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Abstract

Communicative language teaching (CLT) is well established as the dominant theoretical
model in ELT. With the popularity of this approach in the 1970s, misconception also
emerged that the teaching of grammar was considered undesirable. Recent research in
second language acquisition (SLA), however, has led to a reconsideration of the
importance of grammar that language learning needs some degree of consciousness and
that teaching approaches focusing only on meaning are inadequate. Recent SLA
research has also demonstrated that instructed language learning has major effects on
both the rate and the ultimate level of L2 acquisition. Particularly, research has shown
that form-focused instruction is especially effective when it is incorporated into a
meaningful communicative context.

This article, therefore, aims to share collaborative output tasks as alternative ways of
integrating grammar in CLT with English teachers who are attempting to improve their
learners* communicative competence. These activities are designed to push leamers to
produce output accurately by performing tasks that require them to pay attention to both
meaning and forms. Some examples of collaborative output task activities will also be
presented to provide clearer concept. This method is assumed that during collaborative
output activities learners get collective help and guided support as a result of interacting
with each other in order to solve linguistic problems and produced output accurately.

Keywords: Collaborative Output Tasks, Teaching Grammar, Communicative
Language Teaching

Introduction
Why does a child learn his L1 with relative ease while a learner finds it very difficult to learn
an L2 in the classroom?One of the possible reasons for this is that the classroom environment

is often an artificial setting and language teaching and learning lacks authenticity.
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The challenging question is whether we can recreate authenticity in the classroom through our
teaching. In the traditional classroom instructional environment, the focus is on the language
itself. Learners must master the grammatical rules of the target language where the emphasis
is on learning the language rather than using the language for communicative purposes.On the
other hand, many CLT practitioners have assumed that grammar should be taught. They
assumed that grammar can be acquired through natural language use. However,it is proved
not enough. Communicative instruction should recreate the same conditions of a natural
setting and place more emphasis on interaction, conversation and language use but also

include learning the language.

Some researchers propose alternative ways of integrating grammar in CLT to promote both
meaning and forms in a lesson called collaborative output tasks. Collaborative output task is
defined as instructional options that push learners to produce output accurately by performing
tasks that require them to pay attention to both meaning and forms. It is an integration of task-
based learner collaboration and output-based interaction in L2 classrooms. There are some
contributions of output as summarized by Skehan (1998): output generates better input,
promotes syntactic processing, helps learners test their hypotheses about grammar, facilitates
automatization of existing knowledge, helps the development of discourse skills, and helps
learners develop their personal voice by focusing on topics that they are interested in.Some
examples of the forms of collaborative tasks are dictogloss, reconstruction cloze tasks, text-

editing tasks, and collaborative output jigsaw tasks. These activities are found to be effective.

The following sections will briefly describe the concepts of communicative language
teaching, researches on teaching grammar and the more focused description of collaborative

output tasks.

Communicative Language Teaching

Richard (2006:2) states -Communicative language teaching can be understood as a set of
principlesabout the goals of language teaching, how learners learn a language, thekinds of
classroom activities that best facilitate learning, and the roles of teachersand learners in the
classroom”. The goal of communicative language teaching isthe teaching of

communicativecompetence which includes aspects of language knowledge such as knowing
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how to use language for a range of different purposes and functions, knowing how to very our
use of language according to the setting and participants, knowing how to produce and
understand different types of texts, and knowing how to maintain communication despite

having limitations in one‘s language knowledge, Richard (2006, p.3).

a recent years, language learning has been viewed as a result from processes such as
interaction between the learner and users of the language, collaborative creation of meaning,
creating meaningful and purposeful interaction through language, negotiation of meaning as
the learner and his or her interlocutor arrive at understanding, learning through attending to
the feedback learners get when they use the language, paying attention to the language one
hears (the input) and trying to incorporate new forms into one‘s developing communicative
competence, and trying out and experimenting with different ways of saying things, Richard

(2006, p4).

The types of classroom activities proposed in CLT require learners to participate in classroom
activities that were based on a cooperative approach to learning. This includes pair work
activities, role plays, group work activities and project work. Learners were expected to take
on agreater degree of responsibility for their own learning and teachers took a role as
facilitator and monitor rather than a role model for correct speech and writing.The main
activity types that were one of the outcomes of CLT can be classified into accuracy and

fluency activities.

Fluency, one of the goals of CLT, is defined by Richard (2006, p.14) as natural language use
occurring when a speaker engages in meaningful interaction and maintain comprehensible and
ongoing communication despite limitations in his or her communicative competence. Fluency
can be developed by creating classroom activities in which students must negotiate meaning,
use communication strategies, correct understandings, and work to avoid communication
breakdowns.Accuracy practice, on the other hand, focuses on creating correct examples of
language use. Richard further summarizes the differences between fluency and accuracy
activities as follows:
Activities focusing on fluency

o Reflect natural use of language
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* Focus on achieving communication

¢ Require meaningful use of language

¢ Require the use of communication strategies
¢ Produce language that may not be predictable
¢ Seck to link language use to context
Activities focusing on accuracy

¢ Reflect classroom use of language

¢ Focus on the formation of correct examples of language
e Practice language out of context

¢ Practice small samples of language

¢ Do not require meaningful communication

¢ Control choice of language

Richard (2006, p. 15-16) recommends that teachers use a balance of fluency activities and
accuracy and use accuracy activities to support fluency activities in which accuracy work
could either come before or after fluency work. Accuracy work could be assigned to deal with
grammatical or pronunciation problems on the fluency performance the teacher observed
while learners were carrying out the task. In doing fluency tasks, the focus is on getting
meanings across using any available communicative resources which often depends on
vocabulary and communication strategies, and there is little motivation to use accurate
grammar or pronunciation. Therefore, the teachers need to prepare students for a fluency task,
or follow-up activities that provide feedback on language use. They are also encouraged to
make greater use of small-group work because group work activities are assumed to give

greater opportunities to use the language and develop fluency.

The three different kinds of practice are mechanical, meaningful, and communicative.
Mechanical practice is a controlled practice activity which learners can successfully carry out
without necessarily understanding the language they are using (e.g. repetition drills and
substitution drills). Meaningful practice is then an activity where language control is still
provided but learners are required to make meaningful choices when carrying out practice.
For example, to practice the use of prepositions to describe locations of places, learners might

be given a street map with various buildings identified in different locations. A list of
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prepositions such as across from, on the corner of, near, on, next to is provided. They then
have to answer questions such asWherc is the book shop? Where is the café?ll etc. And
communicative practice refers to activities where practice in using language within a real
communicative context is the focus, where real information is exchanged, and where the
language used is not totally predictable. For example, learners might have to draw a map of
their neighborhood and answer questions about the location of different places, such as the

nearest bus stop, the nearest cafe, etc.

Similarly, Littlewood (1981, p.20) group activities into two kinds: pre-communicative
activities and communicative activities. Pre-communicative activities involve structural
activities and quasi-communicative activities while communicative activities involve
functional communication activities and social interactional activities. Functional
communication activities require students to use their language resources to overcome an
information gap or solve a problem. Social interactional activities require the learner to pay
attention to the context and the roles of the people involved, and to attend to such things as
formal versus informal language. These requirements have been reflected in CLT activities
such as information gap activities, jigsaw activities and other types of activities including
task-completion activities, information-gathering activities, opinion-sharing activities,
information-transfer activities, reasoning-gap activities, and role plays, Richard (2006, p.19).
Most of the activities in CLT are designed to be carried out in pairs or small groups
which provide learners with several benefits that they can learn from hearing the language
used by other members of the group, produce a greater amount of language than they would
use in teacher-fronted activities, have the chance to develop fluency, and heir motivational

level is likely to increase.

Research in Teaching Grammar

The role ofgrammar in the L2 classroom has become a reconsideration and reevaluation as a
necessary component of language instruction. The claim is that teaching approaches which
focus primarily on meaning-focused communication is inadequate. Extensive research on
learning outcomes in French immersion programs by Swain and her colleagues showed that,
the learners did not achieve accuracy in certain grammatical forms eventhough long-term

exposure to meaningful input, (Lapkin, Hart, & Swain, 1991). This research suggested that to
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develop high levels of accuracy in the target language, some type of focus on grammatical
forms was necessary. This means that communicative language teaching should not purely

focus on meaning but also accommodate the need of forms (Ellis, 1997).

Besides, the 1980s hypothesis reveals that language can be learned without some degree of
consciousness has been found theoretically problematic. Skehan (1998) and Tomasello (1998)
have presented their findings which indicate that language learners cannot process target
language input for both meaning and form simultaneously. They need to notice target forms in
input in order that they process input for both meaning and specific forms, not either of

them.Thus, noticing or awareness of target forms plays an important role in .2 learning.

Krashen (1993, p.725), on the other hand, argued that explicit grammatical knowledge about
structures and rules for their use may never turn into implicit knowledge underlying
unconscious language comprehension and production. He suggests that studies showing an
effect for formal instruction present only low increases in consciously-learned competence.
Truscott (1996:120) also rejects thevalue of explicit grammar instruction on similar grounds,
arguing that its effects are short-lived and superficial and that grammar instruction alone may

not promote whathe called -genuine knowledge of languagell.

However, Spada (1997) notes that when learners receive communicative exposure to grammar
points introduced through formal instruction, their awareness of the forms and their accuracy
of use improves.A combination of form focused instruction and meaningful communication

can therefore be suggested to become a part of a task-based communicative curriculum.

Collaborative Qutput Tasks

Research by Swain and her colleagues has shown that although they were much exposed to
meaningful input, French immersion students often lacked high levels of accuracy in certain
grammatical forms. Swain (1985) suggests that this is because the learners were not pushed
beyond their current level of interlanguage. She therefore argues that output of the L2 plays
ﬁ\ important role in SLA (1985). Thus, when learners attempt to produce the 1.2, they notice
that they are not able to say what they want to say (Swain, 2001), and this —pushesll them to
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achieve greater accuracy. Pushed output also provides opportunities for formulating and

testing hypothesis.

Thus, the importance of the role of output in L2 learning, as well as opportunitiesfor
collaborative negotiation, provides important arguments for incorporating tasks into language
classrooms that meet these requirements. This can beachieved through collaborative output
tasks, that is, activities that aredesigned to push learners to produce output collaboratively and
also reflect onand negotiate the accuracy of their language production. Such activities are
beneficial to L2 learners because when output is prodlﬁd collaboratively, learners are not
only pushed to use the target structure, but they will also get help from their peers when trying
to make their meaning precise (Kowal & Swain, 1994; Swain &Lapkin, 2001). Collaborative
output willalso provide learners with opportunities to reflect on language consciouslyand to
talk about language forms, which raises their awareness of problematic forms. Swain and
Lapkin (2001) noted that, through collaborative output, not only is meaning co-constructed
but the language itself is developedas well. Several collaborative output tasks, including

dictogloss, collaborative jigsaw, and text reconstruction tasks are described as the following:

Dictogloss

Dictogloss is a kind of output task that encourages students to worktogether and produce
language forms collaboratively by reﬁ)nstructing a textpresented to them orally. Wajnryb
(1990, p.6) defines such tasks as a task-based procedure designed to help language-
learningstudents towards a better understanding of how grammar works on a textbasis. It is
designed to expose where their language-learner shortcomings (and needs) are, so that

teaching can be directed more precisely towardsthese areas.

In a dictogloss, the teacher reads a short text at a normal pace while studentsjot down any
words or phrases related to the content as they listen. Learners then work in small groups or
pairs to reproduce the text as closely as possible tothe original text in terms of grammatical
ﬁuracy and cohesion. Generally, a dictogloss activity involves four stages: the preparatory
stage, the dictation stage, the reconstruction stage and the analysis and correction stage,

Wajnryb (1990).
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The aim of a dictogloss task is not only to push learners to produce output collaboratively, but
also to promote negotiation of form and meaning. The advantages of the dictogloss are
promoting verbal interaction in a realistic communicative context as a result as
communicating and helping each other to reconstruct the passage, pushiﬁ students to reflect
on their own language output and get engaged in meta-talk, encouraging leﬁlers to pool their
knowledge together and learn from each other and it also enables them to find out what they
know and what they do not know about thelanguage. Thus, it raises learners® consciousness of

specific aspects of language use.

Dictogloss uses an authentic text or a text that theteacher constructs or modifies which
preferably contains several instances of a particular grammatical form to facilitate
learners*attention to form. The complexity of the text varies dependingon learners® linguistic
level. And the number of times a text is read can also be adjusted to suit learners® proficiency

level.

Reconstruction Cloze Tasks

Collaborative output tasks can also be designed in the form of reconstruction cloze tasks

which is similar to a dictogloss in many respects. However, it differs from it in that during the

reconstruction phase, learners receive a cloze version of the original text. In the cloze version,

certain linguistic forms that are identified by the teacher as the focus of the task can be

removed from the text. Thus, the task involves two versions of a text: an original version,

which is read to learners, and a cloze version. Learners are then asked to reconstruct the text

and also supply the missing items in the cloze version. The advantage of a cloze

reconstruction task is that it requires learners to reproduce specific target structures.

The procedure for completing the task is as follows:

1. The teacher reads the oriﬁ'nal version to learners at a normal pace.

2. Learners learners listen carefully for meaning and also jot down notes related to
thecontent.

3. Learners rece'ﬁe a copy of the cloze version of the text.

4. Learners are asked to work in pairs to reconstruct the text and also tosupply the missing

words or phrases as correctly and as closely as possibleto the original text.
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5. Finally, students compare their reconstructed text with the original textand discuss the

differences.

Text-editing Tasks

Another way of pushing learners to produce certain target items accurately isby using text-
editing tasks. Text editing requires students to correct a text inorder to improve its accuracy
and expression of content. This task can be used either individually or collaboratively.
However, when conducted collaboratively, the task has been shown to generate more
attention to form and topromote the learning of targeted items more effectively (Nassaji
&Tian, 2010). In this task, the teacher can read a text that contains instancesof certain target
forms and ask students to listen for comprehension (the reading comprehension component of
the task is optional, but it is useful because it would ensure that the task has a meaning-
focused dimension).

Then the teacher gives learners a version of the task that contains errors.Learners are asked to
edit the text collaboratively by making any changes theyfeel are needed in order to make the

text as grammatically accurate aspossible.

Collaborative Output Jigsaw Tasks

Jigsaw tasks are a kind of two-way information gap task in which students hold different
portions of the information related to a task to share and exchange the different pieces of
information to complete the task.According to Pica et al. (1993), for a jigsaw task to be
aneffective output task, it should also be goal oriented and generate negotiation of meaning

andable to push learners to reproduce aparticular linguistic target embedded in the tasks.

Collaborative jigsaw tasks are often designed in the form of segmented texts that students
have to put together to create the original text. Pica et al.(2006) described the steps in
designing and implementing such tasks. An authentic or related to the course text is selected.
Then two versions of the text are prepared (e.g., versions A and B), with each version
containing some sentences that are exactly the same as thesentences in the original passage.
Other sentences are modified in that a targetform in the original passage appears in a different
form or order in the students® version. The task is then carried out as follows:

1. The teacher reads the original passage to learners.
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2. Pairs of learners receive the modified versions of the passage, with one learner
receiving version A ala the other version B.

3. Learners attempt to choose the correct order of individual sentences asthey
appear in the original version.

4. Learners attempt to choose between different sentences in versions A andB and
find those that are the same in terms of grammatical accuracy asthose in the
original text. They also attempt to justify their choices.

5. Learners compare their assembled passage with the original passage andidentify

any possible differences.

For a jigsaw task to become an output task, learners are required to produce a certain
linguistic form while completing the task for example by adding a cloze component to the
jigsaw task by removing some of the target forms in the learners® version. Learners would
then attempt to complete the jigsaw by supplying the missing words. When completing the
task, the learners choose not only the correct order of the sentences but also attempt to choose
the sentences that are the same as the onesin the original passage. They have also to provide

the missing items. In allthese steps, learners* attention can be drawn to the target forms.

Effectiveness of Collaborative QOutput Tasks

Based on a number of studies investigating the effectiveness of collaborative output tasks,
positive effects for promoting attention to form and L2 development are significant. Kowal
and Swain (1994), for example, examined whether collaborative output tasks such as
dictogloss can promote learners® language awareness. The intermediate and advanced learners
of French who \ﬁrked collaborativelyto reconstruct a reading textshowed that when
constructing a text they noticed gaps in their languageknowledge, their attention was drawn to
the link between form and meaning,and they obtained feedback from their peers.

Swain and Lapkin (2001) compared ac effects of dictogloss with jigsaw tasks with two
groups of French immersion students. The researchers did not find any significant distinction
between the dictoglossand jigsaw tasks in terms of the overall degree ofattention to form they
generated, but it was found that the dictogloss led to more accurate reproduction of target

forms than the jigsaw task. Pica et al.(2006) investigated the effectiveness of jigsaw tasks
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with six pairs of intermediate-level English L2 learners. Their results showed evidence for the
effectiveness of such tasks for drawing leamners® attention to form and also for helping
learners to recall the form and functions of target items. In ﬁecent classroom-based study,
Nassaji and Tian (2010) examined the effectiveness ofa reconstruct'ﬁn cloze task and
reconstruction editing task for learning English phrasal verbs. Their results showed that
completing the tasks collaboratively led to greater accuracy than completing them

individually.

Conclusion

The current discussion has talked about the innovative ways of teaching language. This aims
to bridge the gap between traditional grammar and pure communicative language teaching. In
term of activities, collaborative output tasks are beneficial and applicable for any level of
language proficiency. Importantly, they are significant in combining the grammar practice and
communicative needs. Therefore, this alternative ways can becomea solution for problematic

classroom.
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