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This study investigates the collaborative task of dictogloss, which can be described as a
communicative based activiη which allows for the focus of form. The current study
employed two dictogloss tasks in immediate repetition, and an examination was done
conceming the ability ofleamers to notice recently taught target lexical items (TLIs) as
they occurred du디ng the individual and collaborative activities of the tasks. Fifty three
Korean EFL leamers enrolled as second year students in the English Department of a
띠너versiη in Seoul, South Korea, participated in the study. Th e results indicated that
leamers can successfully notice and attend to TLIs in addition to other grammatical
forms during both individual and collaborative activity, and that immediate repetition of
the dictogloss showed to increase these instances of noticing. The pedagogical
implications of dictogloss as an effective leaming procedure for promoting vocabulary
noticing are discussed, in addition to the benefits of immediate repetition to further
increase new vocabulary noticing.

1. INTRODUCTION
Of constant concem for teachers taking a communicative approach to their language

c1 assroom is finding suitable lessons that promote both the increase of L2 fluency, while
still considering an attention to increased Iinguistic accuracy. Specifically, recent research
shows a general agreement in addressing this balance of focus on form (FonF) in
communicative based interaction whose central design is that of meaning and the
exchange of ideas (Doughty & Varel a, 1998; Doughty & Williams, 1998; Ellis, 2003;
Skehan, 1998). Constituting this FonF is the drawing of attention to linguistic elements,
such as grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation, as they 않ise incidentally in lessons
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whose main focus is on meaning or communication (Long, 1991), and which are
“σiggered by perceived problems with comprehension or production" (Long & Robinson,
1998, p. 23).
Within communicative interaction, researchers suggest that negotiation provides an
effective context for this language promotion to occur (Pica, 1987). Negotiation, as
detined by Pica (1 992), refers to “ interactions in which learners and their inter1ocutors
a이ust their speech phonologically, lexically, and morphosyntactically to resolve
difficulties in mutual understanding that impede the course of their communication" (p.
200). Specifically, reactive FonF, or incidental attention to actual or perceived errors,
provides learners with negative evidence. This negative evidence allows learners to notice
the breakdown in communicative flow, and provides opportunities to attend to those
diffic비ties. In turn, throu방1 this communicative need, learners can notice the gap in their
own grammar usage by comparing their output to that of other learners (Cullen, 2008;
Willis, 1996). Output, then, is one factor that leads to noticing, in that by producing the
target language, learners consciöusly detect their individual linguistic problems with their
interlanguage; it may then bring to their attention something they need to discover about
their L2 (Swain & Lapkin, 1995).
One activity that provides learners with opportunities to devote attention to form in a
meaning-focused context is a language learning task. Tasks are detined as goal-oriented
activities where learners use the target language to exchange information 뻐d
communicate in order to achieve an outcome (Nunan, 1989; Willis, 1996). Although the
principal focus is on exchanging and understanding meanings, tasks do not preclude
language-focused studyat some points in the lesson. Focus on form is thus a ‘reactive’
procedure, where student-created structures used during tasks determine the attention
given by the teacher (Mennirn , 2003 , p. 132), and can thus be reformulated by the learners.
Conversely, reconstruction tasks initially begin with the teacher’s provided L2 target text,
which learners must reconstruct using their available linguistic competence.
Dictogloss is one such reconstruction task. By drawing attention to linguistic differences
between the target model and learners' created version, the process forces attention to form
and activates bottom-up processes. Swain (in D
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11. LlTERATURE REVIEW
1. Defining the Dictogloss Method
The dictogloss method, also known as grammar dictation, is a task-based procedure

designed to draw language learners' awareness to linguistic fonns

throu맹

meaningful

negotiation. Credit is given to Wi매nryb (1990) for developing dictogloss out of the long
history of the dictation technique (see Stansfield, 1985 , for an overview). The basic fo따
stage task in the dictogloss method (W:매nryb， 1990) is as follows:
1.

Th e Preparation stage , in which the teacher prepares the students for the

upcoming text ’ s subject matter, by whole-class discussion of the topic and
background knowledge , as well as text type of the text. Insuring that the
students' have some background knowledge can help increase listening
processing features. As W:갱 nryb explains, students' effective listening
improves “ when they are able to anticipate what they will hear (and) when
their interest in the topic has been 따oused" (p. 7). Vocabulary suspected by the
teacher to be unknown should be pre-exposed to the students.
2.

The Dictation stage, in which the teacher reads the text aloud to the students

two times at nonnal spoken speed. At the first dictation, students should listen
for the global feeling of the text. During the second reading, students attend to
noticing and are encouraged to take notes and write down valuable content
words that will help in reconstructing the text in the next stage. W;해 nryb calls
these words ‘ memory cues or triggers' (p. 8). As the speed of the dictation
disallows writing every lexical chunk, students should consider the sentence to
be the semantic grouping in focus.
3.

The Reconstruction stage, in which students work in small groups to pool their
noted fragments and reconstruct the meaning and fonn of the original text. One

student, acting as scribe , may write down the group ’ s text as it materializes
through discussion and peer negotiation. πle teacher ’ s role at this stage is to
act as passive monitor, though a certain degree of unobtrusive help related
towards peripheral errors not related to a target language point (if any) can
occur.
4. The Analysis and correction stage, in which as a whole class, teacher and
students can discuss and identify the variations in meaning and fonn between
the various reconstructed student versions and the original text. “In this way
eπors are exposed and discussed so that learners understand the hypotheses ,
false and otherwise , that underlie their choices" (p. 9).
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As Jacobs (2003) points out, support in the research for the dictogloss technique comes
not only from the fact that focus on forrn is encouraged in leamers' meaning based
activity, but also that all four language skills are involved during the four-stage process
(listening at all four stages , with special emphasis on listening to the dictation, and small
group reconstruction- speaking in the groups' reconstruction stage- reading notes from
the dictation, and the groups constructed text- and writing the notes of the dictation
singularly, and the constructed text as a group).

2. The Dictogloss Method and the Current Research
A number of studies have examined the use of dictogloss as an effective FonF activity
(Fitzgibbon, 2003; Kowal & Swain, 1994; Nabei , 1996; Shak, 2006; Swain, 2000; Swain
& Lapkin, 1998; Thombury, 1997). Nabei (1996) investigated two pairs of students
participating in a dictogloss task and found that all four procedural stages were important
for language learning, facilitating discussions of both meaning and forrn. Of all language
related episodes (LREs) identified during the reconstruction stage in her study, those that
were meaning-based accounted for 35% of all LREs. Episodes attending to lexical choice
or correction specifically accounted for 16% of all LRE's.
The

reconsσuction

stage of the dictogloss is of specific importance, as it is when

students negotiate the forrns needed for a correct text. Swain (1999) terrns this

ouφm

metatalk, as students use language to re f1 ect upon linguistic features. In one such study
(Kowal & Swain, 1994) of 19 interrnediate and advanced learners ofFrench it was found
that the dictogloss elicited metatalk as an effective means to talk about the la맹lllge ofthe
text students were reconstructing, and that promotion of syntactic processing skills in
general occurred. Roughly 30% of the LREs attended to lexical meaning, while the main
focus of approximate1y 40% of the LREs was on forrn. Attention to targeted linguistic
forrns , however, was not guaranteed, in that students often functioned at a semantic lev e1,
with overt concem on lexical choices and word re1ationships (Swain, 1999). This point is
supported by H뻐 (2008) who in examining 16 learners found that despite eliciting
attention to a variety of forms , the targeted linguistic feature of the dictogloss was less
frequently noticed and discussed. Ellis (2003) in his review of dictogloss studies has
suggested that while the procedure forces learners to talk about linguistic forms , the
targeted forrn may not be involved.
LaPierre (1994) applied a series of four dictoglossesto 48 students from two grade 8
c1 asses of an early French immersion program. She was concemed with whether or not a
modeling of reconstruction stage metatalk by the teacher influences students' use of their
metatalk, and ultimately if it would help students draw greater attention to their language
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use. Before the two c1 asses carried out their dictoglosses, the teacher and researcher
modeled how to reconstruct a text. Toprovide the comparison for this study, one c1 ass (the
metalinguistic group) was shown a metatalk modeled to include the provision of rules, and
demonsσated

ways to explicitly explain grarnmatical form deficiencies. After three weeks

of consecutive dictogloss sessions, LRE numbers between the two groups were examined.

The metalinguistic group produced approximately 2.5 tirnes more LREs than the
comparison group (1 4.8 LREs for the metalinguistic group , and 5.8 LREs for the
comparison group). Th e results suggested that the demonstration of metatalk that included
the explicit statement of rules and the use of metalinguistic terminology succeeded to a
greater extent in “ capturing students ’ attention 뻐d focusing it on their own language use"
(p. 77). When a correct solution in LREs during the reconstruction stage occurred, students

tended to perform accurately on the relevant post-test item one week later (approximately
80% of the relevant post-test items were correct). Furthermore, an incorrect solution to a
LRE tended to result in an inaccurate response on the relevant post-test item one week
later (approxirnately 70% of the answers on the post-test were incorrect, although
matching the solutions the pairs had arrived at). Students, thus , had an inclination to ‘ stick
with' the knowledge they had constructed the previous week (Swain, 1999, p. 53).
Strongly suggested by these results is that LREs, when students draw greater attention to
their language use, may be a source of language leaming. However, as Swain emphasizes,
an examination into metatalk does not identify all

th따

is learned in a collaborative activity

such as dictogloss , stating “ the students established their own goals and agenda as to what
they focused on" (p. 80).
Despite the potential for undetermined form focus , dictogloss does allow for higher
attention to forms than other tasks. Swain and Lapkin (2001) compared dictogloss to a
jigsaw task, an information gap activity where each student in a pairs hold a series separate
cards which combined complete a picture story, and must construct the story told by the
pictures using on1y the

c따ds

each held. Although both tasks has sirnilar amounts of LRE

production and LRE type (roughly 60% form-based and 40% lexis-based), they found that
the dictogloss task constrained the range of student pairs ’ production more so in the areas

o
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second language (KSL) leamers participated in collaborative tasks compared to individual
tasks. In addition, she was concemed with whether collaborative tasks were more effective
than individua\ tasks for promoting L2 vocabulary

le따피ng. πle

32 KSL participants in

her study were divided into a Collaborative group and an Individual group.

깐le

dictated

text was an adaption from a supplementary reading textbook, which included 15 target
vocabulary words predetermined by the researcher

throu양1

a pretest to be previously

unknown to the leamers. After listening to the text three times , the Collaborative group
leamers were told to reconstruct the dictated text with a partneζ while the Individual group
leamers were told to reconstruct the text individually. A 30 minute limit was given for both
groups to complete their text reconstructions, at which time the worksheets were gathered
and LRE recordings from the 8 pairs and the 16 individuals (thirik-aloud LREs)
σ뻐sc디bed

and analyzed. The results of her study showed that both the Collaborative

group and the Individual group had an almost identical number of total lexical LREs. It
must be pointed out, however, that leamers who collaborated were exposed to almost
twice as many LREs (due to both the leamer ’ s and their

p없tner’ s

output) as those who

completed the task individually. In terms of lexical LREs that were correctly solved, the
Collaborative group had a roughly 53% (27/51) success rate, while the Individual group
had a 39% (19/50) success rate. The study’ s findings suggest that through peer support and
assistance, leamers can more effectively

res이ve

their lexical related linguistic problems

than they can if working independently. The participation in collaborative tasks, such as
the dictogloss, enables the benefit of working together, and thus supports leaming throu양1
questioning, proposing possible solutions, repeating, and negotiating (Kinl, 2008; Swain &
Lap암n，

1998).

까le

study also found that the collaborative task promoted significantly

better L2 vocabulary acquisition than the individual task. Kinl suggests that collaborative
tasks may have facilitated greater vocabulary leaming because of the greater number of
correctly resolved lexical LREs that occurred in the Collaborative group compared to the
Individual group.

3. Noticing and Repetition
The noticing hypothesis, according to Schmidt (1990) , states that what leamers notice in
input is what becomes intake for learning. Clearly, repetition of input

throu방1

task

interaction and task repetition can increase these opportunities for noticing to occur, which
is what the current study on dictogloss repetition will explore. Current research suggests
the positive correlation of task repetition

뻐d

leamer performance (Bygate, 1996, 2001;

Lynch & Maclean, 2001; 까lombury， 2008). In one such study involving the narration of a
video

exσact

on two separate occasions, Bygate (1996) found that not only did fewer

errors occur at the second task, but also increased lexical selection in terms of relative
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appropriateness, considered a convergence towards that of native speakers. Lynch and
Maclean (2001) found that during subsequent turns at communicative tasks, learners were
able to make improvements in pronunciation and word order, as well as faster access to
vocabulary. In terms of vocabulary acquisition, previous research has discussed the
benefits of revision and repeated exposure to new vocabulary over varied contexts.
Kachroo (1962, cited in Nation, 1990) found that a new

vocabul따y

word should be

repeated seven or more times over spaced intervals for learning to occur.

4. Research Questions
In the current study the dictogloss method w il\ be examined to examine its effectiveness

in raising learners' awareness of recentIy

tau방1t

lexical items. Specifically, the following

are the questions which guide this study:
1)

Did the group reconstruction phase of the dictogloss task benefit the noticing
oftarget lexical items?

2)

To what degree did an immediate repetition of the dictogloss task show
increased levels of noticing the target lexical items?

It is believed that an exploration into these questions can possibly reveal additional

benefits of the dictogloss task as a pedagogical method, especially in the areas of
vocabulary noticing and immediate task repetition.

III.METHODS
1. Participants
The participants of this study were 53 Korean EFL learners, 28 women and 15 men,
enrolled as second year students in the English Department of a university in Seoul, South
Korea. The learners were all members of a Tourism English course required for graduation
for the university.

π1eir

level of English ranged from low intermediate to

hi방1

intermediate, including three semesters of English communicative conversation classes,
and it was determined by the instructor throu양1 previous TOEIC scores that all participants
had adequate linguistic ability to contribute in the dictogloss activity. Alllearners ranged in
age from 20 to 26 years old. The 53 individual learners formed 15 groups of 3 or 4
individuals each for the group reconsσuction stage of the task.
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2. Materials
1) Task

The current study used two dictogloss tasks to be given in immediate repetition. The
original text to be dictated for each task was created with the ESP pedagogical focus of the
course in mind, in this case the procedure ofreceiving a boarding pass at an airport checkin counter. In order to decide the appropriate length for the original texts to be dictated, a
word count of the 20 texts provided in the Intermediate Activities section of W.떼nryb’s
Grammar Dictation (1 990) was done, with the average number being 82 words. As it was

felt that the intermediate level of these activities best matched the level of the study ’s
learners , this was deemed an appropriate leÍlgth for the participants when creating the
original texts for the study. Two original texts to be used for the dictation were then created.

There was a word count of 89 words for the first original text and 81 words for the second
original text. Target vocabulary to be included in the two original texts then set the
framework of the texts' theme. The text for Dictogloss 1 was a dialogue of two people
(σaveler

and check-in counter worker). Th e text for Dictogloss 2 was comprised of an

explanatory procedure (how to get a boarding pass at the airport).
띠

뻐

이υ

V

빼

하

쟁

기

’-

“

The selection ofthe target vocabulary items used in this study was achieved by applying
the vocabulary Knowledge Scale Test, developed by Zimmerman (1997).

πle

Knowledge

Scale Test categorizes a participant’s level of word knowledge into one of four categories ,
as shown in Table 1.

a)
b)
c)
d)

TABLE 1
Knowled2e Scale Test (Zimmerman , 1997)
1 don ’ t know this word
1 have seen this word before but 1 am not sure ofthe meaning
1 understand the word when 1 see it or hear it in a sentence, but 1 do not use it
in my own speaking or writing
1 can use the word in a sentence

The study considered a response by the learner to Categories a (1 don ’t know this word)
and b (1 have seen this word before but 1 am not sure of the meaning) indicated that the
vocabulary item was considered unknown by the learner, while a response to Categories c
(1 understand the word when 1 see it or hear it in a sentence, but 1 do not use it in my own
speaking or writing) and d (1 can use the word in a sentence) indicated that the learner had
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a level of knowledge of the vocabulary item considered to be known 뻐d familiar.
A list of 25 words and lexical items with an a뼈ort related theme was first shown to the
participants, and they were asked to select the words unknown to them. Based on their
responses to the Knowledge Scale Test, 12 target lexical items (TLIs) were established as
being commonly unfamiliar to the learners, considered as being vocabulary items selfjudged by the learners as being in the a) and b) categories.

ηlese

TLIs became the

foundation in which the two dictated texts were created. Of the 12 original unfamiliar
lexical items selected by the participants, 6 were considered contextually suitable for
inclusion into a text of the appropriate length. Th e TLIs for the study were check-in
counte，κ

passport, aisle seat, carry-on bagJrequentflyer, and boardingpass. 까lese 6 TLIs

became the focus for this study and were included in appropriate context in both Dictated
Text 1 and Dictated Text 2 (see Appendixes A and B).
3) Procedure

The study was carried out over a three week period. In order to better investigate the
pedagogical value ofthe dictogloss method as a beneficial teaching activity, this study was
conducted in the normal classroom environment as a classroom activity. On the frrst day, a
list of 25 vocabulary items with the theme of airports was given to the leamers. As a
pretest, they were asked to select the items unfarniliar to them , using the Knowledge Scale
Test (Zimmerman, 1997).
presented and

tau맹t

πle

following week, the established unfamiliar items were

to the learners, as recommended by

W.배nryb

(1990) in her

Preparation stage, throu맹 matching exercises and teacher-led explanation.
In the third week, the "dictogloss procedure was conducted on the learners. The task

activities followed the procedure originally designed by

W:갱nryb

(1990) as much as

possible. A pair of worksheets was first passed out to each student (see Appendix C) on
which they would write their individual notes and reconstruct versions of the original text.

The instructor, a native speaker of English, then briefly discussed with the students the
topic ofthe upcoming texts; that ofhow to receive a boarding pass at the airport. The TLIs
recently taught the week before were not explicitly taught again or highlighted , and any
mention of them was incidental to the overall discussion of the topic. Students were then
insπucted

that they would be listening to a short text about the topic two times, and that

they should write down what they hear. They were warned that they would not be able to
write down everything that they heard, but rather “ they should be encouraged to write
down the type of word that will help them to piece together the text in the later
reconstruction stage" (p. 8).
originally designed by

πle

instructor then read Dictated Text 1 two times as

W.째nryb. 까le

text was read at normal speed and with pauses

between sentences. During both readings, students wrote down the words and phrases they
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heard in the designated section of their worksheet. Immediately after the dictation stage of
the dictogloss, students forrned 15 groups of three or four individuals, and were asked to
reconstruct the text. Each group self-selected a scribe, who was responsible for writing
down the group ’ s text as it developed through discussion and negotiation. Space on the
worksheet was provided for the group ’ s version of the text to be written by the scribe. No
time lirnit was placed on this activity, and each groups spent about 30 to 40 minutes on this
reconsσuction

stage. Upon completion ofthe 없sk， the worksheets were collected.

Immediately after completing the frrst task, the learners were asked to prepare their

second worksheet for the second dictogloss task. The procedure was repeated using
Dictated Text 2. The text was read by the

insσuctor

twice at norrnal speed, with sirnilar

pauses between sentences. The learners , working individually, kept notes on the words and
phrases they heard. They then formed the same groups as in the first dictogloss task, and
repeated the reconstruction procedure, with a self-selected

sc다be

writing the group’s

version of the text on the second worksheet in the space provided. Each group spent a
similar arnount of time as in the first session (30-40 minutes) to complete the
reconstruction stage. Upon completion of the second dictogloss task, the worksheets were
collected. Each group was then given both original texts for analysis and comparison to the
le따ners’ text.

4) Data Analysis

The worksheets collected from the 53 learners were analyzed for occurrence of TLIs.
First, learners' individual notes to the two dictations were examined, and instances of the
TLIs were marked. As mentioned, since it was encouraged that learners takes notes, with
the ultimate goal being to pool those notes to form a correct reconstruction, it was
deterrnined that a system of coding was necessary to determine a correct instance ofTLI in
the dictation stage, to be marked as a provision. A close appropriation to the TLI should
have been written for it to be marked, as it was considered that words cannot be written
from dictation unless the writer has some familiarity with them (Allen, 1983). Accordingly,
provision of the TLI in the note-taking stage indicated that a degree of noticing had taken
place. Conversely, however, it should be noted that worksheet provisions cannot measure
외1

instances of TLI noticing, as verbal interaction and individual awareness undoubtedly

provided additional opportunities of noticing not able to be coded through worksheet
marking of provisions.
Incorrect1y spelled items were accepted, though an approxirnate spelling should have

been succeeded for inclusion, as illustrated in the acceptance of check-in counter and aisle

seat in this example ofa complete dictation ofDictated Text 1, in [1].

The Effectiveness ofRepeating Dictogloss 띠 Promoting New Vocabulary Noticing

[

75

n

Correct instances ofTLI- Incorrect spelling
c heckinf! counter.

alr

passport

tickets

May I

window or aile seats
How much baggages are you c앙rying?
2 suitcases

frequent

Boarding pass

1m sure I wil l.

As all six of the TLIs were considered to be strong collocations (with the exception of

passport, a compound), an attempt at an approximate spelling of both words in the lexical
item should have been written for it to be marked.

πlis

was to more greatly ensure that the

entire TLI had been noticed by the leamer during the dictation stage. Examples of both
marked correct (carry-on bag and frequent jlyer) and unmarked (check-in counter and
frequentψ'er) attemp잉

at TLIs are

sho빼

in [2].

[2]
Correct instances ofTLI- Entire provision

There

3 bags

2 sucous

And are you inte

f.arv on baf!

.meauen fler

No 1m not
Incorrect instances ofTLI- Incomplete provision
F
N ext

Y

S

g to the f.he

in

c

tell her if you are memember ve

the .li.엎E쁘ζ

In two cases, leamers chose to abbreviate, or only write the first letter of a word they

heard while taking notes during the dictation (as seen in [2] above). Whi le this may have
proved to be an etfective strategy for contribution to the reconstruction stage , these cases
were not marked as being correct instances ofTLIs or that noticing had occurred.
After leamers' individual notes to the two dictations were analyzed for occurrences of
TLIs, the 15 group

reconsσuctions

were examined for the same 6 TLIs. At this stage, only

an exact provision ofthe TLI was considered for it to be marked, as leamers' understood
that their group reconstructions were to be accurate in aspects of grantmar, spelling, and
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textual cohesion. The data were coded twice by the researcher over a one month period,
and an experienced insσuctor independently identified the TLIs following the second
coding. Any discrepancies between the coding results were resolved through conferencing
between the researcher and independent insσuctor.

IV. RESULTS
1. Reconstruction and Noticing of T Ll s
Th e first research question asked if the reconstruction stage of the dictogloss task
benefited the noticing TLIs. To answer this question, the occurrence of the 53 learners'
provision ofthe 6 TLIs in their note-taking dictation stage ofDictogloss 1 is frrst presented

in Table 2. Overall, there were 318 opportunities to notice TLIs (531earners x 6 TLIs) , in
which 153 provisions occurred, showing a 48% success rate. In other words, the 53
individuallearners in the dictation stage ofDictogloss 1 as an average were able to present
sli방ltly

less than 3 ofthe 6 TLIs , as seen in Table 2.

TABLE 2
Individual Learner’s Ability to Notice 6 TLIs Durin2 Dictation Sta2e in Task 1
Noticed TLI (out of 6)
Learner
Noticed TLI (out of6)
L,earner
4 (67%)
28
2 (33%)
2
6 (1 00%)
29
2 (33%)
3
3 (50%)
30
2 (33%)
4
6 (100%)
31
3 (50%)
5
3 (50%)
32
4 (67%)
6
4 (67%)
33
0 (0%)
7
0 (0%)
34
2 (33%)
8
4 (67%)
35
1 (17%)
9
1 (1 7%)
36
3 (50%)
10
6 (100%)
37
3 (50%)
11
5 (83%)
38
2 (33%)
12
5 (83%)
39
4 (67%)
13
1 (1 7%)
40
3 (50%)
14
3 (50%)
41
4 (67%)
15
1 (1 7%)
42
3 (50%)
16
3 (50%)
43
4 (67%)
17
3 (50%)
44
4 (67%)
18
3 (50%)
45
6 (100%)
19
5 (83%)
46
3 (50%)
20
5 (83%)
47
2 (33%)
21
4 (67%)
48
3 (50%)
22
3 (50%)
49
3 (50%)
23
3 (50%)
50
0 (0%)
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0(0%)
4 (67%)

24
25
26
27
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51
52
53

5 (83%)
2 (33%)
4 (67%)

Total Leamers
53

Noticed TLIITotal TLI
153/318 와8 ')1잉

The ability of the 15 groups to include the provision of the 6 TLIs in their
reconstructions is presented in Table 3. Overall, there were 90 opportunities to notice TLIs
(1 5 groups x 6 TLIs), in which 67 provisions occurred. Thus, the 15 groups as an average
had a 74% success rate in noticing the 6 TLIs in the reconstruction stage ofDictogloss 1,
as seen in Table 3.

TABLE3
Group
l
2
3
4
5

6
7

8
9

m

n
u
n

”
M

Groups' Ab i1i ty to Notice 6 TLIs Durin e; Reconstruction Sta e;e in Task 1
Average of Individual Leamer ’ s Noticed TLIs
Noticed TLIs during
within Groups
Reconstruction (Total = 6)
4.75 (79%)
5 (83%)
2.33 (39%)
4 (67%)
3.66 (61%)
4 (67%)
3.66 (61%)
6 (100%)
2.33 (39%)
4 (67%)
3.66 (61 %)
4 (67%)
3.75 (63%)
3 (50%)
2.25 (38%)
5 (83%)
2.25 (38%)
5 (83%)
1. 75 (29%)
3 (50%)
2.66 (44%)
5 (83%)
3.5 (58%)
6 (100%)
4.66 (78%)
6 (100%)
2.75 (46%)
3 (50%)
275 (46%)
4 (67%)
~짝l

쁘E인표짝l

In other words, in combining their note-taking and collaboratively working on the task,

approximately 4.5 of the TLIs were included in the groups' text

reconsσuctions.

Th is

indicates an average increase of 22% from the provision percentage of the average of the
groups ’ individual members in the individual task. Looking at the groups individually, 14
of the 15 groups were able to improve their rate of TLI provision by working
collaboratively in the reconstruction stage of Dictogloss 1.

Th e occurrence of the 53 learner ’ s provision of the 6 TLIs in the dictation stage of
Dictogloss 2 is presented in Table 4. Th e 318 opportunities to notice TLIs (53 learners x 6
TLIs) remained the same as in Dictogloss 1. However, in Dictogloss 2 there were 172
provisions , showing a 54% success rate. In other words, the 53 individual leamers in the
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dictation stage of Dictogloss 2 as an average were able to present over 3 of the 6 TLIs, as
seen in Table 4.
TABLE4
Individual Learner’s Abili양 to Notice 6 TLIs During Dictation Stage in Task 2
Learner
Learner
Noticed TLI (out of6)
Noticed TLI (out of 6)
3 (50%)
28
2 (33%)
2
1 (1 7%)
29
4 (67%)
2 (33%)
3
30
2 (33%)
4
2 (33%)
31
4 (67%)
5
5 (83%)
32
4 (67%)
6 (100%)
33
4 (67%)
6
7
2 (33%)
34
0(0%)
8
1 (1 7%)
35
4 (67%)
9
3 (50%)
36
5 (83%)
10
3 (50%)
37
3 (50%)
11
3 (50%)
38
1 (1 7%)
12
5 (83%)
39
3 (50%)
3 (50%)
13
40
5 (83%)
14
1 (1 7%)
41
2 (33%)
6 (100%)
15
42
3 (50%)
2 (33%)
16
43
5 (83%)
2 (33%)
17
44
4 (67%)
4 (67%)
18
45
5 (83%)
19
5 (83%)
46
1 (17%)
20
5 (83%)
47
3 (50%)
21
4 (67%)
48
5 (83%)
22
4 (67%)
49
3 (50%)
23
4 (67%)
50
3 (50%)
24
4 (67%)
51
4 (67%)
25
0(0%)
52
5 (83%)
3 (50%)
26
53
3 (50%)
27
2 딩쩍l
Total Learners
Noticed TLI/Total TLI
172/318 (54%)
53

The ability of the 15 groups to include the provision of the 6 TLIs in their reconstruction
of Dictogloss 2 is presented 피 Table 5. 까le 90 opportunities to notice TLIs (15 groups x 6
TLIs) remained the same as in Dictogloss 1. However, in Dictogloss 2 there were 77
provisions, showing an 86% success rate, as seen in Table 5.
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TABLE5
Groups’ Ability to Notice 6 TLIs durin2 Reconstruction Sta2e in Task 2
Average ofI ndividual Learner's Noticed TLIs
Noticed TLIs during
within Groups
Reconstruction (Total = 6)
2 (33%)
5 (83%)
4.33 (72%)
5 (83%)
2.3 3 (39%)
5 (83%)
3.66 (61%)
6 (100%)
3 (50%)
6 (100%)
3.66 (61%)
6 (100%)
4.25 (71 %)
5 (83%)
2.25 (38%)
5 (83%)
3 (50%)
6 (100%)
3 (50%)
4 (67%)
3 (50%)
5 (83%)
3.25 (54%)
5(83%)
4.66 (78%)
6 (100%)
3 (50%)
4 (67%)
375 (63%)
4 (67%)
3.28 (5짝l

끄E인쁘짝l

In other words, in combining their note-taking and collaboratively work on the tas k,

approximately 5.2 of the TLIs were included in the groups ’ text reconstructions in
Dictogloss 2. πlÏs indicates an average increase of 31 % from the provision percentage of
the groups ’ individuallearners in the individual task in Dictogloss 2. Looking at the groups
individually, all 15 of the groups were able to improve their rate of TLI provision by
working collaboratively in the reconstruction stage ofDictogloss 2.

2. Immediate Repetition of Dictogloss Task and Noticing T Ll s
The second research question asked to what degree an immediate repetition of the

dictogloss task did show increased levels of noticing TLIs. In order to answer this question,
two aspects of repetition were analyzed. In the first, individual learners' provision of
noticing the 6 TLIs in the note-taking dictation stage of Dictogloss 1 were compared with
their provision of noticing the 6 TLIs in the dictation stage of Dictogloss 2. As seen in
Table 2 , there were 153 provisions of the TLIs out of 318 opportunities, for a success rate
of 48% in Dictogloss 1. In Dictogloss 2, this successful provision rose to 172, for a success
rate of 54%, as seen in Table 4. These fmdings indicate that in the immediate repetition of
the dictogloss task in Dictogloss 2, individual learners in the dictation stage on average
improved their rate ofTLI provision by 6% (153/318 increased to 172/318 provisions).
The second area of dictogloss repetition to be considered is the immediate repetition of
the groups ’ reconstruction stage. A comparison of the 15 groups ’ reconsσuction of
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Dictogloss 1 with their reconstruction ofDictogloss 2 is shown in Figure 1
FIGURE 1
Provision of 6 TLIs in Group Reconstruction Stage of Dictogloss 1 and Dictogloss 2
• Dict。이 oss 1

옐 Dictogloss 2

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Group
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2
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5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14
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Looking at the groups individually, over half(8 ofthe 15 groups) showed an increase in
TLI provision in the repetition of the reconstruction task. In 6 of the groups there was no
change in the rate of TLI provision between Dictogloss 1 and the immediate repetition in
Dictogloss 2. In four ofthese groups with no change (groups 1, 8, 11 , and 15), stagnation
occurred (83% for groups 1, 8, and 11; 66% for group 15), suggesting that one or more of
the TLIs was unattainable

throu맹

the repetitive reconstruction stages. In two of these

groups with no change (groups 4 and 13), however, a 100% provision rate in both
reconstructions indicates a ceiling effect that no increase was possible. In only one group
(group # 12) did the repetition of the dictogloss task cause a decrease in TLI provision in
the reconstruction stage (100% provision rate in Dictogloss 1 to an 83% provision rate in
Dictogloss 2), as

illusσated

in Figure 1. Looking at the 15 groups as a whole, the 74%

(67/90) provision rate ofthe TLIs in the reconstruction stage ofDictogloss 1 was increased
to an 86% (77/90) provision rate of the TLIs in the
πlese

reconsσuction

stage of Dictogloss 2.

figures indicate that as an average , the 15 groups showed an increase of 12% in TLI

provision in the immediate repetition ofthe reconstruction stage ofthe dictogloss task.
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V. DISCUSSION
The current study focused on the effectiveness of the dictogloss method in noticing
recently

tau맹t

lexical items. In addition, an examination of an immediate repetition of the

dictogloss task was thou양11 to provide additional insi방1t into the benefits of dictogloss and
the teaching of vocabulary. Looking at the first research question, the results of the current
study indicate that in the reconstruction stage of Dictogloss 1, learners were able to
increase the provision of the TLIs by an average of 22% (this increase in provision rate
rises to 31 % in Dictogloss 2, giving support to the benefits of repetition in the dictogloss
task). This is
(rou야ly

illusσated

in the following sequence. The first [3] is a typical example

3 of the 6 TLIs provided) of a leamer ’ s note-taking in the dictation stage of

Dictogloss 1. In the second text [4] , the same learner ’ s group reconstruction (Group 12) is
presented, with a provision of all 6 of the TLIs.
[3]
Learner ’ s note-taking in the dictation stage of Dictogloss 1
Airline check in count

Good
aftemoon

May 1 please passport or ticket

would you like aile seat

How much bag
carrying

prefare window seat

2 bag
suitcase

club

not member
no 1’ m not

today

th삐kyou

enjoy your trip

1 sure 1 will.

[4]
Group reconstruction of Dictogloss 1
A.

Good aftemoon. This is the airline check-in counter.

B.

Right here.

A.

Which one would you like a window seat or aisle seat?

May 1 please see your passport and ticket?

B.

1 prefer window seat, please.

A.

How much baggage are you carrying today?

B.

η1ere

A. ’

Are you interesed infrequentflyer c/ub?

B.

No, I ’ m not a member. but 1’ m not interested

are 3 baggage. 2 suitcases and 1 carry on bag.
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A.

We are finished boarding pass. Enjoy your trip

B.

Th없1ks，

1 am sure 1 will

These findings indicate that collaborative group work of the reconstruction stage

allowed for the exposure to more TLIs then during the dictation stage, through the
motivation and engagement found in group members pooling their notes and negotiation
towards a reconstructed text. For this reason, it is suggested that several variations of
noticing TLIs occurred, all of which are essential for acquisition (Schmidt & Frota, 1986).
In one variation, learners noticed the new linguistic item in the dictation note-taking stage

and by including its provision transferred the input into intake (Allen, 1983; Gass, 1988;
Swain, 1998). It must be said, however, that a lack of provision in the note-taking stage
does not indicate that noticing did not occur, due to the inability to take notes on
eveI)얘ing dic없ted， as directed in the task procedure. Increased amounts of noticing of a
perhaps more beneficial type also occurred during the reconstruction stage, as engaging in
negotiation while producing the 없rget language towards their text reconstruction,
members increased the exposure to possible problems in linguistic production, including
the target lexical items. Attention to these problems σiggers noticing (Swain & Lapkin,
1995 , 2001), as learners can gain awareness about aspects of the target language
previously unknown. Additional noticing of an even different type occurs at the analysis
and correction stage of the dictogloss procedure, when learners receive copies of the
original dictated text and, perhaps most beneficially, notice the gap between their created
output of the text, including the TLIs, and the target language system originally dictated as
input (Schmidt & Frota, 1986). It is considered that these multiple, varied opportunities of
noticing the TLIs in several contexts, combined with the current study’s significant
increase in levels of TLI provision in the reconstruction stage, suggests a strong correlation
between the dictogloss procedure and promoting the noticing of recently taught L2 lexical
items. In addition, in terms of the dictogloss procedure being collaborative in nature , the
current study aligns itself as support of other research into the benefits of collaborative
tasks on the acquisition ofL2 vocabulary (Kim 2008; Nabei, 1996; Storch, 1999; Williams ,
2001;).
With a 74% provision rate ofthe TLIs in the reconstruction stage ofDictogloss 1 (86%
in Dictogloss 2), the current study sπongly suggests that leamers can attend to and
correc

πle
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example, notes that despite the dictogloss text being manipulated in order to raise
consciousness of particular linguistic features , in his study the linguistic feature targeted by
the study was less frequently noticed and discussed by the learners, although one single
chosen structure appeared in the text repeatedly. One possible explanation for this could be
that lexical items are more salient in form than grammatical or verb taxonomies, for
example. Another
enou뱅

expl뻐ation

is

th없

the learners in the current study were of a high

level to attend to forms in the reconstruction stage, more so than students of a

lower proficiency, as discussed by Kang (2009).

πle

learning context of the course being

for the specific purposes of English for tourism related purposes as well could have
increased the saliency of the

σavel-related

TLIs in the current study. In sum, despite the

statement that learners establish their own goals and agenda as to what they notice and
focus on (Swain, 1998), learners in the current study were able to successfully attend to
TLIs and increase their provision in the group reconstruction stage, without explicit
highlighting.

πùs

pattem continued with increased results with the repetition of the

dictogloss task a second time.
Looking at the second research question, the findings of the current study show that an
immediate repetition of the dictogloss task produced substantially increased levels in
noticing the 6 TLIs. In the first aspect of repetition, individual learners in the dictation
stage of Dictogloss 2 increased their note-taking provision of the TLIs by 6%. In the
second aspect of repetition, the reconstruction stage in Dictogloss 2 showed a 12%
increase in the provision of TLIs contained in the groups’ recreated texts. These fmdings
suggest that, despite no explicit analysis and correction (lexically related or otherwise) of
the reconstructed text in Dictogloss 1, learners were able to devote more oftheir attention
to the noticing and provision of the TLIs in Dictogloss 2. This would align the improved
success using repetition in the current examination on dictogloss tasks with other research
that

simil따ly

underscores the advantages of repetition in tasks (Bygate, 2001; Lynch &

Maclean, 2001;

Mem피n，

themselves during the

fiπst

2003). Suggested in this research is that while involving
task, learners might have been burdened with planning the

content of the message and the struggle in finding the necessary resources sufficient to
communicate it. This would apply to the notici
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addition to enjoyment, perceived perfonnance and motivation (Shak, 2006). πùsmi앙1t be
especially σue in collaborative work, where a task’s repetition can allow for greater
resolution in suchgroup dynamic issues as individual contribution, delegation of members ’
responsibilities, and aspects ofKorean learners and collective society (Lee, 2003).
Dictogloss 1 provides multiple opportunities to notice recently tau맹t vocabulary,
procedurally tlrrou맹 first hearing the item in the dictation, then its provision in the notetaking stage, followed by the potential for multiple exposures provided in the collaborative
work of the reconstruction stage, and finally in comparison to the original text inthe
analysis and feedback stage. π1Ìs repetition in TLI expos따e supports research
recommending multiple exposures over spaced intervals for learning to occur (Kachroo ,
1962; πlOmbury， 2008). In addition, the repetition of TLI expos따e and varied context of
Dictogloss 2 shows sσong support for the relationship between task repetition 뻐d
vocabulary acquisition, in a concept of ‘ expanding rehearsal' (Schmitt & McCarthy, 2001 ,
p. 276). In other words, through repetition of the 2 dictogloss tasks in the current study,
learners ’ could ‘ free up ’ processing space to allow for greater noticing of the TLIs, thus
sσeng야1ening

ilie acquisition process. 까1Ìs point is echoed by ilie fmdings of Lynch and
Maclean (2001), for one, whose students were able to improve their output, including
accessing vocabulary faster, during repeated tasks.
To summarize , ilie findings of ilie current study support ilie positive relationship
between collaborative work, as found in the reconstruction s없ge of the dictogloss
procedure, and ilie noticing ofL21exical items. In addition, as shown in the current study ’s
findings , 없sk repetition allowed for an increase in noticing opportunities and positive
effects on learner perfonnance while attending to recently tau맹t lexical items. However,
the current study has some limitations iliat should be taken into account. First, the
investigation into lexical items of the current study was done by examining the
reconstructed texts created by the groups. Thus, it remains unseen to what degree all
members of the group contributed in the creation of that text. Althou맹 the fact that all
learners take unique and varied notes in the dictation stage, it is the responsibility of the
scribe in each group to write the collaborated version. As with any group dynamic or
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possibilities during the individual dictation stage may also have occurred despite notea잉ng

TLI omission. Such investigation would provide greater insight into instances of

noticing, as well as successful resolution of lexical-related episodes. Finally, the current
study investigated lexical acquisition in the dictogloss task based on only three classes, all
from the same ESP course related to English for tourism related purposes. 0nly tentative
conclusions should be reached that generalize the current study to other populations.
Further studies on the relationship between dictogloss and L2 vocabulary noticing would
benefit from the investigation into varied class settings, multiple repetitions of the
dictogloss over extended amounts oftime, and long-term L2 vocabulary retention.

VI. CONCLUSION
This study continues a recent line of research that examines the varied benefits of the
dictogloss method as a communicative activity allowing for the attention to form during
collaborative work. Th e findings suggest that learners can build on their L2

vocab비따y

knowledge during involvement in the dictogloss task, thrOU!맺 the multiple opportunities
for noticing lexical items the task provides. Also, immediate repetition of the dictogloss
was shown to promote increased levels of target

vocab비ary

noticing, implying that with

repetition comes a greater ability to attend to linguistic aspects ofthe task.

The pedagogical implications of the findings offer support for collaborative work and
the promotion of L2 vocabulary. Pair and group structured activities are a natural reaction
to teachers faced with large groups of learners often found in the Korean EFL context.
Reconstruction tasks such as the dictogloss can thus provide opportunity for a
communicative approach to language teaching in large groups while maintaining
availability for learners to notice targeted new vocabulary and its use in context (Hess,
2001; Kim, 2008). Another pedagogical implication for the teaching ofvocabulary is the
advantage teachers have in determining the input given to leamers , through the design of
the dictated text, depending on the aims ofthe lesson and the needs ofthe leamers (Cullen,
2008; Nation , 2001). By constructing input in the form of carefully chosen or created texts ,
and with the eventual opportunity to use them again as a model during analysis , teachers
can pre-determine the desired vocabulary to be targeted in negotiation. For

ex없nple，

in a

specific purposes context like found in the current study, lexical chains (words that relate
to the same topic) can benefit learners as they attempt ‘ lexical detective work' to exploit
this

characte디stic

of texts (π10mbury， 2008 , p. 53-54).

Future research into dictogloss, it is hoped, will shed further

li방1t

onto the effectiveness

of the procedure as it relates to L2 vocabulary acquisition. As well, with the positive
results seen in the current study conceming immediate repetition of the

따sk，

more
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investigation into this and other variables related to dictogloss will help to produce the
most effective benefits for learners when involved in collaborative activity.
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APPENDIXA
Dictogloss Original Text 1
A:
B:

Good aftemoon. This is the airline check-in counter. May 1 have your
passport and ticket?
Right here.

A:

Tha따 youveη

B:

much. Window or aisle seat, which one would you like?

’d prefer a window seat, please.

A:
B:
A:

How much baggage are you carrying today?
These three bags. Two suitcases and this carrγ-on bag.
And are you interested in our frequent-flyer club?

B:

NO, I’m not, thank you. 1’m not a member.

A:
B:

We’re all finished. Please take this boarding pass. Enjoy your trip.
Thanks. I’m sure 1 will.

APPENDIX B
Dictogloss Original Text 2
At the airport, there are many steps to follow to get your boarding pass. First, you
should go to the ticket check-in counter. Second, give the lady your ticket and passport.
Then , tell her whether you prefer a window or aisle seat. Ifyou have any baggage, give
her your suitcases and show her your carrγ-on bags. Next, tell her ifyou are a member
ofthe frequent-flyer_club. Finally, receive your documents and say thank you.

APPENDIXC
Student Worksheet for the Dictation and Group Reconstruction Stages ofthe Dictogloss

Name:

TeamName:

Please listen to the text 2 times. Keep notes and write down as much as you can,
especially key words and vocabulary.
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Now, in groups o f3 -4 people , work together and try to create the meaning ofthe entire
text again. One person is the writer, and the other people help with granunar and
vocabulary. SPEAK ONLY ENGLISH.

Application levels: tertiruy
Key words: dictogloss, collaborative tas k, task based leaming, focus on forrn , noticing, repetition,
vocabulruy acquisition
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