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Abstract: The aim of this thesis is to examine the potential benefits of collaborative dialogue
for second language acquisition, specifically I test the hypothesis that producing language
output in collaborative dialogue leads to learning (Swain and Lapkin 1998; Swain 2000). In
the theoretical part, I will review the existing research on output hypothesis (Swain 1985;
Swain and Lapkin 1995) and collaborative dialogue (Swain and Lapkin 1998; Swain 2000)
in the field of second language acquisition. I will compare distinct approaches to testing the
output hypothesis and collaborative dialogue (Pica et al. 1989; De Bot 1996; Izumi 2002;
Colina and Garcia Mayo 2006; Russell 2014; Ammar and Hassan 2018) and discuss their
findings.

The practical part will report results of an experiment with Czech grammar school learners
of English. The participants will cooperate in pairs to construct and write down a story based
on an assigned picture model. The data elicited from the experiment will include an audio-
recording of each pair’s collaborative dialogue and a written story as the final product of

their cooperation.

In the audio-recording, I will focus on identifying "language-related episodes” (LRE) (Swain
and Lapkin 1995) in each dialogue. LRE are moments when learners realise there is a gap in
their L2 knowledge during L2 production and attempt to compensate for the lack of
knowledge by using diverse linguistic strategies. Swain and Lapkin (1998) suggested that
LRE are essential for language learning as they serve both for testing learners’ hypotheses

about L2 and for enhancement of second language learning.
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Anotace ¢esky: Cilem této diplomové préce je otestovat efektivitu kolaborativniho dialogu
v ramci osvojeni si druhého jazyka, Konkrétné budu testovat hypotézu, ze produkce druhého
jazyka v ramci kolaborativniho dialogu vede k u€eni (Swain a Lapkin 1998; Swain 2000).
V teoretické ¢asti shrnu dosavadni vyzkum, ktery se tyka output hypotézy (Swain 1985;
Swain a Lapkin 1995) a kolaborativniho dialogu (Swain a Lapkin 1998; Swain 2000) v ramci
osvojeni si ciziho jazyka. Porovnam rizné pfistupy k output hypotéze a kolaborativnimu
dialogu (Pica et al. 1989; De Bot 1996; Izumi 2002; Colina a Garcia Mayo 2006; Russell

2014; Ammar a Hassan 2018) a porovnam jejich zjisténi.

V praktické casti budu pracovat s vysledky experimentu, kterého se budou ucastnit Zaci
teského gymnazia, ktefi se uéi angliétinu jako druhy jazyk. Uéastnici budou spolupracovat
ve dvojicich n atom, aby spolecné sestavily a sepsali pfibeh na zakladé ptidélené obrazkové
ptedlohy. Data z experimentu budou obsahovat audio nahravku spoluprace kazdé dvojice a

sepsany piib¢h jakozto kone¢ny produkt jejich vzajemné spoluprace.

V audio nahravce se zaméfim na vyhledani ,,language-related episodes* (LRE) (Swain a
Lapkin 1995) v kazdém z dialogli. LRE jsou pasaze, ve kterych si Zaci uvédomi, Ze maji
nedostatky ve své produkci druhého jazyka a tyto nedostatky se nasledné snazi kompenzovat
riznymi lingvistickymi strategiemi. Swain a Lapkin (1998) tvrdily, ze LRE jsou zasadni pro
uceni se jazyka, jelikoz slouzi k testovani hypotéz o druhém jazyku a zarovei jako urychleni

procesu uceni se druhého jazyka.

Kli¢ova slova: produkce, output hypotéza, kolaborativni dialog, osvojovani druhého jazyka
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1 Introduction

The aim of this thesis is to demonstrate the benefits of output production and collaborative
dialogue for second language learning.

Output production, that is speaking and writing, can be not only useful means of
communication but they can also be beneficial medium for language learning itself (Swain
and Lapkin 1995, 371). While language comprehension is without doubt a crucial part of
language learning, language production can be of even greater significance. During language
comprehension, learners can rely on number of cues which help them to decode the
approximate meaning of the utterance (Swain and Lapkin 1995, 375). Learners do not have
to understand all the lexical items, decode grammatical meaning of all the used morphemes,
understand the complexity of syntactic structures etc. Still, there is a chance that they will
be able to understand the rough meaning of the conveyed message.

Language production, however, is more complicated than that. To produce grammatically
accurate utterance in the second language, learners must focus on all the language levels at
once and at the same time encode the semantic part of the message into the utterance. This
process can be so complex that learners often find a gap in their interlanguage, and they need
to deal with it by using diverse linguistic strategies.

This process was described by Swain in 1985 as Output Hypothesis. She argues that the
period between the first “faulty” output and the revised or “pushed” output is an opportunity
for language learning. The learner gets a chance to think about limits of their own
interlanguage and apply numerous strategies to deal with it, such as transfer from L1, using
their current L2 knowledge, reformulate the clause (Swain and Lapkin 1995) etc. This
cognitive process can be not only an effective learning tool but it can also give us an insight
to learning processes that occur in learners’ minds.

Thus, output production can be an effective learning method. Another factor which may
facilitate the learning process is a mutual cooperation of two language learners.

Vygotsky (1978) argued that social interaction has an impact on cognitive development of
an individual. During collaboration, two learners might make structures none of them would
be able to compose on their own. As a result, the learners can assist each other in developing
their own interlanguage.

Existing research shows support for learning benefits of output production (Swain and
Lapkin 1995; Izumi 2002; Russell 2014) and collaborative learning (LaPierre 1994; Holunga
1994; Swain and Lapkin 1998; Garcia Mayo 2002; Collina and Garcia Mayo 2006; Ammar



and Hassan 2018). Most of the latter mentioned research, however, was either performed
with pupils from immersion schools (LaPierre 1994; Swain and Lapkin 1995; Swain and
Lapkin 1998; Ammar and Hassan 2018) or university students (Izumi 2002; Garcia and
Mayo 2002; Russell 2014). Consequently, these learners may have greater language
experience as regards exposure to their second language or more years of second language
learning than younger pupils who attend standard educational institution.

The present thesis focuses on Czech grammar school pupils in a standard school
environment. They do not attend an immersion school, their school is not specialized in
languages, they were not bilingual when they started attending the school and they are in the
9th grade which means that at the time of the research they were 14 or 15 years old.

A major part of language education takes place in a standard school environment and
therefore, this target group was chosen for a collaborative dialogue task.

The aim of the thesis is to investigate collaboration of language learners when composing a
picture story. I am going to examine if they notice language deficiencies in their own or in
their partner’s language production and the way they treat these situations. Furthermore, I
am going to identify and analyse Language Related Episodes; that is, occasions when
learners find a gap in their interlanguage and analyse it and alter they output to compensate
for their non-target-like initial output. Hence, I am going to inspect merely the mistakes that
the learners identify themselves and which they are aware of. Their existing L2 knowledge
allows them to notice such mistakes and therefore they can approach them using their own
cognitive abilities. It will give us a little insight into cognitive processes that occur during
language analysis and production. What we are able to examine are the utterances produced
by learners. However, their linguistic competence remains hidden to us and we can only
make assumptions of what is going on in learners’ minds. Pupils’ metalinguistic comments
and joint analysis of L2 structures may allow us to get a slight understanding of the

psycholinguistic processes that underlie language learning processes.
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2 Second language input

2.1 Comprehensible Input Theory

One of the very important linguists who significantly influenced the field of second language
acquisition was Stephen Krashen. According to his theory, the factor which has a significant
effect in second language acquisition is comprehensible input to which learners are exposed.
The basis of Krashen's Input Hypothesis (1985) is the assumption that a learner receives a
sufficiently large amount of L2 input, whether in written or spoken form. If the learner is
able to understand the input and thereby it is comprehensible to them, their interlanguage
will start developing.

While there is no doubt that exposure to L2 input is an important variable for second
language learning, it is not the only important factor. Krashen’s theory was a significant
contribution to the whole field of SLA but there were aspects of his theory which were
challenged in subsequent research, for instance by Schmidt (1990) or by Swain and Lapkin
(1985; 1995).

2.2 Noticing Hypothesis

According to Schmidt (1990), a learner cannot be merely exposed to comprehensible L2
input, but they must consciously process it. In his Noticing Hypothesis (1990), he highlights
the importance of attention the learner must pay to the language so that it has the potential
to influence their L2 knowledge.

Schmidt was not the only one who advocated attention to be a crucial factor when learning
L2. Swain and Lapkin (1995) also highlight that learners are supposed to notice the gaps in
their interlanguage which serve as a starting point for the whole Output Hypothesis.

This piece of knowledge was later tested in research which was focused on noticing and the
role of attention in SLA. There are distinct types of attention, that is, the learner’s attention
can be drawn to a specific L2 phenomena externally (e.g. visually by highlighting a target
L2 structure) or the learner may realize the imperfections in their interlanguage by
themselves. Whether internal or external noticing has the same of different effect on learning
L2 grammar was studied by Pica et al (1989), Izumi (2002) and Russell 2014 (See section
3.1.3 and 3.1.4).
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2.3 Input comprehension vs. Output production
One of the deficiencies in Krashen's theory (1985) was also challenged by Canadian linguist
Merrill Swain, who developed Output Hypothesis in 1985. Swain argues that language
production is a language process which is more complex than mere language comprehension.
During language comprehension, learners can often rely solely on lexical words and deduce
the approximate semantic meaning while ignoring most grammatical words and morpho-
syntactic operations . In language production, on the other hand, learners are forced to
combine their lexical, grammatical and semantic knowledge (apart from other essential
pieces of knowledge) to produce target-like utterances in the L2 (Swain and Lapkin 1995,
375). She explains that: “Output may stimulate learners to move from the semantic, open-
ended, strategic processing prevalent in comprehension to the complete grammatical
processing needed for accurate production, (Swain 2000, 99).
For instance, while processing an utterance (i), a learner may solely rely on lexical items
used in the sentence to construct its approximate meaning, such as yesterday, shop, cheese.
If the learner were to reproduce the same sentence, however, they might realize they lack L2
knowledge which is necessary to produce it, such as forming a past simple tense, using the
appropriate prepositions, suitable determiners or placing the individual phrases into a word-
order which corresponds with L2 syntactic rules. Becoming aware of such gaps in one’s L2
knowledge during L2 production is the first step in Swain’s Output Hypothesis (1985).

(1) Yesterday, I went to a shop and bought some cheese.
Learners who are exposed to large amounts of L2 input can be well observed in immersion
schools. These learners study in bilingual schools where they are taught not solely in their
native language but also in their second language. Thus, unlike in standard schools, there is
not as much emphasis on explaining theory and grammar of the second language, but it rather
relies ono a process where students deduce most of the grammar based on input. This type
of school has proven to be an effective method for L2 teaching (de Bot et al 2005, 79).
Despite its benefits, immersion teaching method has some disadvantages as well. Although
students attending immersion classes are very fluent in their L2 production, they do not have
comparable skills as regards grammar and accuracy (de Bot et al 2005, 168).
Such environment was ideal for research of a Swain and Lapkin’s research (1995, 1998).
They used immersion schools to get insight into cognitive and learning processes that take

place during immersion learners’ L2 production.
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In spite of the fact that a large amount of comprehensible L2 input is useful for their second
language development, Swain and Lapkin (1995) remark that the input alone is not sufficient
for the learning process to occur. They refer to their experiment (1995) which focused on
participants from French immersion classes who were taught in French for up to seven years
and therefore were exposed to a lot of comprehensible input. Despite that, many participants
produced non-target-like structures as regards grammar. Swain believes that an explanation
for the participants’ imperfect knowledge of the L2 French is that they were not pushed to
produce enough output.

Output production is a more complex and conscious process than mere input comprehension
and it helps learners to find the limits of their interlanguage of what they can and cannot
communicate (Swain 1997, 117). Swain proved that when producing output, even 13-year-
old learners were able to notice gaps in their interlanguage and they adopted strategies which
could have potentially led to improvement of their second language (Swain and Lapkin
1995). Therefore, she highlights the importance of output production, and she believes that

these instances are an important factor in second language development (Swain 1997, 118).

3 Second language output

In this chapter, I am going to introduce concepts which concert output and its benefits for

second language learning.

3.1 Output Hypothesis

analyze
input
‘noticing’ no ' solution
need to output |— (feedback) (analysis) solution
c cat - interal —— - siumple inspection ~——| output,
ommumcate - external - complex thinking

Figure 1 Qutput and second language learning

Figure 1 Model of Output and second language learning (Swain and Lapkin 1995,
388)
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The initial step which is necessary for output production is a learner’s need to communicate.
When a learner encounters a problem during oral or written production of L2, it is important
that they notice the gap in their knowledge.

The learner may notice the problem themselves (during language production or afterwards)
by internal feedback. If they are not aware of the deficiency themselves, somebody may
draw their attention to the problem externally (e.g. a teacher, a classmate, or anybody with
knowledge of L2). At this point, the learner becomes alert and tries to address this gap. As
Schmidt (1990) also points out, one’s attention is important for long-term improvement in
L2.

Noticing the gap should be followed by an analysis. The learner should inspect why the error
occurred and how to arrive at the target-like solution. A learner may create a hypothesis
based on their existing L.2 knowledge or try to deduce from their L1 or create a brand new
one.

If the learner is unable to come up with the correct solution on their own, they can ask
another L2 speaker for help and then use their input to produce the correct answer.

In some cases, however, the pupil is able to arrive at a solution on their own without the
assistance of others. The learner must then find out whether their hypothesis is or is not
target-like — that’s function number three — controlling and internalising knowledge through
output. In practise, it can mean that the L2 teacher or peer confirms or disproves the
hypothesis.

Assisted by others or not, the learner subsequently produces a revised version of the output
which should lead to enhancing one’s fluency and internalising grammar and lexical items

in the second language.

3.1.1.1 Language Related Episodes

Swain and Lapkin's research (1995) focused on Language Related Episodes (LREs), which
gave her insight into the processes that take place in the minds of learners during second
language production. Swain defined LREs as “any segment of the protocol in which a
learner either spoke about a language problem he/she encountered while writing and solved
it either correctly or incorrectly, or simply solved it (again, either correctly or incorrectly)
without having explicitly identified it as a problem,” (Swain and Lapkin 1995, 378). This
includes creating hypotheses about the L2 use, confirming or disapproving these

hypotheses and applying this knowledge in novel contexts (Swain and Lapkin 1998, 329).

14



Learners’ output can be a great source of their own hypotheses about L2. Swain explains that
learners are hardly ever asked about their thoughts about L2. Language related episodes
enable the participants to comment on their utterances and modify them to conform to
grammatically acceptable norms. Although it is almost impossible to understand the
complexity of processes which occur in learner’s minds during L2 production, LRE analysis

can at least partially help researchers to get some insight into learners’ interlanguage.

The researchers are therefore able to gain a partial insight into the interlanguage of the young
learners and map their thought processes in the production of language and its subsequent
modification. This process can be classified as a cognitive activity that can ultimately be a

source of language learning.

3.1.2 Psycholinguistics of the Output Hypothesis

DeBot (1996) inspected Output Hypothesis from psycholinguistic perspective and he
highlighted that it can be a useful tool for changing declarative knowledge into procedural
knowledge. Therefore, output production could both improve learner’s interlanguage and
also enhance their fluency.

Declarative knowledge can be defined as knowledge of L2 rules which a learner can apply
in isolated contexts during controlled processing (DeBot 1996). For instance, a learner is
able to form a correct past tense of a verb in a grammatical exercise while addressing it in

an isolated context (ii).

(i)  Regina (go) to school yesterday.

In contrast, procedural knowledge is a learner’s ability to apply such rules without conscious
control in spontaneous language production. Relating it to knowledge of past tense
morphology in example (ii), it can mean that a learner is able to spontaneously talk about
activities they did last week, using an appropriate form of past tense. In other words, the
learner is able to focus on the grammatical part of their utterance while at the same time,

focus on semantic meaning.

Paying attention to both grammatical accuracy and semantic meaning while producing L2 is
often a demanding task for L2 learners. They are likely to make grammatical mistakes in

spontaneous conversation although they are able to apply grammar correctly in isolated
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contexts. Therefore, an important question is how to help learners in an effective way to

apply target-like rules in spontaneous speech.

DeBot (1996) believes that learning is a process of developing declarative knowledge into
procedural knowledge. It is the output production which according to DeBot (1996)
contributes to enhancing the interlanguage as a match between one’s output and
“correctness” strengthens the connection in one’s L2 system. A mismatch, on the other hand,
results in the opposite operation. It means that an effective solution should be for learners to

produce L2 output and use it as an occasion for developing their L2 knowledge.

3.1.3 Modified output
The aim of Pica et al.’s research (1989) was to find out how non-native speakers (NNS)
respond when a native speaker (NS) signals a difficulty in understanding — that means when
the native speaker provides external feedback and leads non-native speakers to modify their
output.
They compare distinct types and frequencies of learners’ responses based on different types
of signals and communication tasks:
1. Information-gap task in which non-native speakers drew their own pictures and
were supposed to describe them to native speakers. Native speakers had to reproduce
the picture based on non-native speakers’ description.
2. Jigsaw tasks in which a non-native speaker and a native speaker had to generate a
picture story but each of them had their own unique pictures which the other one did
not have.
3. The discussion in which native and non-native speakers shared their opinions on
language-learning contributions of the two communication tasks.
The experiment showed that feedback from interlocutor, frequently to clarify or confirm
original message, provides opportunities for learners to modify their original output.
Therefore, learners are able to test their hypotheses about L2, experiment with new structures
and expand their interlanguage knowledge (Pica et al. 1989). Native speakers signalled
difficulty either by a clarification request (iii) or by a confirmation request (iv).

(iil))  NNS: *He like going to the cinema.

NS: Excuse me?
(iv)  NNS: *I choice the red shirt.
NS: You choose the red shirt?

16



NNS: Yes.
In Swain and Lapkin’s model (1995, 388) of Output hypothesis (Figure 1), it is the stage
between producing the first output and the second revised output when feedback was
provided externally by a native speaker. The experiment showed that the feedback made
learners modify their output and both types of external feedback and each task type resulted
in a little different outcome.
Information-gap task seemed to be the most-suitable task for learners to modify their output
and for native speakers to signal their need for clarifying information (Pica et al. 1989).
Pica et al. (1989) concluded that both types of interlocutor feedback were beneficial.
Confirmation requests provided a model input to learners and gave them a useful L2 model
which they could use to extend their lacking L2 knowledge. Clarification requests, on the
other hand, pushed learners to modify their output themselves and try to use their own L2
resources to create and test hypothesis about L2.
3.1.4 Enhancing grammar by output production
There are different ways to alert an L2 speaker that the language they are producing contains
non-target-like features. One way can be feedback, either external or internal, as it is
suggested by Swain and Lapkin (1995, 388) in Figure 1. This type of feedback is provided
to the learner during the language production itself. Another way to bring learner's attention
to a particular grammatical feature is to do it visually, for example by highlighting a
linguistic structure in the text by a different colour.
Izumi (2002) examined whether a different learning effect is achieved while drawing
learner's attention to a linguistic phenomenon internally (by output production) or externally
(by visual enhancement).
Izumi (2002) opted to test this phenomenon by testing his participants’ knowledge of relative
clauses. In his research, he divided the participants into four experimental groups and one
control group. He compared whether a group of participants who received visually enhanced
sentences would learn the grammatical phenomenon more or less effectively than a group
who received no visual enhancement. Another criterion was whether the participants were
pushed to reproduce the sentences they were presented or not, that is, the presence or absence
of pushed output.
The results of the experiment showed that output production was more beneficial for noticing

the target forms than mere visual input. Participants who were asked to produce pushed
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output were not only able to notice the target forms (relative clauses) but also apply these
forms in practise (Izumi 2002).

A similar experiment was conducted by Russell (2014). He chose to test the use of Spanish
future simple forms and he inspired by Izumi’s (2002) research. He confirmed that output
production is a beneficial method for noticing grammatical features. He tested that output
groups show higher tendency to learn the target forms than non-output-groups.

Russell’s participants (2014) were presented a text in L2 which contained a number of future
tenses. After the experiment finished, the participants were asked to reproduce the text in
their L1. The output group used a higher number of future forms that non-output group which
shows that their comprehension of the text was more successful.

Russell (2014) concludes that textual enhancement by itself showed no significant benefit
for noticing and learning target L2 features. Nevertheless, if the process is supported by
producing pushed output, learners had higher tendency to notice and learn a particular L.2
phenomenon.

Therefore, both experiments (Izumi 2002; Russell 2014) concluded that the way in which
learners notice a grammatical form matters and their findings support that output production

may be beneficial way to develop L2.

4 Collaborative Dialogue

In her later research, Swain moved from mere studying of output to cooperation of learners
within collaborative dialogue. Swain (2000) stresses the benefit of collaborative dialogue in
SLA because learners use their cognitive processes to form L2 utterances and these
utterances can be used as products upon which either the speaker or an addressee can react
to.

Inspired by Vygotsky’s notions of sociocultural theory, Swain (2000) sees the contribution
of cooperative dialogue. A dialogue requires participation of both learners and the product
of their cooperation can be subsequently used by both participants individually. Swain
(2000) argues that when encountering a language problem learners want to solve, the
learners cooperate by communicating with each other. Their mutual reactions to each other’s
output can be considered as language learning in which spoken language is used as a tool for
their interaction. Furthermore, she claims that “verbalization mediates the internalisation of
external activity,” (Swain 2000, 105) and therefore contributes to incorporation of the newly

discovered L2 knowledge into the interlanguage.
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Commenting on dialogue between learners Keith and George (Kowal and Swain 1994),
Swain notes that cooperation of the two led to identification of a particular difficulty in
language production, analysis of the problem and finally to solving it and creating a target-
like output. Although both learners would probably not have enough capacity to solve the
problem individually, their cooperation resulted in correct grammatical construction. Swain
even believes that such problem-solving activity does not lead to learning but that it is
learning itself (1997, 122). Furthermore, she adds that if learning is taking place during
collaborative dialogue, learners should be able to use the language structures grammatically
correctly after the experiment is over as well (1997, 122).

As Swain and Lapkin (1995) mentioned in their study before, what makes language
production quite a challenging process is the fact that one has to shift from semantic to
syntactic processing. The demanding nature of such task could be observed in Holunga’s
experiment (1994) in which pairs of learners were instructed to work on a certain task and
correct each other’s mistakes in L2 language production during their communication. As the
task required a lot of semantic processing, the learners found it difficult to pay attention to
both semantic and syntactic processing and focused on semantic aspects far more than on
grammar.

The experiment also showed that learners who learned metacognitive strategies performed
better than a control group in the accuracy of the verb use (Swain 2000). The verbal
expression of their thoughts related to L2 served as the mediator of their L2 development.
Furthermore, cooperation with another L2 learner enhanced the learning process by mutual
correction of the mistakes and verbalization of each other’s gaps in their interlanguage
(Swain 2000). The benefits of collaborative dialogue were further proved by Swain and
Lapkin’s own experiment (1998) in which two L2 learners attempted to construct a
grammatical sentence, each of them focusing on different grammatical features. Thanks to
their collaboration, their dialogue proved to be beneficial for each of the participants’

interlanguage and enhanced internalisation of the target-like constructions.

4.1 Zone of Proximal Development

There is a certain group of linguists which does not deal with SLA only in the context of
learners as individuals, but people as social beings. After all, language itself is used largely

in social interactions.

19



One of the most influential linguists in this field has been Lev Vygotsky. He created the
concept of Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (1978) which focuses, among other things,
on how other people can influence L2 development of an individual.

The basic building block of this concept is the difference between the language that a learner
can produce on their own without the help of others and the language that they are able to
produce with the assistance of other people, e.g. a teacher, a native speaker, a more advanced
classmate or any other person with L2 knowledge.

This perspective is also useful for practice because in a school environment, students are
surrounded by other people and the social environment around them is likely to have impact
on their perception of the second language. Vygotsky’s theory (1978) rather focused on more
experienced L2 speakers who had a role of a “helper” to a less proficient speaker of the L2.
In later years, however, linguists also became concerned with whether two foreign language
learners of comparable proficiency level are able to produce more advanced linguistic

constructions together than either of them could do on their own.

4.2 Scaffolding

Exploring collaborative dialogue in greater detail, Donato (1994) focused on so-called
collective scaffolding. Three university students were supposed to discuss their upcoming
presentation and were not allowed to use their existing notes. DeBot (2005, 81) defines
scaffolding as “providing learners with relevant and increasingly more precise information
in the environment at the right time to help to solve a particular problem.” The person who
provides useful knowledge to a less experienced learner can be either an interlocutor, a
teacher or as in this instance another learner. The results of the experiment confirmed that
although none of the learners was able to make a grammatically correct construction by
themselves, they succeeded in determining the target-like form together (Swain 1997, 124).
Their cooperation was key as each of them had a piece of useful knowledge and its
combination produced the desired outcome. Donato (1994) tested whether each participant
individually would be able to use the newly acquired knowledge a week after the experiment
and the results showed that 75% of the things discussed during scaffolding was used in a
correct way. This finding was important as it showed that not only an L2 expert can be a
useful partner for language learners. L2 learners are able to enrich each other’s knowledge

as well.
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4.3 Language related episodes in collaborative dialogue

LaPierre (1994) carried out an experiment with immersion students. They were asked to
participate in collaborative dialogues and the aim was to discover if the larger amount of
language related episodes would result in more efficient learning. LaPierre (1994) made a
tailor-made post-test for each pair from the experiment so that it corresponds to the contents
of their dialogue.

The outcome of the post-test supported the notion that talking about L2 leads to learning as
in 80%, the learners chose the target-like form according to the results of their cooperative
dialogue (LaPierre 1994).

Holunga’s experiment (1994) mentioned in Section 4 also showed that talking about L2

benefits L2 development.

4.4 Disadvantages of collaborative dialogue

Although the above-mentioned research confirms that collaborative dialogue can have some
benefits for SLA, it also has its downsides. In a few cases, the participants in LaPierre’s
study (1994) arrived at an incorrect solution and subsequently, they repeated the newly
learned error in the post-test. That is one of the risks when their conversation is not regulated
by a teacher or native speaker.

Another problematic issue can be the balance between the two participants in the dialogue,
i.e. whether both contribute equally to the conversation. Ammar and Hassan (2017) argue
that participants with a higher L2 proficiency tend to be more dominant in the dialogue than
participants with lower proficiency levels. This issue should be probably regulated by a third

party in order to achieve even contribution of both participants in the dialogue.

4.5 Use of L1 during collaborative dialogue

Regarding the use of L1 when solving L2 linguistic difficulties, Collina and Garcia Mayo
(2006, 7) argue that L1 can serve as an appropriate tool to initiate a debate about L2 linguistic
problems. It is one of the standard psychological processes that lead to second language
learning.

The same view is shared by Anton and DiCamilla (1999) who comment on the usefulness
of using L1 by L2 learners with low proficiency. They claim that the use of L1 enables
learners to transfer information about their L2 linguistic strategies to each other in their
native language and is therefore beneficial for L2 development.

In their research, Swain and Lapkin (1995; 1998) also allowed the participants of their study

to use their L1 while commenting on their doubts about their own L2 output. This gave them
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a greater opportunity to gain insight into the cognitive processes that take place in learners’

minds when solving linguistic problems.

4.6 Tasks used for collaborative dialogue

There are distinct types of tasks which can be used to initiate a dialogue between two
learners. The task types which are further discussed below are a jigsaw task, dictogloss and

text reconstruction.

4.6.1 Jigsaw task

Jigsaw task is a type of collaborative activity in which each member of the pair has a unique
piece of information which the other member does not have. Both participants are therefore
encouraged to cooperate to find out the missing information from the other person and finally
complete the task together.

Swain and Lapkin (1998) used a picture story consisting of 8 different pictures and provided
each member of the pair with a different portion of the story. In other words, student A got
parts 1, 3, 5 and 7 while student B got 2, 4, 6 and 8.

The students were supposed to put the story together orally and subsequently write the
story down. The students were recorded during their interaction and their dialogues were
written down and analysed. The analysis showed that both learners of the dyad, though one
more proficient than the other were able to benefit each other. They both contributed to
creating new L2 constructions and used cognitive processes do deal with L2 difficulties
that arose during generating the task.

The comparison of jigsaw task with other task types was tested by Collina and Garcia
Mayo (2006) (See Section 4.7).

One of the characteristics of a jig-saw task is that there is no specific model of what the story
is supposed to be like. Therefore, it is not possible to accurately determine the particular
lexical items, grammatical operations and linguistic phenomena the pupils are going to
choose. It enables low-proficient L2 learners to adjust their choice of L2 phenomena to their
level and the same applies to those with higher-proficiency. It is related to the fact that
although the picture story may seem to be quite simple, high-proficient learners can prove
their L2 knowledge by describing it in their own way and demonstrate their abilities. On the
other hand, the low-proficient learners should not feel pressure as they can choose the

strategy of picture-description themselves.
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4.6.2 Dictogloss

In a dictogloss, a teacher reads a text out loud to learners as in a standard dictation. However,
the pupils do not write the text down immediately as they hear it. They are instructed to listen
carefully and note down keywords only. After the dictation is finished, the students are asked
to reconstruct the text using their memory and the keywords they noted. They are asked to
reproduce the text as accurately as possible regarding both content and grammatical forms.
For purposes of collaborative dialogue, learners work in pairs, and their cooperation is
observed and analysed.

Ammar and Hassan’s experiment (2017) worked similarly as Swain and Lapkin (1998) with
5% and 6™ grade learners from immersion classes. They used the method of dictogloss and
focused on the role of collaborative dialogue while working on the task. Their focus was on
LREs involving four particular grammatical features in French. Pre-test post-test design was
used to assess potential progress in learning the selected morphosyntactic features. The
experiment also included a control group which completed standard dictations unlike the
experimental group which was instructed to do a dictogloss.

The results of the experiment showed that the experimental group performed better results
than the control group. Ammar and Hassan (2017) note that through collaborative dialogue,
participants identified their linguistic deficiencies and communicated about the problem with

their peers. When their dialogue was successful, they figured out the target-like solution.

4.6.3 Text reconstruction

Another type of task which was repeatedly used in Garcia Mayo’s studies (Garcia Mayo
2002, Collina and Garcia Mayo 2006) was a text reconstruction task. Participants were given
a text which lacked grammatical items such as prepositions, determiners or connectors.
Participants were asked to complete the necessary grammatical items to make the text target-
like in terms of grammar. Furthermore, they were asked to comment on the modifications

they produced to encourage the use of metalanguage (Garcia Mayo 2002, 175).

4.7 Comparison of distinct task types

Collina and Garcia Mayo (2006) decided to compare all three types of collaborative dialogue
task types, namely jigsaw task, dictogloss and text reconstruction. These types of tasks have
been tested before, but each study worked with participants of a different age, language level
and chose different lexical and grammatical phenomena to investigate for the experiment.

For this reason, Collina and Garcia Mayo (2006) created these three tasks on the same topic,
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investigating the same phenomena and working with the same participants in order to make
a reliable comparison of these types of tasks.

The output is a comparison of the tasks that elicited the most language-related episodes, the
most grammatical phenomena, and had the highest rate of target-like solutions.

The results of the experiment showed that the largest number of LREs occurred in the text
reconstruction task (206), followed by the jigsaw task (165) and the smallest number was
found in the dictogloss (92) (Collina and Garcia Mayo 2006, 16). Thus, text reconstruction
proved to be the most effective type of task for promoting participants’ attention to linguistic
forms. Collina and Garcia Mayo (2006, 17) further analysed the number of LREs focused
on lexical phenomena and grammatical phenomena. Of the three task types, the highest
number of LREs focused on lexical phenomena appeared in the jigsaw task (28%), then in
the text reconstruction task (14%) and the lowest number occurred in the dictogloss (12.7%).
The highest number of grammar-focused LREs was measured in the text-reconstruction task
(86%), subsequently in the dictogloss task (85%) and finally in the jigsaw task (72%) (2006,
17).

As mentioned above, most of the LREs that occurred in each task were focused on
grammatical phenomena rather than the lexical ones. Collina and Garcia Mayo (2006, 19)
also compared whether different task types triggered focus on different grammatical
phenomena. The results of the experiment showed that they did.

A Jigsaw task is a type of task in which participants have to create all the content themselves
based on a visual template. Unlike the other two tasks, they are not given any textual model
to follow. In this type of task, the participants focused mostly on spelling, connectors, noun
and verb forms, prepositions and determiners. For the dictogloss, the students were dictated
a text and thanks to that they were provided with predetermined sentences which used
specific vocabulary and grammatical phenomena that learners tried to recall and imitate. In
this task type, the participants focused mostly on connectors, spelling, subject-verb
agreement, determiners and noun forms. Concerning the textual reconstruction, students had
the least room for creativity as they were given a fixed text in which certain grammatical
forms were missing. Here, students focused primarily on determiners, passive voice,
prepositions, subject verb agreement and noun forms (Collina and Garcia Mayo 2006, 19).
As far as metalinguistic episodes are concerned, most of them occurred in the text
reconstruction task (Collina and Garcia Mayo 2007, 20). This was probably because the
fixed text gave students more space to focus on the accuracy of grammatical forms and their

subsequent discussion. Jigsaw task and dictogloss made learners pay more attention to the
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actual construction of the text and thus they had to also focus on meaning and correct choice
of lexical items.

It is important that LREs mostly lead to target-like solutions in order to serve as a practical
learning method. Among the three types of tasks tested in the experiment, the highest number
of correctly solved LREs appeared in dictogloss (76%), followed by jigsaw task (71%) and
the lowest in text reconstruction (66%) (Collina and Garcia Mayo 2006, 22). Collina and
Garcia Mayo (2006, 23) mention that the more LREs occurred for a given type of task, the
less likely students arrived at a correct solution of a given linguistic problem. Collina and
Garcia Mayo (2006, 23) explain that in the text reconstruction task, students may often focus
on phenomena that are outside their current level of second language, in Vygotsky’s
terminology, outside their Zone of Proximal Development. In tasks where they had more
freedom in language production than in textual reconstruction, they produced fewer LREs

but they were more likely to correctly solve the linguistic problem.

4.8 High vs. Low proficiency learners

Regarding the relation between collaborative dialogue and language proficiency, Ammar
and Hassan’s findings (2017, 24) showed that collaborative dialogue helped both learners
with low and high proficiency since all participants from the experimental group showed
better results at their post-tests compared with the pre-tests. The control group participants,
in contrast, showed that higher-proficiency learners had higher scores in the post-test than
low-proficiency participants. The cooperation of higher and lower-proficiency students may
have gradually lowered the gap between their knowledge of discussed grammatical features.
This experiment consisted of five sessions of zero-error dictation. Ammar and Hassan (2017,
26) reported that all the participants benefited from the higher frequency of sessions
according to pre-test post-test results comparison. Teachers who observed lower-proficiency
learners’ performance were surprised that these learners who tend to be more passive in
normal lessons showed greater activity during the pre-final and final sessions. The learners
might have gained bigger confidence as the multiple sessions proceeded which gave them
motivation and confidence in their L2 knowledge. Ammar and Hassan (2017, 26) also
comment on the higher-proficiency learners’ opinions. The learners said that repeating the
same activity many times had no effect on the development and did not provide them with
novel language skills. The results, nevertheless, prove that despite their impression, even

high-proficiency learners benefited from the experiment. Ammar and Hassan (2017, 26)
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warn that although it is a helpful learning method, higher-proficiency learners might lose
motivation due to the repetitive nature of this task.

Collina and Garcia Mayo (2006) opted to work with lower-proficiency participants in their
research and the results showed that collaborative dialogue was an appropriate tool to direct
their attention to grammatical forms. It means that collaborative dialogue can be an effective

learning method for learners of all levels.

5 Research Questions

Czech learners of English attending a grammar school participated in an experiment. They
were asked to generate a picture story in pairs, first orally and then in a written form. Their
cooperation was audio-recorded and later transcribed and analysed. The collected data
served to answer the following research questions:

1) Does collaborative dialogue lead to L2 development when two Czech 9t grade
grammar school pupils from a standard school environment work on a jig-saw
task?

2) What L2 features do the participants focus on in their LREs?

3) Are participants able to address their own or their partner’s L2 deficiencies in
collaborative dialogue?

a. If they are, how do they proceed, that is what strategies of L2 problem
solving do they adopt?
b. Are they able to provide a metalinguistic analysis of the given L2

structures?

6 Methodology

The aim of this research is to discover whether pupils who attend a Czech grammar school
and learn English as a second language are able to benefit from a collaborative dialogue.
When putting a picture story together, it is likely that they are going to deal with language
problems in their L2. They were expected to discuss them and attempt to solve them. This
process is called “language related episode” (Swain and Lapkin 1995) (See section 3.1.1.1).
LREs make learners think about their second language and sometimes even verbalize their
cognitive processes related to L2 production. The participants wrote a pre-test and post-test
which was supposed to confirm if learning took place during the whole experiment. Unlike
pre-test, the post-test consisted of tailor-made exercises for each pair based on what language

problems they discussed in their LRE. Besides that, the post-test also included the same tasks
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as pre-test. The tailor-made exercises, however, were supposed to confirm if the whole
experiment actually led to learning in these specific aspects of L2 or not.

The strategies which learners used to deal with L2 difficulties were identified and apart from
that, LREs which took place in the dialogues were sorted into categories (spelling and

pronunciation, lexical and semantic, grammatical, stylistic and textual).

6.1 Participants

Participants of this research are 23 pupils who attend a grammar school in the Czech
Republic, 13 girls and 10 boys. All participants are in an eight-year course, in other words,
they have studied there since the sixth grade. The participants are in the ninth grade which
means that they are 14 or 15 years old. The school offers a general orientation, that is, it is
not specialized in languages nor is bilingual.

The pupils have English lessons three times a week and one English lesson takes 45 minutes.
Two of these lessons are taught by Czech teachers of English while one lesson is taught by
a native speaker of English. When pupils started attending grammar school, they took an
assessment test and based on its results, they were assigned to two groups, a more proficient
and a less proficient group. Their Czech teachers of English cooperated with me during
organization of the experiment. They claimed that it is a mixed-level class, some of the
students are upper-intermediate while others are much less proficient. Furthermore, they said
that some of the pupils made big progress and that the current distribution of pupils into the
more and less proficient group does not reliably reflect their current proficiency in English.
The students in this class were not selected randomly. I consulted realization of the research
with the headmistress of the school and after our discussion, we chose this class as ideal for
the research. Participation in research and being audio-recorded during speaking their L2
may be a stressful situation for teenagers and therefore, we chose pupils who were willing
to participate and were not likely to feel uncomfortable during the experiment.

As regards distributing pupils into pairs, my first intention was to make pairs that would
involve one more and one less proficient pupil so that the dyads would be more or less
balanced. Nevertheless, when I discussed this idea with their English teachers, they informed
me that the relationships among students in this class were not ideal, especially among those
with lower and higher proficiency. Therefore, I would risk that the participants would not
feel comfortable during the experiment, and it could have negative effect on their

cooperation and overall result. Thus, we let pupils form the pairs themselves so that we
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minimize the risk of tension between them. In total, there were ten self-selected pairs and

one group of three.

6.2 Stimuli

The main part of this research was a collaborative dialogue. Students in pairs generated a
story based on a picture model. The picture model which was used for the purposes of this
task was a picture story from a children book The Naughty Monkey (Albert 2015). I adjusted
the story by reducing the number of pictures to eight so that they can be equally distributed
in pairs. The pictures were numbered chronologically so that the sequence of the picture
story is comprehensible, and the pictures logically follow one another. The picture story used
in the jig-saw task can be found in the Appendix (See Section 10).

Before the experiment itself, I had four learners of English put the story together to make
sure that people are able to understand the story and describe it correctly. All of them

succeeded.

6.3 Activities

Week Activity

Week 1 Pre-test
Week 2 Jig saw task — collaborative dialogue
Week 3 Jig saw task — collaborative dialogue
Week 4 I transcribed all dialogues, detected
LREs and made individual post-tests

Week 5 Post-test

Table 1 A timeline of the research.

The research took five weeks in total. The course of all activities can be found in Table 1.
In the first week, the participants were asked to complete the pre-tests. During the week
number two and three, the jig-saw tasks were completed. During the fourth week, I
transcribed all the dialogues, analysed LREs in them and subsequently I created tailor-made
post-tests for each pair. Finally, participants were given the post-test in the week number

five.
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As regards the pre-test part, participants had a time-limit of ten minutes to complete the pre-
test. I asked their English teachers to distribute the tests in their English lessons and hand
them to me afterwards.

The jig-saw task took place at the same time learners English lessons. As mentioned earlier,
the pupils have three English lessons a week. It took me six lessons in total to complete the
jig-saw tasks with all the pairs. I reserved approximately 20 minutes for each dyad and as a
result, I managed to deal with maximum of two pairs in one lesson. I did not want to do the
jig-saw task inside the classroom with the rest of the students who were having an English
lesson because it could be mutually disturbing. Although it would not be so time-consuming
and it could be done in one English lesson, I would not be able to supervise all the students
at the same time and the noise in the classroom would make it more difficult to focus.
Furthermore, the noise could have a negative effect on the quality of the recordings. Swain
and Lapkin (1998, 325) experienced the latter mentioned problems in their research. and
therefore, I arranged a classroom in which I worked with each pair individually.

It took two weeks until I managed to complete the task with all the pairs (and one group of
three).

All collaborative dialogues had the same procedure. When students came into the classroom,
both of them were asked to sit at the table next to each other. There was a desk in front of
them with a notebook where they were supposed to write down their story. Moreover, there
was my mobile phone which I used for audio-recording of their dialogues. I sat opposite
them, on the other side of the desk and I organized the whole task.

Firstly, I gave them the instructions. I did so in their native language, in Czech, so that I
prevented any misunderstandings caused by a language barrier. I spoke in a less formal way
so that the students feel more relaxed, and they do not feel too much pressure cause by
participation in university research.

The translation of the instructions was as follows:

Now, you 're going to put together a picture story in pairs. The picture story consists of eight
parts, each picture represents one part of the story. Each of you is going to get a different
portion of the story. Student A gets pictures 1, 3, 5 and 7 while Student B gets pictures 2, 4,
6 and 8. You aren’t allowed to show the pictures to each other, you can only describe them
to each other. First of all, you're going to put the story together orally. Student A starts
describing what they see in the picture number 1, then Student B describes the picture
number 2, then Student A continues with picture number 3 and you’ll go on until you get to

the end of the story. The selected pictures come from a children book and there are simple
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so it’s enough if you describe each of them in one to three sentences, there’s no need to think
of complicated structures. When you 're finished with the oral part, you re going to write the
story down together. The final story has to be written in English. However, if you come
across any problem during performing the task, for example with vocabulary or correct
article, tense, preposition and so on, you can switch to Czech and discuss it with your
partner. Discussing any linguistic problems is not prohibited. Actually, I'll be glad if you 're
going to consult any L2 difficulties you come across with your classmate. I'm only an
organizer so unfortunately, I can’t help you with any problems related to English during the
Jig-saw task. I'm going to record your conversation on my phone but you don’t have to
worry, I'm not going to use your names or personal details for my thesis. Is everything clear?

Do you have any questions?

After I answered all their questions, I started recording and distributed the pictures to each
of them. I attempted to intervene as little as possible and it usually was not necessary.

Each jig-saw task consisted of three main parts: generating the story orally, writing the story
down and final check of the story.

When students were writing the story down, I initially planned to let the participants choose
the writer and let them organize the writing part themselves. After recording the first two
pairs, however, I decided to make some minor changes to the instructions

The first pair, which I recorded, chose the following strategy. Student A was dictating their
part of the story (e.g. picture number 1) and Student B was writing it down, subsequently,
they switched and Student B was describing the following picture while Student A was
writing and vice versa. This technique proved to be highly effective for triggering LREs as
both participants knew exactly what is going to be written down and they both had a chance
to comment on it and if need be, make some alternations.

The second dyad that generated the story had a different strategy. Each of them wrote their
own portion of the story down, that is student A was describing his pictures and writing them
down himself and student B was not familiar with the information that is being written down.
That way, there was no discussion during this part of the experiment, the participants did not
know what their partner wrote down and their cooperation rather gave the impression of two
individuals not willing to cooperate with each other. There was only one LRE during their
whole dialogue and that is the reason why I decided to add one more point to the instructions
and that is that they would take turns when writing the story down and that one would dictate

and the other one would write down.
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This method was more successful as the next pairs cooperated much more, especially during
the writing-the-story-down part.

I recorded 175 minutes of dialogues in total. The longest dialogue took 22 minutes and 44
seconds and the shortest one took 9 minutes and 12 seconds. The average length of one

dialogue was just under 16 minutes.

During the final week, the participants were asked to complete the post-tests in their English
lesson. They were given time-limit of 10 minutes but their teacher informed me that all

students managed to finish earlier, after approximately 7 minutes.

6.4 Pre-tests and Post-tests

The collaborative dialogue was the main part of the experiment. Before all participants took
part in the collaborative dialogue, they completed a pre-test and after the dialogue they
completed the post-test.

The pre-test was supposed to reflect L2 problems that the participants might encounter while
generating the jig-saw task. As I mentioned earlier, four learners described the picture story
before the experiment, two orally and two in a written form. [ used their outputs and analysed
the most frequent mistakes. The mistakes which occurred most often were incorrect article
use, incorrect or inaccurate use of lexical items, verb-forms, prepositions, noun-forms and
syntactic problems such as non-target-like word order or dropping the subject.

Apart from these problems, the two people who wrote the story down had also some spelling
difficulties.

Based on these outputs, I created a translation pre-test. The participants were supposed to
find the most suitable English translation of a Czech sentence in the assignment. There was
only one correct answer and there were four different options in each task. The pre-test
consisted of 27 exercises in total and the individual tasks corresponded to the categories
which were the most problematic for the testing group. It involved 4 tasks focused on
prepositions, 4 lexical-based tasks, 4 grammatical tasks focused on the difference between
the present simple and continuous, 4 tasks aiming at spelling and finally 11 tasks focused on
the use of indefinite articles or no articles.

In the first 16 tasks, there was a Czech sentence in the assignment and the pupils were asked
to select the most suitable English translation out of four options: a), b), ¢) or d). The second

part contained four sentences. The pupils were asked to fill in the gaps with a correct form
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of an indefinite article or with no article. The task instructions were written in Czech so that
the risk of misunderstanding the instructions in minimised. The pre-test can be found in the
Appendix (See Section 10).

The post-test was designed in quite a different way. Although it contained the same tasks as
the pre-test, it also covered tasks which were tailor-made for each pair. Based on their
performance in a jig-saw task, I analysed the language related episodes in all dialogues and
created tasks to verify whether the participants learned thanks to their LRE.

There was a different number of LRE in each pair and therefore, there was also a different
number of extra tasks per pair in the post-tests.

As aresult, each post-test was supposed to map the progress in particular aspects which each

pair chose to discuss.

6.5 Data Analysis and Results

This section contains a detailed analysis of language related episodes that were detected in

the dialogue and the results.

6.5.1 Language-Related Episodes

I focused on LREs in students’ dialogues, not on all the L2 mistakes they made during their
cooperation. In other words, I only analysed the moments when a learner realised that they
made a mistake in their L2 production or when they thought that their partner used a non-
target-like structure and commented on that or suggested a different output.

In the following section, some excerpts from the collaborative dialogues containing LREs
are going to be analysed and commented on.

I am not going to comment on all the dyads and all the LREs. I selected 3 dyads in particular
and excerpts from their dialogues that included some of their LREs. Furthermore, I selected
a few more excerpts from other dyad’s dialogues which are analysed below. Transcription

of all dialogues and identifies LREs can be found in the Appendix (See section 10).
6.5.1.1 Dyad 3 - P16 (B) and P17 (A)

B So the girl...or is it a girl or the girl? (laughs)
A: 1 think it’s a...a girl (emphasizes).

B: (laughs) No, I would say the (emphasizes).

A A. (emphasizes) (both laugh)

Me: Klidné si reknéte, proc si to myslite.
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(You can tell each other why you think so.)
A: Protoze prosté je to tak.
(Because that’s that way it is.)
B: Ale to neni jen néjaka holka, to je proste “the girl” (emphasizes).
(But it’s not just some girl, it’s “the girl”).
A: Tak the girl (emphasizes).
(Well then, the girl.)
Excerpt A

The first dyad to be analysed is a Dyad number 3 which consisted of a participant marked as
A whose pre-test and post-test scores can be found in Table 2 (See section 6.5.2.) under the
code P17 and the second participant B with a code P16. This pair had the highest number of
LREs out of all pairs, that is 25. Although their performance on the pre-test was one of the
lowest out of all participants, they showed that they are able to find problematic L2 features
and discuss them together. A selection of excerpts from their dialogue is analysed below.
The exchange in Excerpt A occurred when the pair was writing the story down. The LRE is
concerned with the correct usage of a definite or indefinite article in a noun phrase a/the girl.
The pair has already mentioned the presence of the girl in the opening sentence of their
written story and now, in the following sentence, they were referring to the same girl. Their
discussion concerned the suitable usage of an article, indefinite or definite. B was unsure
which option is the target-like and she expressed her uncertainty by explicitly asking which
of the two options fits better into the context.
A suggested to use an indefinite article. B disagreed and had a feeling that a definite article
would be a better choice. Their exchange up to this point seemed like a word against word
without justifying their choices. They managed to produce Output 1, notice a gap in their
knowledge internally as B identified the problem in her own speech but then, they skipped
the analysis part. Instead, they moved right into producing Output 2, their revised output
without explicitly commenting on the problem in Output 1.

Therefore, I decided to intervene and encourage them to support their ideas by specific
arguments. While A was not able to give reason for his choice, B explained that the gir/ their
describing is not some girl, but a specific person they are talking about. Finally, A agreed
with her, and they reached a correct decision. Here, B provided an inspection of her revised
output and A seemed to agree with the explanation. Therefore, the LRE in Excerpt A was

successfully solved.
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In the post-test, B solved this task correctly but A solved it incorrectly. A stood by the use
of indefinite article in the dialogue and so he did in the post-test. It seems that more detailed
metalinguistic explanation would be beneficial so that A understands which contexts are

necessary for a definite article.

B:  The girl got mad because banana split fell out...ne...fell down the tree on her head.
Fell down the...jo...the tree on her head.
(The girl got mad because banana split fell out...no...fell down the tree on her head.
Fell down the...yes...the tree on her head.)
Excerpt B
B was describing her portion of the story. When uttering the verb fell out, she realized that
this phrasal verb does not refer to the action which she wants to describe. The imperfection
in her original output was caused by an unsuitable preposition. Then, she recalled a more
appropriate phrase fell down which describes the picture where a banana peel is falling on
the girl’s head. In Excerpt B, it is possible to observe an individual who becomes aware of
their own faulty output, tries to think of a new solution and alter the output 1 to output 2.
Although she does not comment on her analysis of the problem, B’s revised output describes
the situation more accurately than her original output and therefore, the LRE can be assessed

as successful.

B: Fell down the tree. Neni “fell down the tree” jako spadnout ze stromu jakozZe ty
spadnes?
(Fell down the tree. Doesn’t “fell down the tree” mean to fall down the tree in a way
that you are the one falling down?)

A: Asi jo, ja nevim, ja bych dal “fell down from the tree” jakoze ze stromu.
(Maybe yes, I don’t know, I would say “fell down from the tree” meaning from the
tree.)

Me:  Ja vam nemuizu pomoct, musite si poradit sami.

(I can’t help you, you must figure it out yourselves.)

B: Tak jak?
(Well then?)

A: So fell down from the tree.
Excerpt C
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A and B discussed whether to use or omit a prepositional phrase from the tree in Excerpt

C. B was still describing the picture which depicts a banana peel falling onto the girl’s
head. B and A reflect upon the meaning of the phrasal verb fall down. It seems that B
assumes the verb fall down refers to a person falling to the ground, not an inanimate object
falling to the ground. A is also unsure about the structure used in output 1. He suggests to
use the alternative fell down from the tree instead of fell down the tree and explicitly
specify the direction of the fall by using the prepositional phrase. Possibly, he uses L1
transfer to form this hypothesis because he suggests the Czech phrase ze stromu and
literally translates in to English. Neither of them seemed to be quite sure as they hesitated.
Both of them looked at me and they probably expected me to help but I explained that [ am
not allowed to interfere. Finally, they chose A’s version fell down from the tree and they
managed to form a grammatically correct sentence using a preposition which is suitable for
the given context. Their revised output described the situation in a more suitable way and
therefore, they managed to solve the LRE successfully.

It is surprising, however, that B solved the post-test task based on this LRE correctly but A
solved it incorrectly. Although A himself suggested the more suitable version fell/ down from
the tree and they finally agreed to use it in their written story, A ticked the incorrect item in
the post-test. He may have been confused because he discussed it with B but they got no
feedback from a teacher or native speaker to confirm which version is target-like. Therefore,

a feedback could be helpful after each dialogue to support the learning process.

B: On her head. Ja bych napsala néco jakoze: “It hurt.. It...”
(On her head. I’d write something like “It hurt....It...”)
A: Ja bych dal: “And she’s mad”.
(I would write: “and she’s mad”.)
B: To bylo na zacatku.
(That was in the beginning.)
A: Jo.
(Yes.)
B: The girl was mad. Néco jakozZe: “It hurt but the rabbit still smiling”.
(The girl was mad. Something like: “It hurt but the rabbit still smiling.”)
A: So it hurt her and the rabbit still smiling...asi Ze?
(So it hurt her and the rabbit still smiling...right?)
B: Co?
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(What?)
A: And jakoze...
(And I mean...)

B: 1t hurt her jakoZe /hort/ (pronouncing it as in Czech).
(It hurt like /hort/ .)
A: And...

B: But (emphasizes) the rabbit is still smiling.
Excerpt D

Together, A and B are putting together the next sentence. They cooperate on generating the
sentence and attempt to take stylistics into consideration so that they do not repeat
themselves, specifically the phrase she’s mad.

It was the case in more dialogues that the members of the pair cooperated on creating
sentences together. They often tried not to repeat the same information too much. For
instance, they substituted noun phrases by pronouns or they decided to omit some
information that was already mentioned earlier or reformulate it. It shows that the
participants are aware of the fact that they are generating a story which is supposed to be
cohesive and coherent and it should follow certain rules, for instance preventing repetition.
The fact that the learners do not concentrate merely on correctly used lexical and
grammatical items but they also take stylistic features into account shows how complexly
they think about their L2.

Getting back to Excerpt D, B suggested to use a phrase it hurt to describe the picture where
a banana peel fell of the girl’s head. A reformulated it as hurt her which seems to describe
the situation more accurately. Not using the direct object her would most likely mean that
the experiencer of the action is unknown. When adding the verbal object 4er, the experiencer
becomes known and the description of the action becomes more clear. A is aware of how
V-selection specifies the semantic meaning of the verb. Although he does not comment on
it explicitly, the fact that he decided to add the direct objects suggests that he sensed ther eis
a difference between the two version of the output.

When writing the story down, A suggested to use a different connector in the sentence.
Instead of It hurt her and the rabbit is still smiling, he wanted to use It hurt her but the rabbit
is still smiling. He possibly planned to emphasize that the rabbit was still happy despite the
fact that its friend was feeling uncomfortable as a result of the injury. In such cases, it is not

clearly possible to determine which version of output is target-like and which is not. Both
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options would be grammatically correct in English but A’s revised output shows a more

detailed description of the character’s attitude to the situation and the relation of the two

sentences.
A: But it didn’t...but it didn’t fall out of the tree.
B: Ja bych napsala jakoze néco jako “but on the tree was a boy”.
(I’d write something like “but on the tree was a boy™.)
A: But on the tree was a boy or a monkey.
B: Who...
A: Who...throw the banana split...
B: Throw it on her.
A: Throw it on her okay...from the tree...yes.
B: Ale to je blbé “but on the tree was a boy who throw it on her from the tree”...ne

prosté ne...Skrtame to prosté...

(But that’s not good “but on the tree was a boy who throw it on her from the

tree”...no, just no...let’s just cross it out.)

Excerpt E
In Excerpt E, A and B cooperate on creating the next sentence and after some reformulations,
they produce the sentence: “But on the tree was a boy who throw it on her from the tree”. B
was not satisfied with the produced output, but it was not apparent why. Therefore, I
inspected their written story and deduced that she disagreed with the repetition of the
preposition phrases on the tree and from the tree within the same sentence. As a result of
that, she decided to cross out the final phrases from the tree. Although she did not comment
on her motives, supposedly she found it redundant and stylistically inappropriate. If there is
a boy sitting on the tree and throws a banana peel, it is apparent that the banana peel is being
thrown from the same place. Therefore, this LRE can be judged as successfully solved from

the stylistic point of view.

B: He tried run away but the girl and rabbit...jak se iekne jako...catching him...ja bych
rekla “The girl and...”
(He tried run away but the girl and rabbit...how do you say...catching him...I’d say
“The girl and...”)

A: Is trying to caught him.

B: Ne.
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(No.)

A: Ne .
(No.)

B: Ja bych rekla: “The girl and rabbit caught him but he tried run away but... they were
next...”
(I’d say: “The girl and rabbit caught him but he tried run away but... they were
next...”)

A: They tried to run behind him...

w

Jo, tak jo...takze caught...takze proste...
(Okay, alright...so caught...so...)
A: And run...and run behind him?
B: Jo... nema tam byt minuly cas jako “ran”?

(Yes...Isn’t there supposed to be the past tense “ran”?)
A: Asi jo.

(Probably yes.)

Excerpt F
In the first sentence of Excerpt F, B seems to be trying to recall the English verb “chase”.
After hesitating for a while, she manages to recall the verb catch but judging by the way she
uses it, she confuses its semantic meaning with chase. She uttered: “The girl and rabbit
caught him but he tried run away...” However, the picture depicts a monkey-boy who is
running away and the girl and the rabbit-girl who are chasing him. This picture in particular
does not show anybody being caught.
It seems that A notices this discrepancy in B’s output and he modifies the output to: “is trying
to caught him”. He knows that the verb catch is an irregular verb, he is familiar with the
correct past simple form of catch and he possibly wanted to shift the sentence into the past.
However, he failed to do so correctly, as he did not put the past tense morpheme on the first
auxiliary verb of the clause is but he shifted it to the infinitive complement which is supposed
to remain unchanged. This may be a rather complicated morpho-syntactic structure for A as
it consists of the auxiliary verb be as a part of progressive aspect, the verb #ry in present
participle form which takes the verb catch as its to-infinitive complement. A was aware that
the verb catch can be shifted to the past by changing its form to caught but he did not realize
that it is not possible in this syntactic context. Therefore, although his modified output solved
B’s original output as regards lexical inaccuracy, it resulted in a new problem which is non-

target-like morpho-syntactic form of the verbal phrase.
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Getting back to the lexical inaccuracy with the verb catch, the final version of this sentence
which A and B wrote down is as follows: “He tried run away but the girl and the rabbit
caught him and ran behind him.” As the verb phrases caught him would mean took hold of
him it does not make much sense to continue with and ran behind him. One of the possible
explanations is that they forgot to add the verb #ry as in tried to catch him or that they
confused the lexical meaning of the verb catch and chase which was often used by other
pairs to describe this particular action in the picture. Therefore, this LRE was not solved
correctly as regards the lexical aspect. Nevertheless, morpho-syntactically, the subject and
its predicate the rabbit caught him is grammatically correct so LRE regarding the past-tense
shift was successful. It would be helpful if the participants explained the alternations they
made in their revised outputs. As they did not, we can only try to deduce what were their

real L2 motives.

In the post-test, the pair was tested to select the correct lexical item in one task and to select
the correct past tense form in the second one. Both A and B managed to use the verb “catch”
in the correct context and it means that B was likely to learn the proper lexical meaning of
this lexical item. The next task simulated the situation of shifting a verb phrase in the
progressive aspect into the past. A managed to do so correctly, but B did not. He repeated
the same mistake he did in the dialogue. Therefore, a more detailed metalinguistic comment
and possibly feedback would be beneficial for him to understand the complexity of this

morpho-syntactic process.

A: ... After the time...
No...
(Yeah...)

w

After the time, monkey slipped...
Later.

Later.

Slipped on the ground?

No, slipped on the banana split.

T >xw>w >

“Slipped” jakoze uklouzl? On the banana split.
(“Slipped” as in slipped? On the banana split.)

>

Ano, slipped.
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(Yes, slipped).
B: Slipped...Slipped and...and fell down...slipped...kdyz slipped.
(Slipped...Slipped and...and fell down...slipped...if there is “slipped”.)
A: Slipped...

w

Ale kdyz uklouznes tak nemusis pokazdé spadnout ale...ja bych dala ‘fell
down”...and “the girl” came to him...ne, napis tam “she” mdame tam moc” the
girl”...jo and she came to him and...
(But if you slip it doesn’t necessarily mean that you fall...I’d use “fell down”...and
the girl came to him...no, write “she”, we use “the girl” too much...yes, and she
came to him and...)
A: But who am I? She like...
B: No ale tak nechci tam furt psat to “girl”.

(But I don’t want to keep writing “the girl”.)
A: Okay...

Excerpt G
In Excerpt G, B noticed that A used the phrase after the time which is not typically used in
English. She revised A’s output and suggested a more suitable lexical choice /ater. This LRE
was successfully solved.
This item was present in the post-test. B chose the correct item which she suggested herself
during the dialogue, but A chose the incorrect one which he used before B corrected him. It
seems that mere correction without any explanation is not effective because again, A makes
a mistake in the item which they solved during their collaborative dialogue.
Then, they discussed how to proceed when describing the next picture. They discussed the
picture showing a monkey-boy that is slipping on a banana peel and looks as if he is about
to fall. B was wondering whether the verb s/ip automatically implies falling. She concluded
that it does not, so she decided to add that he fell down so that the picture is described more
faithfully. In this LRE, B started wondering about the semantic features of the word s/ip
herself and therefore, the feedback was not external but internal. Her explicit comment is
helpful to get insight into language processes in her mind and her understanding of the
semantic features that are part of this lexical item.
Furthermore, B is dissatisfied with excessive use of the noun phrase the gir/ which she finds
redundant. Therefore, she suggests replacing it with a pronoun she. From a stylistic point of

view, this is a more suitable choice.
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Jak se rekne usmirit se?

(How do you say “make up”?)

And...

Pockej, mas spatny obrazek.

(Wait, you have a wrong picture.)

Jakoze they make it feel alright?...Okay...eeeh...Okay...After fighting...the girl and
rabbit or they...dej “they” ...

(They make it feel alright?...Okay... eeeh...Okay...After fighting...the girl and
rabbit or they...use “they”...)

After fight?

After fighting.

Ne.

(No.)

Jo...Potom jakoze...

(Yes...After...)

Po hadce...

(After the fight...)

Jak?

(What?)

Po hadce...Jako after fight.

(After the fight...As in “after fight”.)

Po...

(After...)

Ne...po hadce.

(No...After the fight.)

No...

(Well...)

Takze “after fight”?

(So “after fight”?)

Oni se hadali, takze jako po tom co se hadali? ...Co treba after arguing?
(They were arguing so after they finished arguing?...How about “after arguing”?)
...Ne...Ja bych tam dala after fight.

(...No...I would say “after fight”.)

After fight?
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B: Myslis, zZe je to dobre?

(Do you think it’s correct?)

A: Tak ja nevim...jako...Tak “after fighting” jako...” after fight” je jako po bitce
spise...after fighting...tak jakozZe (both laughing)...tak jako klidné “after fight”, mi
to je jedno.

(Well, I don’t know...I mean...well, “after fighting”...”after fight” is more like after
the “physical fight”...after fighting...so...we can use “after fight”, I don’t care.)

B: No tak ale to je jakoby se bili ze?...Tak ja...tak ja tam dam...

(Well but that would mean a “physical fight”, wouldn’t it?...So I...I’ll use...)

A: Tak se muze dat “after arguing”.

(We can use “after arguing”.)
B: Tak jo.

(Alright.)

Excerpt H

The first LRE in Excerpt H concerns a lexical choice. B does not know how to say make up
in English and she asks A for advice. Apparently, A either does not know or does not recall
the phrasal verb make up or a similar synonym. Therefore, he uses his existing knowledge
of L2 to paraphrase the meaning of make up and compensates for his lack of lexical
knowledge. He forms a verb phrases make it feel alright which follows the grammatical rules
of English and in a way paraphrases the message they want to convey. This is a successful
use of one’s current L2 knowledge to overcome language problems that are above one’s
interlanguage. Instead of using a Czech phrase or trying to omit the sentence at all, he tries
to improvise when using what his L2 allows him to do. He manages to verbalize the intended
information and at the same time follow the grammatical rules of English. It shows that is
can use his current L2 knowledge in novel contexts.

The subsequent LREs are a combination of a lexical and morpho-syntactic problem. A and
B have an extensive debate about the word argument/fight and its use in the sentence. A and
B attempt to describe an argument between a girl and a monkey-boy in the picture. However,
they seem not to know the word argument, they are only familiar with the word “fight” both
as a noun and as a verb and with the verb argue. They are trying to find a suitable solution
to form the sentence.

They are not certain about the exact lexical meaning of the word fight. It appears that they

sense it could be used to describe an argument but they are not sure. They are quite convinced
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that the word fight can be used in a meaning of a physical fight and they are worried that it
may be the only meaning of this verb. Therefore, they rather choose an alternative argue
which seems to be more familiar for them. They are aware that the verb argue contains all
the semantic properties they want to convey. However, they want to use a noun in their
sentence, not a verb. They are able to use their knowledge of English derivational processes
and form a noun by adding an -ing suffix. Finally, they successfully create a phrase affer
arguing which meets both lexical and grammatical requirements.

Before they came to the conclusion, B also suggested to use the prepositional phrase after
fight. A refused to use this phrase but he was not able to explain why. He may have sensed
that the noun fight is countable and therefore when used in singular number, needs to be
preceded by a determiner. That is because he offered the alternative afer fighting which he
found more suitable as it does not require a determiner. However, as mentioned before, they
finally decided to use after arguing instead. The whole Excerpt H shows the on-going
development of their interlanguage and how they are able to use their current L2 knowledge
to create novel phrases and think about the language as such. They correctly solved both the
lexical and grammatical aspect of LRE.

This complicated task was present in their individual post-test. Neither A nor B managed to
select the correct option in the post-test. Both of they selected the expression after fight
which is ungrammatical because it is missing a determiner. Even though they managed to
form a grammatically correct expression in the jig-saw task, they did not choose it in their
post-test. They had quite a long discussion about this item in their collaborative dialogue and
from the post-test result, it seems that an intervention of the teacher could be beneficial in
this case. There is a combination of lexical and grammatical problem that they tried to solve

and it may have been too complicated for them to understand by themselves.

A: They are trying to like...posbirat...picking up...
(They are trying to like...pick up...picking up...)
B: Ne...jako néco...to je néco s tou kytkou, ale to je utrhnout ze?
(No...that is...it’s something that has to do with the flower but it means to pick,
doesn’t it?)
A: Pick up the banana splits from the ground.
B: No dobré, tak napiseme they take the banana splits.
(Alright then, let’s write “they take the banana splits”.)
A: Ne, “take’ ne.
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The next language problem that A and B encounter is a lexical one. They describe the picture
which depicts the children who pick up banana peels. It seems that A tries to recall the verb
pick up and he soon succeeds in doing so. When he says it out loud, however, B disagrees
and argues that the verb pick can be used in the context of picking a flower but no in the
context of /ifting something from the ground. B tries to stand by his opinion but A suggests
an alternative take the banana splits from the ground. She explains that she has heard the

phrase pick up in the context of pick-up line and she tries to persuade B that it is an

(No, not “take”.)

Jo.
(Yes.)
Ne, “pick up”.

(No, “pick up”.)

Ne...ty vis, Ze to je fraze “pick up”?

(But...Are you sure that it is a phrase “pick up”?)

Tak bylo tam...

(Well, it was there...)

Ne. Pick-up line, padlo tady néco jako...?...Dam after they “take”.
(No. “Pick-up line”, was there anything like...?...I’ll use after they “take”.)
Jojo, dam teda...they “take”.

(Okay, let’s use...they “take”.)

They take.

Nebude tam nahodou “they took”?

(Shouldn’t we use “they took™?)

Jo asi jo... banana split from the ground.

(Yes, I think so...banana split from the ground.)

Banana splits from the ground yes...banana splits.

Tam je jich vice?

(Is there more of them?)

(agrees)

From the ground.

Excerpt I

inappropriate lexical choice to be used in such a context.
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This is an example of B’s imperfect lexical knowledge of the verb pick and its multiple
lexical meanings.

When B suggests her revised output, A does not want to use it at first but finally, he accepts
it. Rather than use pick up in the wrong context B chooses a strategy with her current
knowledge of English and describe it literally. This is an example of unsuccessfully solved
LRE, although the correct solution was suggested.

Nonetheless, when A and B were presented with the same item in the post-test, both of them
selected the target-like option pick up.

After they agreed on it, they cooperated on finishing the sentence. A suggested to use the
past tense of the verb take, possibly because they describe a story which is set in the past.
He utters the correct irregular past tense of the verb took. This is a combination of morpho-
syntactic knowledge which is also accompanied by textual knowledge as A understands that
a story should be written in the past tense.

The final change which happens in Excerpt I is changing the number of a noun from singular
to plural. In the pictures, there is more than one banana peel on the ground and therefore, A
added the plural suffix -s. Although they solved it correctly as regards grammar, they failed
to use the suitable noun phrase. Similarly as many other dyads, they confused the noun
phrase banana split with banana peel/skin and systematically used it during the whole story.

Nonetheless, their morpho-syntactic thinking was correct.

B: Jak se rekne “usmirit se”?
(How do you say “make up”?)

A: Ja nevim...ja vim, ze kdybych to slysel, tak bych tomu rozumél, ale ted’ mée to
nenapadne...Co to pises?
(I don’t know...I know that if I heard it, I would understand but I can’t recall it
now...What are you writing?)

B: To o kamosovi.
(About the friend.)

A: They re friends...

B: Friends now...They went together...pockej, to je jako snack...hej vis proc¢ jsem tu
davala tohle? To nejsou splits, to jsou i bananas...oni to sbirali, at' si miizou udelat

snack z toho...napis “they”...
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(Friends now...They went together...wait, it is a snack...do you know why I put it
here? These are not splits, these are bananas as well...they picked it up so that they
can make a snack out of it... Write “they”...)

A: Took...

w

And also...Ne...To napis znova. Napis the banana splits from the ground...ne pockej
jako “also”...and also bananas for snack.

(And also...No...Write it again. Write “the banana splits from the ground”...no wait,
“also”...and also bananas for snack.)

ExcerptJ

At the beginning of the Excerpt J, A and B are describing a picture in which all the characters
finally make up. Neither of them manages to recall the English lexical item for the act of
making up. A informs B that the phrase is probably in his passive vocabulary but he is unable
to recall it. That is the reason why they decide to use a phrase they are friends now. They
use a grammatically correct sentence in English which expresses the idea they wanted to
convey. They neither resigned and omitted the information nor used a Czech expression
instead. Therefore, their cooperation concerning the lexical choice can be considered to be
successful. Once again, they use L2 knowledge they are familiar with to construct new
utterances and successfully compensate for their imperfect lexical knowledge. At the same
time, they are able to express the information they intended to utter.

Another aspect they discuss is more of a semantic nature rather than grammatical. B notices
the logical connection between the picture in which the characters are picking up bananas
and the following one in which they are sitting at the table and having the bananas for
snack/lunch. During the whole jig-saw task, participants were not allowed to show their own
pictures to each other. B did not see the picking-up picture but she saw that in the last one,
the children are eating bananas. Therefore, she deduced that the children probably did not
only pick up the peels to clean the mess but they picked up whole bananas and used them as
a meal. The same train of thought can be observed in more dyads as well when one
participant of the pair said the children are eating banana peels and the second one was
confused and refused to write such fact down because of its illogical nature. It shows that
the participants do not only describe each picture as a separate object but they are able to
sense the logical sequence of the story and adjust the language they use. Being able to follow
the coherence of the story, B successfully modifies the sentence to banana splits from the
ground and also bananas for snack. Here, the banana splits again probably mean banana

peels but the incorrect lexical choice is not the concern in the LRE.
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6.5.1.2 Dyad 6 - P14 (C) and P15 (D)

One of the main goals of LREs is to make language learners think about language in a
metalinguistic way and use language to communicate about linguistic problems. Most pairs
cooperated and shared their views on L2 phenomena and tried to find a solution together.
The Dyad number 6 consisted of two participants which got one of the lowest scores on the
pre-test and they formed a pair together. They were two girls, C with a code P14 and D with
a code P15. Their dialogue took the shortest time, their story was the shortest (half a page of
AS format compared to other pairs which usually used the whole page). Together, there were
12 LREs but during their dialogue, it could be observed that C was not very willing to and

comment on produced L2 structures during the task.

D: Okay, on the other picture is a girl and she has on her head eeeh “slupka’?

(Okay, on the other picture is a girl and she has on her head eech “peel”?)

C:
D: Banana and...that’s all.
Excerpt K
C: Mmm...so there is a monkey and he ummm “uklouzl”.

(Mmm...so there is a monkey and he ummm “slipped”.)
D: Slip.
C: On the “banan” and rabbit look at him.

(On the banana and rabbit look at him.)

Excerpt L

C: Mmm...and they...ummm...sbiraji...

(Mmm...and they...ummm...”pick up”...)

D: Picking.
C: Banana and it’s all.
Excerpt M

C: So there is a girl and rabbit and they playing game under the tree.
D: Kde se pise carka?
(Where shall we put a comma?)

C: Nevim.
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(I don’t know.)

Excerpt N
C: Ummm the monkey sit on the tree and...
D: Nemd to byt spis “because”? Jakoze protoze?

(Shouldn’t we rather write “because”? Like “because”?)
C: Hmmm to je jedno...
(Hmmm it doesn’t matter...)

Excerpt O

C: But the monkey...jak je to uklouzl?
(But the monkey...how do you say the word “uklouzl”?)
D: Slip... The girl is angry with him. To je tak v§echno.
(Slip... The girl is angry with him. That’s it.)
C: And they jako “sbirat” ...
(And they “pick up”...)

D: Picking...

C: Pick the banan.
(Pick the banana.)
Excerpt P

When there was a language problem during the jig-saw task C often tended to ignore it as in
Excerpt K where she did not offer any solution or try to communicate about a suitable
alternative. The same case in the Excerpt N or O in which she does not develop a debate
about selecting a correct connector into the context when D initiates a discussion. C
concludes with a sentence: “It doesn’t matter”. Other dyads also got into situations when
none of the pair knew the exact solution to their problem, e.g. the translation of a lexical
item, but they attempted to improvise and use their existing L2 knowledge to compensate
this language gap, as it can be seen in Excerpts J, H or X for instance. This is the analysing
part which finally leads to revised output and supports the learning process. Unfortunately,
in Dyad 6, some of the LREs remained unsolved without any attempt for a revised output or
analysis. It shows that the motivation of the participants and their willingness to cooperate

is important for effective LREs.
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When there was a problem with lexical knowledge during jig-saw tasks, that is, if one person
in the pair did not know or could not recall a suitable lexical item, they usually asked their
partner for help. If their partner uttered the correct lexical item, the other partner repeated it
and finished the sentence pronouncing the newly acquired word/phrase. However, in Excerpt
L and M, it can be observed that C asks for help but she does not repeat the new word when
finishing the sentence. Moreover, when writing the story down, she again elicits the same
lexical items and does not pronounce it, only in the final case of pick in the Excerpt P.

It seems that in this case, the problem is not lower proficiency of the participants but lack of
motivation. In the previous dialogues between A and B (Excerpts A-J), B had the same pre-
test score as C and D (See Table 2). Despite that, she was motivated to discuss many LREs
with her partner and give arguments for them although some of her ideas were not target-
like. As a result, I assume that the motivation can play a role in collaborative dialogue and
its lack may result in lower learning potential from the dialogue.

Excerpts K, L, M and P all concern a lexical problem and the correct solution is suggested
by D but as C does not tend to repeat the target-like lexical choice, she does not actually
modify her original output herself. The items from excerpts L and M were tested in their
individual post-test and both of them picked the correct options. Therefore, the collaborative
dialogue may still have had effect on her L2 knowledge although not much analysis took
place compared with the other dyads.

6.5.1.3 Dyad 8 P19 (E) and P20 (F)

Another dialogue, Dyad number 8, is very different from the previous one, it is a
conversation of two participants who wrote down the most elaborated story and their L2
proficiency as regards used vocabulary and grammatical operations reached a higher level
compared to their classmates. Dyad 8 is a participant E with the code P19 and F with the
code P20.

In spite of the fact the participants E and F had almost no problem with insufficient lexical
or grammatical knowledge, they still discussed LREs. There was 11 LREs found in their
dialogue.

Their LREs, nonetheless were quite different from those that can be found in other pairs’
dialogues. E and F usually solved little nuances in lexical meaning, grammatical use or on
textual level. Even though their L2 level is higher, it does not affect the number of LRE they
discussed or their will to cooperate on generating the story together. Their LREs only

concern more proficient L2 areas.
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Many pairs tended to use their L1 when solving LREs and discussed L2 problems. E and F,
however, did not switch into their L1 even once and decided to have their whole conversation

in their L2. This further confirms their confidence in their L2.

E and F, similarly as many other pairs were aware that they are writing a story. If the pairs
realized it should have qualities of the story, they tried to account for this fact by using
phrases such as once upon a time, once, one warm day or simply by shifting the story into
the past tense. It proves that they not only attempted to generate grammatically correct and
lexically accurate utterances, but they also thought about higher language levels such as text
type and its qualities. E and F were no exception, and they also took the textual aspect into

consideration.

E: So can we put that that’s what was also like the monkey-boy’s favorite and they were

like constantly fighting over it?

F: Yeah yeah that...
E: The same tree.
F: (agrees) His name is going to be Rupert.
E: (laughs)
F: 1 just love it.
E: Was also loved?...by...
F: (agrees)
E: Was also loved by Rupert, the monkey.
F: The monkey-boy. Yeah and they constantly fight about it.
E: They always fought about it yeah.
(both hesitate)
E: They always fought for the spot or?
F: Yeah yeah yeah I think something like that.
E: They always fought over who gets to play there.
F: Yeah.
E: Yeah.
(both laugh)

They always eeeh maybe they always fight right?
No, I think the fought is correct.

Because...
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F: Fight.
E: Fight.
F: 1t sounds better.
E: They always fight...who gets the spot...who gets to play there?
F: Yeah okay.
Excerpt Q

At the beginning of their story, they decided to introduce the characters and describe the
setting. They named the characters and created a background story for them before they
started with the actual plot. The process of making the background story can be observed in
Excerpt Q. It seems that what E and F wanted to express would correspond with the phrase
would always fight to describe an event in the past that happened on regular basis. However,
none of the girls suggested this structure and instead, they were deciding between two
options, present simple or past simple tense. Neither of them provided any detailed
explanation to justify their choice of the tense. It can be observed that they are not 100%
satisfied with either choice. Finally, they decided to choose the option fight in present simple.
Once again, they did not explain the reason for their choice, F merely explains that it sounds
better to her. The present simple tense is typically used for habits and regularly occurring

actions which might have been their motivation for this choice.

E: He jumped off the tree and...
F: Started running away.
E: And started to run away?
F: Ummm running away.
E: Which one do you want there?
F: Running away.
Excerpt R
E: Started to run away maybe?
F: Running.
E: Started to run away sounds better to me...I don’t know.
F: Start to run away.
E: Yeah I think so maybe...probably ...

Excerpt S
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E: Should we make one more useless detail like their favorite spot was under the big

tree or? (laughs)

F: Yeah yeah we should.
E: We didn’t really get to it in the first picture (laughs). Spot...was under “the” big tree?
F: (agrees) Maybe “a’ because I don’t want to say it was the only specific tree.
E: Yeah.
Excerpt T

In excerpt R, there is a discussion concerning the verb form of the verb complement. In
particular, E and F discuss whether to use -ing form or a full infinitive form as a complement
of the verb start. They described the picture with the monkey-boy jumping off the tree and
starting fo run or running away. English grammar allows both options and neither of them
can be excluded as ungrammatical, although -ing complementation would be more natural
in this context than the to-infinitive complement. However, the latter can be hardly classified
as ungrammatical.

E and F again do not give reason for their choices and it seems that they decide only
instinctively. They finally chose the -ing version which is supposed to be more natural.
When they got an opportunity for a final check of their written story, nevertheless, they
returned to this problem. This time, E tried to promote the full infinitive version and
explained that it sounded more natural to her.

The fact that they got back to the same phenomenon and none of them stood confidently by
her choice showed their uncertainty and possibly a need for feedback so that this issue is

finally resolved. For this reason, this LRE cannot be determined as successful.

The last excerpt of E and F’s cooperation, Excerpt T, shows a LRE which deals with the use
of indefinite or definite article. Their discussion is quite different from the other pairs’
conversations concerning article use. Other pairs usually discussed which of the two options,
definite or indefinite article, is grammatically correct in the given context.

However, E and F are well-aware of the difference in meaning between a and the and they
only discussed which meaning they want to choose, that is, if they talk about a random tree
or if they mention one tree in particular. F comments on her choice, she explains that she
does not want to talk about one tree in particular which shows she is well-aware of the
difference in meaning and their discussion only concerns the semantic part of the story.
The dialogue of Dyad 8 shows that even if learners with a higher proficiency describe the

same set of pictures as learners with lower proficiency, they are still able to find L2- related
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topics for discussion and adjust the narrative to their own level. Therefore, jig-saw task could
be used as an effective communicative method in mixed-level classrooms to promote

language learning.

6.5.1.4 Extra Excerpts
In the previous sections, there were excerpts from 3 different dyads and the background of

each pair was briefly introduced.
In this section, I am going to comment on six more excerpts but [ am going to focus only on

the content of the LREs, not on the participants themselves.

Dyad 1 P7 (G) and P21 (H)

H: Okay...banana peels or bananas peels?

G Banana peels.

H: Okay... B-A-N-N-A-N-A?

G I think just one N, here and here but I'm not sure...l think it’s the same in
Czech....banan...yes, it is.
(I think just one N, here and here but I’'m not sure...I think it’s the same in
Czech....“banana”...yes, it is.)

H: Yes.
Excerpt U

There are two LREs in Excerpt U. The first one is concerned with a plural morpheme and
plural formation in English. H wonders if the plural inflectional suffix -s is added to both an
adjective and a noun within a noun phrase. G advises her that it only concerns the noun and
the adjective remains unchanged. Their LRE concerning noun morphology was therefore
solved successfully.

Their individual post-test contained a task which tested the same morphological operation
as they solved in this LRE. G successfully solved it but H chose the incorrect option. It seems
that this grammatical operation is still new for her and more practice and L2 experience
would be beneficial for her to become familiar with this L2 phenomenon.

The second LRE in Excerpt U concerns spelling of the word banana. H asks if the correct
spelling contains two Ns in the second syllable. G replies that it is spelled with one N only,
similarly as in Czech. They subsequently corrected this mistake in their written story and

crossed out the extra N. Their spelling LRE was successful as well.
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Furthermore, both of them chose the correct spelling option in their individual post-tests as

well.
H: Benchs...there are two of them.
G: I don’t think benchs is like...there is one bench and few benches?
H: Benches?
G: 1 think so.
Excerpt V

Excerpt V contains a LRE focused on a plural noun form. When checking their written story,
H points out that there are two benches in the picture they described but there was only one
bench mentioned in their story. However, instead of benches, she utters benchs and she does
not add the suffix -es after a sibilant sound. G notices this mistake and explains that the
correct plural form is supposed to be benches. He does not explain the general phonological
rule for this phenomenon but the LRE was solved correctly.

Both of them correctly solved this LRE in their post-test as well.

Dyad 4 - P9 (I) and P6 (J)
I: Tys napsal “fit” jako se to pise “worth it”. Proc tu je ‘‘fit”? (laughs)
(You wrote “fit” but it should be written as “worth it”. Why is “fit” in here?)
J: Tak ja nevim. (laughs) Tak to napis, jak se to pise podle tebe.
(Well, I don’t know. Write it as you think it should be written.)
I: Bez toho “f”...no...worth it...wasn’t worth it for the monkey...(laughs)
(Without the “f”...well... worth it...wasn’t worth it for the monkey.)
J: Co je? Ja nevim, jak se to pise. (laughs)
(What? I don’t know how to write it.)
Excerpt W

In some dyads, there were two participants whose level of English was quite different. The
participants often took advantage of it and the more experienced learner assisted the other
one with solving LREs. Sometimes, however, the more proficient learner used words and
phrases which were unknown to their partner. Such example can be observed in Excerpt W,
where I is the more proficient learner. When he dictated his portion of the story he uttered
the sentence: “It wasn’t worth it..” It seems that J was not familiar with this lexical item and

he did not know how to write it down. When writing, however, he did not ask his partner for
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help. When they were checking their story, his partner I noticed that J wrote the phrase down
as wor fit. He corrected the phrase and showed him how to spell it. This episode was solved
but possibly the more experienced learner could have explained the meaning of the phrase
to his partner because apparently, he was not familiar with it. In the same way, J could have
asked I about the meaning and spelling of the phrase to support the learning process. In such
cases, it could be beneficial to motivate the learners to cooperate more with their partner and
to make sure they both benefit from LREs as much as possible.

This phrase was present in this dyads post-test. Although I seemed to be confused by this
novel phrase when he first heard it in their collaborative dialogue, he managed to solve it

correctly in the post-test. J solved the task correctly too.

Dyad 7 - P1 (K) and P2 (L)
K: And he’s sitting on the “vetev”...nevim, jak je “vétev’?

(And he’s sitting on the “branch”...I don’t know how to say “branch”?)
L: Ja taky ne.

(Neither do I.)
K: (laughs) Vetev.
(A branch.)
L: (laughs) Vetev.
(A branch.)

K: Tree part (laughs) on the tree.
Excerpt X

Another lexical-based LRE occurs when K cannot recall the noun branch in English. Her
partner L does not know the translation either. After hesitating for a bit, K suggests a noun
phrase tree part. K used her knowledge of English syntactic rules and was able to create a
grammatically correct noun phrase. She did not use the literal translation from her L1 part
of the tree but she used the more English-like noun adjunct in the pre-modifying position of
head noun. It shows that she used her existing knowledge of English syntactic rules and she

was able to use them to compensate for her lacking knowledge of the certain lexical item.

K: Okay. Eeeh they...they...jakoze /notitsed/ (pronounces it as in Czech) /notist/ (cannot
recall the English pronunciation).
(Okay. Eeeh they...they...like /notitsed/... /notist/)

L: Noticed. (pronounces it in English).
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K: Noticed that...that the boy threw the peel.
Excerpt Y

A few LREs also concerned pronunciation. K wanted to pronounce the verb noticed. She
apparently knew how to spell it but she was unable to recall the correct English
pronunciation. First, she pronounced it as it would be read in Czech. Then, she modified her
output dropped the /¢/ sound in the final syllable but she still hesitated and she knew that she
has to make some more alternations. Before she could figure it out herself, her partner L
helped her and uttered the correct English pronunciation. This LRE is an interesting example
of storing the lexical item in one’s mental lexicon. K was able to assign a meaning to the
verb, the past tense morpheme, the correct spelling but she forgot the pronunciation. After

her partner’s assistance, they were able to solve the LRE successfully.

K: In the end everyone is sitting around...people happy...
L: And moznd eating banana peels?

(And maybe eating banana peels?)
K: Proc je is (emphasizes) a ne are (emphasizes)?

(Why is there “is” and not “are”?

L: Everyone is ha... to je...no protoze rikas jako “everyone” a to je myslim nejak jakoze
jednotne.

(Everyone is ha...it’s...well because you say “everyone” and I think it’s singular.)

K: A proc to tak je?

(And why is it s0?)

L: Nevim, prosté mam pocit, ze to tam tak je, tak to tam tak je... (both laughing)
Everyone. No everyone is happy, sitting, prosté everyone to je asi néjak jakoze se to
nemnozi nebo néco.

(I don’t know. I think this is how it’s supposed to be...Everyone. Well, everyone is
happy, sitting. Simply “everyone” I think you can’t make it plural or something.)
Excerpt Z

Excerpt Z concerns LRE dealing with agreement. K asks L why to use everyone is instead
of everyone are. It seems she is confused because the word everyone has a plural meaning
and therefore, she assumes it should be also reflected in this agreement with the verb fo be.

L tries to explain its morphology is singular and that the word does not allow a plural one.
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Although she hesitates and is not able to describe it with certainty, she manages to explain
this morpho-syntactic rule quite well. Therefore, this LRE was also solved successfully.

Moreover, they both picked the correct singular agreement in their post-test as well.

6.5.2 Results

The pre-test and post-test were written by 21 participants. Although 23 participants took part
in the jig-saw task, 2 of them did not complete one of the tests. The results of their pre-tests
can be found in the Table 2. Out of all the participants, 13 learners had a full score in the
pre-test, that is 27/27 points. Other four participants managed to get 26/27 points and there
were only 4 learners who made more than 2 mistakes in the pre-test, the highest number of
mistakes in a pre-test being 5. The results show that pre-test was inappropriate for the target
group and caused a ceiling effect. Due to such high scores in the pre-test, it was impossible
to compare the data statistically with the post-test.

The post-test consisted of two parts. One part was the same as the pre-test and the second
part was different for each participant, respectively for each pair which worked on the
collaborative dialogue together. I created tailor-made post-test tasks for each dyad based on
what issues they paid attention to in their dialogues. I excluded LRE which concerned issues
that did not contain a clear grammatical and ungrammatical solution or the ones which were
concerned with punctuation or stylistic and textual choices.

Thanks to the tailor-made tasks, it could be observed if learners were able to select the target-
like L2 structure that appeared in their LREs.

There were 123 tasks in total in the tailor-made part, out of which 108 was solved correctly
by the participants, that makes 87.8%.

As regards the post-test part which was the same as pre-test (excluding the tailor-made post-
test items), the participants made more mistakes in this part than in the pre-test. In particular,
the pre-test success rate was 96.11% but the post-test score was only 94.88%. Five
participants got fewer points than in the pre-test, namely P3, P5, P6, P9 and P17.
Nonetheless, all these learners performed well in their individual part of the post-test, apart
from P17 who only got 4 out of 8 points. Therefore, it seems that the LREs were helpful for
learners L2 concerning the L2 phenomena which they focused on.

There were two participants who showed a slight improvement in this part of the post-test

compared with their pre-test scores, namely P15 and P16.
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Participant | Total pre-test Post-test Post-test Total post-test
score (the same as pre- (individual part) score
test) score score
P1 27/27 27/27 717 34/34
P2 27/27 27/27 6/7 33/34
P3 26/27 25/27 8/9 33/36
P4 27/27 27/27 2/3 29/30
P5 27/27 25/27 11 26/28
P6 27/27 25/27 5/5 30/32
P7 27/27 27/27 10/12 37/39
P8 26/27 26/27 4/5 30/32
P9 27/27 24/27 5/5 29/32
P10 27/27 27/27 8/8 35/35
P11 27/27 27/27 8/8 35/35
P12 27/27 27/27 6/6 33/33
P13 27/27 27/27 6/6 33/33
P14 22/27 22/27 3/4 25/31
P15 22/27 23/27 4/4 27/31
P16 22/27 24/27 7/8 31/35
P17 24/27 22/27 4/8 26/35
P18 27/27 27/27 3/3 30/30
P19 27/27 27/27 11 28/28
P20 26/27 26/27 11 27/28
P21 26/27 26/27 9/12 35/39
TOTAL 545/567 538/567 108/123 646/690
points
TOTAL 96.11% 94.88% 87.8% 93.62%
percentage
Table 2 A table showing the individual participants’ (P1-P21) results from

their pre-test and post-test.

The Table 3 is an overview of how much time each pair spent on the jig-saw task, the total
number of LREs in their dialogue and the division of LREs into the ones that an individual
solved by themselves and the ones that were discussed in pairs by both members of the dyad.
The longest dialogue took 22 minutes 44 seconds and the shortest one took 9 minutes 12

seconds. The average length was 15 minutes 53 seconds. The total number of LREs in all
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dialogues was 136. Most of them was discussed in pairs, that is 113 LREs - 83%. The
remaining 23 LREs, that is 17% was solved by one learner only. The highest number of

LRE:s in one dialogue was 25 and the lowest number was 1.

Dyads Collaborative LREs solved by | LREs solved Total
dialogues time an individual in pairs number of
(minutes and LREs
seconds)
Dyad 1 19:07 6 13 19
Dyad 2 10:57 0 1 1
Dyad 3 22:20 5 20 25
Dyad 4 13:56 1 10 11
Dyad 5 13:47 0 9 9
Dyad 6 9:12 0 12 12
Dyad 7 13:26 1 14 15
Dyad 8 22:44 0 11 11
Dyad 9 14:13 4 1 5
Dyad 10 16:12 4 14 18
Triad 11 18:51 2 8 10
Total 174:45 23 113 136
Table 3 Time spent on completing the jig-saw task and the number of

LREs in each collaborative dialogue solved by an individual

or the whole pair.

In Table 4, there is an overview of all LREs in all dyads and one triad and their classification.
The LREs were divided into four categories: spelling and pronunciation, lexical and
semantic, grammatical and the last category which covered stylistic and textual LREs.
Spelling and pronunciation covered the LREs which were concerned with pronunciation
difficulties or problems with L2 spelling, for instance in Excerpt U or Excerpt Y. There was
a total number of 22 LRE:s in this category, that is 16.18%.

Lexical and semantic LREs covered the passages which concerned L2 vocabulary, for
example in Excerpt G or H. The semantic aspect repeatedly appeared with the phrase eat

banana peels vs eat banana. Here, the problem is not with an incorrect translation of the
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lexical item from L1 to L2 but rather its semantic meaning and improbability in real-life
circumstances.

It shows that learners did not focus only on accurate linguistic description of the picture, but

they were also able to link it with reality. There was 38 lexical and semantic based LREs in

total, that is 27.94%.

16.18%

3109|136 |4|5]3 3 1 38 | 27.94%

140|114 |43 ]|5]4]|1 7 4 57 | 41.91%

oOojo0|s|1]0f(3]|2(1|0]| 3 |4] 19 |1397%

19| 1 |25|11| 9 (12(15(11| 5| 18 | 10 | 136 | 100%

Table 4 Classification of LREs in dialogues of all dyads and triad (D1-T11).

The next category were grammatical LREs. This category covers L2 features such as article
use, noun and verb forms, word order, use of pronouns, conjunctions and prepositions. There
were 57 LREs in total which is 41.91%. That is the highest number of LREs.

The last category is a mix of stylistic and textual LREs. The stylistic LREs concerned
avoiding of repetition of the same noun phrases or information and attempts to substitute
NPs by pronouns and omit the pieces of information that were already mentioned in the text.
It also concerned rephrasing of larger language structures that learners found to be clumsy
or unnatural for L2. The textual level concerns complex narrative strategies that learners
decided to use in the text, e.g. unification of the used tense throughout the whole story or

editing the story with respect to its genre, that is a narrative.
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Ability to arrive at the Strategy Example
target-like solution

A: The rabbit is...like
“loutka™? | don’t know how
Omit the unknown L2 to say “loutka” ...
structure (The rabbit is...like
“puppet”? | don’t know how
to say “puppet”...
B: ...
(See Dyad 6 in Appendix)
The learner does not arrive B: She has on her head
at the target-like solution eeeh “slupka”?
Use an L2 structure with a | (She has on her head eeeh
similar meaning “peel”?)
A ...
B: Banana and...that’s all.
(See Excerpt K)
B: And the bunny has a
pink...masle...
L1 transfer (And the bunny has a
pink...bow...)
A: Butterfly - motylka?
(Butterfly - bowtie?)
(See Dyad 1 in Appendix)
A: Nevim, jak je “vétev”?
(I don’t know how to say

Applying familiar L2 “branch”?)
knowledge B: Ja taky ne.
(Neitherdo |.)
A: Tree part...
(See Excerpt X)

A: After the time, monkey
Revised output with no slipped...
metalinguistic comment | B: Later.
A: Later.
(See Excerpt G)
The learner arrives at the
target-like solution A: Spot...was under “the”
Revised output with a big tree?
metalinguistic comment | B: Maybe “a” because |
don’t want to say it was the
only specific tree.
A: Yeah.
(See ExcerptT)

Table 5 Classification of learners’ strategies to deal with problematic L2
structures.
Participants used a number of strategies when they attempted to overcome their L2 gaps.

The strategies which they adopted are classified in Table 5. The table is divided into two
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main categories depending on whether the participants arrived at the target-like solution or
not. Even if they did not recall or know the exact L2 solution, they used a variety of strategies
and tested them in their revised output. One of the strategies was the completely omit the
unknown L2 structure. If the learner could not recall the target-like item and their partner
did not assist, they decided to leave it out. This strategy seems to have no benefit for L2
development.

A different strategy, however, was to use an L2 structure with a similar meaning, for instance
nor the learner in Excerpt K nor her partner knew the L2 word for banana peel so they
decided to use a more general term banana to compensate for their lacking knowledge.
Learner sometimes used L1 transfer to deal with their L2 gaps. One such example can be
found in Dyad 1 when a learner wanted to describe a rabbit-girl who was wearing a bow as
an accessory on her head. Neither him nor his partner knew the English word bow. One of
them used the transfer from Czech. In Czech, the word form motylek is used for a bowtie
which has the same shape like a bow. Bowtie is a homonym with butterfly in Czech and the
learner seemed to think that the same applies for English. Therefore, by an L1 transfer, he
tried to deal with this gap in his L2 knowledge.

When the learners could not recall or did not know the intended word or phrase in L2, they
sometimes rephrased the target item and used their knowledge of L2 morphological and
syntactic rules to paraphrase it. It shows their ability to generate grammatically correct
utterances in L2. Such strategy is present in Excerpt X when making a noun phrase tree part
instead of the unknown word branch or in Excerpt H when using the phrase make it feel
alright instead of make up.

When the learners arrived at the target-like L2 structure or they thought so, they did it either
with a metalinguistic comment or without it.

When the members of the dyad could not agree on the final L2 structure, they sometimes
used justification to support their argument. They used such comments and explanations also
in the situations when their partner did not understand a suggested L2 structure.

Although in most cases, the learners revised their own or their partner’s output without any
explanation or comment, there are some LREs where they backed up their L2 hypotheses by
metalinguistic comments. Such examples can be found for instance in Excerpts A, G, H, T

orZ.
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6.6 Discussion

The present thesis was concerned with the effect of collaborative dialogue and output
production of teenage learners who learn English as their L2 in a grammar school
environment.

The first research question was concerned with the possible learning benefits of collaborative
dialogue and output production on L2 development. The pre-test post-test comparison was
not possible due to ceiling effect that arose. One of the reasons for such result may be the
fact that the pre-test and post-test were not concerned with a particular L2 phenomena that
would be challenging for the participants and tested their development in learning it. Swain
and Lapkin (1998) focused their pre-test and jig-saw task on a French reflexive verbs which
were more challenging for the participants and therefore, a potential facilitating effect of the
experiment could be better traced.

The present pre-test and post-test were rather focused on participants’ general L2 knowledge
that were assumed to be problematic based on the pilot participants’ outputs. Although the
participants actually made mistakes in these L2 features in their collaborative dialogues, they
did not have much difficulties solving them in a multiple-choice task. As DeBot (1996)
pointed out, it is less demanding for L2 learners to focus on L2 features in isolated contexts
than in spontaneous language production.

Participants were also supposed to complete a tailor-made post-test which concerned the
same L2 features that appeared in their LREs. The post-test was not concerned with the
mistakes that were made by learners but only with those they noticed and addressed them.
Therefore, they paid their attention to them and were likely to concentrate on them. Except
from P17 who solved correctly only 4 out of 8 tasks, the rest of the participants selected
mostly correct options, 12 out of 21 had full score, 6 out of 21 lost only one point. Therefore,
although learners discussed the selected L2 structures in their LREs because they either did
not know the target-like solution or showed uncertainty, they seem to have benefited from
the collaborative dialogue where 87.8% of tailor-made tasks were successfully solved. Still,
feedback on learners LREs could be beneficial to support L2 development, especially in
cases in which the pair of learners could not agree on the correct solution or were unable to
back up their revised output by an L2 rule.

The second research question was concerned with the classification of L2 features that
participants solve in their LREs. The highest number of them concerned grammatical

features (41.91%), followed by lexical and semantic LREs (27.94%), pronunciation and
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spelling LREs (16.18%) and finally stylistic and textual LREs (13.97%). Colina and Garcia
Mayo (2006) also detected a higher number of grammatical features than lexical ones. Their
percentage was higher, however, as they included spelling into the grammatical category as
well and therefore 72% of LREs were of form-based nature according to them. If I did the
same, sum of the grammatical + spelling/pronunciation + stylistic/textual LREs would be
72.06% that would be almost identical to Colina and Garcia Mayo’s findings (2006).
However, 1 decided to keep the phonetic/phonological, morpho-syntactic and
stylistic/textual levels of language separated to have a more detailed overview of the
episodes in each category.

The third research question was concerned with the participants attitude to their L2
deficiencies, that is, whether they are able to notice them, how do they proceed if they do so
and if they are able to justify their choices by metalinguistic analysis.

As indicated above, learners were aware of the gaps in their L2 production and there was a
total number of 136 LREs, which is 12 LREs per one dyad. There were 23 participants who
attended the collaborative dialogues of this study. Compared to Colina and Garcia Mayo’s
study, they detected 165 LREs in the jig-saw task, with a total number of 22 participants.
The total number of LREs in this research may have been higher if it was not for one dyad
at the beginning of the research that chose a different writing strategy than others. Each of
them wrote their own portion of the story down and did not share their ideas with their
partner. Firstly, I wanted to let each pair choose their own writing strategy so that they feel
comfortable writing and decide on what works the best for them. Nonetheless, when I
witnessed that this strategy is counter-productive for emergence of LREs and produced
merely 1 LREs in the whole dialogue, I decided to alter the instructions. All the following
dyads were instructed that one person would dictate their portion of the story and the other
one would write it down and they would take turns. That way, both participants were aware
of the content of the story and they could express their opinion about it. Since then, the
number of LREs increased and it was the writing part which usually produced the largest
number of LREs.

As regards the strategies the learners chose for solving their LREs, they involved distinct
procedures. If the learner did not know or could not recall the target-like solution, they used
one of the following strategies. One of them was ignoring the L2 structure completely which
fortunately hardly ever appeared. Another strategy was to use an L1 transfer. Using L1 as
one of the strategies to deal with L2 difficulties is one of productive strategies in L2 learning

(Cumming 1990, 496) and could also be found in LREs which were examined in Swain and
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Lapkin’s research (1995, 381). Another strategy was to use a similar L2 structure, either a
synonym, hypernym or a similar L2 item to compensate for an L2 gap. This strategy shows
that learners choose to explore their existing L2 knowledge and select one of the closely
related items. They are able to fit the missing word into the correct category and they are
productive in generating new hypothesis that are based on semantic similarity. It shows that
they can systematically use their existing interlanguage as a substitution for yet unknown
pieces of L2 knowledge and produce comprehensive L2 structures. A similar strategy is to
use familiar L2 knowledge to produce alternative output for unknown lexical items.
However, it does not concern only a similar lexical item but also use of morphological and
syntactic operations. In other words, the learner does not rely on L1 transfer but they are able
to use existing L2 grammatical rules to generate hypotheses about L2. The LRE in Excerpt
X aptly exemplifies it as the learner does not recall the word branch in English and instead,
she forms an NP tree part. If she relied on L1 transfer, she would most likely used a post-
modifying structure rather than pre-modifying one as Czech does not prefer the structure
stromova cast (tree part) but rather cast stromu (part of the tree). The learner seems to be
aware of the frequent presence of attribute nouns in English and the fact that English
grammar allows and prefers these structures unlike Czech. It is a proof that the learner can
use her existing L2 grammar knowledge for generating novel L2 structures that are subject
to L2 morpho-syntactic rules. Swain and Lapkin (1995, 381) included this type of strategy
in their category Applied a grammatical rule.

If learners managed to recall the target-like item, they either revised their output with no
further explanation or they sometimes added a metalinguistic explanation or some kidn of
justification of their decisions. If learners provided explicit reasoning for their choices, it
was possible for us to get insight into their cognitive processes and we can confirm that their
target-like output was not just a matter of chance but that they are aware of the underlying

rules that L2 is based on.
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7 Conclusion

This thesis provides support for the notion that L2 output production and collaborative
dialogue can be useful for enhancing second language development. Language production
is a complex process which requires distinct cognitive processes than mere language
comprehension, especially syntactic processing compared to semantic processing which is
dominant in comprehension (Swain and Lapkin 1995, 375).

Unlike existing research (LaPierre 1994; Swain and Lapkin 1995; Swain and Lapkin 1998;
Izumi 2002; Garcia Mayo 2002; Russell 2014; Ammar and Hassan 2018) which mostly
focused on learners from immersion schools or from university environment, the participants
in this study were 9" grade grammar school students from the Czech Republic studying in
standard school environment. The collected data in this thesis show that the learners were
able to notice some of the gaps in their L2 knowledge or L2 production and adopt number
of distinct strategies to address them. The strategies involved: omitting the unknown L2
structure, use of L1 transfer, use of an L2 structure with a similar meaning, applying existing
L2 knowledge or arriving at the target-like solution either with or without explanation.

A detailed analysis of learners’ dialogues shows that some of them were able to use their
existing interlanguage to deal with L2 structures that are beyond their current L2 knowledge.
They use output production and collaboration in dialogue as an opportunity for further
development of their second language, creating and testing hypotheses about L2. It supports
Swain and Lapkin’s (1998, 230) idea that collaborative dialogue is not only communication
tool but also opportunity for L2 learning and chance to get insight to mental processes that
underlie L2 production.

Classification of language related episodes that appeared in the dialogues showed that
learners drew their attention mostly to grammatical features, followed by lexical items,
spelling and pronunciation issues and finally to stylistic and textual features.

As regards pedagogical implications of this thesis, collaborative dialogue may serve as a
useful learning method in second language classroom. Learners showed that they able to
detect and analyse some of their L2 deficiencies and generate hypothesis about the target-
like solutions even without help of the teacher. An important role of the teacher would be to
give feedback to learners’ hypotheses, that is confirm them or disapprove them, and

alternatively, assist the learner in arriving at the target-like solution.
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8 Resumé

Tato diplomova prace podporuje nazor, ze produkce druhého jazyka a kolaborativni dialog
mohou byt uziteCnymi ndstroji pro rozvoj druhého jazyka. Jazykova produkce je komplexni
proces, ktery vyzaduje jiné kognitivni procesy nez pouhé jazykové porozuméni, obzvlaste
syntaktické zpracovani oproti sémantickému zpracovani, které ptevlada pii jazykovém
porozuméni (Swain a Lapkin 1995, 375).

Na rozdil od existujiciho vyzkumu (LaPierre 1994; Swain a Lapkin 1995; Swain a Lapkin
1998; Izumi 2002; Garcia Mayo 2002; Russell 2014; Ammar a Hassan 2018), ktery se
zamé&foval pfevazné na studenty z imerznich $kol nebo univerzit, u€astnici této studie byli
zaci devaté tiidy, ktefi studuji na gymnéziu ve standardnim Ceském Skolnim prostredi.
Ziskana data ukazuji, Ze Zaci byly schopni zaznamenat né¢které mezery ve svych znalostech
druhého jazyka nebo jeho produkci a aplikovat rizné typy strategii, kterymi se je snazili
vyfesit. Tyto strategie zahrnovaly: vynechani nezndmé jazykové struktury, transfer
zrodného jazyka, pouziti struktury druhého jazyka spodobnym vyznamem, pouziti
existujicich znalosti druhého jazyka nebo naleznuti spravného feSeni spojeného
s vysvétlenim, nebo bez n¢;j.

Detailni analyza dialogti ukazala, Ze n€kteii zaci byli schopni pouzit svlij stavajici mezijazyk
(,,interlanguage®), aby se vyporadali s problémy ve druhém jazyce, které presahuji jejich
aktualni znalosti. Tito zaci vyuZili jazykovou produkci a spolupraci v dialogu jako moznost
pro dalsi rozvoj svého druhého jazyka a pro tvofeni a testovani hypotéz o ném. Tato
skutecnost podporuje hypotézu od Swain a Lapkin (1998, 230), Ze kolaborativni dialog je
nejen komunikacnim prosttedkem, ale také moznosti pro uceni se druhého jazyka a Sanci
ziskat vhled do mysSlenkovych procest, které tvoii zaklad pro jazykovou produkei.
Jazykové epizody (,,language related episodes®), které se objevily v dialozich prokézaly, Ze
zaci se vénovali pfevazné gramatickym jeviim. Déle se zaobirali také lexikalnimi problémy,
hlaskovanim a vyslovnosti a také stylistickymi a textovymi jevy.

Poznatky ziskané touto diplomovou praci by mohly byt vyuzity v pedagogickém prostiedi.
Kolaborativni dialog mtze slouzit jako uzite¢nd ucebni metoda v prostfedi vyuky cizich
jazykl. Zaci prokazali, Ze jsou schopni sami zaznamenat a analyzovat nékteré ze svych
nedostatkll v druhém jazyce a vytvaret hypotézy o spravném feSeni, a to bez pomoci
vyucujiciho. Dtlezitou roli ucitele by zde bylo poskytnout zakiim zpétnou vazbu ohledné
jejich hypotéz, tedy bud’to je potvrdit ¢i vyvratit, a piipadné napomoct zakiim k nalezeni

spravného feseni.

67



9 References

Albert, T. 2015. The Naughty Monkey. Monkey Pen Ltd.

Ammar, Ahlem and Rania Mohamed Hassan. 2018. “Talking It Through: Collaborative
Dialogue and Second Language Learning”. Language Learning, 68: 46-82.

https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12254

Anton, Marta and Frederick J. DiCamilla. 1999. “Socio-cognitive functions of LI
collaborative interaction in the L2 classroom”. The Modern Language Journal 83 (2):
233-247.

Colina, Ana Alegria and Maria Del Pilar Garcia Mayo. 2006. “Attention to Form Across
Collaborative Tasks by Low-Proficiency Learners in an EFL Setting”. Investigating
Tasks in Formal Language: 91-116. Bristol, Blue Ridge Summit: Multilingual
Matters.
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781853599286-008

Cumming, Alister. 1990. “Metalinguistic and Ideational Thinking in Second Language
Composing”. Written Communication: 482-511.

De Bot, Kees. 1996. “The psycholinguistics of the output hypothesis”. Language Learning
46.3: 529-555.

De Bot, Kees, Lowie Wander and Marjolyn Verspoor. 2005. Second Language Acquisition:
An Advanced Resource Book. London: Routledge.

Donato, Richard. 1988. “Beyond Group: A Psycholinguistic Rational for Collective Activity
in Second Language Learning”. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Delaware.

Garcia Mayo, Maria del Pilar. 2002. “Interaction in advanced EFL pedagogy: A comparison
of form-focused activities”. International Journal of Educational Research 37: 323-
341.

Holunga, Susanne. 1994. “The Effect of Metacognitive Strategy Training with Verbalization
on the Oral Accuracy of Adult Second Language Learners”. Ph.D. Thesis, University
of Toronto.

Izumi, Shinichi. 2002. “Output, Input Enhancement, and the Noticing Hypothesis: An
Experimental Study on ESL Relativization”. Studies in Second Language Acquisition
24: 541-717.

Kowal, Maria. and Merrill Swain. 1994. “Using Collaborative Language Production Tasks
to Promote Students’ Language Awareness”. Language Awareness 3: 73-93.

68



Krashen, Stephen D. 1985. The Input Hypothesis: Issues and implications. New York:
Longman.

LaPierre, Donna. 1994. “Language Output in a Cooperative Learning Setting: Determining
Its Effects on Second Language Learning”. M.A. Thesis, University of Toronto.

Pica, Teresa, Lloyd Holliday, Nora Lewis and Lynelle Morgenthaler. 1989.
“Comprehensible Output as an Outcome of Linguistic Demands on the Learner”.
Studies in Second Language Acquisition 11, no. 1: 63-90.

Russell, Victoria. 2014. “A Closer Look at the Output Hypothesis: The Effect of Pushed
Output on Noticing and Inductive Learning of the Spanish Future Tense”. Foreign
Language Annals 47: 25-47.

Schmidt, Richard W. 1990. “The role of consciousness in second language learning”.
Applied Linguistics 11, 127-158.

Swain, Merrill. 1985. “Communicative Competence: Some Roles of Comprehensible Input
and Comprehensible Output in its Development”. Input in Second Language
Acquisition: 235-253. Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

Swain, Merrill and Sharon Lapkin. 1995. “Problems in Output and the Cognitive Processes
They Generate: A Step towards Second Language Learning”. Applied Linguistics 16:
371-391.

Swain, Merrill. 1997. “Collaborative Dialogue: Its Contribution to Second Language
Learning”. Revista Canaria de Estudios Ingleses 34: 115-132.

Swain, Merrill and Sharon Lapkin. 1998. “Interaction and Second Language Learning: Two
Adolescent French Immersion Students Working Together”. Modern Language
Journal 82: 320-337.

Swain, Merrill. 2000. “The Output Hypothesis and beyond: Mediating Acquisition through
Collaborative Dialogue”. Sociocultural Theory and Second Language Learning: 97-
114. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Vygotsky, Lev Semjonovic. 1978. Mind in Society: The Development of Higher
Psychological Processes. Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press.

69



10 Appendix

Pre-test
Zakrouzkuj spravny anglicky pieklad ceské véty. V kazdé tloze existuje pouze jedna
spravna moznost.
1. Pes sedél pod stromem.
a. A dog was sitting down a tree.
b. A dog was sitting above a tree.
c. A dog was sitting under a tree.
d. A dog was sitting off a tree.
2. Na Marii spadla hruska.
a. A pear fell in Mary.
b. A pear fell down Mary.
c. A pear fell on Mary.
d. A pear fell to Mary.
3. Ve skole mluvim se svou kamaradkou kazdy den.
a. Isay to my friend at school every day.
b. Itell to my friend at school every day.
c. Icall to my friend at school every day.
d. TItalk to my friend at school every day.
4. Kralik se lekl a utekl pry¢.
a. A rabbit got scared and ran away.
b. A rabbit got scared and ran out.
c. A rabbit got scared and ran outside.
d. A rabbit got scared and ran over.
5. Chlapec ukazuje na hracku, ktera se mu libi.
a. A boy is showing the toy he likes.
b. A boy is pointing at the toy he likes.
c. A boy is looking at the toy he likes.
d. A boy is displaying the toy he likes.
6. No tak! Hod’ mi ten balon.
a. Come on! Give the ball to me.
b. Come on! Send the ball to me.
c. Come on! Hand the ball to me.
d. Come on! Throw the ball to me.
7. Rekni ji o na$em plinu.
a. Say her about our plan.
b. Speak her about our plan.
c. Tell her about our plan.
d. Talk her about our plan.
8. Kazdy rok sbirame jablka na nasi zahradé.
a. We pick up apples in our garden every year.
b. We give up apples in our garden every year.
c. We bring up apples in our garden every year.
d. We put up apples in our garden every year.
9. Elena jde pravé ted’ domii.
a. Elena go home right now.
b. Elena goes home right now.
c. Elena going home right now.
d. Elena is going home right now.
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10. Filip ji zeleninu kaZdy den.
a. Filip is eating vegetables every day.
b. Filip eating vegetables every day.
c. Filip eats vegetables every day.
d. Filip eat vegetables every day.
11. Déti si ted’ hraji venku.
a. Children is playing outside at the moment.
b. Children are playing outside at the moment.
c. Children play outside at the moment.
d. Children playing outside at the moment.
12. VétSinou sedim na té cervené Zidli.
a. [’m usually sitting on the red chair.
b. Tusually sitting on the red chair.
c. lusually sit on the red chair.
d. T usually sits on the red chair.
13. BéZime do $koly, protoZe mame zpoZdéni.
a. We’re runing to school because we’re late.
b. We’re running to school because we’re late.
c. We’re runninng to school because we’re late.
d. We’re runinng to school because we’re late.
14. Kdyz sviti slunce, nasadim si na hlavu kSiltovku.
a. When the sun shines, I put a cap on my hed.
b. When the sun shines, I put a cap on my hat.
c. When the sun shines, I put a cap on my had.
d. When the sun shines, I put a cap on my head.
15. Tereza je naStvana.
a. Tereza is angry.
b. Tereza is angery.
c. Tereza is engry.
d. Tereza is engery.
16. Bud’ opatrny! Ze stiechy pada snih.
a. Be careful! There is snow falling from the roof.
b. Be careful! There is snow faling from the roof.
c. Be careful! There is snow folling from the roof.
d. Be careful! There is snow fallink from the roof.

Do mezer dopli spravny neur€ity ¢len @ nebo an. Pokud do mezery zadny neurcity Clen
nepatii, napis —.
17. 9 girl is reading ? book with ¥ friend.

18.9  woman is wearing > orange dress, ®  white socks and?___ blue
shoes.

19. There is ® apple tree ¥ outside.

20.'9  monkeys are sitting on 'V tree.
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Picture story used for a jig-saw task (Albert 2015)
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Written short stories
Dyad 7 - P1 and P2
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Dyad 2 — PS and P8
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Dyad 4 — P6 and P9
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Dyad 1 - P7 and P21
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Dyad 6 — P14 and P15
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Dyad 3 — P16 and P17
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Dyad 8 — P19 and P20
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Transcription of dialogues
The passages of Language related episodes are highlighted in yellow or green. Green

colour means that the individual dealt with the LRE by themselves and yellow means that
both members of the dyad cooperated on solving it. If there are two or more LREs close to
each other, they are divided by a note ---next---. If participants laughed, agreed with each

other or emphasized some word, I mentioned this information in brackets.

Dyad 1 - P21 (B) and P7 (A)

A: So, I see a boy and a girl that looks like a rabbit...both of them. And they are sitting
under the tree in front of what looks like a school and it is red colour with four windows.
B: So I can see a girl and a bunny...a girl bunny and they are under a tree and behind a
tree...two red flowers and I think that the girl is sad because...trash of a banana fell down
on her head. And the bunny has a pink...masle...

A: Butterly - motylka?

B: (laughs) Maybe...And I think that’s all.

A: So at the picture number 3 I see a boy that’s throwing something at the girl bunny and it
looks like he already threw it. The boy’s sitting on the branch of the tree and the two girls
and...or one girl and the girl bunny are...is..areé under him.

B: So on picture number 4 I can see...two kids. One of them boy and the second one is girl
and also a bunny. And behind...behind them I can see a red house or...apartment or
something like this and...the bunny and the girl are running to the boy. And he'1s running
out. Away.

A: So on this picture I see the boy slipping on the banana. And he looks like he will fall
any time and hit his head. The girl and the girl rabbit are watching too. And I see also in
the right corner that there are some pink flowers and they are still under the tree.

B: So now I can see...the same girl and he’s angry on the boy because he...obviously he
did something bad. And...the boy has blue eyes and the girl has...pink eyes and
he’s...she’s very angry and the boy is scared.

A: So here I still see the three of them and they are probably picking up the spilled...or
fall...fallen banana...bananas...and the boy is ...or all of them I think are happy, they are
still under the tree and there are four bananas.

B: I can see them sitting on benchs and eating some food...I think it’s the...it’s the...it’s

banana and all of them seem...seemed happy.
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Writing the story down:

A: So the first picture I see...ummm...Okay so...the first picture looks like....like ...two
girls or one girl and one girl-rabbit are talking to each other under a big tree. There is also a
red building behind them. That’s all.

B: So I can see the girl and the bunny...the girl-bunny under a big...the big tree and the
girl seems unhappy but the girl-bunny is smiling and she looks like she she’s happy that
something bad happened to the girl.

A: So here’s a boy throwing something at the girl-bunny. They are still under the tree. And
two or...the girl and the girl-bunny are afraid (pronounced as /afred/ and B is confused) or
like their scared of something that might hit them.

B: The girl and the girl-bunny are running because...because their friend...boyfriend...not
like they are in relationship but you know...

A: Mhm...

B: He’s running away from them so they try...

A: They’re chasing him.

B: Yeah, they are chasing him. They are trying to catch him.

A: Here it looks like the same exact boy slipped on a banana peel. P-I-I-L.

B: P-I-I-L....P-I-I-L.

A: (Not agreeing)....Mmm /e/

B: E?

A: /el

B: You said ,,I*“.

A: Okay...So P-E-E-L.

B: P, double E, L.

A: (agrees)

B: (laughs)

A: They are looking at how he’s falling.

B: The girl is angry on that boy and it’s obviously that he is scared of her.

A: Here they are all friends again and collecting the banana peels together. They all look
happy.

B: And at the end of the story they are eating some bananas on a beach and they are sitting
on a bench.

A: On the beach.

B: On a beach.
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A: On a beach?
B: On a beach and they are sitting on a bench.

Final check:

A: So at the first picture...A (emphasizes) girl ,,to bylo*...It looks like a girl.
B: It looks like...

A: We still don’t know what girl so...

B: Okay.

A: And a (emphasizes) girl rabbit...

B: And a girl rabbit... --- next ----under the (emphasizes) big tree.
A: (agrees)

B: And ---next---she is...probably...

A: It doesn’t have to be is (emphasizes).

B: Okay.

A: Yes.

B: She’s probably...She is maybe laughing that something bad happened to (emphasizes)
the girl.

A: It’s the same...I think. Doesn’t matter...yeah yeah...

B: (laughs) It sounds better.

A: With...---next---from them...running away from them...

B: From them. They are looking at him how ---next---he is falling down (emphasizes)?
A: Mmm...I don’t think so because he is just falling, I don’t think he is falling somewhere
down. He’s...he’s on the ground so...

B: Okay...---next---banana peels or bananas peels?

A: Banana peels.

B: Okay...---next---B-A-N-N-A-N-A?

A: 1 think just one N, here and here but I’'m not sure...I think it’s the same in
Czech....banan...yes, it is.

B: Yes. Where are bananas?

A: Only here and here.

B: ---next---Benchs...there are two of them.

A: I don’t think benchs is like...there is one bench and few benches?

B: Benches?

A: 1 think so.
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Dyad 2 - P8 a P5

A: On the picture there is a bunny...I think it’s a female because she has a...pink
color...and with girl...she is wearing a pink dress...and they are sitting under the tree and
...in the background there is a big red house with four windows and they are play some
table game or I don’t know what it is but they are playing a game.

B: So on my picture there’s also a girl and bunny and the girl has banana peel on her head
and she’s looking down. She is probably wondering what that was and the bunny is
looking up and trying to figure out what it was but they...they aren’t playing any games or
there aren’t any houses in the background.

A: Yes, so in the third picture there is a...they are looking up on the tree but the house isn’t
there because they turned...the picture in the first picture the tree was on the right, now it’s
in left... and they see a boy who...who threw the banana on the...on the bunny...and he is
sitting...on the tree and throwing the....the banana.

B: On the next picture is running away the boy and they are chasing him and there is again
the red house in the background .

A: Okay, now the boy is running away but he...he slips on the banana and the girls are
looking at him and he’s falling down.

B: On this picture the girl is talking to him. She doesn’t look very happy and there isn’t
anything in the background.

A: At the picture number 7 there are...there are actually... cleaning the garden because
the...there are four bananas and they are cleaning the garden together all three and the boy
is actually the monkey, I think, and he is helping them with the cleaning.

B: On this picture they’re sitting at one table and they’re eating some soup or I don’t know

what that food could be with the bananas.

Writing the story down:

Final check:
B: The E shouldn’t be here, it’s only they (emphasizes).
A: It’s yeah...maybe.

Dyad 3 - P16 (B) and P17 (A)
A: I see girl with a rabbit under the tree and they are playing game.
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B: So I see also the rabbit and the girl and she has...I think it’s called banana split on her
head and maybe...yeah it fell down the tree on her head.

A: Okay then fell down a boy throw it on a rabbit from the tree.

B: And...he run away...he try...he tried escape but the rabbit and the girl are running next
to him.

A: The boy slipped on the banana split and fall down.

B: And the girl is...the girl is like mad at him and arguing with him and maybe judging
him.

A: Okay, the girl and the rabbit helping to the boy or monkey to take...took up the banana
split from the ground. And maybe they’re friends right now.

B: And the last picture is that they are eating lunch or just some snack with bananas and

they are happy now.

Writing the story down:

A: So there is a girl and a rabbit.

B: And where are they?

A: Under a tree. Maybe behind school or some house. And they are playing game.

B: Is it fun game? Are they smiling or something?

A: Yeah, they’re smiling. And they are sitting on the ground.

B: So the girl or is it a girl or the girl? (laughs)

A: I think it’s a...a girl (emphasizes).

B: (laughs) No, I would say the (emphasizes).

A: A (emphasizes).

(both laughing)

Me: Klidné si feknéte, proc si to myslite.

A: Protoze prosté je to tak.

B: Ale to neni jen néjaka holka, to je prosté the girl (emphasizes).

A: Tak the girl (emphasizes).

B: ---next---Velké ,, T, je to véta. The girl got mad because banana split fell out...ne.. .fell
down the tree on her head. Fell down the...jo...the tree on her head.

A: J& tam dam the tree. Dame tam from the tree?

B: J& bych fekla, ze to je n¢jaka fraze prosté. Fell down the tree. Neni fell down the tree
jako spadnout ze stromu jakoze ty spadnes?

A: Asi jo, ja nevim, ja bych dal fell down from the tree jakoZze ze stromu.
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(looking at me)

Me: Ja vam nemiizu pomoct, musite si poradit sami.

B: Tak jak?

A: So fell down from the tree.

B: On her head. Ja bych napsala néco jakoze It hurt...It...

A: Ja bych dal and she’s mad.

B: To bylo na zacatku.

A:Jo

B: The girl was mad. ---next---N¢&co jakoze it hurt but the rabbit still smiling.
A: So it hurt her and the rabbit still smiling...asi ze?

B: Co?

A: And jakoze...

B: It hurt her jakoze /hort/ (pronounces it as in Czech) ---next---

A: And

B: But (emphasizes) the rabbit is still smiling.

A: But it didn’t...but it didn’t fall out of the tree.

B: J& bych napsala jakoze néco jako but on the tree was a boy...

A: But on the tree was a boy or a monkey...

B: Who...

A: Who...throw the banana split.

B: Throw it on her...

A: Throw it on her okay---next---...from the tree...yes.

B: Ale to je blbé but on the tree was a boy who throw it on her from the tree...ne prosté
ne...Skrtdme to prosté...vSechno?...mmm...---next---He tried run away but the girl and
rabbit...jak se rekne jako...catching him?...---next---j& bych fekla the girl and
A: Is trying to caught him

B: Ne

A: Ne

B: Ja bych fekla the girl and rabbit caught him but he tried run away but... ---next---they
were next.

A: They tried to run behind him.

B: Jo, tak jo...takze caught...takze prosté.

A: And run...and run behind him?

B: Jo...---next---tam nemé tam byt minuly Cas jako ran?
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A: Asi jo...---next---After the time...

No...

: After the time, monkey slipped...

: Later.

: Later.

: Slipped on the ground?

: No slipped on the banana split...

: Slipped jakoze uklouzl? On the banana split.

: Ano slipped.

: Slipped...Slipped and...and fell down...slipped...kdyz slipped

> W > W WP W W

: Slipped.

B: Ale kdyZ uklouzne$ tak nemusi§ pokazdé spadnout ale...ja bych dala fell down...and ---
next---the girl came to him...ne napi$ tam she (emphasizes) mame tam moc the girl
(emphasizes)...jo a she came to him and...

A: But who am I? She like...

B: No ale tak nechci tam furt psat to girl...

A: Okay...so and she came to him and.. _

B: To neni podstatné...tam je podstatné proste, ze mu nadava, ze ho setve... jako arguing
ale to je jakoZe se s nim hada prost¢. ..

A: And...ddme tam to arguing...protoze nevim...

B: Tak jo...tak tam dame, Ze se hadaji...

A: And arguing with him?

B: (agrees)...mmm...---next---Jak se fekne usmifit se?

A: And...

B: Pockej, mas Spatny obrazek.

A: Jakoze they make it feel alright?...Okay...eech...Okay.. _
rabbit or they...dej they...

---next---

B: After fight?

A: After fighting.

B: Ne.

A: Jo...Potom jakoze...

B: Po hadce.
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A: Jak?

B: Po hadce...Jako after fight.

A: Po...

B: Ne...Po hadce (emphasizes).

A: No...

B: Takze after fight?

A: Oni se hadali, takze jako po tom co se hadali?...Co tfeba after arguing?
B: ...Ne...Ja bych tam dala after fight...

A: After fight?

B: Myslis, Ze je to dobie?

A: Tak ja nevim...jako...Tak after fighting jako...after fight je jako po bitce spise
fighting...tak jakoze (both laughing)...tak jako klidn¢ after fight, mi to je jedno...
B: No tak ale to je jakoby se bili ze?...Tak ja...tak ja tam dam...

A: Tak se muze dat after arguing...

B: Tak jo.

A: They are trying to like...posbirat...picking up...

B: Ne...jako néco...to je néco s tou kytkou, ale to je utrhnout ze?

A: Pick up the banana splits from the ground.

B: No dobr¢, tak napiSeme they take the banana splits.

A: Ne, “take” ne.

B: Jo.

A: Ne, pick up.

B: Ne...ty vis, Ze to je fraze pick up?

A: Tak bylo tam...

B: Ne. Pick-up line, padlo tady néco jako...?...Dam after “they take”.
A: Jojo, dam teda...”they take”...

---next---

B: They take...

A: Nebude tam nahodou “they took™?

B: Jo asi jo...---next---banana split from the ground.

A: Banana splits (emphasizes) from the ground yes...banana splits...
B: Tam je jich vice?

A: (agrees)

B: From the ground.
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A: And they’re smiling.

B: Jak se fekne usmifit se?

A: Janevim...ja vim, Ze kdybych to slySel, tak bych tomu rozumél, ale ted’ mé to
nenapadne...Co to piSes?

B: To o kdmoSovi.

A: They’re friends.

B: Friends now...---next---They went together...pockej to je jako snack...hej vi§ pro¢
jsem tu davala tohle? To nejsou splits, to jsou 1 bananas...oni to sbirali, at’ si mizou ud¢lat
snack z toho...napis they...

A: Took.

B: And also...Ne (emphasizes)...To napi$ znova, napis the banana splits from the
ground...ne pockej jako also...and also bananas for snack.

A: So and also

B: Udélame hvézdicku...ne...mlzu to napsat?

A: (agrees) (To me:) Budem si to moct kdyZztak jesté precist a prepsat?

Me: (agree)...Jesteé mate dvé minutky...venku ceké dalsi dvojice.

B: Snack from the ground...and they are...

A: They want together...

B: No dobré¢, sorry...

A: The banana lunch or...

B: To miiZe byt banana snack...and they are sitting together and...

A: And they are enjoying moment...

B: Jo.

Final check:
B: Pomalu ...kdmo méame to Upln€ hrozn€ napsané, v§iml sis toho? Méame tam furt a, and,
girl (emphasizes).

A: No dobré.

Dyad 4 - P9 (A) a P6 (B)
A: So I see a girl which is sitting under a tree and is talking to bunny she has a tie on her
face so I think she’s a girl too and they are sitting under a big tree that has green leaves and

beside them stands a orange house.
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B: So my picture, there is the bunny you said and the girl but...a banana slip fell her head
and there is a tree but I cannot see the...yellow house...orange house...

A: Okay...So on the next picture I again see a tree and a boy sitting on a stick that’s
coming from a tree and he’s throwing something on the girls...I think it’s that banana you
said earlier and they’re looking at him and they don’t look quite happy...

B: Picture number four there is a boy, he looks like a monkey and he’s running away from
them and they are running out of the hou...orange house...

A: Okay so my picture I can see again the girls and they’re looking at the monkey boy who
slipped on his own banana (laughs) he looks like he’s going to hurt himself.

B: Picture number six, there is a girl, she’s very angry, she’s pointing...to him and the boy
is looking afraid of the girl...

A: Okay so once again there is the girl and the bunny and the monkey-boy now they are all
smiling and they look happy and they are picking up the banana peels he threw at them.

B: And number eight picture, they are all sitting on the table and they are eating the

bananas.

Write the story down:

A: So there is a girl that’s friend of a bunny...and they are playing a game while sitting
under a big tree.

B: Under the tree nebo jak?

A: While sitting under the tree...They’re playing the game while sitting...they’re playing
game while sitting under the tree. And beside them is a big orange house.

B: Jak se piSe beside (emphasizes)?

A: /beside/ (pronounces it as in Czech)

B: There is some...cos to fikal?

A: Beside them is a big orange house.

B: Picture number 2, there is the tree I said already. And...the banana slip fall...onto the
girl’s head.

A: The girl and the bunny looked up and saw a monkey-boy.

B: Saw? Saw (emphasizes) ne see (emphasizes).

A: No ja jsem fikal saw. So monkey-boy...eeeh throwing banana peels on them

B: Four the...monkey-boy is running away.

A: (agrees)

B: And they are trying to catch him.
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A: Ummm...it wasn’t worth it for the banana..eeeh..monkey-boy...

B: It wasn’t?

A: (agrees) It wasn’t worth for the banana boy...eeeh...banana...monkey-boy because he
slipped on the banana peel and fell.

B: Takhle nebo jesté néco?

A: Ne

B: The girl is very angry. And she’s pointing on the monkey boy which is...or that...that is
afraid of her.

A: Ja bych napsal Ze and he’s afraid.

B. No...afraid.

A: They talked it through.

B: Talk nebo jak?

A: They talked it through and agreed and they will pick up the banana peels. No a to je
vSechno.

B: They are all happy sitting on the table and eating the bananas peels.

A: No tak slupky asi neji ne? (Both laugh)

B: To tak vypada

A: (To me:) Mlzu se podivat?

(both laugh)

B: A konec.

Final check:

A: Under... jsi napsal und (both laugh).

B: Téz jsem se na to dival.

A: Ja bych tu napsal at them spiS nez on them.

B: No mi to je jedno, nevim jak to tam ma byt. ---next---They are nebo co to je?
A: (agrees) They are.

B: To se piSe dohromady nebo jak se to pise?

A: Ne ne ne ne tak se to piSe...---next---Tys napsal fit jako se to piSe worth it. Pro¢ tu je
fit? (laughs)

B: Tak ja nevim (laughs) Tak to napis, jak se to piSe podle tebe

A: Bez toho f...no...worth it...wasn’t worth it for the monkey...(laughs)

B: Co je? Ja nevim, jak se to piSe (laughs)

A: (laughs)
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B: Tak to oprav.
Me: Muzete to precist, at’ pak vim, co jste probirali za slovo?

A: Eeeh threw jako v minulém case hodit, ale ne through.

Dyad 5 - P22 and P3

A: So I see a rabbit and a girl. They’re showing each other something on a paper and
they’re sitting under a big tree.

B: So in my picture there’s also a little girl and a bunny...a rabbit and next to them is a big
tree and from the tree is falling a banana on the girl’s head and she’s very sad about it and
the rabbit’s smiling.

A: There is the same rabbit and the same girl but on top of that there is someone sitting on
the tree and they’re throwing something at rabbit’s head.

B: So there is the girl and the rabbit and some boy and they’re...jak je nahanét jakoze
honka?

A: Chase.

B: And they are chasing each other and they seems to enjoy it.

A: They are the same characters but this time the...the boy probably slipped on the banana
peel and the girl and the rabbit are looking over at him.

B: There the girl is for some reason angry at the boy that slipped on the banana and she’s
just telling him like vyhruzky.

A: Jeste jednou?

B: Jako vyhruzky?

A: Jako threaten.

B: And she’s threatening him I think.

A: They’re...the same characters are either picking up or putting other banana peels from
the ground or on the ground...probably picking them up.

B: So there is again the girl, the rabbit and the boy and they’re sitting....eeeeh table eech u
stolu.

A: No at the table

B: At the table and they’re eating the banana peels together.

Writing the story down:
A: Ummm so there’s a big tree. Under it are...Mam to popisovat jako piib&éh?

Me: Yes.
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A: Aha tak jesté jednou prosim. Miizu to Skrtnout? There was once a girl and a rabbit and
they were sitting under big old tree. Jo.

B: Jak se piSe rabbit?

A: Co?

B: Jak se piSe rabbit?

A: /rabbit/ (pronouncing it as in Czech)

B: Okay so as they were sitting under the big tree a...a banana peel fall on a head of the
girl. She was like sad about it but the rabbit was smiling.

A: Then someone who was sitting on...up...on the tree threw another banana peel on the
rabbit’s head and they were both sad.

B: Okay so then the girl and the rabbit start chasing the boy that was sitting on the tree...
A: Start.

B: Start.

A: Start.

B: Started.

A: Mlzu napsat started?

B: Jo. Started chasing the boy that was sitting on the tree. That was sitting on the tree.

A: As they ran, he slipped on one of the banana peels and the girl and the rabbit were
worried about him.

B: Okay so there the girl is telling to the boy...pockej, ja si to musim
promyslet...eeeh...the girl is now telling to the boy something like: Be more careful or you
can jakoze se vazn¢ zranit?

A: Get hurt.

B: Or you can get really hurt.

A: Jeste jednou co mu 1ika?

B: You should be more careful...(To me:) MiiZze tam byt pfima fec?

Me: (agree)

B: Really hurt yourself. Really hurt...jo... careful /11/?

A: J4 si myslim, ze tam je jedno.

B: Aha tak jo ja nevim

A: Ja si myslim, Ze jo. Then they picked up all the banana peels so no one else would slip
on them anymore.

B: So no one...

A: So no one else...would...slip on them anymore.
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B: At the end are all of them sitting next to table. At the end...
A: Neme¢lo by byt in the end (emphasizes)?
B: Jo asi jo. In the end they are all sitting at the table and eating the banana peels.

Final check:
B: Miizu tam doplnit an (emphasizes)?

A: Jo.

Dyad 6 - P14 (A) and P15 (B)

A: So there is a big tree and under the tree is a girl and a rabbit and they...speaking and
play some game.

: Okay on the other picture is a girl and she has on her head...slupka?

: (doesn’t know)

: Banana and...that’s all.

: There is a money and he sit on the tree and under the tree is a girl and rabbit.

: There is a monkey and he is running and after him is girl and rabbit running too.
: So there is a monkey and he...uklouzl.

: Slip.

: On the banan and rabbit look at him.

: And there’s a girl, she is angry with him.

: And they...sbiraji...

: Picking.

: Banana and it’s all.
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: And the last picture is...characters and they are eating.

Writing down the story

A: So there is a girl and rabbit and they playing game under the tree.
B: Kde se pise ¢arka?

A: Nevim.

B: A néco?

A: Play game under the tree.

B: On the girl’s head fall banén.

A: The monkey sit on the tree and...

B: Nema to byt spi$ because? Jakoze protoze?

97



A: To je jedno...and throw the banan on the rabbit.
B: Monkey...the monkey is running cause...

A: Co dal?

B: Jakoze protoze ho nahanéji.

A: Tak to nevim.

B: Nevis? Tak and...

A: Becuase they ummm run.

B: Trying to catch them?

A: Jak?

B: Trying to catch them

A: ---next---But the monkey...jak je to uklouzl?

B: Slip... The girl is angry with him. To je tak v§echno.
A: And they jako sbirat...

B: Picking .

A: Pick the banan.

B

: Then they are eating the banana.

Final check
A: Jo my tam mame pokazdé¢ jiny cas, takze jako...

B: Tady bude...they are...jakoze n¢kde jdou....

: No tak nemusi byt taky jako.
: Nemusi...---next---sits nebo he is sitting? Napisu sitting ne?
: No tak jo.

: (doesn’t agree)

: Jo. Ale tak musis tam mit stejny cas.

: Nemusi tam byt stejny ¢as. Tak jakoze on to hodil prosté nebo jako hodi to.
: KdyZ myslis.

: ---next---They are.

: Kde?

@ > W W@ T

: Because they are — tady.

Dyad 7 - P1 (A) a P2 (B)
A: Okay...So I have here one little girl with pink hair and there is maybe Easter rabbit and

they are sitting under a tree and...behind the tree there is a big red house.

98



B: There is a house okay.

A: Jo big red house okay.

B: So...on picture 2 there is a girl and rabbit are standing and the banana peel falls on the
girl’s head. She looks very unhappy and the rabbit is looking up.

A: So I have here some boy and he’s sitting on the vétev...nevim jak je vétev?

B: Ja taky ne.

A: (laughs) Vétev.

B: (laughs) Vétev.

A: Eeeh tree part (laughs) on the tree and he is throwing something and the girl and the
rabbit is very angry and maybe upset... yeah he was throwing the banana peel.

B: So on my picture the girls are chasing the boy because he is running away and around
the tree ...far...like away...

A: There is boy and he is...sliding (laughs) on a banana peel (both laugh) and I don’t know
if the girl with rabbit is angry...maybe they’re scared.

B: Okay and then on my picture, she is yelling at the guy...like the boy... monkey-
boy...the girl with the pink hair.

A: Not on last picture but there is the boy and the girl and...they are picking up the peels.
B: Okay and then on my picture...they’re all sitting around the table and they’re all eating
some food and they seem like they’re happy and they’re having fun. I think they’re eating
bananas, I don’t know if they cooked the banana peel (laughs) but yeah they seem like they

make peace and...

Writing the story down

A: So there was a little girl with pink hair.

B: There was nebo there is?

A: There was, ber to jako ptib¢h.

B: Aha.

A: And she was talking to a rabbit. They were sitting under a tree.
B: Suddenly...

A: Ty vole no...

B: Suddenly...a banana...suddenly...

A: Jak se to pise?

B: Suddenly? /suddenli/ (pronounces it as in Czech).../e1/ banana peel...a banana peel falls

onto the little girl’s head...girl’s head. To je asi vSechno (laughs).
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A: Okay. They...they...jakoZe /notitsed/ (pronounces it as in Czech) /notist/(cannot recall
the right pronunciation)

B: Noticed (pronounces it in English).

A: Noticed that...that the boy ---next--- threw the peel.

B: They noticed that the boy...threw it?

A: (agrees).

B: And he were sitting on the tree.

A: He was sitting on the tree.

B: Under the tree (singing)...ne to je under the see ze? (laughs)

chase /xase/ (pronounces it as in Czech) chase the boy. To je vicchno.

He...he sl...sl.../slar/...néco takového.

: He slipped.

: Slipped.

: He slipped on a banana peel.

: On a banana peel.

: And the girl with the rabbit was scared about him.
: Were scared?

: Were scared about him.
---next---Scared...w...worried ne? Jakoze se boji.
: Jako nevim jakoze miize byt jakoZe se bala jakoZe no. Dobr¢.
: The girl with pink hair.

: The girl with pink hair.

: Started yelling at him.

> W o> W W W W W W

: The girl started...cos fikala?

B: Yelling /jelligg/ (pronouncing it as in Czech) at him.

A: TakZe vSechno jo? To bude zit strasné divné...ale dobfe...so they start to picking up the
peels...

B: Ummm in the end...

A: End.

B: Everyone is smiling no a ted’ jak to zformulovat...Everyone is...sitting around a
table...sitting around a table.../er/...no to je jedno...table the table jenom happy ¢arka

happy and...full eating bananas and full tecka vSechno.
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: No tak ja si myslim, Ze je tam asi tisic gramatickych chyb.

: (agrees)

: Neni tam on?

: On the?

: Je tam podle m¢ on the girl’s head.

The.

: Jo... ---next---Ja nevim jestli for (emphasizes) him nebo about (emphasizes) him
: About him...jako o n¢ho.

: Asi jo nechame to tam. The girl with pink hair. J& jsem dala jako yelled at him.
: Yelled at him.

: In the end everyone is sitting around...people happy...

: And mozna eating banana peels?

> % W w e w > w

: Proc€ je is (emphasizes) a ne are (emphasizes)?

B: Everyone is ha...eeeh to je...no protoze tikas jako everyone a to je myslim néjak jakoze
jednotné.

A: A proc to tak je?

B: Nevim, prost¢ mam pocit, Ze to tam tak je, tak to tam tak je (both laughing) Everyone.
No everyone is happy, sitting, prost¢ everyone to je asi n&jak jakoze se to nemnozi nebo
néco. ---next---Muzeme tam dat and eating banana peels to asi bude lepsi (laughs).
Everyone is happy and eating banana peels. Everyone is happy.

A: Banana peels? Eating?

B: (laughs) Tak j& nevim, to tak vypada, redln¢ na tom obrazku jsou prosté. Tak mozna
eating banana peels? Jesté dvé e, /ee/, /peels/ (pronouncing in as in Czech). The end tii

tecky.

Dyad 8 - P19 and P20

A: Okay so can I start?

B: Obviously, you’re the first one (both laugh).

A: Okay, so in the first picture there’s a girl, human girl, and a bunny girl and they are
pointing at a piece of paper or I’'m not sure what they are doing with it but they are sitting
under a tree and it seems like they are planning something.

B: Okay and (To me:) Can I ask some questions? What is the paper? Because....

A: There are just a few squares on it but I think it might be some kind of a plan or drawing

I’m not sure.
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B: Okay, so in my picture they are both standing under the tree and a banana peel fell on
the...on the girl’s head...the human girl’s. And there’s nothing else basically.

A: So in the third picture, there’s actually what seems to be a monkey-boy? (laughs) And
he threw the banana peel on the bunny-girl’s head and the banana peel landed on her head
and that’s basically it.

B: Okay so in the fourth one, the monkey-boy, or what it is, is running away from them
and the girls are chasing him basically.

A: Okay so and in the fifth one he tr...he tripped on the banana peel so they probably
threw it on...on the ground while he was running.

B: Oh yes.

A: But basically he’s just falling so...

B: In the sixth one, the girl, human-girl, is...seems to be very angry with him, she’s
pointing and she looks frustrated.

A: And is the bunny-girl doing something?

B: No, she’s not even in the picture.

A: So in the seventh one, there are actually all of them and they are picking up the banana
peels. So I think that they may have agreed on something. Perhaps they solved the
argument, [’m not sure, but they are all picking up the banana peels and they are smiling so
they have probably resolved the issue (both laugh).

B: Yeah and in the eighth one, they are eating them or yeah they are eating banana by the

table yeah and they’re all smiling so it’s alright now.

Writing the story down:

A: Okay.

B: Do you wanna go over them once again or...

A: (To me:) Can we show them to each other or no?
Me: No.

B: So do you wanna go over it again or do you wanna start writing?
A: Maybe start writing...

B: It’s supposed to be a full story yeah?

A: I think so.

B: Okay.

A: So...

B: Let’s just revise what was on the picture...
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A: Okay so the girls was sitting under the tree and they were chatting or playing some kind
of a game or maybe drawing, I don’t know, I’'m not sure if it’s a board game or if it’s a
drawing because it’s it’s a plain piece of paper with checked pattern.

B: Maybe tick-tack-toe...

A: I’'m not sure, maybe yeah...

B: So should we name them or something?

A: Probably (laughs).

B: Okay...Uhhh I don’t know Elisa and Anna.

A: (laughs) We should probably clarify that one of them is the bunny-girl right?

B: Yeah, Anne’s going to be the human-girl and Elisa’s going to be the bunny-girl.

A: Okay but I would write that she’s a bunny-girl.

B: Okay.

A: Okay so.

B: So will we start with something like two best friends were enjoying a school
afternoon...

A: I would maybe introduce them even like.

B: Okay.

A: Like they were best friends and then I would move on to the actual stuff...

B: Anna and Elisa were best friends since childhood and...

A: Yea we could probably do it like that. What were their names again? (Laughs)

B: Anne and Elisa.

A: Elisa like Elisa...Okay with two Ns? Do you want to write Anna with two Ns or with
one?

B: What?

A: Anna with two Ns?

B: Yeah of course I don’t know any Anna with only one.

---next---

A: So Anna should we clarify that it’s a human-girl?

B: Yeah.

A: Okay so Anna a human-girl.

B: And Elisa her monkey best-friend...no she’s not monkey, she’s rabbit oh, so no, I don’t
have any idea okay...

A: Elisa, she was a rabbit right?

B: Yes, she was a rabbit. I thought that she was a monkey but and I forgot...
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A: Yeah I have forgotten...

B: The monkey-boy would be her brother or something. He’s supposed to be their rival.
(both laugh)

A: They were best friends...

B: Best friends since kindergarten...

A: Yeah sure. Since they were playing something under the tree I would maybe add
something like they loved playing outside and...

B: Yeah they always enjoyed time they spent with each other.

A: Yeah?

B: Yeah something like that...

A: Okay so they spent all their time together...

B: I would say that they always enjoyed the time they spent together...spent together.
Something like that...

A: Hmmm (hesitating).

B: You just don’t feel like it (laughs).

A: I’m not really feeling it (laughs)...I don’t know if I’'m being too controlling but I would
add something like...like they always spent their time together and one of their activities
was...

B: Okay okay.

A: So we can actually get to the story...

B: Yeah yeah (both laugh) I love making useless details...

A: Me too...And one of their favorite activities...

B: (agrees)

A: Was...

B: playing tick-tack-toe...or what...

A: Yeah I think we can probably go with tick-tack-toe...

B: Yeah.

A: Ummm playing tick-tack-toe in the park?

B: Yeah...

A: So that we can go actually outside the...

B: Yeah.

A: Should we make one more useless detail like their favorite spot was under the big tree
or? (Laughs)

B: Yeah yeah we should...
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A: We didn’t really get to it in the first picture (laughs). Spot...was under the big tree?
B: (agrees) Maybe a (emphasizes) because [ don’t want to say it was the only specific tree.
A: Yeah.

B: Or we can put something like that it was also monkey...

A: Should we get to the second picture? (Both laughing). Wasn’t it like there was a banana
falling on their heads right?

B: Yeah...I...in the second picture the banana fell on the human-girl’s head.

A: So can we put that that’s what was also like the monkey-boy’s favorite and they were
like constantly fighting over it?

B: Yeah yeah that...

A: The same tree...

B: (agrees) His name is going to be Rupert.

A: (laughs)

B: I just love it.

A: Was also loved?...by...

B: (agrees)

A: Was also loved by Rupert, the monkey.

B: The monkey-boy. Yeah and they constantly fight about it.

A: They always fought about it yeah.

(Both hesitating)

A: They always fought for the spot or?

B: Yeah yeah yeah I think something like that...

A: They always fought over who gets to play there...

B: Yeah.

A: Yeah .

(Both laugh)

A: They always...maybe they always fight right?

B: No, I think the fought (emphasizes) is correct.

A: Because...

B: Fight.

A: Fight.

B: It sounds better.

A: They always fight...who gets the spot...who gets to play there?

B: Yeah okay.
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A: Okay we can actually move on to the second picture.

B: Finally.

A: Do you want me to read it so that we know what we have so far?

B: No, no, I think about we...we should go on now. Okay so...

A: Maybe we can mention the fact that the banana...

B: Yeah yeah....Rupert had an idea about how he’s going to get them out of there...
A: By anew plan...

B: By throwing bananas on them. Or something like that.

A: Rupert got a new plan.

B: Yeah.

A: He got a bunch of bananas.

B: And started throwing the peels on them.

A: Yeah.

Me: Tak mate jeSté 3 minuty.

A: Okay Rupert...What did we say?

B: I don’t know (laughs)

A: Rupert had a new plan today.

B: Yeah.

A: Okay...new plan today he got that a bunch of...

B: Banana peels...

A: And start...

B: Throwing them on them...

Me: Muzete kazdy tieba jen jednou dvéma vétami.

A: Throwing them on the girls...They noticed him okay so we can probably skip that...
B: Yeah.

A: Yeah let’s skip that one completely...

B: Yeah. I would say that they noticed him and start chasing him or something like that
because in my picture they are chasing him actually...

A: Okay.

B: So we can just...

A: They didn’t like it so they...or do you just wanna skip that?

B: Yeah, no uscless details in here. ..

A: Yeah, okay, so Rupert jumps down the tree and starts running away and the girls start to

run after them.
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: Run after him. Not any useless details in there.
: He jumped...

: Off the tree.

: I’'m a slow writer.

: Yeah my handwriting is terrible so...
: He jumped off the tree and...

: Started running away.

: and started to run away?

: Ummm running away.

: Which one do you want there?

: Running away...

: The girls chased after him.

@ > W E T T >E T

: (agrees) Did he fall in the fifth picture or something like that? Fell over some rocks or?
A: Yeah he slipped on the banana peel...

B: Yeah yeah yeah...and in the sixth picture, the human-girl is pointing at him and she’s
very angry.

A: Okay.

B: Suddenly Rupert fell one of...

A: As he was making his escape...sorry...

B: No...or slipped it doesn’t matter...yeah more slipped...more like slipped

A: As he was running...

B: Okay yeah as he was running he slipped on one of the banana peels ---next---he recently
threw on them. ..

A: He threw on them earlier...As he was running, he slipped on...

B: one of the banana...banana peel...

A: the...that he threw earlier?

B: Yeah.

---next---

A: The girls caught up to him.

B: Yeah and...

A: And confronted him? Maybe?

B: And they were demanding an apology.

A: Okay.

B: Something simple.
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A: The girls...confronted him...and demanded an apology.

B: (agrees)

A: For his behavior?

B: Yeah. The seventh picture...

A: I think that yeah they were picking up the banana peels together, so...

B: Okay.

A: I’d say that...

B: After some time he finally apologized and they started to...yeah...pick the banana
peels...

A: After a bit...

B: (agrees)

A: He apologized...and started to...

B: To clean up after himself I would say, it sounds better...

A: Clean up the mess that he made...

B: (agrees) again earlier. Okay and in the picture they are actually all of them are eating
happily, they are eating some banana thing, I don’t know. It looks like some kind of
banana soup but it’s not.

A: I would just write that the girl...

B: Yeah yeah...

A: And they all worked together to...or started working together?

B: Yes

A: Started...

B: Okay the last one...After they were done, they all sat together and ate some food or I
don’t know, it looks like some kind of banana soup.

A: Banana soup? (Laughs)

B: There are bananas and they are eating with a spoon...I don’t know what it is. It doesn’t
look like anything, so. Yeah banana soup, it’s going to be a banana soup so. After they
finished, they all sat together and ate banana soup.

A: After they finished they made up maybe?

B: Okay.

A: They made up and...they made up in the process? And after finishing the clean-up
maybe?

B: Yeah.

A: They all sat together and enjoyed the snack.
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B: Okay snack.
A: 1don’t want to say banana soup, I don’t like banana soup...they all sat together...
B: Banana snack, you have to mention the bananas.

A: Okay, a little banana snack.

Final check:

B: They fight.

A: Fought.

(Hesitating)

---next---

A: Started to run away maybe?

B: Running.

A: Started to run away sounds better to me...I don’t know.
B: Start to run away.

A: Yeah I think so maybe...probably.

Dyad 9 - P13 (A) and P12 (B)

A: There are sitting...two people or one people is a rabbit...rabbit-girl and the second is a
normal girl. The rabbit is pointing at some paper or something. They are sitting under the
tree and you can see a house and...some forest. The forest’s behind them.

B: So there is...two persons...staying under the tree and there’s a rabbit-girl and a ragoo
girl...regular girl and...it looks like...banana has fallen on the girl’s head.

A: So...there is a tree and a boy sitting on the tree...and...under him there is the girl and
the rabbit and...the rabbit is...like loutka?...Nevim, jak se fekne loutka...

B: So there is a...there are three persons, one is a boy which is running away from
some...it looks like a house or school like something like that and the two girls are
following him and it looks like they are trying to catch him.

A: So the boy...ummm...uklouznul.

B: Slip.

A: Slipped on the banana and he’s falling...on the ground and the girl and the rabbit are
looking at him.

B: There is a girl and boy and it looks like the girl’s pointing on...on the boy and it looks
like they are arguing. Arguing like right now.
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A: So they’re all, the boy and the girl and the rabbit are picking the bananas from the
ground under the tree.
B: So the three boy and...So the tree persons, boy, girl and the rabbit-girl are sitting round

the table and they are eating lunch. It’s banana...bananas...they are eating bananas.

Writing the story down:

A: A girl and a rabbit are...are sitting under the tree and the rabbit is pointing at some
paper and there is a house behind them.

B: So there is a rabbit and a girl...st...standing under the tea...under the tree...girl
standing under the tree and banana has fallen on girl’s head and the rabbit is joking about
it...or smiling.

A: A boy is sitting on the tree and under the tree are the girl and the rabbit.

B: There is a boy and two girls, the girl and the rabbit and the boy’s running away from
some house and the girls are following him and they are trying to catch him.

A: The boy slipped on banana and he slipped, he fall...fell on the ground. The girl and the
rabbit are looking at him.

B: The girl is pointing on a boy because they are arguing because he has done something
bad.

A: The boy, the girl and the rabbit are all picking the bananas from the ground.

B: They are all three sitting around the table. And...and eating bananas.

Final check:

Dyad 10 - P11 (A) and P10 (B)

A: So there’s a tree and a little girl sitting next to it...and next to her is a rabbit and they’re
playing tick-tack-toe.

B: Okay so in the next picture we can see...a girl and she is now standing...and behind her
is a rabbit...a rabbit-girl and...I see on her head...banana.

A: Okay.

B: It fell on her head...from the tree I think.

A: Yeah so on my picture there’s...the same girl and the rabbit and...on the tree is sitting a
boy who’s throwing a banana at her...at the rabbit .

B: Okay okay, so in the next picture...I can see...the boy that you mentioned and he is

running in front of the girl and the rabbit. And...I can also see...behind the tree...a house.
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A: Yeah so the boy is...has now tripped and he’s falling in...yeah in water or I don’t know
what is it but the girl and the rabbit are watching him.

B: In...in what?

A: He...he tripped on the banana peel.

B: Yeah yeah...and the girl is now...angry...and she is pointing at...at the boy.

A: So...yeah the boy is a monkey (both laugh), he’s picking the banana peels and yeah and
there’s the girl and the rabbit and they’re both holding some banana peels.

B: So...now they are...sitting together...and...they are eating...something...I think that it
is a banana...and sit together...yes...on a...on a bench...outside.

A: Yeah so I think it was...the whole point was that the boy was always a monkey (both
laugh) and he didn’t meant to like throw it on them...yeah?

B: Yeah and...I think that they become friends because of the banana...

A: Yeah okay.

Writing the story down

A: So I think we should start with like describing the...the outside and how does it look.
B: Yeah.

A: Okay.

B: (To me:) So mam to psat jako jednicka, dvojka, trojka?

Me: Muzete to vypravét jako piibeh.

A: So we can see...a tree and...

B: (hesitating) Mame to psat jako pfib¢h jo. Jako mame Ceské slohovky tak tak néjak.
A: J& jsem marna.

B: Once upon a time...

A: There was a girl and her friend rabbit who loved to go outside and play board games
under a big oak tree. J4 nevim jestli to je oak ale to je jedno (laughs).

B: Loved to...

A: Loved...who loved...

B: Ajo...

A: Playing board games...loved to play...no playing tak dobré...

B: Board games.

A: Under a large oak tree...jakoby to zni tak jako. On the? Under (emphasizes).

B: Jo ahaaa...Jo aha j4 jsem myslela, Ze to je ten chlapec. Tim asi kon¢is?

A: Yeah.
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B: So when...when...

A: Okay...

B: When they ummm they...they were playing as usual and _
A: Tak se to nepiSe (talking to herself and crossing sth out).

B: Fell...fell banana peel myslim ze je slupka.

A: Fell a banana peel?

B: Okay...on the girl’s head...

A: Mam tam dat jakoZe out of nowhere? (instead of suddenly)

B: (agrees) Jo ---next---

B: The peels?

A:Jo...

B: So...To uz byla cela ta scéna?

A: Asi.

B: S0...he start...he started running...start runningland. ..the girl and the rabbit. .
A: Started to run away.

B: (agrees) and eeeh fo...followed by the girl and the rabbit.

get far and the boy...get far and the boy suddenly tripped on a banana peel that he threw

there while ago...Tripped...

B: Jo aha jo.

A: /tripped/ (pronouncing it as in Czech).

B: Dobfte. (both laugh) Suddenly tripped...

A: Tady mas misto...

B: Jo aha...on a banana peel...

A: That he probably threw there...

B: The girl...angr...angrily reached to him...

A: Reached for him?

B (agrees)...and ummm ne boy ale and the monkey have nothing to say back...
A: Yeah and the monkey had nothing to say for himself. ---next---So he started
apologizing...zing../z/ (emphasizes)...and ---next---offered to...to clean up after himself to
make up for it.

B: Afford to co?
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A: Offered.

No?

: No mas afford...mas afford a je to offered (laughs).
: Aha jojojojo.

: ---next---To clean up the mess to make up for it.

: Jeste jak?

: To make up for it.

: To make co?

: Up for it.

Jo up.

: Uz mam posledni obrazek. Ty jesté ne?

: So in the end ummm they happily sit together ummm...
: They sit together happily?

Ummm...

: Happily at the table and...

: ---next---And...they calmly eat their...their meal with banana...

> W W W W W W >

: They happily at the table and enjoyed banana as reward for cleaning up...and they
enjoyed a banana together?
B: (agrees)

A: Ja to vzdy vySkrtdm aby to neslo piecist. Tak si to jeSté precteme radsi.

Final check:

A: Co je her? Under ne?

B: A co jsem napsala?

A: Tys napsala her (emphasizes) a ma byt under (emphasizes)
B: Aha (both laugh). To je moje r, ty pfepisujes moje r.

A: To vypada jak... (both laugh)

Triad 11 - P18 (C), P4 (B) a P23 (A)

A: So in my picture, there is a rabbit and a girl probably looking at some map or they are
playing a game I think and they are sitting under a tree.

B: So in my picture I can see a rabbit and a girl. The girl has a banana on her head and they

are standing under a tree.
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C: So my picture is very similar to the second one...there’s a girl and a rabbit standing
under a tree and there’s some other kid sitting on that tree and now the banana is one the
rabbit’s head.

A: And now the rabbit, the girl and the other boy, maybe it’s monkey, it has it has a shape
like monkey, I don’t know, they are running...they are chasing the...the boy who looks
like monkey...the girl and the rabbit...

B: So in my picture, the monkey I think fell on the banana and is in air...yeah...and the
bunny and the girl is standing behind him.

C: So in my picture there’s like the girl is looking very angry at the monkey-boy...that’s
basically it.

A: Okay now they’re picking the banana peels from the ground and everyone has one in
their hand.

B: And my...in my picture I see they are all three...they are sitting eeeh in a...on a bench

on a tab...the table...and they are eating bananas I think...yeah.

Writing the story down

A: Okay

B: Budes to psat nebo?

A: Okay I’m gonna write that...eeeh do you wanna name them?

B: No (laughs).

A: Okay then...ummm one warm day a girl and a rabbit...a bunny...and a bunny were
sitting under the tree and they were playing a game.

B: So...I’'m gonna write it...so then the...the girls...yeah...they on the girl’s head fell a
banana peel.

C: (To me:) Can I like edit the previous parts?

Me: Yeah and you can comment on it so they others know what you want to correct

C: (agrees) So (starts crossing out the whole sentence)...

Me: Spis to prvni prodiskutujte jo...Je to vzajemna spoluprace.

C: Okay so I think you wrote this grammatically incorrect it should be then a banana peel
fell on the girl’s head.

B: Yes yeah yeah.

C: ---next---So let me fix this. They looked up and saw that a boy was sitting on...

A: Branch.
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C: On one of the branches...He was the one...throwing the banana peels. That’s it for my
part [ would say.

B: I think one day (emphasizes) should be here.

A: Oh (laughs) I forget it. Then they started...then the girl started to chase the boy okay the
boy jumped off is it B-R-A-N-C-H-A-O? Branch?...Is there /a/?

C: It’s B-R-A-N-C-H.

A: Yeah.

C: That’s one branch.

A: The boy jumped off the branch and laughed at the girls. _

C: Yeah.

B: Okay then...then he accidentally stepped on a banana peel and fell.

A: In my picture they are picking up the peels so maybe we can...

C: Yeah yeah yeah.

A: Say that they make him. ..they made him to clean it up or something. What's on your
picture?

C: It’s just the human-girl looking very angry at the boy.

A: And she can...she...they have to like clean it up...

C: Yeah yeah fell...wait so the girls were picking up the peels?

A: They’re all picking it...they are all picking the peels...

C: (understands) They decided to pick up the peels and throw them...

A: Did you say something to your picture?

C: We will get there, we want to talk about the picking-up stuff.

A: Yeah but that’s after it.

C: Okay so...let me find other way to put this here...(laughs) They were very mad at the
boy that’s it probably...to clean up the mess.

B: Jo.

A: Okay.

C: And what was the last one? They were eating bananas together?

B: Yeah after that they went I think we can say for lunch and then...

A: It can be something like the boy apologized and...and invited them for banana (all
laugh)
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C: The boy apologized...

A: And invited them...

C: And invited them to have a lunch.

B: Yes.

C: They boy apologized and invited them to lunch, probably that’s enough...then they
happily ate some bananas together. Yeah let me also check it for some other grammatical
mistakes... [ would say that I believe that there’s supposed to be a comma after one warm
day, one warm day (emphasizes) comma, girl...

A and B: Jo.

C: (reading their text aloud)... We already established that they were mad so we could
probably...

A: Cut it off?

C: Yeah it’s that they’re mad and that they’re mad again...

A: Ummm they argued with him?

C: Explained to him...I don’t...surprisingly, I don’t that there’s supposed to be a comma
here.

A: Okay.
A: 1 don’t think that it matters (laughs).

C: I mean it’s testing our abilities of English so we probably have it grammatically correct

(reading the text aloud) That’s it, that’s good.
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