techniques are
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procedures as the Bilingual Syntax Measure, which supposedly elicits natural con-
versational language from a subject. Presumably procedures such as picture-story
narrations would also qualify as structured communication tasks.

As demonstrated in the present study, however, techniques like the BSM and
picture narrations may very well elicit linguistic samples that in no way reflect the
learner’s attempts to communicate some message to an addressee. From the Vygot-
skyan perspective, structured tasks may well tease out language that is represcntative
of a speaker’s attempts at self-regulation and as such may bear little resemblance
to the kind of language that would be produced in a true dyadic exchange of mes-
sages. Moreover, as Lantolf and Khanji (1983) have argued, even in so-called natural
unstructured communication tasks, speakers may still not produce speech that is
truly social in function, despite every outward appearance to the contrary.

It is clear that the Vygotskyan psycholinguistic model has some rather signifi-
cant implications for many of the now accepted tenets of orthodox second lan-
guage research, While space does not permit an in-depth analysis of these implica-
tions, we would like to present at least two illustrative points. To begin, it would
appear that the notion of ‘error’ in performance in a second language must be re-
evaluated. Generally, the accepted notion has been that an error represents some
type of imperfect or incomplete learning resulting from over-generalization, simpli-
fication, transference from the native language, or avoidance strategy on the part
of the learner. Standard procedure has been to analyse a corpus generated by some

"speaker in a second language and then call upon some modified version of the

statlsticnl ‘mothod developed by Roger Brown and his colleagues in Tirst Lingnage
acqulisition resenrch In order to determine whether or not a structure hias or lias not
been acquired. Our claim Is that such a procedure is at best superficial, since it
completely Ignores the meta-cognitive functions of an Individual speaker’s per-
formance. In other words, errors. may not be errors as such, but may well represent
a speaker’s attempt to gain control of a task. Until we have a decper understanding
of how coritrol relates to learning a second language, we will not have a true picture
of the psycholinguistic processes involved.

An lssue related to that of errors and which has commanded a great deal of
attentlon ‘In current research In second lunguage learning is that of communijca-
tion strategles. Supposedly, second languge learners have recourse to a taxonomy
of communication strategies whenever they believe they do not have the linguistic
accoutrements necessary to convey o particulur message (see, for example, Faerch
and Kasper 1983), Again, if the Vygotskyan model is accepted, we sce that appeal
to strateglc taxonomles tells us very little about the psycholingustic processes
involved In speaking, In Lantolf and Frawley (forthcoming) we demonstrate that
all of the so-called communleation strategies can be collupsed into the three types
of contiul tunctions discussed ay the present paped; e, vthereguiation, ubjeet-
regulation, and self-regulation. It is important 1o note here that the traditional
notlon of communication strategy is predicated on what Reddy (1979) refers to as
the fallacy of the ‘conduit metaphor’ of communication: that is, speakers somehow
attempt to ‘package’ messuges in containers, Known as words, and then send these
containers to listeners, who unpack them and sunderstand’, To extend this to
weeand Tngriee speakere wenhl owinn that whonever these individsals Tove dif
ficulty packaging their miended messige, ey vl upun CotmnuIcinon strategies
to help them patch the holes in the contuiners, According to our approach, second
language conmunicative strategies have nothing to do with the patching of holes
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in target l;mgu;fge containers, since communication involves more than the sending
and receiving of messages and has everything to do with the maintenance of control
in speaking tasks. That communication is not the sending and receiving of mes-
sages has been known by linguists for some time. Leontiev, for example, as cited in
Wertsch (1979a: 4) states that .

it would be totally incorrect to reduce communication to the transfer of a coded
message [rom one individual to another. We would be likely to renounce such
a simple approach if we subscribe to a notion of communication which corre-
sponds more closely with our contemporary level of knowledge about the nature
and concrete facts of the speech process.

Malinowski (1935: 9) argues forcefully that ‘the false conception of language as
a2 means of transferring ideas from the head of the speaker to that of the listener
!\&IS, in my opinion, largely vitiated the philological approach to language’. Speaking
is thf: erfca'cisc of control of objects, of others, and of self. Seen in this light, com-
munication strategies take on a very different interpretation and, in fact, the 'rather
qunbcrsome and purely descriptive taxonomies proposed by researchers such as
Faerch and Kasper (1983) can be reduced to three, and, more importantly, they
take on an explanatory function, an aspect noticeably absent in the research on
communication strategies. ‘

(Received June 1983, revised March 1984)

NOTLS

1 It should be noted that, because of the colesive framing produced by the NE-II speakers
Et is u relatively easy task to predict the rest of the narrative solely on the basis of these open:
ings. This, of course, would be an extremely complicated task if we attempted such a pre-
dm(!ou l’rom. the openings of the ESL.I speakers. We will return to this point in the conclusion.

2 son}c nw,';ht argue that the tense and aspect phenomena observed in the ESL-I discourses
rcs%m m.):}\ input frequency and are therefore explicable by reference to acquisition orders.
Thns position is simplistic, superficial, and artifactual, since it disregards the role of the learne;
in the entire process of acquisition and performance. It may be that these forms have a high
frequency of occurrence, but it would be incorrect to assume on the basis of this that input
Fqunls output, since this would be to deny the activity of the learner. If frequency of input
is to explain the phenomena In question, it then becomes difficult, If not impossible, to explain
why native children, who have never studied ESL, produce analogous tense-aspect sequences
and why advanced second language speakers and native adults do not.

3 .-\cco_rging to Vygotsky, the natural form of private speech is predication: ‘It is as much
a law of inner speech to omit subjects as it is a law of written speech to contain both subjects
and predicates” (Vygotsky 1962: 145). That is why the child shifted from a full NP to intro-
duce 4 new referent to o pronoun which refers to an already thematized noun: Le., psycho-

l({)giqll)f present for the child, The psychologically new information s represented by the’
linguistic predicate, and the pronoun appears as a consequence of both the obligatory subjects -

;:.»n.ukin;.‘.‘.uw oi Lugiisdtand the seed 1o imabe otier tons suburdinaie to tie predicate, which
is the primary form of private speech.
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Second Language Learning Strategies'
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There is an increasing awareness among researchers and educators that the study of
second language learning as it occurs in educational settings must go beyond inves-
tigating the product of the schooling experience and consider also the process
through which language is acquired. Investigators must be concerned not only with
the mastery of certain grammatical forms, but with the learner’s ability to take
advantage of learning experiences that provide practice with the semantic, com-
municative, and pragmatic functions of those forms. In the case of young children
learning a second language, this includes participating in classroom activities
structured to promote the learning of language and other cognitive skills, and taking
advantage of classroom resources to shape one's own language learning experiences.
Although recent research has attempted to categorize the strategies used by
students in gaining practice in their second language, the degree to which such
strategies are systematic in their development has yet to be investigated.

Much of the research related to the use of strategies in the learning of a second
language has focused on defining the concept of a strategy, and categorizing
the interlanguage strategies used by adult learners to communicate when the
appropriate target language rules -have not yet been formed. Such attempts to
communicate havo generally been called connmunication strategies, a designation
which muy Inclide hoth the lourner's systemathe attempts e express menning,
in the Larget languags und his o her efforts to vomprehend that Tnguage Charone
et al, 1976), Other nuthors (Véradi 1980, Codviin and Canphelt 1979) have seen
consciousness us a key element In definlng o communication stralegy as a con:
scious attempt to communicate thie learner's thought when the interlanguage strue-
tures are inadequate to convey that thought. Fuerch and Kasper (1980), on the
other hand, In discussing a strategy as the end product of u plannlng process 1o
denl with 8 communication problem, view consciousness as of secondary importance
and Identify ‘problem orientedness’ as the primary dimension of a communication
strategy. All of these definitions presuppose that there must be a tack ol shared
structures for a communication strategy (o be used. It has been pointed out, how-
ever, that communication strategies are also used in native speaker discourse
(Corder 1983, Gumperz 1982), and that examining only erroneous or non-native-
like behavior at the expense of ‘successful’ strategies seriously limits the utility of
communication strategy rescarch (Raupach 1983). ;

Recently, in an attempl 1o deal with some of the inherent difficulties in the
definitions of communication strategies (consciousness, for example, may be
impossible to measure) as well as their limits, Tarone (1983) has broadened her
definition of communication strategies and made a distinction between. these
and other types of strategics. She defines a communication strategy as a ‘mutual
attempt of two interlocutors to agree on i meaning fn situations whre requisite
meaning steactures do not seem o e shared” (p. 05), This notion is distinguished
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