
1 
 

 

 

 

Kd`qmdqrƍ k`mft`fd trd during task-

based peer interaction in second 

language class of primary school 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Sukyoung An 

2019 

 

 

 

 

 

A thesis submitted for the degree of PhD in Second Language Acquisition 

University College London, Institute of Education 

 

 

 

 

 



2 
 

Declaration 

 

 

 

I, Sukyoung An, confirm that the work presented in this thesis is my own. Where 

information has been derived from other sources, I confirm that this has been 

indicated in the thesis. 

 

Word count (exclusive of references and appendices): 95,566 

 

 

The copyright of this thesis rests with the author, and no quotation from it or 

hmenql`shnm cdqhudc eqnl hs l`x ad otakhrgdc vhsgnts sgd `tsgnqƍr bnmrdms- 

 

Signed: 

 

Date: 

             

  



3 
 

Abstract 

This study sets out to explore Second Language (L2) ld`qmdqrƍ language use 

during peer interaction for performing L2 tasks in the primary L2 classroom from 

the sociocultural perspective. Professional and pedagogical impetus for an 

enquiry into L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language use is provided by the dilemma caused by the 

gap between an L2 only policy and classroom practice. The issue of L2 kd`qmdqrƍ 

use of L1 within L2 classrooms has been a controversial topic in the field of 

Second Language Acquisition (SLA), yet to date there has been little research 

conducted in the primary L2 learning contexts. Therefore, there was a need to 

examine the actual language use of L2 learners in the primary L2 classroom to 

gain pedagogical insights and implications related to kd`qmdqrƍ language use. 

To this end, this study conducted a collective case study in intact primary L2 

classrooms of two different institutional types: English as a Foreign Language 

(EFL) classes at a state primary school in Seoul, and Korean as a Heritage 

Language (KHL) classes at a Korean Saturday School in London. Multiple 

evidence of kd`qmdqrƍ language use was gathered and analysed via thematic 

analysis in terms of distinct features and overall functions. 

The findings reveal that primary L2 learners frequently codeswitched their 

language, i.e. shifted their linguistic code between L1 and L2,  as budding bilingual 

speakers; used language strategically through repetition; and used the economy 

of language through interjections, onomatopoeias, and hesitation fillers. The 

findings also provide evidence that kd`qmdqrƍ language mediated the completion 

of L2 tasks, serving communicative, cognitive, and socio-affective functions on the 

interpersonal or the intrapersonal plane. These findings call for several 

pedagogical reconsiderations: reconceptualising views of L2 learners from 

imperfect monolinguals to developing bilinguals; reconsidering pedagogical 

decisions on the L2 only policy; improving L2 textbooks and instructional 

resources; developing balanced L2 tasks between kd`qmdqrƍ L2 competence and 

cognitive development; enriching and expanding learnersƍ vocabulary; and finally 

enhancing teachersƍ teaching practice in order to bridge the gap between the 

policy and learnersƍ use of language.   
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Impact Statement 

This study explored L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language use during peer interaction for 

performing L2 tasks in two different types of classroom: EFL classrooms in a state 

primary school in Seoul, South Korea and KHL classrooms in a Korean Saturday 

school in London, UK. The findings of this study on L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language use 

could exert crucial impact on academic, educational, and social areas in the field 

of SLA. 

First of all, this study could broaden the scope of SLA research on classroom 

language use by looking into L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language use in the primary L2 

classroom. Most research on classroom language has focused on sd`bgdqrƍ 

language or adult kd`qmdqrƍ language in L2 classrooms, and primary L2 kd`qmdqrƍ 

language has received little attention. Thus, this study could not only make 

advancement in the construction of knowledge of primary L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language 

use, but also provoke further research with primary L2 learners in L2 classrooms 

by widening the perspective on, and offering insighful awareness of, L2 kd`qmdqrƍ 

language use. 

Secondly, this study could contribute to expanding the horizons of research into  

Asian L2 classrooms or Asian language kd`qmdqrƍ language. Most of the research 

published in international journals has dealt with Western language kd`qmdqrƍ 

language or L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language within Western L2 classrooms. Thus, this 

study, which explored EFL learners in a mainstream school in Seoul and KHL 

learners in a non-mainstream school in London, could enhance and deepen the 

knowledge of L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language use, and add to the emerging body of 

literature concerning L2 leaqmdqrƍ language in Asian EFL and Western KHL 

learning contexts. 

 Thirdly, this study could affect the L2 only policy in L2 classrooms. The issue of 

kd`qmdqrƍ use of L1 within the L2 classroom has been a controversial issue in the 

area of SLA, and increasing numbers of researchers have recently advocated the 

use of L1 by revealing the positive role of L1 in L2 class. However, many L2 

learning contexts, including the two learning contexts of my study, still follow an 
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L2 only policy. In this context, this study, which suggests kd`qmdqrƍ optimal use of 

L1 in the L2 classroom, could lead to a shift in the L2 only policy, which appears 

to be based more on theoretical than empirical evidence, by calling policy l`jdqrƍ 

attention to the importance of kd`qmdqrƍ L1 in L2 learning.  

Fourthly, this study could be benefitial to curriculum developers, textbook writers, 

teacher trainers and teachers because it offers practical implications and 

suggestions in terms of improvement of textbooks, task design, vocabulary 

learning, and teachersƍ teaching practice. L2 learners could also gain advantages 

from the benefits that this study may bring about through policy makers, textbook 

writers, teacher trainers and teachers. 

Finally, this study could be socially and economically beneficial by increasing 

national competitiveness and contributing to improving educational policies 

through evidence-based research and practical and pedagogical suggestions for 

enhancing learmdqrƍ L2 competence. 
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Chapter 1 Who is talking in Korean? Use English, 
please! 

1.1. Introduction 

The following conversation took place in a Year 6 (age 11 to 12) English as a 

Foreign Language (EFL) classroom of a state primary school in Gangnam District 

of Seoul, South Korea.  

Ms Na: Who can tell me what a detective is? 

Nael: Police officer? 

Ms Na: Yes, he or she could be. Anyone else? 

Hanna: A ditective examines crimes. 

Ms Na: Yes, right. A detective is the person who investigates and 

solves crimes. She or he also catches criminals. Do you 

know of any detectives?  

Jiwon: Detective Conan! 

Junhee: Sherlock Holmes! 

Ms Na: Oh, right, well done! Both Conan and Sherlock Holmes are 

well-known detectives. Like them, all of us will be 

detectives while doing the next task. Are you ready? 

After leading pupils to the task ƌ The cdsdbshudƍr mnsdrƍ+ Ms Na divided the class 

into pairs and gave an explanation of how to do the task, demonstrating it with 

one of pupils. Then, she checked otohkrƍ understanding, eliciting their responses 

through step-by-step Instruction Check Questions (ICQ). Each pair was given two 

different versions of the worksheet in order to complete their task by exchanging 

each nsgdqƍr information (Figure 1.1).  
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Figure 1.1. The two different versions of otohkrƍ worksheet of the task ƌSgd cdsdbshudƍr mnsdrƍ 
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Jinwoo, who was a less advanced learner of English, still did not understand how 

to do the task despite the sd`bgdqƍr support. Before starting the task, Jinwoo 

asked in Korean in a whisper to Huiju, who was his partner. 

Jinwoo: ‒, ᷂ מ? ᷂ Ѥ ˞‒?  

[Hey, what did she say? What should we do?] 

Huiju: ↕ᵙ ӑ╪ Ἄᴛ ѻᵐ ᾋּתᵑ Ḛ ►ῷ, ͎ ? ʻ▫ ▫͙                                      

ᾋּתᵑ ṒᶔἌ Ἄᴛ╥ ♬Ṓᵑŏ   

[Each of us got different worksheets, chcmƍs we? Looking at 
each nmdƍr worksheet, we should dwbg`mfdƕ\ 

Ms Na: <Looks in the direction of the sound> Who talks in 

Korean? Use English, please! 

Huiju: <Looks at Jinwoo> Okay, look at your worksheet. Can you 
find the notes about LMH? He is one of the suspects in the 
worksheet. Are you listening to me, Jinwoo? 

Jinwoo: <Whispering> ╞, Ө̆ ▓‡. ͐ҥ ᶴᾇ ᵦ Ѥּת ᶛᵎ˳‡. 

<Whispering> [Yes, I am, but I donƍs understand what you 
mean.] 

Huijuƍr Korean explanation was interrupted by Ms Na. Huiju immediately 

codeswitched from Korean to English and tried to explain in English how to do the 

task. However, Jinwoo still had difficulty in understanding how to do the task 

despite the sd`bgdqƍr demonstration along with the L2 explanation and Gthitƍr L2 

explanation.  

This vignette presents part of an English lesson for Year 6 that I have experienced 

as a teacher. The teacher, Ms Na, acknowledges pupikrƍ use of Korean during 

peer interaction as natural and, to some degree, unavoidable. However, she does 

not want to officially allow pupils to use Korean in her English class. She is 

concerned that pupils may resort to Korean in order to finish their task quickly, 

even when they know what to say in English. In addition, she supposes that pupils 

are likely to chat about off-task topics in Korean if she allows them to speak 
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Korean. She also thinks that pupils, who are residing in such a monolingual 

society as Korea, lack opportunities to communicate with others in English. 

Hence, she believes that it is indispensable to follow the Second Language (L2) 

only policy in order to maximise pupilrƍ exposure to English and opportunities to 

use English. However, on the other hand, learners may struggle to understand 

te`bgdqƍr L2-only instruction, especially when the teacher explains how to carry 

out a task (Macaro, 1997), as in Jinwonƍr example of this vignette. 

Ms M`ƍr view may be shared by many teachers in state primary schools of 

Gangnam District in Seoul. It is a view that I also held while I was a primary school 

teacher in this area. I have been teaching EFL along with other subjects in state 

primary schools in Seoul for many years and Korean as a Heritage Language 

(KHL) in a Korean Saturday school in London for a few years. For a long time, I 

have been curious about what was actually happening during peer interactions in 

classrooms (which refer to interactions between L2 learners) when their talk was 

not heard by the teacher. The exact concerns that raised this curiosity were the 

suspicion that learners with limited L2 competence might extensively use their first 

language (L1) instead of L2 and that they might have an off-task talk instead of 

on-task talk when they used their L1 (Bao & Du, 2015; Storch & Aldosari, 2013). 

I also wondered how learners would deal with linguistic or communicational 

problems under the L2 only policy. Hence, I attempted to explore how and why 

learners used their languages, i.e. their L1 and L2, during peer interaction for 

doing their L2 task. As demonstrated in the vignette, my study also started with a 

pedagogical dilemma on otohkrƍ use of L1, i.e. whether to allow otohkrƍ use of L1 

in L2 class or not. These experiences and curiosity raised my eagerness to 

explore learneqrƍ language use in the L2 classroom.  

In this chapter, I provide an overview of my research, beginning with a brief 

explanation of the study origins and background, which formulated my research 

motivation. I also present a rationale for the research, arguing the value of the 

research into kd`qmdqrƍ language use during task-based peer interaction in the L2 

classroom. Then, I address the aims of the study, and briefly present the 

methodological approach taken in my research. Finally, I offer the overall structure 

of the thesis.  
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1.2. Origins and background of this study 

The year 1997 is significant and memorable in the history of primary English 

Language Teaching (ELT) in Korea, in the sense that it was the first year when 

English was taught as a compulsory subject in primary school. English has long 

been regarded as a crucial tool for success in Korean society (Adair-Hauck & 

Donato, 1994; I.-C. Choi, 2008; Jeon, 2009; Park, 2009; Song, 2011, 2012), and 

the significance of English has been especially emphasised in the world of 

academics and business (Chung & Choi, 2016; Jeon, 2009). Koreans value 

English as a powerful resource for Korea to survive and actively take part in the 

global world (Jeon, 2009; Song, 2011). Meeting the social and educational 

demand for English, the Ministry of Education (MOE)1 decided to include English 

as a subject of study in the National Primary Curriculum, and the school year in 

which pupils were exposed to English in the school system was lowered from Year 

7 (age 12 to 13) to Year 3 (age 8 to 9) after much discussion and debate. All 

primary schools started to teach pupils of Year 3 English as a school subject in 

1997. Since then, English has been taught as a compulsory subject in all primary 

schools. 

The National Primary Curriculum by the MOE placed the focus on enhancing 

kd`qmdqrƍ basic communicative competence, their interest and confidence in 

English language. This decision was in contrast with the deeply rooted grammar-

translation approach of ELT in secondary schools (W. Lee, 2005). The emphasis 

of the then-ELT had been on grammar and reading comprehension. This 

approach in secondary schools did not satisfy the educational and social need for 

enhancing kd`qmdqrƍ communicative competence (Butler, 2004, 2005; Mikio, 2008; 

                                                           
1 The Ministry of Education (MOE) is a cabinet-level department of the government of 

South Korea responsible for education. The ministry was established in 1948, and it has 
been restructured and renamed several times. The names are chronologically arranged 

as follows: Ministry of Culture and Education (ᶷ̪Ṩ, July 1948 Ɗ December 1990); 

Ministry of Education (̪┴Ṩ, December 1990 Ɗ January 2001); Ministry of Education 

and Human Resources Development (̪┴╬♠▫∟Ṩ, January 2001 Ɗ February 2008); 

Ministry of Education, Science and Technology (̪┴̓ ͙ὥṨ, February 2008 Ɗ March 

2013); and Ministry of Education (̪┴Ṩ, March 2013 Ɗ Present). 
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Park, 2009). In addition, this traditional method failed to attract kd`qmdqrƍ interest 

in learning English and led to kd`qmdqrƍ lack of confidence in communicating in 

English (Y.-J. Lee, 1993). Hence, ELT in primary schools adopted a completely 

different approach, i.e. the communicative approach.  

The ELT in primary school came to concentrate on increasing otohkrƍ confidence 

and interest in English and fostering their basic ability to comprehend and express 

themselves in English (Ministry of Education, 1995), and this trend in the primary 

ELT has continued. According to the 2009 Revised Curriculum (Ministry of 

Education, Science and Technology, 2012b), it is an essential skill to 

communicate in English, which pupils must learn at school, and the primary ELT 

should put its focus on promoting otohkrƍ ability to understand and express basic 

English used in everyday life, which is based on communication.  

ELT policies have been reformed to improve otohkrƍ communicative competence 

(Chang, 2009), and the communicative approach has been strongly 

recommended (Chung & Choi, 2016). In the context of Korea, it has been seen 

as necessary to expose pupils to English in the classroom as much as possible 

to maximise their exposure to English and improve their communicative 

competence because pupils are seldom exposed to the target language outside 

the classroom. The 6th national curriculum (Ministry of Education, 1995), which 

initially included English as a compulsory subject at the primary school level, 

emphasised the maximum use of English as a medium for teaching and learning 

activities in the Section of Teaching Methodology. Especially, with the aim of 

enhancing kd`qmdqrƍ English communicative competence, the Teaching English in 

English (TEE) policy was instituted in 2001, and teachers in Korea have been 

required to teach English through English by the national policy (Butler, 2005; Liu, 

Ahn, Baek, & Han, 2004; Nunan, 2003; Song, 2011, 2012). The TEE policy is 

conceptually close to English only policy (J. H. Lee, 2010).  

According to the press release by the Ministry of Education and Human 

Resources Development (MEHRD) (2007), all Korean teachers teaching English 

subject would be supported to be able to builid their capacity to conduct entire 

classes in English by 2015. Also, in 2009, the Ministry of Education, Science and 
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Technology (MEST) (2009) announced a plan for supporting the improvement of 

English sd`bgdqrƍ teaching ability. According to the plan, 58% of English teachers 

were reported to be able to teach English in English during over 80% of their 

English lesson as of 2007, and all English teachers would be able to teach English 

in English during their whole lesson by 2012. To achieve this goal, the MEST 

announced that it would support the certification system for excellent Englislh 

teachers executed by each regional Office of Education and would provide step-

by-step customised teacher training programs developed according to the 

certification system. As a follow-up to the plan, the Seoul Metropolitan Office of 

Education (SMOE) developed a certification system for excellent English teachers 

for the first time in South Korea in 2009. This move of SMOE is notable because 

the impact of the SMOE on other regional Offices of Education in South Korea is 

influential in implementing gevernment-level polices. The SMOE normally takes 

the lead in developing their own action plans to carry out the polices of the MOE, 

and other regional Offices of Education tend to benchmark the plans of the SMOE 

to implement the polices (Chung & Choi, 2016). 

The TEE policy has been reinforced through this in-service English teacher 

certification, which is termed the TEE Certificate and was first awarded by the 

SMOE in 2009 (T.-H. Choi, 2015). The TEE policy revealed in the TEE certification 

implied the exclusive use of English in English language class in 2009, which was 

the first year of managing the SMOE TEE Certificate system. In the first official 

document published by SMOE (2009) regarding the TEE certification, TEE was 

simply defined as Teaching English in English as in the plan by MEST (2009). 

However, the TEE policy reflected in the SMOE certification was changed as time 

passed. Specifically, the exclusive use of the language, which the TEE policy 

initially implied, was gradually replaced by the maximum use of the language. In 

the Plan for the TEE Certification for English Teachers 2014 (Seoul Metropolitan 

Office of Education, 2014), which was develped on the basis of the Plan for 

Revision of the TEE Certification for English teachers (Seoul Metropolitan Office 

of Education, 2011), TEE is more specifically defined as below (as translated by 

me): 

TEE (Teaching English in English) 
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¶ Refers to using English as a medium during the interaction between 
the teacher and pupil(s) or among pupils for performing activities in 
English class. 

¶ Means that teachers mostly use English except for some cases 
such as explaning difficult grammar rules, and maximise the 
opportunities for pupils to use English. 

¶ Implies that the teacher can flexibly adjust the amount of English 

used in class, depending on the learning content or otohkrƍ level and 
degree of understanding (p2). 

The Plans for the TEE Certification for English Teachers 2015 and 2017 (Seoul 

Metropolitan Office of Education, 2015, 2017) also maintain the same basis in 

defining TEE except for the revised second definition. The changed definition is 

as below: 

¶ Means that teachers should maximise the opportunities for pupils 
to use English by mostly using English except for some cases such 
as explaning difficult grammar rules (p1). 

By rearranging the order of words in the statement, the Plan 2015 clarifies the 

relationship between the sd`bgdqƍr use of English and otohkrƍ use of English. 

Namely, while the Plan 2014 does not mention the relationship between the 

sd`bgdqƍr use of English and otohkrƍ use of English and just emphasises the 

maximum use of the language by the teacher and pupils respectively, the Plan 

2015 stresses the sd`bgdqƍr maximum use of English for maximising otohkrƍ use 

of the language. To summarise, these official documents show that the TEE policy 

has been changed in a more flexible way, i.e. from the exclusive use of English to 

the maximum use of the language in the classroom. Besides English sd`bgdqrƍ 

TEE Certificate, English Programme in Korea (EPIK) sponsored by the MOE, 

which refers to stationing Native English Speaking (NES) teachers in state 

schools, has been run since 1995 in order to improve the English-speaking 

abilities of both teachers and pupils and to reform the ELT (Jeon, 2009).  

With respect to English learning environments, some policies have also been 

proposed and implemented in recent years with the aim of enhancing kd`qmdqrƍ 

English communicative competence. Pupils have been encouraged to speak in 

English not only in their English classroom but also in specially designed spaces 



 

22 
 

or programmes such as English-Only Zone or English camp. Considering 

accessibility to the spaces, the policies related to English-Only Zone have shifted 

their weight Əeqnl ouside school to inside school since 2004: from English Villages 

and English Experience Centres to English Only Classroom and English khaq`qhdrƐ 

(H. D. Kang, 2012, p. 77). English camp, which refers to English immersion 

programmes run during vacations, has also taken place within public sectors in 

order to maximise learnersƍ exposure to English.  

Despite these varied policies and efforts, pupils still have difficulties in acquiring 

communicative competence in English for several reasons. One of the most 

apparent difficulties results from the distinct linguistic differences between the 

Korean language and the English language. Since the two languages are totally 

different in language systems such as the phonetic system, the syntactic 

structure, and the semantic system, immense efforts are needed for Korean pupils 

to acquire English language proficiency (Cho, 2004). While European languages 

are normally linguistically closely related to English, Asian languages are 

linguisticially distant from English (Jia, Aaronson, & Wu, 2002). According to the 

Foreign Service Institute (FSI), which was founded to train members of the U.S. 

diplomatic community by the Federal Government of the United States, Korean is 

ranked as one of the most difficult languages for a native English speaker to learn 

(Tsuboya-Newell, 2017, October 29). To put this the other way around, English 

may be the hardest language for Korean speakers to learn. Also, pupils do not 

need to use English at all in their daily life outside the classroom because Korea 

is a monolingual country where the Korean language is used in everyday 

communication (Jeon, 2009; Mikio, 2008; Song, 2012). Hence, pupils are rarely 

provided with opportunities to communicate in English in authentic situations. This 

structural problem gives rise to low English proficiency of pupils (Mikio, 2008). 

Another obstacle that may cause difficulty in improving learnersƍ English 

communicative competence is a strong backwash of the national university 

entrance exam commonly called Suneung or Korean Scholastic Ability Test 

(KSAT), particularly, its English section of being focused on the receptive skills of 

listening, reading, and language knowledge (Chung & Choi, 2016). Especially at 

the secondary school level, the power of the KSAT affecting ELT practice in 
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schools is great. Under the influence of the KSAT, the receptive skills of listening 

and reading were focused on, rather than the productive skills of speaking and 

writing, irrespective of the aims or the focus of National Curriculum and textbooks, 

in English language classes. In this context, learners are provided with activities 

to learn about English rather than to learn to use English (Chung & Choi, 2016).  

The primary English-learning context is also not very effective for learners to 

improve their English communicative competence. Specifically, the National 

Curriculum (Ministry of Education, Science and Technology, 2012b) regulates and 

limits the level of words, the word count within a sentence, and the total number 

of new words presented in each year group, which textbook developers must 

follow. The number of words within a sentence was limited to seven in Year 3 and 

4, and nine in Year 5 and 6. The numbers of new words available in the group of 

Year 3 and 4 and the group of Year 5 and 6 are around 240 words and 260 words 

respectively. Namely, the total number of new words available at the primary 

school level is about 500 words. The textbook developers or writers are obligated 

to abide by these regulations when they develp textbooks. Vocabulary is crucial 

to learning a foreign language at the primary level (Cameron, 2001), and there is 

a close relationship between vocabulary knowledge, language use and 

knowledge of the world (Nation, 1993). In this sense, the government regulation 

on the number and the level of words in textbooks can be seen as inhibiting otohkrƍ 

English language learning and use of English. The Curriculum is also criticised 

that the allotted time for English language lessons, which are two 40-minute 

sessions for Year 3 and Year 4 and three 40-minute sessions for Year 5 and Year 

6 every week, is not sufficient for otohkrƍ learning English (D.-M. Kang, 2013; W. 

Lee et al., 2012).  

Despite these difficulties, with the aim of fostering kd`qmdqrƍ English use and 

improving their communicative competence, an English only approach has been 

taken in primary English classrooms in Korea. An English only approach or the 

policy of maximisation of English use has exerted its influence in the field of ELT 

(Kumaravadivelu, 2003; Macaro, 2001), and continues to hold the dominant 

position in some ELT contexts (McMillan & Rivers, 2011). The maximum use of 

the target language is an issue and a challenge, not only for ELT but also other 
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foreign or second language teaching (Neil, Salters, & McEwen, 1999). My 

experience as a teacher in a Korean Saturday school is also that the 

teaching/learning context of the school faces the same issue and challenge. The 

school policy recommended teachers and learners to use only Korean, which was 

the target language, during class time, but the actual practice was different. Pupils 

frequently used English, which was their L1, even though they were always told 

that they should use Korean in class. This use of L1 was frequently observed 

during pair/group work. Pupils seem to have regarded their use of L1 as 

acceptable in a way, even though they tried to codeswitch from L1 to L2 

immediately after they recognised that their talk was heard by their teacher.  

As mentioned above, my experiences of teaching in these two different contexts, 

i.e. teaching English in state primary schools of Seoul and Korean in a Korean 

Saturday school in London, have raised my interest in kd`qmdqrƍ language use 

during peer interaction for performing their L2 tasks under the L2 only policy. 

Based on the contextual background of the study, which this section addresses, 

the next section justifies why this study is necessary. 

1.3. The rationale for this study 

This study was motivated by my personal experiences as a teacher who has been 

teaching EFL in state primary schools in Seoul and KHL in a Korean Saturday 

school in London. Also, my interest in kd`qmdqrƍ interaction drove me to proceed 

with this research project. In addition to these personal and context-related 

reasons, there are other rationales to undertake my study, i.e. its potential 

contributions.  

A great deal of research has examined classroom interaction in the field of Second 

Language Acquisition (SLA), particularly focusing on interactions between native 

speakers and L2 learners, or between teachers and L2 learners (Philp, Adams, & 

Iwashita, 2014; Sato & Ballinger, 2016). There is also an increasing body of 

research on another type of interaction, i.e. peer interaction or learner-learner 

interaction, which has been examined since the early 1980s, but this research 
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area has received much less attention in comparison to the interaction between 

L2 learners and native speakers or teachers (Sato & Ballinger, 2016). Learners 

spend significant amounts of class time interacting with other learners through 

pair or group work in many L2 classrooms, rather than only with their teacher 

(Philp et al., 2014). In other words, the majority of L2 classroom interaction may 

occur between learners (Adams, 2007). Also, peer interaction plays its unique role 

in L2 learning. Peer interaction can be a site for L2 learners to experiment with 

language; to provide correction; and to enhance automaticity (Philp et al., 2014). 

Peer interaction is no less important than the other interactions such as native 

speaker-L2 learner or teacher-L2 learner interaction. Thus, peer interaction 

should be the topic of more research to make empirical advances. 

Previous studies on peer interaction and L2 learning have been predominantly 

conducted from cognitive perspectives, but recent studies, particularly those 

labelled as sociocultural research, have explored the socially shaped nature of 

interaction and its crucial role in L2 learning (Watanabe, 2008). While the 

cognitive-interactionist paradigm sees interaction as a source of input for 

triggering the cognitive (internal) process leading to acquisition and a provider of 

opportunities to speak, the sociocultural paradigm regards interpersonal 

interaction as a site for learning to occur and views acquisition as occurring during 

the process or experience when learners mediate each other to try to use the L2 

(Ellis & Shintani, 2013).  

Within the sociocultural research paradigm, one of the main areas of research has 

explored how language functions as a mediational tool for human activity, both on 

the interpersonal plane in the form of social speech and on the intrapersonal plane 

in the form of private speech (DiCamilla & Antón, 2004). With respect to the 

interpersonal plane, in which the main interest of my research lies, researchers 

have examined how the language of experts or learners which is addressed at 

other learners serves as a mediational tool for learners to develop the L2 within 

the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; De Guerrero 

& Villamil, 1994, 2000; DiCamilla & Antón, 2012; Donato, 1994). Along with the 

concept of mediation, the ZPD is a crucial construct of Uxfnsrjxƍr theory of 

learning. The ZPD refers to the distance between the kd`qmdqƍr actual 
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developmental stage of performing the task independently and the kd`qmdqƍr 

potential developmental stage of carrying out the task under an dwodqsƍr guidance 

or in collaboration with other learners (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000).  

Most of these studies have been conducted with adult learners such as 

undergraduate students learning L2. This trend also emerges in the Korean ELT 

context. Choi (2005) and  Seo and Kim (2011) examined undergraduate stucdmsrƍ 

interaction and junior high school rstcdmsrƍ collaborative dialogue respectively, 

taking the sociocultural approach. However, little research has investigated 

primary school kd`qmdqrƍ language use during peer interaction in English language 

classrooms of Korea. Furthermore, to date, there is no study on kd`qmdqrƍ 

language use that has been undertaken in the context of Korean Saturdary 

schools in the UK. This scarcity of research on kd`qmdqrƍ language during peer 

interaction in primary L2 classrooms, i.e. EFL classrooms in primary schools in 

Korea and KHL classrooms in Korean schools in the UK, might have partly been 

caused by a relatively short history of Korean primary ELT and relatively less 

interest in non-mainstream school education for ethnic minority children 

respectively. It might have also been assumed that primary school otohkrƍ L2 is 

neither complex nor sufficient to analyse. Thus, it was necessary to examine 

primary school otohkrƍ language use during peer interaction in their L2 classroom 

in order to expand the scope and the depth of the investigation of L2 kd`qmdqrƍ 

language use. 

By exploring primary school kd`qmdqrƍ language use in their L2 classroom, my 

study could not only contribute to drawing other researchers to the further 

investigation into kd`qmdqrƍ language use in primary L2 classrooms but also 

contribute to the development of ELT in South Korea and KHL education in the 

UK. Also, my study could contribute to sd`bgdqrƍ and policy l`jdqrƍ balanced 

perspective on kd`qmdqrƍ use of L1 and L2 in the L2 classroom, by shedding light 

on the general roles of kd`qmdqrƍ L1 and L2 in learnersƍ L2 development. In 

addition, It could maximise its pedagogical potential by enhancing textbook 

vqhsdqrƍ and sd`bgdqrƍ understanding of their kd`qmdqrƍ language use and giving 

insights into the design of L2 tasks for improving their otohkrƍ L2 competence. In 

addition to policy makers, textbook writers and teachers, it is hoped that the 
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findings of my study and the resulting recommendations will be of particular 

interest to and of value to curriculum developers and teacher educators in L2 

learning contexts. 

1.4. The aim and focus of the study 

This study aimed to examine how and why learners use their languages whilst 

they are engaged in pair/group work for performing L2 tasks. Particularly, I 

focused the research on the exploration of kd`qmdqrƍ L1 and L2 used during peer 

interaction in primary L2 classrooms without any artificial treatment for controlling 

variables or establishing cause and effect relationships. To investigate kd`qmdqrƍ 

languages during peer interaction, two different aspects of kd`qmdqrƍ language use 

were examined: (i) characteristic features emerging from kd`qmdqrƍ language use, 

and (ii) overall functions served by the kd`qmdqrƍ language.  

Focusing on these two aspects of kd`qmdqrƍ language use, my study investigated 

kd`qmdqrƍ language from the sociocultural perspective because the sociocultural 

perspective provided a useful tool for gaining comprehensive and insightful 

understanding of learmdqrƍ language use on both the interpersonal and 

intrapersonal plane. In addition, sociocultural theory was used as a good 

theoretical framework for giving generic and dynamic accounts of kd`qmdqrƍ 

language as a mediational tool in their L2 learning.  

The general statements of the aim and focus of this study are later refined to form 

Research Questions, which are elaborated in Chapter Three. 

1.5. Methodological approach 

I adopted an exploratory qualitative approach to investigate kd`qmdqrƍ language 

use during task-based peer interaction in intact L2 classrooms. I chose two 

different language learning contexts to gather more enriched data on primary 

school L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language and to explore L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language use more 

comprehensively and deeply. In these two different contexts, the role of the 
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researcher was different because I was an outsider researcher in the state primary 

school in Seoul and I was an insider researcher in the Korean Saturday school in 

London. L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language was mainly examined through observations and 

triangulated through the multiple sources of data. 

1.6. Outline of the thesis 

In summary, this study began with a curiosity of how and why pupils used their L1 

and L2 during task-based peer interaction in the L2 classroom, even though the 

government or the school policy encouraged otohkrƍ use of L2 in their L2 

classroom. With this curiosity, research focused on exploring what was happening 

during otohkrƍ interaction, which was not directed from nor to the teacher, 

regarding their language use, in primary L2 classrooms. Based on the research 

focus, research questions were formulated and elaborated to solve this curiosity 

and to guide my research all the way through this research project.  

The thesis comprises seven chapters.  

This first chapter offers an overview of my thesis including the background and 

origin, rationales, the aim and focus, and the methodological approach.  

Chapter Two, the Literature Review, consists of four sections. It presents key 

terms and their definitions, and it provides the theoretical framework that 

structures my study by critically reviewing theories related to classroom 

interaction in the field of SLA, i.e. the cognitive approach and the sociocultural 

approach to interaction. Then, key constructs of sociocultural theory, which is the 

theoretical framework adopted, are presented. The last section contains a review 

of previous empirical studies on kd`qmdqrƍ language use during peer interaction in 

the L2 classroom. 

Chapter Three describes and justifies the research paradigm, research questions, 

the research design, and detailed procedures of the research including contexts, 

participants, and methods of data collection. The analytical framework, 
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trustworthiness and ethical considerations of my study are also addressed in this 

chapter.  

Analysis of data is provided in three chapters: the first considers the most distinct 

feature emerging from L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language use, i.e. codeswitching, in relation 

to the general roles of kd`qmdqrƍ L1 and L2, revealing L2 kd`qmdqrƍ bilingual 

competence; the second presents analysis and interpretations of repetition, which 

indicate L2 kd`qmdqrƍ strategic language use, and the third explores the use of 

interjections, onomatopoeias, and hesitation fillers, which shows how L2 learners 

used the economy of language. 

The final chapter starts with a summary and synthesis of findings from the data 

analysis. Then, it discusses pedagogical insights and implications gained from the 

findings, followed by theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical contributions. 

Lastly, this chapter concludes with limitations of the study and suggestions for 

directions for further research.  
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Chapter 2 Constructing a theoretical framework 

2.1. Introduction 

This study aimed to explore how and why learners use their languages during 

task-based peer interaction in Second Language (L2) classes of primary school. 

Thus, in this chapter, I provide an overview of the theoretical framework through 

a critical literature review, covering theories and research findings on classroom 

peer interaction and L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language use. I first build a framework of 

definitions necessary for understanding the paradigm of my study. Next, I briefly 

discuss two different theoretical accounts of interaction in the field of Second 

Language Acquisition (SLA) and continue by discussing key concepts of 

sociocultural theory in order to provide the conceptual framework for my study. 

Finally, I review previous empirical studies on classroom peer interaction, 

particularly focusing on kd`qmdqrƍ language use within L2 learning settings. 

2.2. Building a framework of definitions 

Terms and labelling language are employed differently depending on contexts or 

disciplines within which the words are used. Thus, to begin the chapter, I discuss 

key terms used throughout this paper and develop my own definitions of the key 

terms to establish the paradigm of my research context, based on the literature 

review on these terms within the field of SLA.  

2.2.1. Learning and acquisition 

The term acquisition can be used differently from or interchangeably with learning, 

depending on researchers or disciplines. For example, Krashen (1982) views 

language acquisition and language learning as two parallel and separate 

processes of developing second language competence. Language acquisition is 

Ə ̀subconscious oqnbdrrƐ of Əohbjhmf-up a k`mft`fdƐ through Əhlokhbhs learning, 

informal learning, and natural kd`qmhmfƐ by relying on feelings of correctness 

(Krashen, 1982, p. 10). In contrast to acquisition, language learning is a conscious 
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and explicit process of studying a language, leading to formal knowledge of 

grammar or language rules (Krashen, 1982). While acquisition has to do with 

natural exposure to the language through meaningful interaction, learning is 

related to experiences in the learning setting such as a classroom, in which 

linguistic forms or grammars are focused and dealt with. It is explicit concern 

about or attention to rules or grammars that differentiates learning from 

acquisition. 

This terminological distinction between acquisition and learning is relevant in SLA, 

particularly to some researchers supporting Jq`rgdmƍr proposals, but many 

researchers are sceptical about this distinction (Gass, Behney, & Plonsky, 2013; 

McLaughlin, 1987; Zafar, 2009). Making a distinction between the two terms has 

been criticised in that it is difficult to perceive whether the processes are conscious 

or unconscious (McLaughlin, 1987; Mitchell & Myles, 2004; Mitchell, Myles, & 

Marsden, 2013). In practice, it is hard to demonstrate whether a kd`qmdqƍr 

production results from the subconscious process of acquisition or the conscious 

process of learning. Language rules or grammar can be acquired through learning 

(Gregg, 1984), but a kd`qmdqƍr utterance, whether it is grammatically correct or 

incorrect, can be based on either the kd`qmdqƍr intuition or his/her knowledge of 

the language rules. Explicit learning can lead to unconscious acquisition. Another 

objection focuses on the lack of evidence that acquisition and learning are two 

independent and separate processes (Gass et al., 2013). Thus, much research 

has used the terms language acquisition and language learning interchangeably. 

My study also adopts the view that the clear division between acquisition and 

learning is problematic or questionable. 

Acquisition and learning are used to reflect the meaning presented here, but this 

distinction is not important in terms of analysis of my data. In addition, given the 

focus of this study, it is not necessary to distinguish acquisition and learning 

because the aim of the research is not to identify that kd`qmdqrƍ language use 

results from the subconscious process or conscious process but to explore 

kd`qmdqrƍ language use itself. Furthermore, the contexts of my research are the L2 

classroom setting where learning commonly takes place. Therefore, learning is 

primarily used and learning and acquisition are used interchangeably rather than 
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independently within my study. 

Along with learning and acquisition, it is also crucial to understand how a task is 

defined and used in my study, which aims to explore L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language use 

during task-based peer interaction in L2 learning contexts, because the adequacy 

of data for my research depends on how to define a task. Thus, the next 

subsection addresses the issue of defining a task. 

2.2.2. Task 

A task has been put to different use in the field of SLA, and it has been diversly 

defined according to researchers (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Ellis, 2009; Nunan, 

1989, 2004; Skehan, 1998; D. Willis & Willis, 2001; J. Willis, 1996b). Hence, it can 

be a controversial topic to define the term among researchers. Broadly, a task 

refers to any language activity that language learners get involved in, but the term 

has more technical definitions within the task-based framework (Loewen & 

Reinders, 2011).  

A task holds a central place in the task-based framework (J. Willis, 1996a). 

Bachman and Palmer (1996) view a task as an activity in which individuals engage 

to accomplish a particular language learning goal or objective in a particular 

context, and which necessitates language use. While Bachman and Palmer 

(1996) note the language learning goal and language use, J. Willis (1996b) 

emphasises a task outcome and a communicative purpose. She defines a task 

as an activity in which learners engage to achieve an outcome by using the target 

language for a communicative purpose, and points out that activity for practising 

specified linguistic forms or target patterns is not a task (J. Willis, 1996b). In the 

same vein, D. Willis and J. Wills (2001) argue that tasks are different from 

grammatical exercises focusing on linguistic forms in that learners freely use any 

linguistic structures, which are not specified in advance, to achieve their task 

outcomes. Nunan (1989, 2004) also stresses the importance of meaning rather 

than a grammatical form in his definition of a task but does not ignore the role of 

kd`qmdqrƍ linguistic knowledge. He defines a task as a pedagogical activity, i.e. a 
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piece of work performed in the classroom, which enables learners to understand, 

manipulate, generate or communicate in the target language while the focus is on 

employing kd`qmdqrƍ grammatical knowledge to convey meaning (Nunan, 2004). 

According to Nunan, linguistic forms exist to enable learners to elaborate on what 

they want to say. He argues that kd`qmdqrƍ linguistic knowledge should be 

activated to convey or negotiate meaning but the aim or task outcomes should 

not be explicitly form-focused. 

From a synthetic perspective, Skehan (1998) offered criteria that a task should 

have as follows: meaning should be a priority; there should be some 

communication breakdown to resolve; there should be some relevance to 

equivalent real world activities; the completion of the task should be focused; the 

task should be assessed in terms of the task outcome. Skehan puts a primary 

focus on meaning and stresses that tasks should reflect real-world 

communication. Reflecting a broad consensus among researchers and 

educators, Ellis (2009) presents more comprehensive criteria of a task. 

Emphasising meaning and real-world language use, he argues that the task 

should require learners to make use of language pragmatically to produce an 

outcome and to use kd`qmdqrƍ existing language resources. He also suggests that 

a task should be an activity that requires learners to employ any of the four 

language skills and to engage in various cognitive processes. 

While several different definitions of a task within the task-based framework exist, 

several common critical features of a task can be identified. First, tasks should 

focus on meaning rather than form. Second, tasks should have communicative 

purposes to be achieved. Third, tasks should have either linguistic or non-

linguistic outcomes. Fourth, tasks should have a real-world resemblance. In other 

words, language arising from tasks should resemble language that is used 

naturally in a real world. Fifth, tasks should allow learners to use their linguistic 

resources. Finally, tasks can involve any or all of the four language skills and 

cognitive skills.  

Based on the understanding of these definitions, I define tasks as all kinds of 

pedagogical activities designed for L2 learners to improve their L2 competence, 
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which have a clear outcome that requires learners to use any or all of the four 

language skills (which are listening, speaking, reading and writing), considering 

my research contexts. A task should also allow learners to experience 

communication reflecting the actual language use occurring in the real world. A 

task in my study implies a subtle difference in the use of the word in task-based 

language learning and teaching. The definition developed for my study is broader 

and more inclusive than that of the task-based framework, because the definitions 

of a task within this framework are too limited to apply in my research context. In 

other words, those definitions do not fully reflect the research contexts and 

o`qshbho`msrƍ L2 competence of my study. Thus, a task defined in my study, 

considering my research contexts and participants with limited L2 resources, 

embraces not only communicative tasks that focus on meaning exchange but also 

form-focused activities in which learners are predisposed to use certain linguistic 

structures. Drawing on my own definition of a task, I limited the data of my 

research to kd`qmdqrƍ talk while performing their task with other learners. 

2.2.3. Second language learnersô language 

The clarity as to what First Language (L1) and L2 refer to is also crucial to this 

study since L1 and L2 can be differently described, depending on the context in 

which the language is used. It can be complex to distinguish which language is 

kd`qmdqrƍ L1 and L2, especially on the part of heritage language learners. Thus, 

this section clarifies the terms L1, L2, and heritage language, based on the review 

of literature on these issues. 

First language (L1) 

The term first language, commonly abbreviated as L1, is often used 

interchangeably with the native language, home language, mother/father tongue, 

primary language, or dominant language. However, the concepts implied within 

each term need to be exposed, even though the distinctions among those 

concepts are not always clear (Saville-Troike, 2006). The distinction among these 

terms is essential in this study because the o`qshbho`msrƍ L1 can be identified 
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differently according to the definition. 

A odqrnmƍr L1, native language, mother/father tongue, and dominant language 

can be different from one another according to the environment surrounding the 

language user. For example, imagine a person who was born in the family of a 

Korean-speaking mother and a French-speaking father living in the UK. The 

odqrnmƍr mother/father tongue or native language can be either or both Korean 

or/and French if the person has been exposed to either language or both 

languages since birth. The odqrnmƍr mother/father tongue or native language can 

be his/her dominant or primary language, but the dominant or primary language 

can also change as time goes by if the person has been exposed to the dominant 

language of the society for a long time, which is different from the odqrnmƍr native 

language. Even though Korean or French was the dominant language in 

childhood, English can become the dominant or primary language of the person 

if he/she has been exposed to English for years. The person could feel most 

proficient in and most comfortable with English. Schooling delivered in English 

may play a decisive role in this shift of the dominant language. At this point, a 

question arises as to the relationship of these terms.  

The first language or L1 generally refers to a language that a person has been 

exposed to from birth or in childhood within the critical period of his/her 

development. More specifically, the first language or L1 is assumed to be a 

language or more than one language acquired in childhood, generally beginning 

before the age of three, and learned while growing up among the speakers of the 

languages (Saville-Troike, 2006). While this assumption emphasises the period 

when the language is acquired and the social environment using the language, 

another assumption views L1 from a different angle. Loewen and Reinders (2011) 

note the language proficiency as well as the order of the language which the 

person acquires. They define L1 as the very first language that a person learns 

during his/her childhood or the language that the person is most competent in 

(Loewen & Reinders, 2011). The second definition expands the scope of L1 from 

a chronologically initial language to a most competent language. This definition 

implies that it is required to consider not only the objective basis such as a 

odqrnmƍr initial language in terms of the order of acquisition but also the subjective 
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basis such as the odqrnmƍr self-identification of L1. 

Native language is normally understood to mean a language exposed to a person 

from his/her birth and immersed by the person as a child in a family where older 

people such as parents or older siblings share the same language experience as 

the person (Love & Ansaldo, 2010). This definition brings attention to the impact 

of the social environment surrounding the person, which is immersed in the 

language. Likewise, mother/father tongue is also used to describe the language 

that a person learned or acquired in childhood from his/her family, especially 

his/her mother or father. Literally, mother/father tongue refers to the language 

spoken by the mother or the father, but it generally indicates a odqrnmƍr native or 

home language.  

A odqrnmƍr L1 is not easy to identify, especially if the person is a multilingual 

speaker or if the odqrnmƍr dominant language changes from his/her initial 

language to a language acquired later. One of a odqrnmƍr languages can often be 

his/her dominant language over the other languages that he/she can use 

(Hyltenstam, Bylund, Abrahamsson, & Park, 2009). The person's first acquired 

language does not have to be the primary or dominant language that the person 

uses most, or feels most proficient in or most comfortable with. A odqrnmƍr primary 

or dominant language can change throughout the odqrnmƍr life. A change of 

language dominance is frequently seen among immigrant children or international 

adoptees (Hyltenstam et al., 2009). 

To summarise, a first language commonly refers to a odqrnmƍr native language, 

mother/father tongue, dominant language, or primary language, which can be 

generalised as L1. This category of a first language can apply to a monolingual, 

but it does not seem to be appropriate for a bilingual or multilingual. These terms 

are not be necessarily used interchangeably. One of a odqrnmƍr languages can 

be the dominant or primary language even though it is not his/her initially acquired 

language or native language. In my study, the first language or L1 does not mean 

a chronologically first language. Rather, it refers to a dominant or prime language. 

Kd`qmdqrƍ L1 can be either one or more than one. To conclude, L1 is defined as 

the language that a person is most fluent in, most competent in and most 
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comfortable with among the languages that the person has been exposed to from 

birth or learned in childhood within the critical period. In my study, a learnerƍr self-

identification of L1 was an influential factor in deciding his/her L1, but the sd`bgdqƍs 

judgement of the kd`qmdqƍs L1 was more decisive in identifying the kd`qmdqƍr L1 

when the kd`qmdqƍr self-identification was different from the sd`bgdqƍs judgement.  

Second language (L2) 

Like first language, second language is labelled by diverse names: L2, additional 

language, foreign language, target language, and the like. In a broad sense, a 

second language is defined as any language that is apart from the first language 

(Ellis, 2008), and generally refers to a language learned after the first language is 

learned (Gass et al., 2013). Second language can sometimes indicate a third, 

fourth, or even tenth language (Saville-Troike, 2006). In this sense, the second 

language is called an additional language irrespective of the acquisition order, the 

amount of exposure to the language, and competence or proficiency of the 

language. In a more restricted sense, the second language refers to an official 

language or dominant language of the society necessary for the purposes of 

schooling, employment, and other daily purposes and is often learned by ethnic 

minorities or immigrants whose native language is different from the societally 

dominant language (Saville-Troike, 2012). This narrower definition is better 

understood when being contrasted with the term foreign language.  

A foreign language is commonly regarded as a subordinate term of the second 

language (Ellis, 2008). A foreign language and a second language are often used 

differently according to contexts where the language is used. In a restricted sense, 

foreign language refers to a non-native language in the environment where a 

native language is normally used for everyday life purposes, while a second 

language indicates a non-native but societally dominant language in the 

environment where the language is usually spoken for institutional and social 

purposes as well as basic purposes (Gass & Selinker, 2008; Saville-Troike, 2012). 

For example, English is a foreign language to Korean speakers learning English 

in Korea, which is a monolingual society where only Korean is used for daily 

purposes. On the other hand, it is a second language to Korean speakers learning 
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English in the UK, where English is used for daily purposes including institutional 

or business purposes. In the same vein, Cameron (2001, p. 11) points out that 

the main characteristic of foreign language is seen in Əthe amount and type of 

exposure to the k`mft`fdƐ- Namely, foreign language learners are seldom 

exposed to the language outside the language classroom, and they can 

experience the language through several class hours (Cameron, 2001). A foreign 

language is a language that is not broadly employed in kd`qmdqrƍ society; that may 

be used in overseas trips or the situation requiring communication with other 

people with different cultures; or that is learned as a school subject without any 

immediate or essential practical use (Saville-Troike, 2012). 

The narrower definition of the second language makes a clear distinction between 

a second language and a foreign language, and this distinction between the two 

terms may influence the purpose of teaching/learning the language, classroom 

language activities/tasks, or teaching methods. However, these definitions still 

have problems in applying to all kinds of cases. For example, a native Korean 

speaking student living in Korea may use only English as a mediational tool in 

his/her university or graduate school lectures. A native Korean speaking professor 

also may use only English as his/her mediational tool to give a lecture. Here, the 

question may arise as to whether the rstcdmsƍr and the oqnedrrnqƍr English, which 

is used in the educational setting and the workplace respectively, is their second 

language or foreign language. Hence, this distinction of a second language and a 

foreign language is not sufficient. 

A target language, which is a subordinate term to the second language, refers to 

the language that is being learned in the educational setting (Gass et al., 2013; 

Loewen & Reinders, 2011). A second language or a foreign language is called a 

target language because it is the language which is the purpose and object of 

learning (Saville-Troike, 2006). For example, English is a target language in both 

an English as a Second Language (ESL) classroom in an English language 

institute in London and an English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classroom in an 

English language institute in Seoul.  

To summarise, L2 can be called additional language, foreign language, second 
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language, or target language according to contexts where the terms are used. In 

my study, L2 refers to the target language that learners learn in their L2 classroom 

as an additional language other than a first language. 

Heritage language 

Heritage language is one of the targeted languages within the field of SLA and 

also one of the crucial terms in my study because one group of participating pupils 

were heritage language learners. Heritage languages are languages of ethnic 

minority group members or immigrants whose native language is not the dominant 

language in the society (Montrul, 2010, 2013). Heritage languages can be broadly 

classified into two types (Cummins, 2005; De Bot & Gorter, 2005; Montrul, 2013). 

The first type refers to indigenous languages whose speakers have always lived 

in the region where a different language is the majority language, such as Welsh 

in Wales and Basque in both Spain and France. The second type refers to 

languages of immigrants and refugees who move to a country whose majority 

language is different from their own: for example, Korean, Spanish and many 

other hllhfq`msrƍ languages in the UK. 

Heritage language learners are people who are studying a language of their 

minority group that they have a cultural or affective connection to (Loewen & 

Reinders, 2011; Montrul, 2013). In terms of language proficiency, heritage 

language learners are varied from the person who has no proficiency in the 

language to the person who has native-like proficiency in the language. In many 

cases, heritage language learners do not completely acquire the language or lose 

parts of the language which they have already acquired in their childhood, 

because they are schooled in the dominant language of the society (Cummins, 

2005; Montrul, 2013). After entering school, a odqrnmƍr L2, which is the dominant 

language of the society, usually becomes his/her dominant language (Gass et al., 

2013). Heritage language is a chronologically first language for the learner, but 

the switch to the dominant language leads to incomplete acquisition of the 

language (Polinsky, 2008; Polinsky & Kagan, 2007). Many studies report that 

heritage language acquisition is interrupted and the language fluency is rapidly 

lost in the early years of schooling when the heritage language learning is not 
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supported within the educational context (Cummins, 1991, 2005; Fillmore, 1991).  

Heritage language speakers may understand and use their own heritage 

language, but their heritage language and primary language are not necessarily 

identical (Valdés, 2000 cited in Polinsky, 2008). Heritage language can be a first 

language for the person in terms of the order of acquisition, but resembles a 

second language. Namely, heritage language Əg`r a grammatical basis but has 

not reached the full ultimate attainment of an L1 acquired in bghkcgnncƐ+ similarly 

to an L2 (Montrul, 2010, p. 294). Heritage language speakers seem to somehow 

reset their L1 and L2 since being consistently and considerably exposed to the 

dominant language of the society through compulsory schooling. According to Jia 

and Aaronson (2003), children immigrating before age of ten tend to switch their 

language preference or dominant language from the home language to the 

language of the host society within the first year. Compulsory schooling seems to 

strongly influence the switch of the dominant language because children have a 

substantial amount of exposure to the language of the host country in school. This 

change of language dominance is frequently seen among not only children who 

are living in immigrant families but also some adult immigrants (Hyltenstam et al., 

2009). The heritage language speakers may feel less comfortable, less confident, 

less competent, or less fluent in their heritage language because of the insufficient 

knowledge of the language and limited opportunities to hear and use the 

language. Hence, heritage language does not necessarily refer to the odqrnmƍr L1 

or dominant language. Rather, it can be the odqrnmƍr L2 even though it is the 

chronologically initial language for the person. 

To conclude, in my study, L1 means a language that the person feels most 

confident and most competent in, and most comfortable with, even though the 

language is neither chronically first acquired nor mother/father tongue. In the 

same vein, L2 refers to a language that the person feels less confident and less 

competent in, and less comfortable with than his/her L1, even though the 

language is chronically first acquired. L2 is also used interchangeably with the 

target language in my research contexts, and used as a superordinate term to 

embrace not only the narrow sense of a second language but also a foreign 

language and a heritage language.  
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2.2.4. Bilingualism and bilingual 

It is necessary to understand how the term bilingualism is defined because the 

notion of bilingualism gives strong impact on the view of L2 learners in my study. 

In addition, it offers insightful ideas to understand L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language use. The 

term bilingualism is commonly used to refer to functioning in both L1 and L2 in 

oral interaction even though it generally embraces understanding an L2 in either 

or both spoken or/and written mode without necessarily using it (Wei, 2007). 

Bilingualism is used variously, ranging from a native-like proficiency in two 

languages to a minimal competence in an L2 (Hamers & Blanc, 2000). At one end 

of this spectrum is the classic view of bilingualism, which refers to the perfect use 

of two languages. This view equals Aknnlehdkcƍr (1935) definition of bilingualism, 

i.e. Ənative-like control of two languagesƐ (p56). From this perspective, 

bilingualism is beyond the reach of most of L2 learners (Daily-O'Cain & Liebscher, 

2006), and only a small number of L2 learners could be called bilinguals (Bylund, 

Hyltenstam, & Abrahamsson, 2013). At the opposite end is Chdankcƍr (1961) 

notion of incipient bilingualism, which indicates minimal proficiency, i.e. the 

generation of meaningful utterances, in an L2. In the same vein, Macnamara 

(1967) defines bilingualism as a minimal competence in at least one of the 

language skills, such as listening, speaking, reading and writing, in an L2. From 

this perspective, almost every L2 learner could be called a bilingual. These two 

extremes, i.e. the maximalist and the minimalist definitions, are either too 

exclusive or too inclusive. In addition, these definitions are criticised because they 

do not specifically identify the native-like proficiency or the minimal competence 

in an L2, and they are only concerned with a single aspect of bilingualism, i.e. the 

degree of proficiency in L1 and L2 (Hamers & Blanc, 2000). 

Considering the degree of proficiency in two languages and the contexts where 

these languages are used, Valdés (2003, p. 39) proposes three categories of 

bilingualism: the bilingualism of Əprivileged childrenƐ who are brought up 

bilingually at home; the bilingualism of Əl`inqhsx group bghkcqdmƐ who learn in a 

minority language in school, such as Canadian immersion students; and the 

bilingualism of Əlhmnqhsx bghkcqdmƐ who learn in a majority language in school, such 

as immigrants or non-immigrant minorities. The underlying difference between the 
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first and the third groups are related to not only physical conditions where 

languages are learned but also social class and opportunities to gain access to 

the target language (Valdés, 2003).  

From a different angle, Grosjean (1985) proposes a bilingual (or wholistic) view, 

which regards a bilingual as being more than the sum of two different 

monolinguals because the bilingual has a distinct and particular linguistic 

behaviour. A holistic view of bilingualism is based in the concept that what is 

learned and comprehended in L1 plays part in what is learned and comprehended 

in L2, and that both languages contribute to Ə ̀single and universally accessible 

linguistic and cognitive rxrsdlƐ (Hopewell & EScamilla, 2015, p. 39). This view 

regards bilingualism as the norm, and considers languages of a bilingual as being 

integrated and constructing a sole linguistic system (Hamers & Blanc, 2000). This 

holistic view is in contrast to a monolingual (or fractional) view of bilinguals. The 

monolingual perspective regards monolingualism as the norm, and deals with the 

languages of a bilingual as two autonomous systems, as if the bilingual is two 

monolinguals inside one person (Baker & Wright, 2017).  

Codeswitching, i.e. a shift between two languages, offers evidence of 

bilingualism, which is the competence to coordinate the languages, conforming to 

the grammatical rules of the languages, and doubts the classic view of a bilingual, 

i.e. the Əsvn-in-nmdƐ perspective (Wei, 2007, p. 15). This two-in-one viewpoint 

consequently compares bilinguals with monolinguals regarding the proficiency of 

their language (Wei, 2007). From this view, bilinguals should have a native-like 

proficiency in both their L1 and L2, and they may be labelled or disparaged as 

being inferior or deficient if they do not show a proficiency that is similar to that of 

a monolingual in both languages (Baker & Wright, 2017). Within this framework, 

most of L2 learners may be regarded as deficient bilinguals because of their 

limited L2 proficiency. However, L2 learners should not be seen as being inferior 

to monolinguals of the language. L2 learners, who have their potential in 

enhancing their bilingualism, are more appropriately termed as emergent 

bilinguals (García,  2009). The term emergent bilinguals acknowledges L2 

learndqrƍ bilingual practices that do not accept monolingualism as the single norm, 

allowing for potentialising L2 kd`qmdqrƍ ability to transfer to the bilingual spectrum 
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(García,  2009). This term leads to a more holistic view of bilingualism (Baker & 

Wright, 2017), which is adopted in my study. 

In this section, I build a framework of definitions such as acquisition, learning, 

task, L1, L2, heritage language, and bilingualism, in order to provide the paradigm 

of my research context. On the basis of understanding these definitions, I explore 

how L2 kd`qmdqrƍ interaction is dealt with in the field of SLA, focusing on two 

different approaches to studying the role of interaction, in the next section. 

2.3. Exploring classroom interaction within the field of SLA 

Within the field of SLA, interaction is regarded as a crucial context for L2 

acquisition or learning from both cognitive and sociocultural perspectives (Philp 

et al., 2014). These two perspectives take different approaches to the roles that 

interaction plays in L2 acquisition. In this section, I begin with a brief discussion 

of cognitive accounts for interaction, followed by sociocultural accounts to 

construct the theoretical framework of my study.  

2.3.1. Cognitive accounts of interaction and L2 acquisition 

Cognitive views, which had long been prevailing and predominant in SLA, are 

individualistic, mentalistic, and mechanistic regarding the learner and language 

learning (Firth & Wagner, 1997). Following the cognitive tradition, the 

computational model, which is also called information processing models, regards 

the human mind as Ə ̀black anwƐ that processes linguistic input and produces 

linguistic output (Ellis, 2008, p. 517; Platt & Brooks, 1994). The computational 

model argues that language acquisition is characterised as input, the internal 

processing of information from the input, and output (Ellis, 2008), and emphasises 

the mechanism in charge of the computation of information (Johnson, 2004). 

Within this framework, language acquisition is considered as involving internal 

mental processes that describe how L2 competence is acquired. Interaction is 

regarded as one source of input, which is useful for language acquisition 

(Krashen, 1982), at one end of a continuum, and  as an opportunity for producing 
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output, which learners make use of to experiment their hypotheses of linguistic 

forms and meanings (Swain, 2000), at the other end of the continuum. This 

subsection reviews six hypotheses explaining interactions within this spectrum. 

With an emphasis on input, the Frequency Hypothesis, claimed initially by Hatch 

and Wagner-Gough (1976 cited in Ellis, 2008), argues that the frequency that 

different language items occur in the input with determines the order of L2 

acquisition. In other words, frequency is the essential determinant of L2 

acquisition. There is sufficient empirical evidence of the importance of input 

frequency in L2 acquisition, but it is also true that input frequency is not the only 

factor in determining L2 acquisition (Hatch, 1974; Wagner-Gough & Hatch, 1975). 

For example, the definite article or the indefinite article is one of the language 

items most frequently appearing in English input. However, articles are acquired 

later by native Korean speaking learners of English than other language items 

appearing less frequently, such as progressive, copula, or past-irregular verbs 

(Luk & Shirai, 2009). It is not surprising that Korean learners have difficulty 

reaching native-like levels of performance with respect to articles because Korean 

language does not have any system of articles. Thus, the frequency of linguistic 

items may be one of important factors in language acquisition, but does not seem 

to be an apparent or necessary determinant in language acquisition. 

Another computational model called the Input Hypothesis, which is named and 

elaborated by Krashen (1981, 1982, 1985), emphasises the importance of an 

input. Krashen (1982, 1985) attempts to explain L2 acquisition through the Input 

Hypothesis, which is the central part of his Monitor Model, i.e. his theoretical 

framework consisting of five hypotheses, i.e. the acquisition-learning hypothesis, 

the natural order hypothesis, the monitor hypothesis, the input hypothesis, the 

affective filter hypothesis. He insists that people only acquire language through 

the comprehension of messages or by getting Əbnloqdgdmrhakd hmotsƐ (Krashen, 

1985, p. 2). Comprehensible input, which is related to acquisition, i.e. the implicit, 

subconscious process of development, rather than learning, is defined as 

messages that can be understood by the acquirer (Krashen, 1985). The 

messages contain structures at ƌh + 0ƍ- ƌhƍ refers to the kd`qmdqƍr current level of 

language competence and ƌ0ƍ represents the next level of language competence. 
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Thus, ƌh + 0ƍ means input just beyond the kd`qmdqƍr current level of language 

competence. According to him, Ə ̀necessary (but not sufficient) bnmchshnmƐ which 

enables the learner to transfer from stage ƌhƍ to stage ƌh*0ƍ is that the learner 

comprehends input that contains a little bit beyond where the learner is, i.e. ƌh + 0ƍ 

(Krashen, 1982, p. 21). Here, it is necessary that the learner focuses on the 

meaning of the message rather than the form of the message. In his view, the 

learner progresses along the natural order of development by understanding the 

input that contains structures at the level of ƌh + 0ƍ through context, the knowledge 

of the world, extra-linguistic knowledge, and current linguistic competence 

(Krashen, 1982, 1985). He insists that language acquisition occurs when the 

learner focuses on meaning and the learner, as a result, acquires syntactic forms 

(Krashen, 1982). However, this hypothesis has been criticised by many 

researchers with abundant research evidence that comprehensible input alone is 

not sufficient for L2 acquisition. 

Partly following Jq`rgdmƍr input hypothesis and partly drawing on G`sbgƍr work 

on discourse analysis and language education, Long (1983a, 1983b, 1996) 

presents the Interaction Hypothesis, which is regarded as a key concept in SLA. 

Long argues that language acquisition is facilitated through interpersonal 

conversation where communication breakdowns happen and are negotiated 

(Long, 1983a, 1983b, 1996). In his early work of the Interaction Hypothesis, he 

stresses the role of interaction in making input comprehensible, similarly to 

Jq`rgdmƍr Input Hypothesis. He claims that not only linguistic modifications to 

adjust speech, such as shorter and syntactically more simplified utterances, but 

also conversational modifications, such as comprehension checks and 

clarification requests, are key to making linguistic input comprehensible to L2 

learners, focusing on the latter, i.e. the interactional modifications (Long, 1983b). 

These linguistic and conversational modifications serve to avoid communication 

breakdowns or to repair the discourse when the communication breakdowns 

occur. Long argues that modified interaction works for acquisition, emphasising 

the causal relationship among modifications, comprehension, and acquisition 

(Long, 1983a, 1983b). Namely, his view is that the linguistic and conversational 

modifications enhance comprehension of input, and that comprehensible input 

leads to language acquisition. While his early version is criticised in that it does 
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not account for how the modified comprehensible input promotes language 

acquisition, like the Input Hypothesis, his updated version of the Interaction 

Hypothesis attempts to explain how interactionally modified input facilitates 

language acquisition by identifying the mechanism inside the learner (Ellis, 2008). 

In the updated version, which has been affected by G`sbgƍr work, Long (1996) 

argues that negotiation for meaning, which leads to interactional modifications, 

contributes to language acquisition because it productively relates input, the 

kd`qmdqƍr internal processes, in particular, Ərdkdbshud ̀ ssdmshnmƐ+ and output (p 452). 

He emphasises the contribution of negative feedback and modified output, and 

also claims that interactional modifications promote acquisition when the 

modifications assist learners to notice linguistic forms in the input and mismatches 

between input and output (Long, 1996). 

As another computational model based on Jq`rgdmƍr input hypothesis, Swain 

(1985, 1995) formulates her own hypothesis, i.e. the Comprehensible Output 

Hypothesis. She points out that comprehensible input alone is insufficient in 

promoting kd`qmdqrƍ native-like development of grammatical and sociolinguistic 

competence (Swain, 1985). While Krashen views the role of output as a generator 

of comprehensible input, Swain (1985) argues that there are roles that output or 

production plays in facilitating L2 acquisition independently of comprehensible 

input. She proposes three functions of output in L2 acquisition except for the 

function of enhancing fluency through practising: Əsgd noticing function, the 

hypothesis-testing function and the reflective (metalinguistic) etmbshnmƐ (Swain, 

1995, pp. 140-141; 1998). Especially, Swain stresses the notion of pushed output, 

which is a corresponding concept to the ƌh*0ƍ of Jq`rgdmƍr comprehensible input. 

In her view, learners may move from semantic top-down processing to syntactic 

bottom-up processing when they are pushed to produce their message 

accurately, coherently, and properly (Swain, 1985). The comprehensible output 

hypothesis contributes to revealing the role of interaction, especially output, in L2 

acquisition, but it is not yet evident whether output supports learners to acquire 

new language forms or only automatically use the partially acquired language 

forms (Ellis, 2008). 

Substantially drawing on Knmfƍr and Rv`hmƍr hypotheses, Schmidt (1994, 2001, 
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2012; 1990) proposes the Noticing Hypothesis, claiming that the notion of 

attention is key to understanding L2 acquisition. He views noticing, i.e. registering 

linguistic forms in input, and noticing the gap between these forms of the input 

and those of the kd`qmdqƍr output as a necessary process in L2 acquisition. In other 

words, the learner must not only attend to and notice linguistic forms of the input 

but also compare consciously the differences between the input and his/her own 

output in order for acquisition to occur. He argues that attention to input is closely 

related to a conscious process.  

In an attempt to account for the process from being exposed to input to producing 

output, Gass (1988, 1997) suggests an integrated model of the hypotheses 

described above, which offers an insightful and complementary understanding of 

how interaction affects L2 acquisition. This model identifies five stages to 

characterise what a learner does during the process of moving from input to output 

as shown in Figure 2.1: Apperceived Input, Comprehended Input, Intake, 

Integration, and Output.  

The stage of Apperceived Input, based on Rbglhcsƍr Noticing Hypothesis, refers 

to a stage where learners notice a gap between what they already know and what 

they would learn. In this stage, learners relate linguistic features of L2 input to 

their existing knowledge. The role of input frequency in L2 acquisition is 

emphasised in this stage.  

Comprehended Input, drawing on criticisms of Jq`rgdmƍr Input Hypothesis, is 

provided as the next stage. Here, Gass differentiates comprehended input from 

Jq`rgdmƍr comprehensible input. While comprehensibility in comprehensible 

input is controlled by the input provider rather than the input receiver, the receiver, 

i.e. the learner, and the degree of his/her understanding are focused in the stage 

of Comprehended Input. Also, comprehension is regarded as a dichotomous 

variable in Jq`rgdmƍr theory, namely, whether input is either comprehended or 

not, whereas comprehended input is a multi-layered concept containing 

possibilities from semantics to syntactic analysis. 
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Figure 2.1. An intergrated model of L2 acquisition (Gass, 1997, p. 3) 
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The next stage, Intake, which is the process of taking in linguistic resources, refers 

to the cognitive activity of mediating input and the rules of language (Gass, 1997). 

Intake is basically different from apperception or comprehension in that it 

necessarily leads to grammar formation (Gass & Selinker, 2008). This is where 

information is matched with the kd`qmdqƍr inherent knowledge of universal 

grammar and prior L1 and L2 knowledge. Hypothesis formation, hypothesis 

testing, hypothesis rejection, hypothesis modification and hypothesis confirmation 

take place in this stage. As a result of language intake, the kd`qmdqƍr L2 grammar 

and storage are developed.  

In the stage of Integration, the learner stores new linguistic information contained 

in the input into his/her prior linguistic system for using later. It is also this stage 

that hypothesis formulation and confirmation or reformulation of existing 

hypotheses take place in.  

The final stage, Output, which is matched with Rv`hmƍr (1985, 1995) 

comprehensible output, is not a stage of the acquisition process, but is an evident 

manifestation of the acquisition process. It serves a function as a tool for testing 

hypothesis, which can function as a feedback into the stage of Intake. Also, output 

plays a role in forcing the learner to analyse language syntactically rather than 

merely to analyse language semantically (Gass, 1997; Gass & Selinker, 2008). 

In short, F`rrƍr model provides an integrated and dynamic view of L2 acquisition 

by breaking down processing into a series of stages, beginning with input, whose 

linguistic features learners apperceive and relate to their prior knowledge, and 

ending with output, which is the manifestation of taken-in and integrated 

knowledge. 

These hypotheses following the cognitive tradition of research are seen as being 

in conflict with each other, particularly regarding the relative roles that input and 

output play in SLA on the one hand. However, on the other hand, they 

collaboratively contribute to the development of the comprehensive theoretical 

framework of cognitive accounts for interaction in the field of SLA by 
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complementing one another. These hypotheses basically view a learner as an 

information processor that receives and deals with inputs and then produces 

outputs, drawing on the information processing paradigm. In this view, acquisition 

happens inside the brain of the individual learner, and interaction is crucial in the 

sense of providing input and offering opportunities for output (Ellis, 2008). The 

focus is on the kd`qmdqƍr cognitive process within his/her brain rather than 

interpersonal interaction. Namely, second language acquisition is fundamentaly 

cognitive process of achieving L2 linguisitic systems such as morphology, syntax, 

sound, and vocabulary, which constitute the L2 (Foster & Ohta, 2005). This view 

attempts to conceptualise the process of L2 acquisition, using the metaphor, a 

computer or a black box, but fails to view a learner as an active person by seeing 

him/her as an information processor. In addition, this view disregards the kd`qmdqƍr 

interaction with other people or his/her environment. Thus, computational models 

are criticised that they do not give a rich and comprehensive account of interaction 

in which learners take part (Platt & Brooks, 1994). In other words, the cognitive 

accounts of interaction provide a patial picture of learneqrƍ interaction in L2 

learning contexts.  

On the basis of the understanding of the cognitive perspective on interaction, the 

next section offers another theoretical perspective, which can be seen as either 

an antithesis of or a theory being in complementary relation to this computational 

model. On the one hand, the cognitive and sociocultural accounts are regarded 

as irreconcilable and helpful in different ways, because their ontological, 

epistemological, methodological approaches are different from each other. This 

position, which is adotped by some researchers of sociocultural theory, argues 

the excellence of the paradigm of sociocultural theory (Ellis, 2008). For instance, 

Platt and Brook (1994) criticise that computational models offer only an imperfect 

picture of L2 acquisition, supporting sociocultural theory. On the other hand, these 

two approaches are seen as complementary and inter-connected. In this view, it 

is even said that there is no gap between cognitive and sociocultural approaches 

to L2 learning and teaching as far as learning is innately social and all learning is 

simultaneously cognitive (Hulstijin et al., 2014).  

In my study, the complementary relation between the two accounts are preferred 
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because it is believed that these two different theories will collectively contribute 

to achieving a fuller picture of kd`qmdqrƍ language use and learning. However, 

sociocultural theory is only used as a theoretical fromework for my study because 

my research aims to qualitatively explore kd`qmdqrƍ language use on both the 

interpersonal and the intrapersonal plane rather than individual learnersƍ cognitive 

activity within their brain. 

2.3.2. Sociocultural accounts of interaction and L2 acquisition 

The other type of theoretical account, i.e. sociocultural theory, which is a more 

recent arrival to the field of SLA, provides a very different view of interaction. 

Sociocultural theory differs from the computational models in the sense that it 

emphasises factors outside the learner rather than factors that are completely 

inside the kd`qmdqƍr brain, and it denies the learner as a computational processor 

(Saville-Troike, 2006). Like computational models, which are based on 

traditaional cognitive approaches to learning, sociocultural theory basically has to 

do with kd`qmdqrƍ cognitive development (Zuengler & Miller, 2006). However, 

sociocultural theory is distinguished from computational models in that it holds 

that the interpersonal dimension of cognitive process is the precondition of 

intrapersonal dimension of cognitive process, which is derivative. This view also 

has different assumptions on L2 acquisition from the computational models. It 

regards language use in authentic situations as forming the necessary basis of 

learning (Juengler & Miller, 2006). Unlike the computational model, sociocultural 

theory does not break down interaction into some components such as input and 

output. The focus of sociocultural theory is on Ək`mft`fd as a resource for 

participation in the kinds of `bshuhshdrƐ that our daily lives consist of rather than 

Ək`mft`fd as hmotsƐ+ and participation in these activities is both the destination and 

the journey of learning (Juengler & Miller, 2006, pp. 37-38). Sociocultural theory 

holds that language acquisition is an intrinsically interpersonal practice that arises 

from the process of interaction with others while learners are supported to do 

certain tasks that they cannot perform alone without any help from others (Ellis, 

2008).  

Sociocultural theory has its origin in Uxfnsrjxƍr work (Appel & Lantolf, 1994; 
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Lantolf, 1994; Lantolf & Thorne, 2007) and is a theory of mind (Lantolf, 1994). 

According to Lantolf (2000b, 2000c), one of the crucial concepts is that higher 

mental functions are mediated. From this perspective, people do not contact 

directly with the world. People rely on mediational tools such as physical or 

symbolic tools when they interact with the social and physical world (Lantolf & 

Poehner, 2008; Moll, 2000). Meditational tools, which consist of physical and 

symbolic tools, are cultural artefacts created by people over time (Lantolf, 2000c). 

Language, which is the most powerful mediational and communicational tool, has 

two functions, i.e. the intrapersonal use of language as a tool for the cognitive 

activity and the interpersonal use of language as a tool for the communicative 

activity, and they cannot be separated from each other (Vygotsky, 1997). 

Language plays a fundamental role in learning because people develop 

intellectually by using language through thinking on the intrapersonal plane and 

communicating with others on the interpersonal plane.  

Learners can develop with scaffolded assistance from others within their Zone of 

Proximal Development (ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1978). The ZPD indicates the gap 

between a odqrnmƍr actual development without any help from the external world 

and the potential development under supports mediated by others (Lantolf & 

Pavlenko, 1995; Vygotsky, 1978). One way of helping the learner in L2 

development within the ZPD is through scaffolding (Saville-Troike, 2006). 

Scaffolding is generally defined as the systematic support given to a child or a 

novice from a more experienced person such as an adult or an expert (Gibbons, 

2002; Hammond & Gibbons, 2005; Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976). However, 

scaffolding may occur between learners, i.e. peers, when they work together on 

their task which is beyond the actual development of any individual within the pair 

or the group (Saville-Troike, 2006). Learners can identify and achieve his/her level 

of potential development through interactions with other learners, whether they 

are more or less able (DiCamilla & Antón, 2012). Besides social speech for 

eliciting or providing help, learners may use private speech in order to regulate 

his/her language development (DiCamilla & Antón, 2012).  

In the filed of SLA, sociocultural theory, which is a theory of mind, seeks to afford 

an account of how L2 knowledge is internalised through the process of social 
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interaction. It is also beneficial for explaining learning and development through 

its essential constructs such as mediation, ZPD, scaffolding and private speech.  

However, methodologically, sociocultural theroy has limitations. First, 

sociocultural approach is not appropriate for revealing the relationship between 

cause and effect or generalising the results (Foster & Ohta, 2005). In addition, 

there is no way of knowing how exactly the samples, which are presented in 

sociocultural research in order to demonstrate main points, represent the data set 

as typical examples (Foster & Ohta, 2005). Despite these limitations, undeniably, 

sociocultural theory is a theoretical framework that supports the position of 

interaction as a crucial context for L2 learning. Sociocultural theory also provides 

a relevant theoretical lens to explore otohkrƍ language use during interaction with 

other lerrners because it offers generic and dynamic understanding of interaction, 

emphasising language as a primary tool in L2 learning not only on the 

interpersonal plane but also the intrapersonal plane. With the insightful awareness 

and sensitivity to contexts that sociocultural perspectives offer, I chose to take the 

sociocultural lens to explore and understand L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language use during 

task-based peer interaction in their learning context, even though sociocultural 

theory has some limitations in explaining the process of kd`qmdqrƍ learning. 

The next section more deeply addresses essential constructs of sociocultural 

theory, which provide an overview of the theoretical background to my study. 

2.4. Formulating a conceptual framework 

Within sociocultural theory, there are main constructs to shape the understanding 

of L2 learning and the roles that interaction plays in the L2 learning. The most 

fundamental constructs to my study are mediation, scaffolding within the ZPD, 

and private speech. These constructs are closely connected to each other and 

are well-interwoven concepts to offer a relevant conceptual framework to support 

my study. The following subsections review the literature on these constructs in 

the field of SLA, in order to formulate a conceptual framework for my study. 



 

54 
 

2.4.1. Mediation 

Sociocultural theory, which is based on Uxfnsrjxƍr theory of mediated learning, 

acknowledges that people do not take action directly on the objective world but 

resort to physical tools and activity to help them to transform the world (Lantolf, 

2000a). People also need semiotic tools to mediate and exert control over their 

relationships with other people and with themselves (Lantolf, 2000a). Gtl`mrƍ 

cognitive function regulates the nature  

of the external world, and the world of interpersonal relationships and cultural 

artefacts regulates how humans have control over their mental activity (Lantolf, 

2000b). Within this framework, gtl`mrƍ cognitive development does not progress 

by revealing innate abilities, but by modifying inherent abilities when they are 

entwined with socioculturally developed mediators (Lantolf & Pavlenko, 1995). In 

this respect, sociocultural theory is in conflict with the computational model of L2 

acquisition which assumes that acquisition is the process which occurs inside the 

odqrnmƍr brain (Ellis, 2008).  

Vygotsky (1978, p. 57) explains that every psychological function in human 

development appears twice, first between people on the interpsychological level, 

and then inside the individual on the intrapsychological level. Interpsychological 

process is transformed into an intrapsychological process by Ə ̀ long series of 

development dudmsrƐ (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 57). In other words, interpersonal 

activities give rise to an hmchuhct`kƍr cognitive development (Lantolf & Thorne, 

2007; McCafferty, 1994). Language acquisition happens not only inside the 

kd`qmdqƍr brain but also through social interactions with others, and these 

interpersonal interactions are crucial for the individual kd`qmdqƍr development of a 

second language. In this stance, the assumption of my research is that learning 

is not just an inside-the-head phenomenon but also the process that takes place 

in the relationship between people in the socioculturally fabricated context which 

they belong to. 

In sociocultural theory, the interpersonal and the intrapersonal plane are 
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connected through the concept of mediation (Ellis, 2008), and the distinct and 

essential construct of sociocultural theory is that higher forms of mental behaviour 

are mediated (Lantolf, 2000b). L2 learning is also a mediated process (Lantolf, 

2000b). Mediation is the process through which people employ artefacts, 

concepts and activities that are socioculturally constructed in order to Əqdftk`sd 

(i.e. gain voluntary control over and sq`mrenql(Ɛ the physical world or their own 

and each nsgdqƍr interpersonal and intrapersonal activity (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, 

p. 79). If relevant development has occurred, a person can regulate his/her own 

behaviour on the object, but if it has not, the person will need to depend on 

physical or symbolic artefacts for support, and this leads to Əsnnk mediated `bshnmƐ 

(Ellis, 2008, p. 524). Physical and symbolic artefacts are tools that have been 

culturally created by people over a long period of time and have passed down to 

their descendants and that are commonly changed as they are passed on to the 

next generations (Lantolf, 2000a, 2000b). As with physical artefacts, people 

employ symbolic artefacts such as algebraic symbols, music, arts, and above all 

language as a mediational tool for building up a relationship between themselves 

and the world (Lantolf, 2000b) 

With respect to regulation as one form of mediation, young learners develop the 

ability to regulate their own behaviour through language by engaging in 

psychological and physical activities in which their behaviour is at first regulated 

by other members of a community (Lantolf & Thorne, 2007). Self-regulation can 

be developed through three general phases. In the first phase, humans mediate 

their connection with the world by using physical artefacts (Lantolf, 1994). They 

rely on these material objects to regulate their cognitive activity, so the first phase 

is termed as object-regulation (Lantolf & Thorne, 2007). In the second phase, 

other-regulation, people depend on other people such as parents, teachers, 

siblings, and peers to regulate their mental activity. The other-regulation stage 

involves Əhlokhbhs and explicit ldch`shnmƐ that includes varied levels of help, 

direction, and what is sometimes seen as scaffolding by other people. (Lantolf & 

Thorne, 2007, p. 200). The final regulation stage is self-regulation. The transition 

from other-regulation or interpersonal activity to self-regulation or intrapersonal 

activity happens in the ZPD (Lantolf & Appel, 1994), which will be explored in the 

next subsection. Self-regulation means that a person does not or rarely needs any 
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support from external objects or other people when they perform activities, and is 

achieved through internalisation (Lantolf & Thorne, 2007).  

Internalisation refers to the close connection between the interpersonal and 

intrapersonal plane, and is the process through which the person can regulate 

his/her mental functions or thinking system (Yaroshevsky, 1989 cited in Lantolf 

and Thorne, 2007). In other words, the behaviour of a person is initially regulated 

or mediated by other people, but finally the person will come to regulate his/her 

own psychological and physical behaviour through Əsgd appropriation of the 

regulatory ld`mrƐ used by other people (Lantolf, 2000a). Internalisation does not 

mean the simple transfer from physical or interpersonal mediation to the pre-

existing intrapersonal plane, but refers to the process in which a person moves 

from the performance of activities with the help of external mediators to the 

performance of mental activities without any support from physical artefacts or 

other people (Lantolf, 2000a). Whereas learning happens during object-regulation 

or other-regulation, i.e. performance assisted by external mediation, development 

occurs during self-regulation, i.e. self-regulated cognitive activity developed 

through internalisation of a performance assisted by physical artefacts or other 

people (Ellis, 2008). In the process of internalisation, language serves as an 

essential mediational tool (Swain, Brooks, & Tocalli-Beller, 2002). In other words, 

human mental development is closely related to whether the person exerts control 

over or regulates cognitive processes through the symbolic mediational tool, and 

language plays a fundamental role as the crucial semiotic mediator in the process 

(Lantolf & Appel, 1994). Language is the strongest and most permeable symbolic 

cultural artefact to mediate the person to the world, other people and him/herself 

(Lantolf & Thorne, 2007). In this theoretical framework, language is regarded as 

both a tool of achieving interpersonal interaction and of carrying out intrapersonal 

activity, with the latter being based on the former (Ellis, 2008).  

In relation to L2 learning, three different kinds of mediation are crucial: artefact 

mediation, interpersonal mediation, and intrapersonal mediation. In terms of 

artefact mediation, language is the primary and most powerful mediating tool for 

L2 learning (Lantolf, 2000b). Especially, ld`qmdqrƍ interpersonal speech produced 

in the L1 and the L2 has a strong impact on L2 learning (Lantolf & Thorne, 2007). 
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The L2 acts as not only the target language for learning but also the mediational 

tool for learning (Ellis, 2008). On the other hand, ld`qmdqrƍ L1 also serves to 

mediate L2 learning because the L1 is employed for controlling the kd`qmdqrƍ 

mental process as well as communication with others (Lantolf & Thorne, 2007). 

As for interpersonal and intrapersonal mediation, L2 learning is mediated both by 

other people through interpersonal interaction and by the learner himself/herself 

through self-directed speech known as private speech (Lantolf, 2000b). The 

kd`qmdqƍr private speech can often be observed as speech that is not intended for 

an interlocutor but addressed to the speaker himself or herself during a social 

interaction (Lantolf, 2000b). The nature of both interpersonal and intrapersonal 

mediation is seen as social (Ellis, 2008). Namely, the mediation occurring on the 

interpersonal and intrapersonal plane entails social interaction with other people 

or with oneself. Interpersonal mediation functions as a mediating tool by which 

intrapersonal mediation is acquired (Ellis, 2008).  

To summarise, higher mental functions, including L2 learning, are mediated, and 

interpersonal interaction allows the language to become a mediational tool for the 

hmchuhct`krƍ cognitive functions (Ohta, 2000). In order to illustrate the 

understanding of how social processes transfer into cognitive processes in 

bghkcqdmƍr development, Vygotsky devised the ZPD, and bghkcqdmƍr development 

within the ZPD can be explained through external guidance or collaboration, i.e. 

scaffolding. The next subsection addresses both concepts of the ZPD and 

scaffolding together. 

2.4.2. Scaffolding within the ZPD 

Uxfnsrjxƍr concept of the ZPD is the construct of sociocultural theory that has 

had the most significant influence on the field of education globally (Lantolf & 

Thorne, 2007). The ZPD does not have to do with the development of certain skill 

of a task, but must be connected with development (Chaiklin, 2003). According to 

Vygotsky (1978), the ZPD refers to the distance between the current level of the 

kd`qmdqƍr actual development that solves a problem independently and the future 

level of the kd`qmdqƍr potential development that solves a problem under adult 

support or in collaboration with more capable learners. Uxfnsrjxƍr concept of the 
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ZPD constructs two developmental stages in the learner: the current 

developmental stage, which is established by what the learner can achieve on 

his/her own, and the potential developmental stage, which can be determined by 

what the learner can do with assistance from others (De Guerrero & Villamil, 

2000). The upper boundary of the ZPD is changeable as the learner can carry out 

the task (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005). Hence, successful scaffolding should be 

able to extend the upper boundary of the kd`qmdqƍr ZPD (Hammond & Gibbons, 

2005). Namely, scaffolding should enable the learner to reach beyond his/her 

current developmental stage. In addition, it should be noted that there are different 

ZPDs for different learners and thus different learners need different levels of 

support (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994). 

The ZPD can be interpreted differently depending on researchers because 

Vygotsky himself did not clarify the relationship between social interaction, the 

mediational function of cultural artefacts and the ZPD (Ellis, 2008). However, 

there is clear strength in interpreting the ZPD as supporting the importance of 

collaborative activity in cognitive development (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). Like 

Piaget, Vygotsky considers peer interaction as a crucial role in learning and 

acquisition, but while Piaget focuses on the interactions between learners of 

similar levels of development, Vygotsky stresses the interactions between more 

and less capable learners (Mercer & Littleton, 2007). Learners develop beyond 

their current level into the ZPD by interacting with more proficient others through 

`ctksrƍ guidance or in collaboration with more advanced peers (Cameron, 2001; 

C. D. Lee & Smagorinsky, 2000; Pinter, 2006). Within this framework, peer 

interaction is considered as being effective, but would be regarded as being most 

useful when a more knowledgeable learner supports the less knowledgeable 

learner within the ZPD (Mercer & Littleton, 2007). The ZPD is also seen to form 

through negotiation between the learner and the more knowledgeable partner 

rather than through scaffolding provided as a predesigned frame (Newman, 

Griffin, & Cole, 1989). On the other hand, other modern researchers who have 

extended Uxfnsrjxƍr work have explored how ZPDs are created in interactions 

between peers who may be not only more or less intelligent but also at the same 

level of intelligence, and thus have expanded the comprehension of the ZPD in 

the L2 learning context (Ohta, 2013).  
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The ZPD is an essential concept in sociocultural theory, but there is a danger of 

Ənudq-dwsdmrhnmƐ+ because it accounts for diverse significant learning phenomena 

(Ellis, 2008, p. 533). The reason why the ZPD is the most essential construct is 

that the ZPD explains noteworthy learning/teaching phenomena. The ZPD is 

intimately connected with the notion of assisted performance, and gives the view 

of formative assessment, which means that the assessment should concentrate 

on what learners can currently do with support from others, not what they can do 

unaided (Ellis, 2008). This view is in contrast to traditional assessment that only 

focuses on the current level of kd`qmdqrƍ development that has been already 

attained (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). Ellis (2008) provides more examples of the 

learning phenomena that the ZPD explains. According to him, the ZPD clarifies 

why there are some structures that learners do not perform successfully 

regardless of the quality of the external mediation, and why learners are not able 

to build the ZPD that enables them to perform such structures. In addition, he 

argues that the ZPD accounts for the reason why learners are capable of carrying 

out some structures with interpersonal support but not autonomously and why 

learners can build ZPDs for accomplishing these structures even though they are 

not internalized by the learners. Finally, he claims that the ZPD explains how new 

structures are internalised by learners and how learners appropriate the 

structures which they have constructed the required ZPDs for with the external 

support. 

Regarding the process through the ZPD, Mercer and Littleton (2007) describe it 

as four stages: (a) the learner performs with the scaffolded support from a more 

knowledgeable person, (b) the role of scaffolder is taken over by the learner, 

which means that the learner performs without any external help, (c) the kd`qmdqƍr 

self-assistance gradually disappears, as the performance becomes mechanical, 

(d) the learner can turn back to the first or the second stage because of Ərtbg 

stressors as tiredness, or by changes in the precise conditions of the s`rjƐ (p. 17). 

They argue that the first and the second stage corresponds to the ZPD and that 

these four stages are relevant to the learning process of all different ages. Their 

process through the ZPD is concerned with interaction between a less 

knowledgeable person and a more knowledgeable person rather than between 

people at the same level of intelligence. 
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In summary, the ZPD is the space between what the learner can carry out by 

themselves without external assistance and what the learner can accomplish with 

the help of external mediation (Beed, Hawkins, & Roller, 1991). In other words, 

the ZPD refers to the gap between what the learner can achieve without any help 

from others and what the learner can complete with external support, such as 

support from teachers or peers. In addition, the ZPD is regarded as being co-

constructed through the talk during interaction between learners, either of whom 

may be more or less knowledgeable, or both of whom may be of the same 

developmental stage. This definition of the ZPD acknowledges interactions with 

other people, i.e. the interpersonal mediation, are crucial for intrapersonal 

development (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000).  

It is the social mediation that enables the learner to move beyond his/her actual 

development within the ZPD. Figure 2.2 illustrates the phenomenon of how a 

kd`qmdqƍr brain works 

supported by others within the 

ZPD. The Zone of Actual 

Development (ZAD) refers to 

the actual level of the kd`qmdqƍr 

development that he/she can 

do without any help from 

external mediation, and the 

ZPD indicates the distance 

between the development 

achieved, i.e. what the learner 

can do without external 

mediation, and the 

developmental potential, i.e. 

what he/she can do with some 

external mediation. The Zone 

of Future Development (ZFD) means the level of the kd`qmdqƍr future or potential 

development that the learner will be able to do even though the external mediation 

given within the ZPD is excluded. In this sense, the ZFD implies that the kd`qmdqƍr 

internalisation happens. Scaffolding, which is one way of external mediation, is 

Figure 2.2. The relationship between the ZPD 

and scaffolding 
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crucial in the process of moving from the ZAD to the ZFD. In order to enable the 

learner to get from the ZAD to the ZFD, scaffolding has to be constructed within 

the ZPD.  

Scaffolding, in a general sense, is termed a temporary structure for supporting 

people and material in the construction or repair of buildings, and the 

constructional scaffolding is removed after the construction or repair is finished 

(Gibbons, 2002). In the metaphorical sense, scaffolding refers to the process that 

assists a learner or novice to complete a task or accomplish a goal, which would 

be beyond his/her actual capacity, with an `ctksƍr assistance, and leads to 

successful results (Wood et al., 1976). Scaffolding, which was first developed by 

Bruner (1975) in the instructional context, is a useful metaphor for learning and 

acquisition. Wood et al. (1976) originally used this term as a metaphor to describe 

the tutorial interventions between a young child and a tutor.  

Scaffolding is a temporary but essential process for kd`qmdqrƍ successful 

development, just as a scaffolding structure lasts for only a limited period of time 

but is necessary for the safe and effective construction of buildings (Hammond & 

Gibbons, 2005). Scaffolding does not simply mean all kinds of help, but it is a 

special kind of help which enables learners to move closer towards new skills or 

knowledge and to carry out a similar task alone later (Gibbons, 2002; Mercer & 

Littleton, 2007). Scaffolded assistance is gradually removed as learners become 

able to perform a task on their own because its purpose is to enable pupils to 

learn autonomously. Scaffolded help is neither needed nor provided anymore if 

the learner has reached the potential development, which means there is no gap 

in the ZPD. 

Many studies show the value of well-designed scaffolding on the part of experts 

or teachers. These studies focus on scaffolding between an adult or expert and a 

child or novice (Gibbons, 2002; Hammond & Gibbons, 2005; Wood et al., 1976). 

For Vygotsky, desirable partners are unequal in terms of knowledge and skills 

rather than power (Rogoff, 1990). From this viewpoint, interaction with either an 

adult or peers can be effective for the kd`qmdqƍr cognitive development, but the 

partner should be more knowledgeable than the learner so that the kd`qmdqƍr 



 

62 
 

cognitive growth can happen during the interaction (Rogoff, 1990; Vygotsky, 

1978). Scaffolding effectively identifies and highlights the role of the expert or 

more knowledgeable other (usually the teacher) in supporting otohkrƍ learning and 

bringing their current understanding or capabilities to a higher level of competence 

(Hammond & Gibbons, 2005). In terms of mediated learning experiences, 

scaffolding accounts for the ldch`snqƍr roles in kd`qmdqrƍ learning: the ldch`snqƍr 

modification of the complexity and difficulty of the teaching interaction to improve 

the kd`qmdqƍr completion of the task; the ldch`snqƍr offer of assistance when it is 

needed; and the ldch`snqƍr offer of encouragement and prompts for the learner 

to make progress when he/she is prepared (Lidz, 1991). Regarding effective 

scaffolding, Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976) characterise the scaffolding process 

for a bghkcƍr performance by six actions on the part of the expert or the teacher: 

(a) recruiting the bghkcƍr attention and interest in the task, (b) reducing degrees of 

freedom in the task by simplifying it in order to make it manageable, (c) 

maintaining directions in the pursuit of goals by motivating the child, (d) marking 

critical features of discrepancies between what the child has produced and the 

desirable solution, (e) controlling frustration and risk in completing the task, (f) 

demonstrating or modelling an ideal solution to the task.  

While many researchers have focused on looking at scaffolding between an 

expert (typically a teacher or a mother) and a novice on the dwodqsƍs stance as 

discussed above, the construct of scaffolding is currently being used to indicate 

varied forms of assistance provided by computer software programmes, curricula, 

and other materials developed to support learners to learn better in learning 

contexts (Puntambekar & Hübscher, 2005). Recently, increasing numbers of 

researchers have explored scaffolding between learners. Danato (1994, p. 42) 

extends the notion of scaffolding to peer interaction, and argues that learners 

Əltst`kkx construct a rb`eenkcƐ during interaction of establishing a shared 

perspective, or what Rommetveit (1985) calls intersubjectivity. Intersubjectivity or 

shared understanding is a crucial notion in successful scaffolding. A central 

feature of scaffolding is the shared perspective or understanding of a collective 

goal that motivates learners to get involved in the task (Puntambekar & Hübscher, 

2005). Intersubjectivity may be also linked to the notion of ownership. Kd`qmdqrƍ 

ownership enables learners to contribute to their taks by connecting varied 
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elements of the task into a well-organised whole and having a sense of direction 

(Langer & Applebee, 1986). Intersubjectivity, which was attained between the 

teacher and the learner in the original concept of scaffolding, is crucial for learners 

to share their goal and have ownership of their task so that they are encouraged 

to engage in their task (Puntambekar & Hübscher, 2005).  

Scaffolding does not have to depend on an dwodqsƍr existence, and it can occur in 

interactions between pupils (Ellis, 2008). From the perspective of viewing 

scaffolding as constructing between learners, a negotiated scaffolding rather than 

a one-way process wherein the expert provides scaffolding to the learner would 

arise in various forms of teaching or collaborative work (Daniels, 2001). 

Especially, the notion of scaffolding can be expanded to collaborative interaction 

in L2 learning because peer scaffolding leads to individual kd`qmdqrƍ language 

development (Donato, 1994). Peer interaction enables learners to function as 

both an expert and novice and to share their strengths through scaffolding as they 

support each other through prompts and error correction (Ohta, 1995). The same 

learner can act as either an expert or a novice role at different times within the 

same interaction, and even the learner who is less proficient overall can be an 

expert when his/her strong points contribute to scaffolding another learner (Ohta, 

1995).  

To summarise, scaffolding, which constructs within the ZPD, originally refers to a 

well-timed and finely-tuned support given temporarily to learners from an expert 

(or a teacher) in order for a novice (or a learner) to complete their task successfully 

and to apply their new understanding and skills in different contexts. However, the 

notion of scaffolding is now used to describe various forms of support such as 

curricula or learning resources. In my study, scaffolding provided by other learners 

in order to enable the learner to shift more quickly and more successfully from the 

ZAD to the ZFD rather than acquisition which happens alone is focused. The ZPD 

and scaffolding, which are intertwined, are crucial in my study because these 

constructs provide insightful accounts of kd`qmdqrƍ language use. Besides these 

two constructs, the notion of private speech is also noteworthy in my study, 

because scaffolding given within the kd`qmdqƍr ZPD on the interpersonal plane 

mediates the learner to move beyond his/her current level of development and 
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private speech mediates the kd`qmdqƍr cognitive activity on the intrapersonal plane. 

Private speech is reviewed as the main concern of the next subsection. 

2.4.3. Private speech 

In Uxfnsrjxƍr theory (1978) of the mediated mind, the main concept is that what 

originates as interpersonal speech for control over others develops into 

intrapersonal speech for control over the odqrnmƍr own psychological (and bodily) 

behaviour (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). In terms of the ontogenetic order, the primary 

function of speech is interpersonal or social, and the secondary function is 

intrapersonal or psychological (Lantolf & Appel, 1994). The former is concerned 

with social speech and the latter has to do with egocentric, private speech, and 

inner speech. Private speech was first termed by Flavell (1966), and was never 

mentioned by Vygotsky.  

Private speech is a crucial construct in my study because it externalises how a 

kd`qmdqƍr language mediates his/her cognitive processes on the intrapersonal 

plane. It is better understood in relation with other types of speech such as social 

speech, egocentric speech, and inner speech. Genetically, inner speech derives 

from egocentric speech and egocentric speech originates from social speech 

(Vygotsky, 1978). Namely, there is the genetic progression from social speech 

that is functionally identical in the matter of being addressed to interlocutors and 

the self, to egocentric speech that still has the oral form of social speech by being 

uttered audibly but is addressed to the self, to inner speech that is only directed 

to the self and, as a result, has a different structure from social speech and private 

speech (Miller, 2011). Egocentric speech is the ontogenetic precursor to inner 

speech (De Guerrero, 2005; Vygotsky, 1978). Egocentric speech is seen in the 

early childhood, roughly at the age of three to seven. The emergence of 

egocentric speech, at around the age of three, indicates the appearance of self-

regulation of a bghkcƍr cognitive functions, and the disappearance of egocentric 

speech, at roughly the age of seven, implies that egocentric speech turns inward, 

i.e. becomes inner speech (Wertsch, 1987). The production of egocentric speech 

is increased when a child is required to perform a cognitively challenging task and 

he or she feels that self-regulation is not possible (Vygotsky, 1978). 
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Private speech is, in form, externalised speech used by adults to exert control 

over their cognitive (and possibly bodily) processes (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). 

While egocentric speech, which ultimately transforms into inner speech, is shown 

in the ontogenetic development of children, private speech, which is the 

intermediate form between social and inner speech, is observed in ̀ ctksrƍ speech. 

Inner speech, which is the strongest mediational tool for thought, is the non-

audible forms of speech directed to the self and social speech internalised in the 

self (De Guerrero, 2005). Through the process of internalisation, private speech 

becomes inner speech (Ohta, 2001). Inner speech has no formal features 

because it is Əsghmjhmf in pure ld`mhmfƐ (Vygotsky, 1986, p. 249). Once private 

speech develops into inner speech, its form is changed into non-audible forms 

and its content is not observable any more to others (Lantolf, 2003). If inner 

speech is linguistically encoded, it is not inner speech any more but private 

speech (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). 

Egocentric speech or private speech are an essential element in human cognitive 

development (McCafferty & Ahmed, 2000). Private speech is external speech in 

terms of its form in the sense that it is uttered aloud and externally audible, but it 

is functionally similar to inner speech in the sense that it is directed at the self 

rather than others (Miller, 2011). In order to distinguish private speech from both 

social and inner speech, private speech can be identified as audibly articulated 

speech not addressed to the interlocutor (Ohta, 2001). With respect to criteria for 

private speech, Ohta (2001) clarifies as below: (1) it is the utterance with a 

reduced volume; (2) it does not include a response to the other odqrnmƍr question 

or comment addressed to the speaker; (3) It does not receive a response from 

others. Namely, private speech is defined as audible forms of speech directed to 

the self and uttered for intrapersonal mental activity rather than interpersonal 

communication (Herschensohn & Young-Scholten, 2013; Lantolf, 2003). Private 

speech may be spoken aloud, murmured or silently articulated (Herschensohn & 

Young-Scholten, 2013) and is, functionally, the primary tool through which people 

employ language to regulate their cognitive functioning (Lantolf & Thorne, 2007).  

Private speech externalises what would have remained as hidden cognitive 

processes such as planning, recalling, and learning (Lantolf & Appel, 1994). 
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Functionally, private speech serves to make it possible for L2 learners to regulate 

linguistic forms, the use of which is difficult in cognitive demanding situations 

(Ellis, 2008). Kd`qmdqrƍ use of private speech in L2 learning means their language 

development is in progress (Ohta, 2001). Especially, low-proficiency learners may 

spend most of their time self-regulating by using private speech when they carry 

out a task, but their use of private speech is decreased as they become more 

proficient (Ellis, 2008). Despite the importance of inner voice in kd`qmdqrƍ mental 

activity, learners may have difficulty in using their Əhmmdq unhbdƐ when they learn 

an L2 in the formal language classroom, which does not provide time for talking 

to themselves but usually requires them to use a Əotakhb unhbdƐ to participate in 

the social interaction (Tomlinson, 2001, p. 27). 

To conclude, private speech, which is on its way from social speech to inner 

speech, is a crucial element in kd`qmdqrƍ cognitive development. Private speech 

often enables learners to break through cognitive or linguistic difficulties by self-

regulating their cognitive activity. Based on the review of literature for 

conceptualising my study, the next section reviews empirical studies of kd`qmdqrƍ 

language use during task-based peer interaction in L2 learning contexts. 

2.5. Exploring empirical evidence of L2 learnersô language use 

Within the sociocultural tradition, one of the main areas of research in the field of 

SLA has explored how language mediates human activity, both on the 

interpersonal plane in the shape of social speech and on the intrapersonal plane 

in the form of private speech (DiCamilla & Antón, 2004). With respect to the 

interpersonal plane, researchers have examined how language of experts or 

learners that is addressed at others serves as a mediational tool for learners to 

develop the L2 within their ZPD (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; De Guerrero & Villamil, 

1994, 2000; Donato, 1994). In terms of the intrapersonal plane, private speech 

that is directed to the self has been investigated as to how it serves as a 

mediational device for kd`qmdqƍr language development (DiCamilla & Antón, 2004; 

McCafferty, 1992; Ohta, 2001; Saville-Troike, 1988). In the following subsections, 

I review empirical studies on L2 kd`qmdqrƍ social speech and private speech, which 
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were conducted from the sociocultural perspective, narrowing down the focus of 

the review to overall functions and characteristic features of L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language 

used during task-based peer interaction. 

2.5.1. Empirical studies on overall language functions 

Research on interaction between L2 learners had received much less attention 

compared to interaction between L2 learners and native speakers or teachers 

(Sato & Ballinger, 2016). However, a growing number of researchers have 

recently examined L2 kd`mdqrƍ language used during peer interaction and much 

of the research has explored functions that L2 kd`qmdqrƍ language serves (Alegría  

de la Colina & García  Mayo, 2009; Alley, 2005; Antón & DiCamilla, 1999; 

CentenoȤCortés & Jiménez Jiménez, 2004; De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000; 

DiCamilla & Antón, 2012; Donato, 1994; García  Mayo & Hidalgo, 2017; 

McCafferty, 1994; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2003; Swain & Lapkin, 2000; Villamil & 

De Guerrero, 1996).  

Especially, the use of L1 in L2 learning contexts has been a controversial issue in 

the field of SLA, and the debate over this issue has given rise to a substantial 

body of literature (Turnbull & DaileyƊO'Cain, 2009). In the past, the dominant 

perspective on the use of L1 in L2 class was negative. Researchers argued that 

the use of L1 might interrupt the development of L2 and it should be discouraged 

in L2 classrooms (Kellerman, 1995). It was also claimed that the exclusive use of 

L2 should be pedagogically encouraged from the start of language learning 

(Halliwell & Jones, 1991; Macdonald, 1993). Drawing on this old-aged and 

controversial convention, the L2 only policy has still affected many L2 learning 

contexts, including my own. The L2 only policy assumes that the more L2 the 

learners are exposed to, the more they will acquire, and supports that maximising 

kd`qmdqƍr exposure to the L2 facilitates opportunities to learn the language 

(Cameron, 2001). However, recent empirical work on kd`qmdqrƍ language use in 

L2 learning contexts has advocated the use of L1 by revealing the positive roles 

of L1 in L2 class. Studies conducted in L2 classrooms including foreign language 

classrooms (Alegría  de la Colina & García  Mayo, 2009; Alley, 2005; Antón & 

DiCamilla, 1999; Bao & Du, 2015; DiCamilla & Antón, 2012; Tognini & Oliver, 


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































