Lina Lee Expert-to-Novice Synchronous Online Interaction

Role of the Expert Speaker

Despite the fact that CMC allows L2 learners to express themselves without feeling as intense a pressure
as they would in a live classroom (Lee, 2005), the expert plays a crucial role during the collaborative
engagement. Episode 8 shows how the expert (Marie=M) provided direct assistance to a weak student
(Andrew=A) in his error corrections.

Episode 8

1. M: En mi dibujo veo que los criminales entraron la casa y robaron muchas cosas. (In my drawing I
see that criminals entered the house and stole many things).

2. A: Si, ellos salgan de la ventana. L.a mujer tome un bolsa grande y el hombre lleve dinero con un gun.
Como se dice gun? (Yes, they leave from the window. The woman takes a big bag and the man
carries the money with a gun. How do you say gun?)

3. M: Veo los problemas en los verbos. Primero, salir es —ir no —ar. Los verbos deben estar en el pasado.
Salieron. (I see the problems in the verbs. First, salir is —ir not —ar. The verbs should be in the past.
They left.) [Direct assistance with explanation]

4. M: Ahora puedes corregir los verbos? (Now can you correct the verbs?)
5. A:O.K. Salieron. Tomar es tomio. (O.K. They left. To take is took.)

6. M: Tomar no es —ir. Es —ar. Yo tomé, ti tomaste y él tomd. (To take is not —ir. It is —ar. I took, you
took and he took.) [Scaffolding with explanation]

7. A:No se. Tomo y llevo". Esta bien? (I don’t know. I take and I bring, right?)
8. M: Debes poner los acentos en ‘0’ (You should put the accent marks on ‘0’)

9. A: No se los acentos. No me gusta verbos. Que mas tienes? (I don’t know the accents. I don’t like
verbs. What else do you have?)

10. A: Como se dice "gun" en espaifiol? (How do you say "gun" in Spanish?)
11. M: Pistola. (Gun.)

It is evident that Marie’s intervention did not provide Andrew with affordable opportunities to detect his
own errors because the corrective feedback was not negotiated between Marie (the expert) and Andrew
(the novice). Although Andrew made an attempt to figure out the correct form of tomar on his own after
repeating salieron in line 5, he did not correct the error. Only after he received help from Marie in line 6,
he wrote tomo and llevo without accent marks™ in line 7. In this case, it is difficult to determine whether
explicit feedback provided by the expert peer led to the error correction that promoted learning. Expert
scaffolding did not seem to motivate Andrew to pursue further understanding of the verb forms as he
responded to Marie "I don’t know ... | don’t like verbs. What else do you have?" in line 9. Andrew
appeared to be more interested in a lexical item rather than in making corrections of syntactical errors as
he asked for help twice for the unfamiliar word for"gun™ from Marie (line 2 and 10).

This finding indicates that Marie and Andrew did not maintain intersubjectivity. While Marie’s intention
was to assist Andrew in the error correction process, Andrew viewed the task as an opportunity for
meaning exchange. Disappointed, Andrew wrote in his reflective essay: "I did not like the way Marie
corrected my mistakes. We were chatting not learning Spanish grammar." Andrew’s comments further
revealed that it was not easy to attend to linguistic errors in a timely fashion during the meaning-based
interaction. He further remarked: "I don’t think it is a good idea to correct someone’s mistakes during the
conversation.” It is logical that learners solve semantic problems before they attend to syntactic errors
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NOTES

1. From a sociocultural point of view, language learning cannot be viewed as an immediate product of the
individual; rather, it is the process by which learners engage in co-constructing their L2 knowledge.
Through social engagement, both the expert and the learner work collaboratively to solve linguistic
problems.

2. Aljaafreh and Lantolf’s 5-level scale of feedback strategies was adapted by Ohta (2000) for her study
of two Japanese learners’ collaborative interaction and their potential developmental stages.

3. Microgenetic analysis guided by the sociocultural theory allows the researcher to closely observe
processes of change in a collaborative task in short periods of time. The observed instances are analyzed
to justify the findings of the study (Lantolf, 2000).

4. It should be noted that although the students were in the fourth-semester intermediate Spanish course, it
does not mean that they had attained language skills at the Intermediate level on the ACTFL (American
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages) proficiency scale prior to the study.

5. S-CAPE (Spanish Computerized Adaptive Placement Exam) developed at Brigham Young University
was used to assist in placing students into appropriate lower-division Spanish courses at the researcher’s
institution.

6. It should be noted that during the focus-on-form procedure not all linguistic errors were to be corrected
by the experts including pronouns, articles, and prepositions.

7. Nine episodes introduced as examples were drawn from the data sets as evidence to support and justify
the findings.

8. Self-repair is defined as the correction made by the novice speakers during the collaborative
scaffolding. The majority of the self-corrections were made after receiving initial help from the expert
using the confirmation check (see Episode 1). In some cases, linguistic feedback was negotiated through
several turns (see Episode 2) based on the five levels of collaborative scaffolding (see Table 1).

9. Follow-up turns were defined as the use of the correct forms that appeared after the self-repairs were
made. They demonstrated learners’ self-regulated performances within a given context (see Episodes 6
and 7).

10. Given the fact that the experts were briefly trained to use the 5-stage scaffolding procedure and did
not have a list of feedback techniques that corresponded with specific stages, some expert speakers did
not provide step-by-step feedback to their novice partners. While the current study makes no claim on the
consistency of using the 5-stage scaffolding procedure, the findings provided evidence of the
effectiveness of expert scaffolding for error corrections.

11. This pair of students shared their experiences with the natural environment before they discussed the
immigration issues.

12. The learner used the English word mess to express the meaning.

13. The missing accent mark on the second vowel "o" for both verbs tomo and llevo change their
meanings from the present tense to the past tense (e.g., tomo 'l take' vs. tomé 'l took’").

14. Despite the fact that this version of Blackboard supports use of foreign language characters, the
majority of the students did not use the accents throughout the chat sessions.
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