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Parallels between Speaking
and Writing in moonsm
Language Acquisition

Kate Mangelsdorf
University of Arizona

A few years ago I couldn’t get one of my ESL. ooHE.UOmE.o: o_m.mmam to m.ﬁoc
talking. The students were university freshmen; their major ,S:.EW assign-
ment was a response to Orwell’s (1949/1982) co<o._ E&. Big Brother
intrigued them. Some hated him; a few admired him; still omroam were
fascinated by the machinations of his society. Some class days H.a plan for
a 20-minute discussion of part of the book, and after 45-minutes the
students would still be at it, debating and explaining, pointing to parts of
the book for evidence, relating Big Brother to mo<oBEoEm they rwa
experienced. I was worried that I hadn’t spent enough time on organiza-
tional strategies or transitions; I expected their drafts to be me_u_Em“
possibly even incoherent. But these papers turned out to be the co.mﬁ rd
ever received in that course. They were rich with ideas aw<w_onoa. in the
class discussions; they had a strong sense of audience and voice far
removed from the careful textbookish language I was used to reading. ﬂ.ﬁ
rest of the semester I covered writing techniques briefly in class or in
individual conferences. In the classroom I wanted to hear more of the
students’ voices.

What I discovered that semester was that despite differences between
speaking and writing—for example, between the informal m.?m .mca.ﬁmwo &,
my students’ class discussions and the more H,Q.Bm_. explication in their
papers—the two ways of communicating could ozzor.omor 053.“ The
voices that speak in the classroom can empower the voices struggling to
be heard in the papers. In this chapter I describe the parallels between
speaking and writing that explain why teaching these modes of language
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use together can strengthen second language acquisition. I also suggest

ways to combine speaking and writing in second language (L2) classrooms
and curricula.

SEPARATION OF SPEAKING AND WRITING

The tradition of separating speaking and writing in L2 curricula is rooted
in the historical development of second language instruction. One major
influence on teaching in the 1940s and 1950s was structural linguistics,
which focused on describing the recurring surface forms of spoken rather
than written language (Diller, 1978, p. 10). “Because through the ages
written language in many cultures has been (or is) nonexistent, the spoken
language was regarded by the structuralists as of primary importance,
writing being considered ‘merely a way of recording language by means of
visible marks’” (Rivers, 1983, p. 3). Other recent influences on 1.2 instruc-
tion have their basis in ideas about child language acquisition. Versions of
the direct method, such as the natural approach, stress oral language
acquisition because of theories about the way children acquire their first
language (L1) and the fact that children learn to speak before they learn to
write (Krashen & Terrell, 1983). In fact, Krashen’s theory of L2 acquisition
(1982) is based on the idea that 1.2 learners acquire the target language
through subconscious processes similar to those involved in L1 acquisi-
tion. Speech act theory has also influenced the discipline, resulting in new
emphases on oral language use (Spolsky, 1980). The teaching of common
speech acts, such as greetings or disagreements, is an important goal in
courses based on functional syllabi (McKay, 1979).

Because of these influences, writing is often introduced in the early
stages of instruction not as a meaningful way of communicating ideas, but
as a way of reinforcing what was taught in the speaking classroom. Writing
instruction is generally left for the later stages of development, much as
my university level L2 writing classroom when, it is hoped, most students
are fluent speakers of English.

Partly because of this separation between spoken and written lan-
guage, the process of speaking can appear very different from the process
of writing. For instance, when my students talked with each other in class,
they, just as all people do, used nonverbal communication such as gestures
and facial expressions; as writers, however, they expressed themselves
only through the words they put upon the page. In class discussions, the
participants in the conversation were immediately present and inter-
rupted, disagreed, questioned, affirmed, or otherwise told them how their
message was being received. When they sat down to write their papers,
though, they had to imagine audience response; no reader was looking
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over their shoulder. Finally, when my students explained themselves to
their classmates, they could make mistakes in syntax, diction, and usage;
however, mistakes such as these in their papers lowered my evaluation of
their writing ability. .

Applying speaking processes directly to writing processes can indeed
interfere with writing development. For example, because they are used to
the immediate feedback of their listeners, inexperienced writers can over-
estimate the reader’s ability to understand their ideas (Flower, _3.@“ Perl,
1979). Additionally, inexperienced writers often ﬁqmﬁmmaﬂ no=<a1:o=m of
speech, such as register, diction, or tone, to their writing, where 1t may be
inappropriate (Halpern, 1984). Differences between oral and literate
cultures can also affect writing development. Oral cultures often use
thought processes different from the kinds of analytical thought processes
found in literate cultures (Ong, 1978). Students whose dominant m:_::o 1S
orally based might have difficulty adjusting to modes of expression com-
mon to other cultures.

These differences between speaking and writing, however, do aoﬁ
have to result in the segregation of these ways of using language—listening
and reading as well as speaking and writing—in the curricula. After all,
students can learn to be aware of differences between language modes.
Segregation of language skills into different courses, moreover, can pre-
vent teachers from drawing on the important similarities between speak-
ing and writing in order to enhance L2 acquisition.

SPEAKING AND WRITING AS COMMUNICATION

When 1 listened to my students argue about Big Brother in the classroom,
and when I read their essays on the same topic, the same process was
going on: communication through the construction and negotiation of
meaning. Before my students had reached my classroom, they had de-
veloped some fluency in speech, including grammatical ooﬁ.u.@oﬁuoou.o_.
mastery of the linguistic code (Canale & Swain, 1981). In addition .mo being
grammatically competent, many of my students were ooE@m«oE in other
areas of oral language use, for communicative competence involves not
only control of the phonology, grammar, and semantics of a _mamzm.:wow but
also the conventions concerning language use in various settings aimed at
different audiences in order to convey a variety of messages (Spolsky,
1980). Additionally, in order to successfully convey and understand mes-
sages, my students had mastered not only discourse structures and so-
ciolinguistic rules, but also strategies for changing their discourses when
communication breaks down (Tarone, 1980). . . -
My students had to learn communicative competence in their writing
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as well as in their speech. Writers need to do more than simply produce
correct language forms. Taylor (1981) notes that “the emphasis in [a
writing program] must be on communicating meaning. Simply put, the
writer must have something to say” (p. 8). He suggests encouraging
student-generated material in the early stages of writing instruction in
order to draw on the students’ originality and motivation. Similarly,
Raimes (1980, 1987) has developed techniques for allowing students to
develop their own responses to material while at the same time selecting
from a range of language forms. In other words, students select the
language forms that will best communicate their message, instead of
choosing a message—any message—that will fit the particular form that is
being taught that day in class.

In addition to communicative intent, the concept of communicative
competence in writing includes appropriate language use. Just as my
students had learned how to politely debate each other in an academic
setting, they had to learn how to argue their point in an academic paper.
Achieving appropriate language use involves audience awareness, or mov-
ing from writer-based prose (in which writers are mainly addressing them-
selves) to reader-based prose (in which writers have altered their text to
adapt to the needs and expectations of readers). Reader-based prose
“creates a shared language and shared context between writer and
reader,” while writer-based prose often simply reveals the process of the
writer’s thinking (Flower, 1979, p. 20). Zamel's (1983) case study of ad-
vanced ESL writers indicates the importance of audience awareness; she
found that many of the skilled writers tried, while revising, to reread their
papers from the point of view of a reader so that they could anticipate and
meet their reader’s responses and informational needs.

In my lesson on 1984, I encouraged audience awareness by asking the
students to write drafts of their papers, which were then read by one or
more of their peers. I tried to pair students who disagreed with each
other’s theses to help the writers see how well their arguments were
anticipating and responding to the reader’s objections. Only after the
students had generated their drafts did I attempt to teach the more formal
aspects of academic writing, such as the use of cohesive devices and
appropriate tone. I found, however, that most students were able to at least
identify problems in these areas according to the responses of their peers.
(For a discussion of peer reviews, see Mittan, this volume.)

SPEAKING AND WRITING AS INTERACTION

The importance of audience awareness during composing indicates that
communication, whether oral or written, does not consist of a message
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being delivered, in a single coherent piece, to a qmno?.aﬁ Instead, com-
munication is interactive; meaning is nosﬁE.onn_., U_.om:nﬁa, and negoti-
ated by communicators. In my class &mnmmm_ozm. for instance, a E:Mn:”
would begin a sentence, falter, begin again, @.m Eﬁamzv”ng g.m mE. en'
with another idea, respond to that idea, try again to finish :ﬁ. o:m_m& _.mmm.
be assisted by another student, and so on. Other nnzéqmmﬁ_o:m_ mg.._:mﬁ-
ments” include confirmation checks, noEuR:m:Eg checks, clarifica-
tions, requests, repetitions, expansions, and p:nmcosw.%onon _.wmmw
Because negotiation of meaning is believed .S be a crucial “..mmmoﬁ in
acquisition, conversational negotiation can aid language acquisition when
the focus of the message is on content Hm_:m_ Gm&. Hﬁnma.oomﬁna&mmna
messages provide learners with comprehensible input that is nouﬂnx_.:w:«
meaningful and “embedded in other language .Eﬁ learners can] under-
stand” (Long & Porter, 1985, p. 214). Authentic classroom communica-
tion, such as our discussions on /984, forces mEan:S.S develop strategies
for talking and listening when they make mistakes, .:.._.mﬁ as E.oz.écc_a in
“real” communication (Johnson & Morrow, 1981). “No, this is what I
mean,” my students would tell each other—and me—as we struggled to
icate our ideas.
noH%ﬂW frustrating but important struggle also occurred when the m:.w-
dents and I read drafts of essays. Frequently when they read nwn.__ other’s
papers, the students would stop to ask omn_._. other s&ﬁ a certain phrase
meant. They also filled their peers’ papers with question ﬂ.ﬁxm and com-
ments such as, “I don't understand.” In my conferences with students and
in my written comments, I would do the same. Just mm.onm? roémé_.. a
reader would guess the meaning of a phrase or would simply non.m:._cm to
read. satisfied with understanding the general idea of the text. Any interac-
tion between reader and writer is filled with such guesses and non.?w_o: as
“readers . . . use their own knowledge about language and their experi-
ences to predict and construct meaning as they read” (Goodman, Good-
lores, 1979, p. 27). . N
Sm:.ﬂ.w«mwaum w.EamE% about the interactive nature of reading and writing,
and its similarities with listening and speaking, can help them z.wma their
texts as readers rather than as writers. For m:mﬁmsnn” demonstrating read-
ing processes with students by asking them to predict parts of a text n_m:
show the importance of textual Bacsawmn_w\.m Aﬂazwwﬂ 1987). e.<_._€.,m also
need to develop strategies to anticipate their readers mnmozsm:oam_ :om.am
(Roen & Willey, 1988). However, even experienced writes ,:ms.w ‘Qmwn:.ﬁ.:wm
anticipating their readers’ reactions, for as Ong (1975) _wmw claimed, .nrm
writer’s audience is always a fiction™ (p. 9). The peer reviews mm.a _d_.__.mu_n
drafts in my unit on 7984 helped students come n_omo_.. to this m._nnos EM
allowing them to test and change their writing mono.,&:m to their ﬁmﬁ_aﬂw
responses—just as they tested and changed what they said in class accord-
ing to their listener’s reactions.
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HYPOTHESIS TESTING IN
SPEAKING AND WRITING

The process of testing and revising language according to audience feed-
back in the context of interaction is an important element in both L1 and
L2 acquisition (Brown, 1987; Falk, 1979; Wells, 1986). This hypothesis
testing can range from the phonemic level (as when learners modify
sounds according to feedback) to the discourse level (as when writers
develop culturally appropriate rhetorical strategies). In my classroom
discussions, for instance, hypothesis testing occurred when students cor-
rected their classmates’ pronunciation or word choice. Another kind of
hypothesis testing happened when students tried out their ideas—not just
their language forms—on each other. For instance, a heated debate broke
out when a student defended the use of censorship in Big Brother’s
society, a debate which ended when the student clarified his idea by saying
that in instances of societal instability or crisis, censorship can be justi-
fied. In this case, the student changed his original hypothesis when he
hears alternative ideas which made him rethink his position.

In writing, hypothesis testing can be seen in errors that result from
experimenting with language forms based on the learners’ internalized
system of language forms (Bartholomae, 1980: Brown, 1987; Shaughnessy,
1977). For example, students recently introduced to rules governing the
use of commas might begin to make more errors with commas as they try
to apply the rule to their own writing (Horning, 1987). Just as my students
corrected each other’s language in class discussions, they also tried to
correct each other in their peer reviews, and I did the same. Furthermore,
their responses to each other’s ideas (such as the thesis on censorship
mentioned above) in their peer reviews also allowed them to test hypoth-
eses about their topics.

In a sense, my students also tested hypotheses with themselves as
they explored and refined their ideas. This sometimes happened in the
class discussions, when students thought about what they wanted to say
before they said it—and also changed what they were saying as they said it.
It also happened in the generative writing the students did as they were
reading /984 for the first time and as they returned to the book for
evidence to support their ideas. For example, I assigned free-writing
exercises after the students had finished a section in the novel so that they
could write about their reactions to the text so far. I also focused some of
the free-writing on important quotations from the book so that the stu-

dents would examine closely textual elements, such as the use of words or
symbols. In this free writing the students would often begin with one idea
but end up writing on a completely different one as the act of writing itself
engendered more thoughts, more writing. This kind of hypothesis testing
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indicates that the process of writing :,.. m.é&. to ._nm_.n m”_on ideas m% HMH__ Mw
a way to demonstrate learning; H_Sm it is not simply “a awzmrn Mém l Uﬁm
and correcting errors or qmnm!E_E.Em what .aanm«o:w alrea w.g %wqmr s
also a way “of finding and conveying meanings %Nzov_m:ov e m,.
1983, p. 466). L2 acquisition, oral as well as written, can be as
matter of cognitive growth as it is a matter of structural accuracy.

SPEAKING AND WRITING AS DIALOGUES

When language learners test _dﬁo%nmam_ they adjust their _.&.Hm:mm_.m mwm_m_
ideas according to feedback from their _‘omﬁosaaamﬂnoqnn:ﬂ:ﬂ o a
mation, for example. The back-and-forth nature of this kind o wnmmm_ mmm
use is similar to a dialogue in éEnr.noEE:Enmﬁoﬂ, msmmmm _m moomwﬂ.m
well as cognitive interaction. According to Berthoff (1981), m:H mwm kers
and writers have listeners and readers’ (p. ._ _8. Even _mdmzmmn w i e
primarily as monologue, such as the E:%.Em ammn:v.oa cu‘c «m,M s mw_
(1934/1986) as inner speech or the egocentric speech Piaget o monmm_o 2
young children (Ginsburg & Opper, _o.%v_ can Nm seen as having o mm_._ 2
qualities in that, as Schafer (1981) points out, “questions are as Nq ki
then answered, problems are posed MM% then solved, opposing Vi¢!
futed” (pp. 25-26). .
ﬁﬁmmﬁﬂwuﬂzmwhwwm MM teach »M wm.“ 1 was prepared for dialogues E.Mﬁ mo.q_._
of free writing, drafts, peer reviews, and final aq.mmm.“ manEM di ommhww
with themselves, their peers, and me as they discovered an .mﬂﬁ? o
their ideas. 1 had not, however, oo:mmanﬂa how oral o_mmm_‘o.o:mm in m__”_mooam_
parallels and contributes to the written a_mwomcm.m mﬂ.a :9.5 in fact, ) M oral
and written language together produce interaction 1n ér_n_.._ SMIM :s !
and teacher—work together to find and express ideas in . nglish. msm
integrating our focus on speaking and Ew::._m (as well .mw _ﬂn:h”__mu .
reading) in the L2 classroom, we nmu._u_.oﬁao students witl ».Mﬂvo pevioge’
to engage in dialogues which can enrich the development of all asp

language learning.

INTEGRATING SPEAKING AND
WRITING IN THE CLASSROOM

The same semester I taught this unit on G@“ to my talkative o_m%m_m ”M#.MWMWM
another composition class with the o_uﬁo.m:n problem: .H_._m studen w : m L
like to talk at all. After I had realized the importance of using mﬁmﬂn. e
writing classroom, I began to devise EmEonm for combining speal _:_m_.omm‘
writing in classroom interaction. One activity that addressed critical
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ing as well as other aspects of language use involved asking a small group
of students to read a particular text—short story, poem, essay, a graph—
and then to produce an analysis of the text. Each student in the group was
assigned an aspect of the analysis; for instance, to describe the purpose of
a symbol or to explain an element on the graph. The students shared their
writing with each other, pooled their ideas, and worked together to pro-
duce a comprehensive analysis.

This activity is an example of the kind of group work that can provide
students with practice in using the target language to solve problems or
make decisions (Doughty & Pica, 1986). Tasks such as this one which
require an exchange of information can lead students to adjust their
interactions in a way that can promote their language acquisition (Long &
Porter, 1985). Another group work task, giving students scenarios to
respond to, integrates spoken and written language use, presents students
with problems to solve, and is also appropriate for all levels of instruction.
For instance, a teacher of a beginning language class can give groups of
students scenarios concerning visitors to their campus. In the scenarios,
the visitors need directions to find a certain building. The groups first
discuss how to give directions, and every member of the group writes
down the directions. The group then selects the best set of directions and
reads the directions to the class, which decides if a visitor would be able to
understand the directions.

Another group (or pair) activity that combines speaking and writing is
the peer review, in which students read drafts of each other’s essays and
make suggestions for revisions. I have already discussed how peer reviews
played an important role in my unit on 1984. Peer reviews can also be used
successfully with lower levels of instruction and with children (Kitagawa,
this volume; Roen & Willey, 1988). Responses to drafts, both oral and
written, help to extend the dialogic nature of communication as readers/
listeners ask for clarifications and extensions and add their own ideas.
Teachers who make dialogic responses (rather than only correcting struc-
tural errors and evaluating the final product) also help students communi-
cate their ideas rather than simply try to produce correct language forms
(Gere & Stevens, 1985; Sommers, 1982; Zamel, 1985). Furthermore, the
conversational interactions which take place in peer response groups and
student-teacher conferences aid oral acquisition by giving students oppor-

tunities to engage in simple conversations on topics with which they are
concerned.

Instructors can also integrate speaking and writing by asking students
to make oral presentations on subjects they care about. In a writing
classroom, these presentations can be about the topic of an essay students
are planning to write or are in the process of writing. Students can receive
feedback from their peers and their instructor about their ideas so that
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two-way interaction occurs. (In my 1984 class, some of the most involved
and wide-ranging discussions came out of this activity.) More formal
speeches can also be given in a variety of content areas and levels. Groups
of students can practice and revise their speeches, as they would their
writing in a response group; the resulting interaction helps them under-
stand their own ideas as well as their classmates’. Asking students to give
a variety of oral presentations helps them become more aware of their
audience and gives them practice in both formal and informal language
use.

One forum which allows students to express opinions and feelings in
written, informal language is dialogue journals, in which students write
back and forth with another person, often another student and/or the
teacher. This kind of dialoguing, which can occur not only in journals but
also on computer networks, has been used from beginning to advanced
levels of lanugage and content instruction (Heath, 1984; Kreeft Peyton &
Mackinson-Smyth, this volume; Sayers, this volume; Spack & Sadow,
1983). Because these journals usually supplement classroom work, they
give students the chance to write about matters, in and outside of the
classroom, that are not typically addressed in formal instructional set-
tings. Since the writers correspond directly with each other, their
awareness of their readers increases. Also, these journals enable students
to write informally, usually in conversational structures, which is not often
the case in classroom settings. In these informal, conversational journals,
students can practice, in writing, the kinds of interaction they use in
speech. Teachers can also use dialogue journals as a bridge from speaking
to writing with students who have already achieved some oral proficiency.

In my 7984 class, I did not have to devise activities such as those
discussed above to stimulate discussion which would enrich the students’
writing; the students did this for me, despite my initial misguided efforts to
silence them. The students spoke up because they were interested in the
content of the class, not because they wanted to practice expository and
argumentative strategies, which was my curricular agenda. Because of
this emphasis on content, the students naturally used target language
forms to express their ideas. Using content- or thematic-based curricula
can avoid what Widdowson (1978) has called “language put on display” (p.
53), or artificial classroom language where the focus is more on structure
than meaning. Teaching language through content integrates all aspects of
communication in order “to use language . . . the way language is nor-
mally used” (p. 158). Moreover, content-based academic writing instruc-
tion can aid understanding of content material (Shih, 1986). The students
who read and wrote about 1984 learned not only about analyzing a text
critically and expressing that analysis in an essay; they also learned about
their own reactions and views to the issues in the novel.
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