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ABSTRACT 

This study investigates the nature of interactions among native and nonnative speakers of 

English. The research design is qualitative and uses a microgenetic analysis approach to study 

collaborative dialogue. The research questions focus on the use of private speech, the cognitive 

regulation levels of the participants, and the intersubjectivity established in collaborative 

dialogue. The data is collected during a collaborative language activity in a social setting. 

Participants are nonnative speakers of English from Turkey and native speakers of English from 

the United States (n=10 over a period of three months). The theoretical framework for the study 

is Vygostkyan sociocultural theory.  

The study focuses on the private speech use of the participants and how it relates to the 

cognitive regulation that they have over a language activity. The research aims to understand 

whether being a native speaker or a nonnative speaker of English plays a role in how peers 

engage in a collaborative activity in a real-world setting. The research also aims to identify 

categorical definitions for a systematic study of private speech and cognitive regulation in 

collaborative dialogue. These definitions are often missing in the previous literature in second 

language acquisition mainly due to the context-bound nature of private speech.  

The research questions are: 

(1) What is the nature of private speech in terms of form, function, and content occurring 

in the utterances of the participants during a collaborative activity in a social setting?  

(2) How do participants establish and maintain intersubjectivity when there are (a) 

symmetrical and (b) asymmetrical relationships between their cognitive levels of self, other, and 

object regulation during a collaborative activity in a social setting?  

(3) Based on the analyses for the other research questions, what is the nature of 

interactions among the participants as a function of the language background of their 

interlocutors? 

The data includes video recordings of participants, observations, and informal interviews 

for a period of three months. Data were collected when participants were engaged in a social 

word game. The word game is similar to the language activities used to elicit data in other 

second language acquisition research. The study compared and contrasted the interactions 

between four types of pair groups: Pairs when both peers are native speakers of English, (NS-

NS) pairs when both peers are Turkish nonnative speakers of English (NNS-NNS), and pairs 
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when one of the peers is a native speaker of English and the other is a nonnative speaker of 

English (NS-NNS and NNS-NS).  The pair groups were identified according to who is 

explaining a word and who is guessing a word in the game. The researcher built a coding system 

and transcribed the audiovisual data in their entirety. Two external raters were trained to code 

40% of the data. Inter-rater reliability was achieved with over 90% agreement.  

Findings reveal that there are no major differences in the utterances of native and 

nonnative speakers regarding the frequency, form, and content of private speech. The 

participants used both loud (n= 110) and silent (n= 86) forms of private speech very frequently.  

All content categories occurred both in loud and silent forms. The most frequent types of private 

speech content were affective markers (n= 96), hypothetical stance (n=88), labeling (n= 84), and 

repetitions (n= 79). The least frequent types of private speech contents were self-directed 

questions (8), metalanguage (35), and pause fillers (47).  The analyses for the functions of 

private speech indicate that the same content category may serve different functions in different 

parts of the task. The findings for functions of the content of private speech are listed in the 

following paragraphs. 

Affective markers are used to gain control over frustration and anxiety, to exhibit interest, 

to gain control over the task, to establish mutual understanding and shared orientation towards 

the task, to regulate peers, to provide relief, and to notice an error. There were some differences 

between native and nonnative speakers in their use of affective markers in order to exhibit 

interest in new vocabulary forms. The functions of hypothetical stance utterances were to 

provide alternative solutions to a problem, to establish joint regulation and orientation towards 

the task, and to revise task strategies and performances in an attempt to gain self-regulation. 

Hypothetical stance utterances indicate planning and speculating about future activity and help to 

regulate the self and the other. The functions of labeling/counting were managing the task by 

giving it some kind of a structure, avoiding frustration and confusion, and regulating the self and 

the other. Repetitions were used for lexical searches, self-repairs, newly encountered vocabulary 

forms, establishing mutual understanding, analyzing new information, and retrieving information 

from existing memory. Pause fillers indicated thinking, focusing attention and avoiding 

distraction. Metalanguage is used for doing lexical search and orienting each other to the task. 

Nonnative speaker pairs may use metalanguage in a unique way when in pairs with other 
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nonnative speakers. Native speakers use metalanguage mostly with nonnative speakers. Self-

directed questions were used mainly for controlling elements of the task.  

There were some other patterns that emerged in the study that sometimes overlapped with 

the private speech categories but did not precisely fit in the private speech categories. Those 

were comments on self-, other-, and collective-performance, task, and knowledge. There are a 

few instances when private speech was in Turkish. Those were affective utterances and occurred 

only when there were not any native speakers actively involved in the game.  

Data analysis for the second research question focused on self-, other-, and object- 

regulation. The relationships refer to the levels of cognitive regulation in a pair group and they 

were identified as self/self, other/other-, object/object-, self-other, self/object, and other/object-

regulated relationships based on the earlier literature. The frequency analyses indicated that 

self/other-regulated relationships were the most frequent for all groups. However, different 

native and nonnative speaker pair groups were observed to establish different relationships. NS-

NNS and NNS-NS groups differed in the self/other and self/object-regulated relationships. 

Self/other relationships occur most frequently when native speakers are the informed players in 

the game and in pairs with either native or nonnative speakers. When one of the peers is self-

regulated and the other is other-regulated, the pair is more likely to reach the intersubjective state 

and to complete the task successfully when compared to other pair relationships. Self/self 

regulated relationships were closer to the intersubjective state. Forty percent of self-self 

regulated relationships were NNS-NS and 10% were NS-NNS pairs in this study.  

Informal interviews with the participants revealed that familiarity with the peers in a 

collaborative activity might play an important role in the degree of challenge in a collaborative 

activity. Future research should also consider the quality of relationships and peers’ prolonged 

engagement with other peers to establish shared histories when investigating collaborative 

discourse and assistance received from and provided to peers. Participants in this study do not 

engage in activities as “native” or “nonnative” speakers and their use of private speech is not 

associated with their language proficiency. 

The study aims at contributing to the systematic study of private speech and cognitive 

regulation in second language acquisition research by identifying categorical definitions of 

private speech form, content, and functions and adapting them to an under-explored research 

context. The microgenetic analysis design does not inted to generalize its findings to a larger 
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population. The findings may not be transferrable to other contexts but the categorical definitions 

may provide a reference point for future researchers interested in private speech use by language 

learners. Future research may add to the categorical definitions presented in the study as our 

understanding about language learners’ private speech use increases.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

This chapter will introduce the statement of the problem, research questions, and 

significance of this study will be discussed in this chapter after a brief introduction to the key 

concepts relevant to the research questions. These key concepts are private speech, cognitive 

regulation, and intersubjectivity. 

Private speech use is believed to have an important role in the continuum of language 

development. Second language acquisition (SLA) researchers focus on identifying strategic 

behaviors used by learners to overcome challenges in various language tasks (Frawley & Lantolf, 

1985; McCafferty, 1992; 1994a, 1994b). Their findings indicate that language learners 

externalize their thinking process in order to overcome difficulties, focus attention, and organize 

thoughts. In other words, language learners think aloud when they attempt to resolve a problem. 

This self-talk is named “private speech” because it is meant for the self in order to gain control 

(self-regulate) over the task and language difficulties experienced by the individual and it is not 

meant for social interaction. 

Studies on private speech in second language acquisition (SLA) emerged in the early 

1980s. The study of private speech in SLA is built on the work of developmental psychologist 

Lev Vygotsky (1986, original work in 1934) on the origins and processes of cognitive 

development of children. Private speech has been studied extensively in child development, as it 

is a tool that allows children to gain cognitive control when solving a problem. Vygotsky (1986) 

believed that cognitive development originates in social interactions (i.e., mother-child 

interactions). A child’s speech begins as social and it then becomes more individual and self-

directed (private). At this stage, children can differentiate between speech for others and speech 

for the self. The child private speech serves for planning, monitoring, and guiding activities. As 

the child grows older, private speech becomes more individualized and occurs less frequently.  

The pioneering studies in SLA research followed a Vygotskyan approach to their 

investigations of private speech use by language learners. Their studies indicate that adult 

language learners also use private speech as a tool to gain cognitive control when engaged in 

collaborative activities with peers as well as individual activities (Brooks, Donato & McGlone, 

1997; De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994, 2000; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004). The cognitive control 

gained from private speech is named “regulation”.  
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Some second language acquisition studies on collaborative learner activity report that 

private speech of language learners has an incidental social function as well. In other words, 

private speech helps interlocutors gain cognitive control over a joint activity because 

interlocutors nearby can hear all overt speech although the primary purpose of speech is private 

(DiCamila & Anton, 2004; Wells, 1999). This is called “other-regulation” in the literature. 

Furthermore, Wells (1999) believes that as much as private speech may have an incidental social 

function, social speech may also have an incidental private function because any speech 

addressed to an interlocutor may also help the individual clarify his or her thoughts about future 

actions. Therefore, the line between social and private speech blurs in collaborative dialogue. 

Other-regulation is also another level of cognitive regulation when learners receive assistance 

(scaffolding) from more capable others or experts in the environment (peers, teachers, parents, 

etc.). The difference between what the learners can do with the assistance (the potential level of 

development) and what they can do without assistance (the actual level of development) is called 

the zone of proximal development. Learners move between their actual and potential 

development as they receive scaffolding from others and as they progress in their cognitive 

developmental process. The other-regulated peer is often referred to as the “novice” and the 

more capable other is the “expert”. For the scaffold to be successful, the expert needs to be 

responsive to the emerging capabilities of the learner (Rogoff, 1990). For example, a learner’s 

frequent errors in a writing task may signal the tutor to upgrade scaffolding, whereas the 

learner’s taking control over the task and correcting his or her own errors signals the tutor to 

reduce scaffolding. For the assistance to work, the tutor (expert) and the learner (novice) should 

have established a shared understanding of the task and each other.  

This shared understanding is often referred to as intersubjectivity (Anton & DiCamilla, 

1999; De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994, 2000; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Donato, 1994; 

Rommetveit, 1979, 1985; Villamil & De Guerrero, 2006; Wertsch, 1998). The intersubjective 

state is the pre-requisite of effective scaffolding or assistance provided to the novice (Smylie, 

1999).  At this state, the novice and expert have a joint regard, in other words, a shared 

understanding of each other’s perspective. Second language acquisition research reports 

language learners’ attempts to reach and maintain intersubjectivity in collaborative dialogue with 

peers of native speakers of the target language.  
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Private speech use is believed to have an important role in the continuum of language 

development as it helps language learners to gain control over a difficult task, to give and receive 

scaffolding, and to establish a shared understanding of each other in the intersubjective state. 

Language development and acquisition is believed to take place as learners’ cognitive regulation 

changes towards a more self-regulated state with the scaffolding provided by a “more capable” 

other (De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994). This study also aims at understanding how Turkish 

nonnative and native English speakers use private speech to gain regulation over a language 

activity and how do they establish a shared understanding of each other and the task 

(intersubjectivity) as they exchange expert and novice roles in a collaborative activity. The 

statement of the problem and the research questions will be discussed in detail next. 

Statement of The Problem 

Little is known about adult language learners’ use of private speech in collaborative 

dialogue. Similar to child private speech studies, earlier studies on language learner private 

speech focused on private speech use in individual problem solving activities (Frawley & 

Lantolf, 1985, McCafferty, 1992, 1994a, 1994b, Centeno-Cortez & Jimenez, 2004). Although 

studies increasingly report private speech use by peers in collaborative dialogue (Anton & 

DiCamilla, 1999; Brooks & Donato, 1994; Donato, 1994), few researchers have studied the use 

of private speech by adult language learners directly in collaborative dialogue (Buckwalter, 

2001; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; McCafferty, 1994a; Villamil & De Guerrero, 1996). Therefore, 

little is known about language learners’ private speech use in interaction with peers. Therefore, 

this study investigates the interactions of adult language learners in collaborative dialogue with 

each other and with native speakers of English.    

To be more specific, the nonnative and native speaker participants in this study are 

Turkish nonnative and American native speakers of English. Only a minority of studies in 

second language acquisition focuses on Turkish language learners; the majority of studies report 

findings from Hispanic or Asian learner groups. It is particularly important to distinguish 

language learner groups based on historical backgrounds when studying the private speech use of 

language learners because earlier research suggests that the L1 backgrounds of language learners 

may play a role in private speech use (McCafferty, 1992). McCafferty (1992) reports differences 

between the amount of self-regulatory and other-regulatory private speech use of Hispanic and 

Asian learners in his study on adult language learners attending ESL classes at a university. 
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However, private speech use of Turkish learners of English has never been studied. Therefore, 

the research questions aim to understand the nature of interaction among Turkish nonnative and 

American born native speakers of English.  

Studies suggest that private speech is situated within the immediate context in which it 

occurs and the function of private speech must focus on the changes in interaction on a moment-

by-moment basis (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & 

Anton, 2004; Lantolf, 2009; Wells, 1999; Wertsch, 1985). However, a recent criticism is that 

because second language acquisition research has focused on experimental and classroom 

contexts, such research has narrowed the understanding of the language acquisition process to 

just the classroom. It has ignored language learners’ real world uses of language outside of the 

classroom or experimental research environments (Firth, 2009; Firth & Wagner, 1997, Lafford, 

2007; Lantolf, 2009; Schegloff, 2000; Wagner, 2004). Classroom language learning prepares 

learners to use language outside of the classroom. Little is known about how learners use 

language outside of the classroom when their purpose in participating in an activity is not 

language learning but dealing with real world problems. A special issue has been dedicated to 

commentaries about these claims in one of the major scholarly journals in the field, The Modern 

Language Journal (2007). Firth (2009) refers to these claims and calls for research in social 

contexts in order to expand the second language acquisition database of language learner 

interaction. Therefore, the research setting for this study is outside of the classroom, a social 

setting where participants have established on-going social relationships with each other. 

Furthermore, Atkinson (2002) and Collentine and Freed (2004) emphasize the importance of 

observing learners interacting with people with whom they have social relationships out of the 

classroom, especially during social interactions. This is because language learning is embedded 

in everyday life that goes beyond the language classroom. Atkinson (2002) notes the lack of and 

importance of such data in second language acquisition research.  

Earlier research suggests that adult language learners use private speech as a tool to gain 

cognitive control on a language task when engaged in collaborative activities with peers  (Anton 

& Dicamilla, 1999; Brooks, Donato & McGlone, 1997; Buckwalter, 2001; DiCamilla & Anton, 

2004; McCafferty, 1992, 1994a; Platt & Brooks, 1994). Most studies simply report the existence 

of private speech utterances in learner dialogue and do not analyze the purpose of private speech. 

“What does private speech look like?” “What does it contain?” and “What function does it 
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serve?” are questions often left unexplored. Lantolf (2009) reviews a decade of research on 

private speech and notes the need to study private speech in more detail and in different language 

contexts. Therefore the first research question in this study deals with the nature of private 

speech in the form, content, and function during collaborative activities of Turkish nonnative and 

American native speakers of English in a social setting. 

Earlier studies on private speech use agree that the function of private speech is mainly 

self-regulatory as the learners attempt to gain control over a language activity. Private speech in 

collaborative dialogue is also found to have other-regulatory functions because of the principle 

that any overt speech can be heard by nearby interlocutors (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; 

DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Wells, 1999). The other-regulated individual’s activities are directed 

by more capable others in the process of becoming more self-regulated with the assistance 

provided by peers who are closer to a self-regulated expert state (De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994). 

Therefore, the next research question in this study first deals with understanding the cognitive 

regulation levels of peers, and next deals with the relationships between these regulation levels 

as peers exchange expert and novice roles in a collaborative language activity. 

Studies find that learners should have a shared understanding of each other so that the 

expert can notice when the learner needs assistance, how much assistance, and what type of 

assistance the learner needs. Participants in a collaborative dialogue should have a shared 

understanding of each other’s perspective and an “equal degree of commitment” when engaged 

in an activity in order to complete the task successfully (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000, p. 53). 

As described earlier in this chapter, this state is called the intersubjective state and it is 

considered to be a necessary element to successful scaffolding (Meyer & Turner, 2002; Villamil 

& De Guerrero, 2006; Yowell & Smylie, 1999). This is an essential state in order for the learners 

to move within their zones of proximal development.  

Because there is evidence that the primary function of private speech is self-regulation, 

earlier literature suggests that private speech may help language learners reach the 

intersubjective state (De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994, Donato, 1994; Villamil & De Guerrero, 

2006). In an attempt to understand the complex relationships that result from peers’ different 

levels of control (regulation), De Guerrero and Villamil (1994) defined symmetrical and 

asymmetrical relationships that learners establish depending on their regulation at any moment in 

the activity. They stated that learners’ control over a language activity can change from moment 
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to moment, and peers may have similar or different levels of control over the task. They report 

that when learners have similar self-control over the language activity, when they have a mutual 

understanding of each other, and when they can work on the task independently without any 

assistance provided, they are in a symmetrical self-regulated state. De Guerrero & Villamil 

identified other relationships where learners have varying levels of control over a language task 

or activity and concluded that the interactions occurring during these other states are peers’ 

attempts to reach the symmetrical, self-regulated state. However, the question of how do learners 

reach and maintain intersubjectivity during a language activity is left underexplored. Therefore, 

following the work of De-Guerrero and Villamil (1994), this study will investigate the 

symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships between the cognitive regulation levels of peers in a 

social setting.  

Unlike earlier studies on private speech use during individual problem-solving activities, 

studies on collaborative dialogue suggest that the challenges that make learners use private 

speech may not always result from the language task. Also, not all learners use private speech 

when engaged in the same language task (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Brooks, 1992; Brooks, 

Coughlan & Duff, 1994; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Donato & McGlone, 1997; Lantolf & 

Yanez, 2003; Ohta, 2000; Platt & Brooks, 1994, 2002; Roebuck, 2000; Villamil & De Guerrero, 

1996). These earlier studies suggest that the challenges that adult language learners face in 

interaction with peers may be more than a difficult language task. Roebuck (2000) suggests that 

one reason for this individual variation in private speech use may be individuals’ varying socio-

historical backgrounds. Lantolf and Frawley (1984) compared and contrasted the use of private 

speech by adult second language learners of Spanish and the use of private speech by adult 

native speakers of Spanish. Their analyses of the narratives obtained from these two groups 

indicate that intermediate level learners of Spanish use private speech more than advanced level 

learners and native speakers of Spanish. Ahmed (1988) investigated the use of private speech 

when native speakers and nonnative speakers were paired to solve a math problem. He found that 

there was little attempt on either side to reach a joint regulation (intersubjectivity). However, he 

found an occasional use of “we” in the private speeches of the participants that he believed is a 

sign of cooperation and intersubjectivity. This is one of the earliest studies in the history of SLA 

that suggests an effect of interlocutors on each other’s speech. Later, Lantolf and Ahmed (1989) 

reported a similar finding in a nonnative speaker’s naturally occurring speech with a native 
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speaker of English. Similarly, Hall (1995) proposed that individuals align themselves with each 

other by using their linguistic resources in order to be able to position themselves in an activity. 

Ohta (2000) demonstrated how learners bid for and provide help within a collaborative task. She 

found that social processes allow language to become a cognitive tool, and that the making of 

meaning unites the social with the individual. However, these earlier studies do not clearly 

demonstrate how learners orient themselves within a task with regard to the linguistic 

backgrounds of their interlocutors. Therefore, the third question is to discover the role language 

learners’ linguistic background plays in how Turkish nonnative and American native speakers of 

English use private speech, gain cognitive regulation, and establish intersubjectivity as they 

exchange expert and novice roles in collaborative dialogue. 

Research Questions 

In order to address the gaps in the literature mentioned above, the research questions are 

as follows:  

(1) What is the nature of private speech in terms of form, function, and content occurring 

in the utterances of the participants during a collaborative activity in a social setting?  

(2) How do participants establish and maintain intersubjectivity when there are (a) 

symmetrical and (b) asymmetrical relationships between their cognitive levels of self, other, and 

object regulation during a collaborative activity in a social setting?  

(3) Based on the analyses for the other research questions, what is the nature of 

interactions among the participants as a function of the language background of their 

interlocutors? 

The participants are nonnative speakers of English from Turkey and native speakers of 

English from the United States. They all attend a research university in the United States. They 

belong to a social group whose members have established on-going social relationships outside 

of the educational setting. The researcher has also been a member of this social group and she 

believes prior membership to this group provided her better chances of gathering “information 

rich” data.  

The data include conversational exchanges during a collaborative language activity in a 

social setting. Earlier studies note that adult language learners use private speech less frequently 

than children do (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; DiCamilla & Anton, 2000; Frawley and Lantolf, 

1984, 1985; Lantolf & Yanez, 2003). Studies in experimental and classroom settings in SLA 
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mainly used information gap activities in order to elicit private speech data in collaborative 

activities involving adult language learners (Brooks & Donato, 1994; Brooks, Donato, & 

McGlone, 1997). In fact, information gap activities have been frequently used in other 

pioneering studies to elicit language learner data in the field of SLA (Foster and Ohta, 2005). 

Foster and Ohta (2005) provide a review of the use of information gap activities from the early 

1980s in second language research and conclude that information gap activities provide good 

learning opportunities for language learners.  

Information gap activities are usually defined as activities where there is the “existence of 

lack of information among participants working on a common problem” (Pica, 1986, p. 307). 

The principle is to “hide certain information from one or more participants so that, in order to get 

it, they need to understand and be understood with clarity” (Foster & Ohta, 2005, p. 405). For 

example, in an experimental classroom context, Buckwalter (2001) gave the participants some 

pictures that showed a street scene out of context and asked the participants to describe the 

pictures to their partners so that their partners could draw them without seeing them.  

Following this trend to elicit data from language learners, this study focuses on a 

particular language activity in which participants exchange expert and novice roles explaining 

words and concepts to each other during a social game. This social game is called Taboo. The 

game allows only one player to have access to the information that is on the game card. The goal 

is for that player’s partner to reach the same information within a certain time limit, without 

using the forbidden words listed on the game card. Therefore, the game carries the characteristics 

of the information gap activities used in second language acquisition research. Language 

teachers also use this social game as a language activity. It is also noted that the ESL program of 

the university where these students attended also had a Taboo game in their library available for 

students at the time of data collection. This game also makes it possible to observe native 

English speaker, nonnative English speaker, and mixed pair groups in collaborative activity.  

  The main difference of this study from earlier research in experimental or classroom 

settings is that the game is not explicitly administered as a language activity by the researcher. 

As discussed earlier, this study aims to address the gap in the literature by studying language 

learners’ use of language outside of the experimental and classroom settings and where the 

purpose of participating in an activity is not language learning. Indeed, the participants in this 

study engage in the game as a social activity in a social setting. The game is selected with the 
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hope that the findings from this under-explored research context can be compared to other 

research settings. The game also allows the researcher to observe different combinations of 

native and nonnative speaker peers take on novice and expert roles, provide and receive 

scaffolding, and establish symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships.  

A qualitative perspective is used in the research design, following the tradition in 

research in private speech in second language acquisition. This method is often described as the 

microgenetic analysis approach (Adair-Hauck & Donato, 1994; Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; 

Anton & DiCamilla, 1998; DiCamilla & Anton, 1997; De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000; Centeno-

Cortez & Jimenez, 2004). Microgenetic analysis allows the study of moment-by-moment change 

and development across utterances during dialog. Scholars argue that the microgenetic approach 

works well for the study of private speech because statistical analyses of data often blur the 

findings for the highly context-bound occurrences of private speech (Frawley & Lantolf, 1985; 

Centeno-Cortez & Jimenez, 2004). Studies with the microgenetic analysis design can focus on a 

single learner, a single pair of learners, or a small peer group. These studies provide extensive 

analyses of utterances produced by the participants. This study follows the participants for a 

course of three months. The participants are a small group of ten Turkish nonnative and 

American native speakers of English who have established on-going social relationships outside 

of the classroom. 

This study reports the findings as they occur in the data because private speech is 

context-specific and the discussion includes the contexts of private speech utterances. The field 

has acknowledged the methodological limitations of this approach: the findings may not be 

transferrable to other contexts (Centeno-Cortez & Jimenez, 2004; Frawley & Lantolf, 1985; 

Lantolf & Yanez, 2003). However, statistical analysis does not often provide reliable results with 

private speech; private speech needs to be studied in the immediate context in which it occurs. 

Therefore, the data is quantified only for frequency analyses in order to explore some patterns 

that emerge in the data. This study acknowledges this limitation. The issue of validity and 

reliability will be addressed more in detail in Chapter 3.  

Significance of the Study and Pedagogical Implications 

This study addresses two gaps in second language acquisition research that have been 

recognized by the earlier literature. One purpose is to understand the nature of the cognitive tools 

that native and nonnative speakers utilize in order to establish and maintain control over 
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collaborative activities. The other purpose is to understand how these tools are used in activities 

outside of the classroom in naturally occurring social settings where the purpose of participation 

is not necessarily language learning.  

From the sociocultural perspective, the analysis of private speech is crucial in 

understanding how the mind functions (DiCamilla & Anton, 2004). However, very little is 

known about the functions or content of private speech as researchers usually report on private 

speech that emerges in studies on collaborative dialogue. Few studies investigate private speech 

and its cognitive use in collaborative dialogue. A systematic, focused analysis of language 

learner private speech is missing in the earlier literature. Most studies in SLA simply report on 

the presence of private speech by adult language learners. The very few researchers who focus 

particularly on the analysis of private speech often avoid providing a priori definitions of private 

speech utterances in their research because private speech is context-specific. In other words, it 

needs to be analyzed within the context of the discourse in which it occurs. The microgenetic 

analysis serves best for such detailed analysis of private speech (Frawley & Lantolf, 1985; 

Centeno-Cortez & Jimenez, 2004). However, the lack of categorical definitions poses a technical 

problem for new researchers when they attempt to distinguish private speech in their data. This 

has also been an issue in the study of private speech in child development. With a similar 

concern, Winsler, Fernyhough, McClaren, and Way (2005) developed a “Private Speech Coding 

Manual” in which they synthesized the findings of previous research in their attempts to 

systemize the study of private speech in child development. Building on their work and 

synthesizing the earlier research on private speech in second language acquisition, this study 

distills the common patterns that emerge in the earlier literature to first distinguish private speech 

in the data and to later study it systematically with the hope to inform future research on private 

speech. This is not an unusual practice in the field. For example, De Guerrero and Villamil 

(1994) developed categorical definitions of cognitive regulation and the relationships of 

cognitive regulation established between a small group of language learners with the hope that 

their experiences would inform future research studies. Following their footsteps, this study 

adapts the categorical definitions of De Guerrero and Villamil (1994) in order to identify the 

cognitive levels and the relationships between the regulation levels of peers in a collaborative 

oral task.  
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According to Wells (1999), interlocutors provide each other learning opportunities within 

their zones of proximal development. Also, learning opportunities extend for both the novice and 

expert learners engaged in collaborative dialogue. Observing them in a social activity where they 

take on the expert and novice roles is particularly significant for understanding how peers from 

the same and different language groups provide learning opportunities to each other as they 

jointly resolve problems and construct new solutions. In this study, a teacher is not available and 

the focus of language use is not specifically language learning. Firth (2009) emphasizes that the 

home of language learning is hardly the language classroom in the current globalized world 

where language learners contact various language groups due to Internet use, employment 

mobility, mass tourism, and mass migration. Indeed, the purpose of pedagogical practices is to 

prepare learners to use their languages in these social settings (Firth, 2009, p. 129). Firth 

questions how much the field knows about learners’ language use outside of classroom and 

experimental research environments. Therefore, this study investigates language learner 

interactions in a social context.  

Although this study does not discuss direct practical pedagogical implications, the 

research contributes to classroom practices by providing insights on learners’ actual use of their 

second language with each other and with native speakers of English outside of the classroom. 

The purpose of language study is to be able to handle real-world encounters and relationships 

with other language groups. Both research in language classrooms and in contexts outside of the 

classroom inform each other about better educational practices.  

Summary  

This chapter introduced the research topic and the rationale behind the research questions 

in order to address existing gaps in the literature. This qualitative study aims to understand the 

nature of interactions between Turkish nonnative and American native speakers of English in a 

social context when they are engaged in a collaborative language activity in the form of a social 

game. This social game is called Taboo. The study focuses on a non-experimental social setting 

where Turkish nonnative and American native speakers of English engage in a language activity 

where the purpose is not learning a language but establishing social relationships with peers. 

This study addresses the need to investigate language learner interaction in a context outside of 

classroom and experimental settings.  
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The first research question deals with the form, content, and function of private speech 

that occur during Turkish nonnative speakers’ interactions with each other and with native 

speakers of English. This first question aims at addressing the lack of research on the nature of 

private speech on language learners in earlier studies. Although studies in SLA report the 

presence of private speech in adult language learners’ interactions, very few studies have 

systematically studied the nature of private speech used by adult language learners.  

The second research question deals with the cognitive regulation levels of Turkish 

nonnative and native speakers of English during a collaborative language activity. The purpose is 

to understand how learners establish intersubjectivity by studying the relationship between the 

relative symmetrical and asymmetrical cognitive regulation levels of peers in a collaborative 

activity.  

The third research question deals with understanding the relationship between the 

linguistic backgrounds of the participants and their private speech use and cognitive regulation 

levels. The participants to this study are a group of Turkish nonnative and American native 

speakers of English who attend the same university and who have established an on-going social 

relationship outside of an educational setting. This study is significant in addressing the gap in 

literature by focusing on one of the least studied language learner groups in SLA, Turkish 

learners of English.  

By answering these three research questions, the researcher aims at understanding 

Turkish nonnative speakers’ interaction with each other and with native speakers of English 

during a collaborative language activity in a social context. The research design is a qualitative 

study, which includes the microgenetic, moment-by-moment analysis of participant utterances. 

Microgenetic analysis is often used in private speech studies and it is argued to be the most 

appropriate research approach to study private speech. 

The study responds to the growing needs in the field of second language acquisition for 

the systematic study of private speech and the investigation of the language use of the relatively 

less studied group of Turkish language learners. The researcher hopes that the findings will 

contribute to pedagogical practices by providing insights on the real-world language use outside 

of the classroom walls that is often ignored in research on second language acquisition.   
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Glossary 

Intersubjectivity: According to Wertsch (1998), intersubjectivity refers to “the degree to which 

interlocutors in a communicative situation share a perspective” (pp. 111-112). Reaching 

intersubjectivity is related to the asymmetrical and symmetrical relationships established among 

individuals in interaction.  

Microgenetic Analysis: Refers to the qualitative, interpretation of interactional data in order to 

understand the developmental changes as they occur within the moment it is thought to occur 

(De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000). 

Other-Regulation: De Guerrero and Villamil (1994, pp. 484-5) consider other regulation a 

“transitory cognitive stage between self regulation and object regulation”. In their study, they 

defined other regulation under the conditions that: a learner lets himself be guided by another 

peer; the learner can reach control over the task thanks to peer assistance; the learner recognizes 

the trouble sources when pointed out by a peer; and the hints and support provided by the peer 

has an authoritative tone. 

Private Speech: Private speech is usually described as the kind of speech that “addresses to the 

self, for self-regulation purposes” and its primary purpose is to help plan, guide, and monitor 

one’s own activities (Diaz, 1992, p. 162). 

Scaffolding: Scaffolding is the assistance provided by a “more capable” other in interaction. The 

scaffolding is often sensitive to the learners’ needs. Therefore, it requires the person providing 

scaffolding to be contingently responsive to the needs of the learners as they both become self-

regulated (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000, p. 53).  

Self-Regulation: In general, self-regulation refers to a learner’s capability of solving problems 

independently, identifying trouble sources, initiating revision, and providing alternatives with the 

help of self-directed comments and questions. 

Sociocultural Theory: The sociocultural theory unifies earlier theories of Vygotsky (1978, 1981) 

and later views on the social formation of mind mainly by Leont’ev (1978) and Wertsch (1979, 

1998). 
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CHAPTER TWO 

This chapter will present a comprehensive review of literature relevant to the research 

questions. This study investigates the nature of interaction among a group of Turkish nonnative 

and American native speakers of English in a social setting following a sociocultural approach. 

The purpose is to understand the nature interactions relevant to the use of private speech, 

cognitive regulation levels of the participants, and intersubjectivity observed in a collaborative 

language activity. The research questions are:  

(1) What is the nature of private speech in terms of form, function, and content occurring 

in the utterances of the participants during a collaborative activity in a social setting?  

(2) How do participants establish and maintain intersubjectivity when there are (a) 

symmetrical and (b) asymmetrical relationships between their cognitive levels of self, other, and 

object regulation during a collaborative activity in a social setting?  

(3) Based on the analyses for the other research questions, what is the nature of 

interactions among the participants as a function of the language background of their 

interlocutors? 

Following the gap in the research studies, the purpose of this study is to investigate native 

and nonnative speaker interactions following a sociocultural approach. Therefore, socio-cultural 

theory (Bakhtin, 1981; Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1998) will be followed in the analysis of the 

data.  

The first section introduces the sociocultural theoretical perspective that informed this 

study and how learning is viewed as a developmental process called “internalization”. From this 

point of view, learners internalize new cognitive abilities through interaction with others in the 

learning context (i.e. teachers, peers, etc.). As children develop, they begin to use speech to gain 

control over their learning processes. This speech emerges as the self directed, private speech in 

both children and adults and it is primarily used as a cognitive tool to gain control over a difficult 

task or activity. Language learners have also been observed to use private speech to gain control 

over a difficult language task or problem situation.  

The second section reviews prior literature on adult language learner private speech to 

discover the need for more studies on private speech. Although private speech of children has 

been studied intensively, very little is known about adult learners’ use of private speech to gain 

control over their cognitive learning process. This section then synthesizes the findings of the 
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earlier studies to understand the characteristics of private speech in terms of how it occurs, and 

what it contains, and what function does it serve in the learning process. This review suggests 

that the main function of private speech is self-regulatory. Learners use private speech as a 

meditational tool to plan, organize, focus attention, motivate, provide control over anxiety and 

frustration, etc. when faced with a challenging task. This is critical to learners’ mental activity as 

their cognitive levels transition from the social level to the internal level. Literature suggests that 

private speech plays a role at these transitional phases of regulation. This section is crucial to this 

study to provide categorical definitions to identify private speech in conversational data.  

The next section describes the different levels of cognitive regulation relevant to private 

speech use by language learners. Three levels of cognitive regulation are reported in studies 

relevant to private speech: object-regulation, other-regulation, and self-regulation. Cognitive 

development takes place as language learners’ regulation levels transition from the social to 

psychological. Literature suggests that private speech may regulate others’ mental activities in 

collaborative discourse because even if it is addressed to the self, private speech is available to 

others present in the context in which it occurs. Earlier studies reported that private speech 

emerges when learners attempt to establish shared orientation towards the task and each other in 

collaborative learning environments. This is discussed as one of the key elements in the process 

of cognitive development during collaborative tasks. At this state, learners are self-regulated and 

they share an understanding of the language task and goal. This state is called the intersubjective 

state.  

The fourthsection describes intersubjectivity relevant to levels of cognitive regulation. 

The focus is particularly on De Guerrero and Villamil’s (1994) study on cognitive regulation 

levels of peers in collaborative activity and their categorization of the definitions. Studies suggest 

that peers’ cognitive control (regulation) over the task change in the continuum of their 

participation to a collaborative activity. Learner pairs can be at any regulation phase when they 

are engaged in a language activity. For example, one of the pairs can be other-regulated and 

dependent on their partner while their partner is self-regulated. The intersubjective state believed 

to occur when interlocutors are both at the self-regulated state in a collaborative activity. This is 

when learners attempt to establish a shared understanding of the task and each other to bring the 

task completion. When learners are at different regulation levels, they have established an 

asymmetrical cognitive relationship; when they have similar cognitive regulation levels, they 
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have established a symmetrical relationship in a collaborative language activity. This third 

section will discuss the symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships between cognitive regulation 

levels focusing mainly on De Guerrero and Villamil’s (1994) study.  

Overall, the literature review suggested that private speech, cognitive regulation, and 

intersubjectivity are parts of the complex, dynamic process of language learner development that 

needed further investigation. 

Sociocultural Theoretical Perspective 

Sociocultural theory is a unified perspective of earlier theories of Vygotsky (1978, 1981) 

and later views on the social formation of the mind that were mainly proposed by Leont’ev 

(1978), and Wertsch (1985, 1998). Even though formulated originally as a cultural-historical 

psychology by Vygotsky during the 1930s, sociocultural theory has attracted a considerable 

amount of attention within the field of SLA, as well as other fields associated with education. 

With its introduction into the field of SLA through pioneering works in the mid 1980s by 

Frawley and Lantolf (1985), Lantolf and Frawley, (1984, 1985), John-Steiner (1985), Appel 

(1986), and Lantolf and Ahmed (1989), sociocultural theory has made earlier perspectives on 

language acquisition/learning shift gradually towards a more social understanding of learning.  

The sociocultural theory views learning as a fundamentally social act embedded in a 

specific cultural environment (Lantolf & Pavlenko, 1995; Kozulin, 1998). Lantolf (2004) 

describes it as a “theory of mind” for which the primary focus is investigation of the social 

relationships and “culturally constructed artifacts that play a significant role in organizing 

uniquely human forms of thinking” (pp. 30-31) while suggesting that mental, physical, and 

linguistic activities are “intrinsically related” (Roebuck, 2000, p. 80). Central to the development 

of the individual are biological and cultural forces in which the biological force is associated 

with lower level mental functions while the cultural force is associated with higher-level mental 

functions.  

Vygotsky (1978, 1981) suggested the importance of culture and community in a person’s 

development. His seminal work emphasized the importance of discourse while suggesting speech 

has a primary role in human development as it is strongly related to mental concepts and 

cognitive awareness. He studied what he called the genetic domains, revealing the importance of 

language as a regulatory tool in human accomplishment of complex tasks. In Wertsch’s (1991) 

terms,  
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The basic goal of a sociocultural approach is to create an account of human mental 

processes that recognizes the essential relationship between these processes and the  

cultural, historical, and institutional settings (p. 6). 

From the Vygotskyan perspective, higher mental functions (rational thought and 

learning) originate in social activities (Johnson, 2004; Kozulin, 2003). It is during these social 

activities that individuals internalize the patterns of these social activities. Speech has an 

important role with its effect on the higher mental development and language plays an important 

role in this internalization process as it is considered to be the “tool of tools“ that mediates higher 

level thinking skills (Vygotsky, 1981; Wertsch, 2000).  

Johnson (2004) suggests a dialogical approach to second language acquisition in which 

the investigation of the processes in learners’ becoming active participants in the target culture is 

the ultimate goal. According to her, acquiring a language requires acquiring different speech 

genres (discursive practices) that are characteristic of the specific setting, and she further 

suggests that the participation metaphor should replace (not complement) the acquisition 

metaphor.  

This perspective has been highly influenced by the notion of situated learning and the 

concept of community of practice by Lave and Wenger (1991). They suggested that learning is 

situated within a learner’s participation in social practice and ongoing adaptation to the unfolding 

circumstances and activities that constitute talk in interaction. Therefore, they argued that 

learning is a process of becoming active participants in the practices of social communities and 

constructing new identities in relation to these communities (p. 4). This goes one step further 

than Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal development and suggests that learning is more than 

interacting with a more knowledgeable person or scaffolded sequences of negation; learning a 

language is learning how to deal with contextualized discourse activities that are contingently 

accomplished.  

According to Mondada and Doehler (2004) this explanation contrasts with the “a priori” 

definitions of tasks and learning situations and state that “Rather, they demand that the learner 

put to work variable resources and adapt them continuously to the local contingencies of local 

communities” (p. 514). Appel and Lantolf (1994) also refer to this classification and explain 

“Performance depends crucially on the interaction of individual and task rather than on 

membership of individual in some a prior category such as native and nonnative speaker or 
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reader” (p. 437).  Hence, sociocultural theory portrays the learner’s role as an active participant 

in social practice rather than a passive acquirer of it in a learning situation. This view also 

assigns a new role to the language itself, as it is no longer viewed as something to be “acquired” 

by passive reception of the learners. Rather, language is seen as one of the constructive 

components of the learning process itself.   

Accordingly, for development to take place, transition from the interpersonal (social) 

plane to the intrapersonal (psychological) plane needs to occur. Frawley and Lantolf (1985) 

explain this process of transition and argue that transition from other-regulation (interpersonal 

level) to self-regulation (intrapersonal level) is the result of a mediation process, which is also 

known as the internalization process (Wertsch & Stone, 1985). For Leont’ev (1978), the 

internalization process is “not the transferal of an external activity to a preexisting internal plane 

of consciousness” but rather “it is the process in which the plane is formed” (cited in Wertsch & 

Stone, 1985, p. 163). In order to explain how this internalization process works, Vygotsky (1978) 

developed the concept of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). He defines ZPD as “the 

distance between the actual developmental level as determined by independent problem solving 

and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving under adult 

guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). Lantolf (2000) 

also explains ZPD as “the site where social forms of mediation develop” (p. 16).  

Even though a person's mediated activities are regulated by others, one’s own regulatory 

process of mental and physical activity is “through the appropriation of the regulatory means 

employed by others” (Lantolf, 2000, p. 14). This process is the key to learning and development. 

Frawley (1997) explains this process as the “abbreviation of interactive social speech into 

audible speech to oneself, or private speech and ultimately silent speech for oneself, or inner 

speech” (p. 95). The internalization process itself is a transition from other-regulation to self-

regulation, social speech to private speech. Private speech will be discussed next.   

Private Speech 

 Private speech is part of the dynamic internalization process, a transition phase to make 

social speech become inner speech. Private speech serves as a semiotic tool to mediate the 

process for regulation. From a sociocultural viewpoint, “regulation” refers to the process of 

gaining “control over self” (Roebuck, 1998, p. 25). In other words, private speech is a semiotic 

tool that mediates thinking and learning. It is directed to a listener “me” by the speaker “I”  
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(Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; Di Camilla & Anton, 2004; Lantolf, 2003; Lantolf & Yanez, 

2003; Ohta, 2000). Although private speech is thought to serve an intrapsychological “private” 

function for the individual speaker, most scholars agree that private speech can serve both social 

and private functions in collaborative dialogue where interlocutors are present because private 

speech is situated in the context in which it occurs and it may have an impact on the “hearers” 

(Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; 

Lantolf, 2009; Wells, 1999). Lantolf and Frawley’s pioneering studies in the late 1980’s have 

sparked the interest in private speech of adult language learners. Frawley and Lantolf (1984, 

1985) adapted the picture narration task of another pioneering work on child private speech by 

Karmiloff-Smith (1980) to study the private speech of adult ESL and Spanish learners. A picture 

narration task asks learners to narrate one or more drawings that have no script written on them. 

For example, Frawley and Lantolf (1985) showed a set of 6 drawings. The first drawing shows a 

boy walking along a road and another one shows the boy buying ice cream, for example. In this 

study, researchers demonstrated that private speech of adult language learners is similar to child 

private speech and that adult language learners use it to gain control when faced with a 

challenging task.  

Following Frawley and Lantolf (1984, 1985), earlier studies in SLA adapted similar tasks 

that focused on individual students such as picture narration tasks (McCafferty, 1992, 1994a, 

1994b), and solo problem solving activities (Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004) to elicit private 

speech from language learners. Lantolf and Yanez, 2003 recorded a single student in a classroom 

to analyze private speech that occurred in the classroom. Very few studies focused on private 

speech in collaborative contexts such as collaborative writing activities in a classroom context 

(Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; DiCamilla & Anton; 2004), classroom discourse (Ohta, 2001), role 

playing (Platt & Brooks, 1994), interviews, information-gap and problem-solving tasks where 

jigsaw diagrams or pictures were given to learners to complete in collaboration with partners 

(Brooks, Donato, & McGlone, 1997; Platt & Brooks, 1994). These tasks played an important 

role in eliciting private speech data from adult learners because adult learners do not produce 

private speech as frequently as children.  

McCafferty (1992, 1994a, 1994b) studied low intermediate and advanced ESL learners in 

an attempt to identify functions of private speech used by the learners during a picture narration 

task. Similar to Frawley and Lantolf (1985), he found that language learners used private speech 
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to gain regulation. Lower intermediate level students used more private speech than advanced 

learners. Private speech occurred in L2 only.  

Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez’s (2004) study compared and contrasted private speech of 

intermediate, advanced, and native speakers of Spanish working individually to solve cognitively 

challenging questions. They found that learners use private speech both in L1 and L2. However, 

they reported instances where private speech did not lead to successful completion of the task 

and that not all individuals may produce private speech.  

Brooks, Donato, and McGlone (1997) analyzed the collaborative dialogue of intermediate 

level Spanish learners completing a jigsaw diagram. They reported that private speech occurred 

both in L1 and L2 but mainly in L1 and for self-regulation and cognitive engagement to the task. 

They found a decrease in the amount of private speech used by the participants as they became 

more familiar with the task.  

Anton and DiCamilla (1999, 2004) investigated beginning, second year and third year 

Spanish learners during a collaborative writing activity where they asked the learners to write a 

composition about a trip to Mexico. They also observed that private speech that occurred in L1 

and L2 is used to mediate thinking and regulate one’s own activity. They concluded that private 

speech also has a social function that helps learners orient their interlocutors to the task.  

Ohta’s (2001) study included a group of learners in a Japanese classroom during teacher-

fronted discussions and discovered that private speech occurred mostly in the repetition form. 

Most interestingly, she observed that private speech occurred unexpectedly during teacher-

fronted lectures where she found that students silently repeated their teacher’s utterances. In a 

similar study, Lantolf and Yanez (2003) focused on a single student in a Spanish classroom. 

Their finding support Ohta’s (2001) that language learners focus on specific language forms 

unintended by the teacher. 

These studies indicated that adult private speech occurs in different forms and it can serve 

different functions depending on the context in which it occurs. DiCamilla and Anton (2004) 

note that some private speech utterances in a collaborative dialogue may have different content 

and serve different functions than previously observed. Scholars recognize the difficulty of 

encountering pre-defined instances of private speech during collaborative interactions 

(DiCamilla and Anton, 2004; Lantolf and Thorne, 2006; Lantolf &Yanez, 2003; Tomlinson, 

2000). Therefore, it is necessary to understand how private speech has been distinguished in 
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terms of form, content, and function. Reviewing decades of sociocultural research, Lantolf 

(2009) notes a similar need to study language learner private speech in more detail and in 

different language contexts. Therefore, this study aims at addressing this gap in literature by 

studying private speech and the social relationships established by the native and nonnative 

speakers of English in a social context. The following literature review will explore earlier 

studies of private speech. Discussions on private speech will be grouped under three titles: form, 

content and function of private speech. 

Form of Private Speech 

Form refers to prosodic and structural features of private speech (Diaz, 1992; Winsler, 

Fernyhough, McClaren, and Way, 2005). Traditionally, research on child private speech has 

considered volume, intonations, and abbreviations to distinguish the form of private speech 

(Diaz, 1992; Winsler, 1998; Winsler, De León, Wallace, Carlton, and Willson-Quayle, 2002; 

Winsler, Fernyhough, McClaren, and Way, 2005). Similarly, three common characteristics 

emerge among earlier studies on adult language learners: (a) silent speech/whispering, (b) 

incomplete utterances (abbreviated/elliptical speech), (c) and non-silent utterances that are 

directed to the self (self-directed utterances such as self-directed questions, comments, and 

responses to the self) (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Brooks, Donato & McGlone, 1997; Centeno-

Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Donato, 1994; Villamil & De Guerrero, 

1996; Platt & Brooks, 1994).  

Silent speech/whispering. Most studies reported private speech to occur in a low tone of 

voice (Brooks, Donato & McGlone, 1997; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Donato, 1994, De 

Guerrero, 1999; Lantolf 1997; Lantolf & Yanez, 2003; Ohta, 2000; Platt & Brooks, 1994). 

Studies demonstrated that learners whispered to themselves to (a) gain regulation (Brooks, 

Donato, & McGlone, 1997); (b) to engage cognitively in the task (Brooks, Donato, & McGlone, 

1997); (c) to retrieve knowledge of L2 from memory (DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Donato, 1994; 

Platt & Brooks, 1997); and (d) to orient themselves and their partners to the task (DiCamilla & 

Anton, 2004; Platt & Brooks, 1994). 

Brooks, Donato, and McGlone (1997) analyzed Spanish learner utterances during a 

collaborative jigsaw activity and reported that students whispered to themselves in order to gain 

regulation and for cognitive engagement to the task. They reported that their learners whisper 

target language forms in L2 (Spanish), counting in the L2 (“Uno, dos, tres, cuatro, cinco”) 
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affective reactions (“Oh goodness,” “Damn this is hard”), opening or closing an activity (“Let’s 

see here…” “Okay...” “Now what?”). Similarly, DiCamilla and Anton (2004) studied Spanish 

learners with varying proficiency levels during a collaborative writing activity in their attempt to 

identify clear instances of private speech in adult collaborative interaction. They found instances 

self-whispering during the activities. They report that Spanish learners whispered to themselves 

when they are trying to retrieve knowledge of the target language form in Spanish with the help 

of repetitions in L1 (English) Similarly, Donato (1994, p. 46) observed that 3rd semester French 

learners also whisper to themselves when repeating target language forms. In the following 

example, Speaker 3 repeats the target language form uttered by the other speakers in line 7. 

According to Donato (1994), Speaker 3 has whispered his inner speech that is cognitively   

scaffolded by speaker 2 by providing the correct pronunciation of “decouvert” (Line 2). 

Example 1 

Line 1. Speaker 1: De… decou… How do you say “discovered?” 

Line 2. Speaker 2: Decouvert 

Line 3. Speaker 1: J’ai decouvert 

Line 4. Speaker 2: He [referring to the teacher] just told me that today. 

Line 5. Speaker 1 J’ai… I have discovered. J’ai decouveret 

Line 6. Speaker 2: J’ai decouvert… I have discovered. 

Line 7. Speaker 3: (whispering) J’ai decouvert…vert. 

Platt and Brooks (2002) also report that students whispered to themselves in order to 

orient themselves to the language and the task in a jigsaw activity. They studied different groups 

of adult language learners engaged in different types of tasks. Their data included collaborative 

interaction of beginning Swahili learners during a map completion task, 3rd year Spanish learners 

during role-play, and advanced ESL learners during a jigsaw task. Similarly, Platt and Brooks 

(1994, p. 507) observed that learners whispered to themselves when doing a lexical search in 

order to retrieve knowledge about L2 and when counting in L2 in order to gain regulation over 

the task.  

Although silent speech and whispering are characteristics of private speech, researchers 

have observed that private speech could occur in a social tone of voice. This is not surprising, 

particularly when considering the fact that any utterance would become available to interlocutors 
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in collaborative interaction although they are not intended for the self. For example, in the 

following excerpt from DiCamilla and Anton (2004, p. 46), we see both examples of private 

speech during adult Spanish learners’ collaborative activity to complete a writing task. 

Participants’ L1 is English. The bold utterances are both marked as private speech by the 

researchers. In the first one, Ray whispers the word “arrive” repetitively in his lexical search to 

retrieve his knowledge of L2 (Spanish) from memory. This is evident from his following  

utterance when he asks if the Spanish word of “arrive” is “arrivar?”   

Example 2 

 
 

In the second utterance marked as private speech, we see Ray saying “Des…No. That’s 

despues” in social speech volume. However, this utterance is still directed to the self. In this 

example, we see Ray and Tina searching for the meaning of “leave.” Tina asks about the 

equivalent of the word “leave” in Spanish. Ray starts with “Des” and corrects himself by saying 

“No”. Then he continues correcting himself by saying “That’s después”. The researchers 

conclude that the utterance “Des . . . No. That’s después” is in fact private speech that may 

translate as: “The word for ‘leave’ is después. No. That’s not correct. ‘After’ is despues” (p. 46). 

Therefore, they conclude that this utterance is in fact private speech although it seems to be 

addressed to an interlocutor at first sight. A similar issue is present with other private speech 

forms such as the elliptical and abbreviated private speech. 

Incomplete utterances. Incomplete utterances refer to elliptical or abbreviated 

utterances. Ellipsis refers to omission of elements of language because it is not necessary for the 

addressee to hear a complete syntactical form of an utterance in order to understand its’ meaning. 

Tomlinson (2000) notes that language forms can be omitted in private speech because we do not 

need them when the speech is directed to the self. Therefore, private speech addressed to the self 

is often in the form of incomplete utterances that are dense in meaning. He further gives an 

example from his own private speech “During the term” when a flash thought about Tokyo lead 

to other thoughts about a conference in his mind: “I said (“During the term”)… when a visual 

image of Tokyo flashed in my mind, I saw the word August, I remembered that the AILA 
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conference was during term time at the National University of Singapore” (Tomlinson, 2000, p. 

126). In this example, the speaker did not need to say all these because he already knew what 

“During the term” meant. Meaning of this utterance would be hard to guess for an over-hearer.  

Similar elliptical speech form was observed in adult language learners’ private speech. 

Frawley and Lantolf (1985, p. 38) observed that some learners describe the pictures from their 

own perspectives during a picture narration task. In this study, learners were asked to narrate a  

series of drawings.   

Example 3 

41 He (1) give the ice cream to the boy. You know. It’s not good for him (2). This is I think the 
rule. What do you call it? He (3) try to take the ice-cream from his (4) hand.   
 

In the example above, the referent of the third person pronoun “he” is not clear to a 

hearer who hasn’t seen the pictures. It is only the speaker who knows that the first “he” refers to 

a boy (B1); second refers to a younger boy (B2); and third one refers to an adult male (M) in the 

pictures. The pictures showed one boy (B1) buying an ice cream; the second picture showed B1 

giving the ice cream to a younger boy (B2); another picture showed an older man (M) taking the 

ice cream from the younger boy (B2). The subjects of the utterances and the referent of the third 

person pronoun are known only to the speaker. Although such elliptical forms are accepted to be 

one of the general features of private speech, some studies have demonstrated that private speech 

can also occur in complete syntactical forms resembling social speech (Anton & DiCamilla, 

DiCamilla & Anton, 2004, Tomlinson, 2000) or some elliptical speech may serve a social 

function and it may not be directed to the self at all (DiCamilla & Anton, 2004, Wells, 1999). 

Returning to the Example 2 in the previous pages, DiCamilla and Anton (2004, p. 46) discuss 

that that the utterance “That’s después” is seemingly non-elliptical when compared to just the 

syllable “des-” or the word “después”. However, it is still dense in meaning for the speaker of 

this utterance. 

Loud forms of private speech. These utterances are produced in the social tone of voice; 

however, they lack social speech characteristics. In other words, these are private speech 

utterances that sound like social speech.  Lack of social speech characteristics was primarily 

defined as the absence of a reference to another person in the utterances. However, most scholars 

agree that private speech that occur in social context and particularly during social interactions 

may resemble social speech. Similarly, some researchers caution that private speech may not 
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always lack syntactic forms and may occur in different forms that resemble social speech (Anton 

& DiCamilla, 1999; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Lantolf & Yanez, 2003). Anton and DiCamilla  

(1999, p. 243) discuss the following utterance as an example of such utterances:  

Example 4 

 
 

In this example, D’s question “es or esta?” in line 6 seems like a question to her partner, 

as one would observe in communicative discourse. However, Anton and DiCamilla (1999, p. 

244) argue that D’s answer to her own question marks this as private speech.  As described 

above, private speech is embedded within the speech context and it needs to be described in the 

context in which it occurs.  

Most studies on adult language learners considered functions and content of private 

speech in addition to the form characteristics. Frawley and Lantolf (1985) pioneered the studies 

on the functions of private speech and proposed the study of private speech according to its 

regulatory functions: Self-, other-, and object regulation. According to this description, private 

speech serves as a cognitive tool in the internalization of another language (L2) where its 

function is to externalize the thinking process and to mediate thinking and learning. This is a 

non-linear process where learning and cognitive development occur, first in the social plane and 

then in the psychological plane, as the person gains regulation.   

Earlier studies suggest that private speech is situated in context and it may not be in a 

particular pre-defined form when adult language learners are engaged in collaborative 

interaction, when compared with individual activities of the learners. For example, the 

boundaries between private and social speech may blur in a conversation between two learners 

during a collaborative writing activity while the boundaries may be relatively obvious during an 

individual problem solving activity where no others are present.  

A few scholars directly studied private speech in adult language learner collaborative 

interaction (Buckwalter, 2001; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; McCafferty, 1994a; Villamil & De 
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Guerrero, 1996) and others reported occurrence of private speech in relevant studies on 

collaborative learner discourse (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Brooks & Donato, 1994; Donato, 

1994; Brooks, Donato, & McGlone, 1997; Platt & Brooks, 1994). These scholars considered all 

utterances to have a psychological and social orientation and they focused on the regulatory 

functions of the utterances when studying private speech (DiCamilla & Anton, 2004, p. 58).  

Although earlier literature reports that private speech occurs in these forms, there is very 

little discussion about how these forms differ from each other, that is, if there is a reason why a 

learner produces silent vs. loud private speech. Furthermore, no one has yet studied the use of 

private speech in collaborative discourse where language learners and/or native speakers of 

English engage in a collaborative language activity. The table below summarizes the form of  

private speech reported in studies on adult second language learner speech.   

Table 1 

Forms of Adult Language Learner Private Speech in Earlier Studies 

Feature Study  

Silent speech/whispering 

 

Brooks, Donato & McGlone, 1997; DiCamilla & 
Anton, 2004; Donato, 1994, De Guerrero, 1999; 

Lantolf 1997; Lantolf & Yanez, 2003; Ohta, 

2000; Platt & Brooks, 1994 

Incomplete speech  Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Centeno-Cortes & 
Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; 2003; 
Tomlinson, 2000 

Loud forms of private speech (Lack of social speech 
characteristics: Asking and answering own questions, 

lack of explicit references to another person, 

commenting on one’s own knowledge, repetitions, 
etc) 

Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Brooks, Donato & 
McGlone, 1997; Donato, 1994; DiCamilla & 

Anton , 2004; Villamil & De Guerrero, 1996;  

Platt & Brooks, 1994 

 

Contents and Functions of Private Speech 

Although studies on adult learner private speech do not explicitly comment on the 

content of private speech, it is possible to identify content in studies on child private speech. For 

example, Winsler, Fernyhough, McClaren and Way (2005, p. 10) cite Kraft and Berk’s (1998) 

study on children that identifies 6 categories of private speech content: (1) Affect expressions 

(“Wow! Cool!”), (2) Word play and repetitions (“Put the napkin on your head; put the napkin in 
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your pocket; put the napkin on the table.”), (3) Fantasy play speech (Role play), (4) Describing 

one’s own activity and self guidance (Utterances about the child’s own actions including 

descriptions, thinking out loud, and planning), (5) Inaudible mutterings, and (6) Other self-

directed speech that did not fit into one of the above categories. These categories were kept in 

mind in an attempt to categorize the content mentioned in SLA research on adult private speech. 

A survey of literature since the late 1980’s revealed that the content of adult learner private 

speech included but not limited to self-directed questions, directions to the self, affective 

markers, repetitions, utterances that indicate the hypothetical stance of the speaker, labeling or 

counting some aspects of the task, pause fillers, and metalanguage. Only the content observed in 

this study will be discussed in this section. 

It is important to consider that private speech is embedded in the context in which it 

occurs. As noted earlier, private speech may occur in different forms and the contents may not be 

limited to the ones listed below. Neither one of these categories is exclusive, for example, a self-

directed question can also be metalanguage. One of the research questions in this study aims at 

discovering the relationship between the form, content, and function of private speech of adult 

language learners in a collaborative discourse context. The content categories are described 

below. 

Self-directed questions. Studies on adult language learners reported that learners ask 

questions and provide responses to themselves in their private speech (Anton & DiCamilla, 

1999; Buckwalter, 2001; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Frawley & Lantolf, 1985; McCafferty, 

1994a; Platt & Brooks, 1994; Villamil & De Guerrero, 1996). Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez (2004, 

p. 27) give the following example for self-directed questions. This example is the lexical search  

of the learner for the Spanish equivalent of “sister-in-law” in Spanish.  

Example 5 

 
 

In another example, Frawley and Lantolf (1985, p. 26) one of the learners asked “what’s 

this?” probably referring to some element of the picture that he was narrating: “This road- what’s 

this? Let me just call John. John is standing on the road.” Frawley and Lantolf interpreted that 

the function of this question is “to externalize the fact of the task at hand” (1985, p. 27). 

Therefore, learners’ self-directed question can be said to serve the learner gain regulation over  
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task.  

Example 6 

 

One other interesting observation is that self-directed private speech can also serve to 

orient interlocutors in the task. In the following example from Platt & Brooks (1994, p. 507), K 

(above) whispers a self-directed question “Geez how do I say this?” during his lexical search for 

L2 knowledge in line 512. We see that J gets involved in K’s search for the correct form. Platt 

and Brooks (1994) comment that the self-directed question in this example helped learners orient 

themselves and their partners to the task.  

DiCamilla and Anton (2004) report learners’ use of “wait” in discourse in order to control 

and correct the thought process. In the following example, we see Annie and Sean working on a 

sentence about what they would do on a trip to Mexico: “go to a hotel to put their stuff up” in 

line 1. In line 5, Annie tells herself to interrupt the activity, signaled by “wait”. DiCamilla and 

Anton interpret this statement that signals a change from the activity of using a generic language  

“stuff” to use a more specific language “suitcase”.  

Example 7 

 

In summary, earlier studies reported that the function of self-directed questions is to orient 

one’s self to the task, do lexical searches from memory and to gain regulation.  
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Affective markers. Another common content of private speech reported in the earlier 

literature is affective markers. Utterances that show affective stance can be Sighs, laughter, 

utterances that indicate relief, exhaustion, motivational utterances, or they can simply be 

“eureka” utterances that indicate discovery of an idea, solution, etc. Previous studies have 

illustrated that affective utterances help learners control frustration and anxiety (Centeno-Cortes 

& Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004), and manage tasks (Donato, 1994). Donato (1994, 

p. 46) reports “Oh, Ah, Yea” used by learners establish joint orientation to the task.  

In the following example, in line A5, Speaker 3 acknowledges Speaker 1’s question by 

the affective marker “Yea” and then points out the mistake in Speaker 1’s suggestion to use “Tu 

as souvenu” in French by saying “but isn’t that reflexive?”. Then Speaker 1 corrects himself with 

the new form “Ah. Tu t’as…” In the next turn, Speaker 2 remarks that the correct form is “Oh. tu 

es”. Donato interprets the use of affective markers by all three speakers as the indication of  

“distributed help and mutual orientation” in the task (p. 48).  

Example 8 

 

Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez (2004) list several examples for motivational, self-criticizing 

utterances, exclamations and laughter in their data. The following is an example for a self-

encouraging comment where the learner comments on his reasoning by saying “cool” at the end  

of the private speech (p. 18).  

Example 9 
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In the example above, the learner is working alone to solve a cognitively challenging 

question. The Centeno-Cortes and Jimenez (2004) study is one of the few that provide  

translations of learner speech occurring in a language other than English.   

Example 10 

 

In the example (above) from Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez (2004, p. 20), we see an example 

of exclamations indicating frustration. Again, the learner is trying to solve a cognitively 

challenging question and his laugh marks his realization of frustration and “F**k!” indicates his 

frustration trying to solve the problem. However, laughs do not always indicate frustration. It  

may also be a sign of relief.   

Example 11 

 

Above is an example of a learner recognizing how easy the question is. Centeno-Cortes   

and Jimenez (2004, p. 21) interpret the laugh in this example as an expression of relief.  

Example 12 
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In the example above, the utterances “I don’t knooow! I don’t knooow! Oh!!! [Sighs]” 

and laughs indicate learners’ frustration solving the task. The utterances “Yeahh!!! It has been a 

disaster!” is interpreted as admission of defeat by the researchers (p. 21). 

Overall, the studies cited above agree that affective expressions function to help learners 

control their emotional state and bring inner stability to the learner, which might lead to self-

regulation.  

Repetitions. Repetitions are generally used when learners need to talk their way through 

a series of utterances in their attempts to reach self –regulation (Buckwalter, 2001). Repetition is 

reported to help learners focus on the task (Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & 

Anton, 2004) and to aid lexical search (Anton & DiCamilla, 2004) or self-repair incorrect  

utterances (Buckwalter, 2001) or language play (DiCamilla & Anton, 2004).  

Example 13 

  

In the example above, Buckwalter (2001, p. 386) reports that one learner was having a 

hard time producing the correct form of “otro” (other) in Spanish. He first produced the neutral 

(otro), then feminine (otra), and then plural feminine (otras) forms of the same adjective until he 

produced the correct utterance “otras sintomas” (other symptoms). In another example, 

Buckwalter (2001) reports that repetitions serve to search for lexical items and to self- correct  

pronunciation or other language forms.  

Example 14 

 

The above is an example for self- correcting pronunciation (p. 388). In this example, the 

learner is repeating the lexical item (cuarto) in search of correct pronunciation. DiCamilla and 

Anton (2004, p. 53) give a similar example in learner discourse and comment that such 

repetitions as observed in the Buckwalter (2001) example above help learners externalize 

different language forms in order to check whether they match with what has been learned 
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before. Centeno-Cortes and Jimenez (2004, p. 18) report that repetitions also help speakers 

“focus on a problem that seems to be crucial”. In the following example, a Spanish learner  

repeats a crucial element of a problem in order to seek the solution.  

Example 15 

 
 

Comments that indicate a hypothetical stance. Studies have reported occasional uses 

of verbs, adverbs, and modal verbs that indicate a hypothetical stance such as “think”, “guess”, 

“suppose”, “believe”, “probably”, “can”, “could”, “will”, “would”, etc. (Anton & DiCamilla, 

1999; Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Lantolf, 2009; McCafferty, 

1992, 1994a, 1994b). 

McCafferty gives the following examples: where the learner is externalizing his 

hypothetical stance when narrating a picture: “I think he wants to put the hats on monkeys” 

(McCafferty, 1994a, p. 127); “He’s probably waiting for the monkeys”  (McCafferty, 1992, p. 

184); “I can do this in Spanish but not in English” (McCafferty, 1992, p. 184). Anton & 

DiCamilla (1999) think that utterances indicating hypothetical stance may serve a dual cognitive 

and social function in collaborative dialogue. In the following example, we see strategic use of 

modal verbs indicating a hypothetical stance of the learners. Here we see S makes a polite 

suggestion to include “hay más personas” in line 15 in search for a correct form of a sentence. 

Later turns between S and D demonstrate how learners join the sentences together. Anton and 

DiCamilla interpret that such strategic uses of language lead to more than problem solutions; 

they also serve to orient interlocutors to the task and engage them in the cognitive and social  

space of the task.  
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Example 16 

 

DiCamilla and Anton (2004) comment that utterances like this illustrate the “porous 

boundaries between social and private speech”. Therefore, the functions of the utterances that 

carry a hypothetical stance can be defined as establishing mutual orientation to the task and each 

other. 

Labeling. Learners are observed to use labeling, counting, naming or even pointing to 

parts of a problem in order to gain control over a task, (Brooks, Donato, McGlone, 1997; 

Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; Platt & Brooks, 1994). Brooks and Donato (1994) discuss that 

externalization of the thinking process helps the construction of an activity as it orients both self 

and others towards the task. Therefore, earlier literature suggests that the function of 

labeling/counting/or naming is to help learners orient and re-orient themselves towards a task.  

Brooks and Donato (1994, p. 269) give the following example where Spanish learners are 

working together to complete a jigsaw/information gap task. The task consisted of a drawing of 

several boxes. Each box contained different figurines, numbers, or words. Each participant had 

only one part of the drawing. Their task was to describe to each other what they see in their 

drawings in order to figure out the complete drawing. In the beginning, one learner (S1) tried to 

number the boxes as part of a strategy to describe his drawing to his partner. S1 started counting.  

After some additional turns between the partners, S2 appropriates the numbering strategy of S1: 

“I know what you’re talking about.” Then, in line 268, we see S2 referencing the boxes with 

numbers. Brooks and Donato (1994) conclude that learners orient and re-orient each other  

towards the task in a collaborative activity.  
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Example 17 

  

Pause fillers. Pause fillers are usually utterances such as umm, ah, eh, er, etc. and they 

are thought to be indicators of the thought process. Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez (2004) observed 

that language learners use pause fillers to avoid distraction. In the following example, we see the 

learner expressing frustration by saying “I don’t know [laughs]”. Then he uses a pause filler 

“Mmm…” indicating that the learner is thinking and immediately working on solving of the  

problem as indicated by the next utterance.  

Example 18 

 

Metalanguage. Researchers have observed that learners sometimes comment on their 

own speech to assist their participation in the task and to gain control over communication with 

partners (Brooks, Donato, & McGlone, 1997; Brooks & Donato, 1994). Brooks, Donato, and 

McGlone (1997, p. 528) report such self-directed comments such as “That’s a good word, let me 

think another way to say this, I don’t know how to say this in Spanish, I have a good word for 

that.” They suggest that students are able to “reflect upon their own activity and the language 

resources they had to perform it and thus gain control over their own communication” (Brooks, 

Donato, & McGlone, p. 528).  

Interestingly, Centeno-Cortes and Jimenez (2004) did not find any metalanguage in their 

study. This is probably because their problem-solving task did not primarily focus on language. 



 35 
 

Their task included questions such as “Carlos can never tell a lie. Pedro can never tell the truth. 

One of them said, ‘the other one said he is Pedro.’ Which one is that? Explain.” Other than the 

Centeno-Cortes and Jimenez (2004) study, metalanguage has been observed when learners are 

completing a language-oriented task such as composing an essay in L2 with a partner (DiCamilla 

& Anton, 2004) or when students were asked to complete the tasks in their L2 by the researchers 

(Brooks, Donato, & McGlone, 1997). 

In this section, language learning was described from the sociocultural theoretical 

framework. From this perspective, language development first begins at the social

plane and moves towards the psychological plane as the learners become self-regulated. Private 

speech is part of this dynamic internalization process and it is the transitional form between the 

social speech and inner speech. However, private speech studies are relatively new in the field of 

SLA, and few studies focus on adult language learner private speech. Most of theses studies are 

experimental studies on a small group of participants that were given a task by the researcher. 

Firth (2009) and Lantolf  (2009) argue that different types of learners should be studied in 

different social contexts outside of the experimental and classroom contexts in order to expand 

the Second Language Acquisition database and to understand learners “actual” use of language 

outside of the classroom or research contexts.  

Most of the earlier studies used jigsaw, information gap, or recall tasks such as picture 

narration in order to elicit private speech data from adults in classroom and experimental 

research contexts. Some others reported private speech in collaborative discourse in the 

classroom. The review of literature focused on the common themes of form, content, and 

functions of private speech in earlier literature. According to earlier studies, private speech 

occurred in the form of silent speech/whispering, in abbreviated and elliptical forms, and in 

“loud” forms that lacked social speech characteristics. The content of private speech included 

self-directed questions, affective utterances, repetitions, pause fillers, labeling, and 

metalanguage, and comments that indicate a hypothetical stance. Relevant to the contents, earlier 

studies reported that the functions of private speech are establishing orientation towards a task, 

managing the thought process, managing a task, orienting one’s self and others to the task, 

controlling frustration and anxiety, focusing attention, bringing structure to the task, planning, 

doing a lexical search from memory, avoiding distraction, controlling frustration and anxiety, 

gaining control over communication, and self-regulation. The summary of the studies that report  
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contents and functions of private speech are listed below.  

Table 2 

Contents and Functions of Private Speech in Earlier Studies 

Content Functions Studies 

 

Self-directed 

questions  

 

Self-regulation 

Task orientation 

Managing thought 
process 

 

Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Buckwalter, 2001; DiCamilla 

& Anton, 2004; Lantolf, 2009; Frawley & Lantolf, 1985; 

McCafferty, 1994a; Platt & Brooks, 1994; Storch, 2002; 
Villamil & De Guerrero, 1996) 

 

Affective utterances 

 

Controlling 

frustration and 
anxiety 

Motivation 

Managing Task 

 
 

Centeno-Cortes-Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 

2004; Donato, 1994 
 

Repetitions Focusing 

Lexical Search 
Self-Corrections 

Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Brooks, Donato, McGlone, 

1997; Buckwalter, 2001; Centeno-Cortes-Jimenez, 2004; 
DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Donato, 1994; Lantolf & 

Yanez, 2003; Ohta, 2000; Storch, 2002; Villamil & De 

Guerrero, 1996 
 

Comments that 

indicate 

hypothetical stance 
 

Orienting self and 

others to the task 

Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 

2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Lantolf, 2009; 

McCafferty, 1992, 1994a, 1994b 
 

Labeling 

 

Bringing structure to 

the task 

Appel & Lantolf, 1994; Brooks, Donato & McGlone, 

1997; Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; McCafferty, 
1992, 1994a, 1994b; Platt & Brooks, 1994 

 

Pause fillers Planning 
Avoiding distraction 

 

Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004 

Metalanguage Gaining control over 

communication 

Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; 

Lantolf & Yanez, 2003 

 

As described above, private speech is embedded within the speech context and it needs to 

be described in the context in which it occurs. Most studies on adult language learners 

considered functions and content of private speech in addition to the form characteristics. 

According to Frawley and Lantolf (1985), private speech serves as a cognitive tool in the 

internalization of L2 where its function is to externalize the thinking process and to mediate 

thinking and learning in language learners’ attempts to gain regulation over tasks and activities. 
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This is a non-linear process where learning and cognitive development occur, first in the social 

plane and then in the psychological plane. The cognitive regulation phases will be described  

next.  

Cognitive Regulation 

Frawley and Lantolf (1985) report three stages of regulation: self-, other-, and object- 

regulation. Self-regulation is a cognitive phase when a learner is in control of the activity and the 

environment. Other-regulation is the cognitive phase when learners’ actions are directed by 

others. Object regulation is the phase when actions are directed by the task or environment.   

Self-Regulation 

Self-regulation is the phase when a learner is in control of the activity and the 

environment. De Guerrero and Villamil (1994) defined several criteria to distinguish the 

characteristics of self-regulated states when the learners: (1) are capable of independent problem 

solving; (2) can identify trouble sources; (3) are able to initiate revision; (4) provide alternatives; 

(5) demonstrate self-confidence; (6) have a clear vision of goals; (7) provide scaffolding to less 

capable peers; (8) and respond quickly and efficiently to the prompts by peers. Interestingly, they 

acknowledged that a language learner can also be considered as self-regulated (9) even when 

there is a firm rejection of a prompt by peers if the learner believes that the suggestion is 

inappropriate.  

The primary function of private speech is self-regulatory, in order to gain control over a 

task. Research on adult language learner private speech considers all forms of metacomments as 

self-regulation (Frawley and Lantolf, 1985; McCafferty 1992, 1994a, 1994b, 2002). 

Metacomments are comments directed to the self (i.e. self-directed comments, answers to own 

questions, comments about own performance, etc.)   

Frawley and Lantolf (1985) found self-directed questions to have a self-regulatory 

function. Here is a learner narrating a story asking a question to the self: “This picture- do you 

want to tell me, I tell you where he is…” (Frawley & Lantolf, 1985, p. 26). McCafferty (1994b) 

explains that such utterances can be considered self-regulatory “because subjects resort to a 

dialogically based linguistic structure for seeking self-guidance which is reminiscent of the 

period in development when caregivers provided the primary source of mediation” (p. 426) 

Furthermore, McCafferty  (1992, 1994b) gives the following example for self-regulated 

speech. “Five monkeys are playing with a man-no- the man is angry” (McCafferty, 1992, p. 
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184). In this example, the learner is able to repair his/her statement. This learner interrupts 

his/her utterance with a “no” and then changes the topic of the utterance to the mental state of the 

man rather than to what monkeys are doing. This utterance can be interpreted as “Monkeys are 

playing with the man. No. This is not what is happening here because the man in this picture 

seems to be angry” 

Other-Regulation 

De Guerrero and Villamil (1994) consider other-regulation a “transitory cognitive stage 

between self regulation and object regulation” (pp. 484-5). In other-regulation, learners’ 

activities are directed by others’ voices. In this case, learners are capable of completing activities 

with the help of others.  

In their study, they defined other-regulation as when a learner: (a) lets himself be guided 

by another peer; (b) can reach control over the task thanks to peer assistance; (c) and recognizes 

trouble sources when pointed out by a peer. The hints and support provided by the peer usually 

have an authoritative tone. The following excerpt is taken from a longer sample provided by De 

Guerrero and Villamil (1994, p. 495). In this example, the researchers describe A as self- 

regulated, and K as other-regulated: 

Example 19 

A: Mira ver si puedes argumentar mas un poquito sobre el tema. 

[See if you can add a few more arguments to the topic.] 

K: Si, porque es que hay que ponerlo desde mi punto de vista.  

[Yes, because I have to write it from my point of view.] 

A: Esa es la cuestion de esto, que pongas tu punto de vista.  

[That’s the point about this, that you give your point of view.] 

K: Exacto.  

[Exactly.] 

As seen in the example, A has an authoritative tone relative to K. A seems to direct the 

activity while K follows the suggestions made by A, and acknowledges the problem source to 

write arguments from his/her point of view as suggested by A.  

According to Wells (1999), private speech may play a significant role in how interaction 

proceeds because it can “inform or direct” the interlocutors in a conversation (p. 251). Indeed, 
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several studies on adult private speech report such social function of private speech where 

private speech helped learners orient themselves and their interlocutors to the task, and initiate 

guidance from potentially helpful interlocutors (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Brooks & Donato, 

1994; Donato, 1994; Ohta, 2000; Platt & Brooks, 1994). 

This is in agreement with Brooks and Donato (1994) that externalization of the thinking 

process helps the construction of an activity as it orients both self and the others towards the task.  

Similarly, Donato (1994, p. 46) suggests that private speech plays a key role in “distributed help 

and mutual orientation to the task”, particularly when the utterances contain affective markers 

such as “Ah”, “Oh”, “Yea”. According to him, affective markers play an important role 

establishing and signaling mutual orientation. This suggests that private speech may be 

addressed to both self and others in a discourse context.  

All these examples demonstrate that private speech may play a role in establishing 

mutual orientation in the other-regulated stage. Other-regulation has been given particular 

importance in sociocultural research because it is at this stage learning is mediated by peers, 

teachers, parents, experts, etc.; and learners can perform an activity with the assistance of others 

within their zones of proximal development. Extending the assistance within the zone of 

proximal development is possible if learners continue to be other-regulated (Villamil & De 

Guerrero, 2006). This would result in cognitive development. Accordingly, private speech 

utterances can have other-regulatory functions that help learners orient and re-orient each other 

to the task and provide guidance to the partner or direct the partner to establish a shared or 

mutual orientation towards a task. This mutual orientation is sometimes referred to as the 

intersubjective state (Villamil & De Guerrero, 2006). Other studies also report the uses of private 

speech to help learners reach intersubjectivity (De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994, Donato, 1994; 

Villamil & De Guerrero, 2006). This is an essential state for the learners to move within their 

zones of proximal developments “because it signals a state of mutual cognition propitious for the 

attainment of self-regulation” (Villamil & De Guerrero, 2006, p. 33). Intersubjectivity will be 

discussed in more detail after the discussion on regulation in this section.  

The next phase in regulation is object-regulation. This is a stage when other regulation is 

not present or if the learner is not responding to other regulation. This is a stage when then the 

task environment is believed to regulate learners’ activities (Villamil & De Guerrero, 2006). 
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Object-Regulation 

Robeuck (1998, p. 25) defines object-regulation as “the situation in which all activity is 

suggested by the environment” (p. 25). Object regulation refers to the phenomena where an 

individual’s behavior is directed by his/her immediate environment. This is a stage where 

language learners have not built the cognitive skills to perform certain actions in the second 

language and they need to externalize their knowledge of the task, describe, name and label and 

list unknown information, and distance themselves from the task for a better grasp of the task 

(McCafferty, 1994a, 1994b, Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004).  

This category deals with the “strategic use of the nature of the task itself… to provide 

some of the means of structuring discourse” (McCafferty, 2002, p. 425). De Guerrero and 

Villamil (1994) identified learners to be object-regulated if the learners had an inadequate or 

incomplete understanding of the task and could not bring it to a completion. Object regulated 

learners have problems improving their strategies to complete the task, lack language and 

rhetorical knowledge necessary to carry out the task, do not produce solutions for problems, and 

do not ask questions or engage in constructive dialogue towards the completion of the task.  

At this cognitive level, learners are not capable of planning, guiding, and monitoring their 

activities. Object-regulation has been studied extensively in second language acquisition. Studies 

on adult language learner private speech report three main characteristics of object regulated 

states: (1) Externalization of macrostructures of a narrative or written text, (2) use of affective 

markers, (3) and use of tense and aspect. These will be discussed in detail below.  

Frawley and Lantolf (1985) and McCafferty (1992, 1994a, 1994b) discuss externalization 

of macrostructures as the main characteristic of object-regulation. In an object-regulated state, 

learners are observed to externalize the macrostructure of a narrative in an attempt to bring 

structure to the text in a way meaningful to the self. McCafferty (1992) reports uses of fairytale 

schema or additions of elements that are not in the original text as an example of this 

phenomenon. McCafferty (1992) showed several pictures of a hat seller surrounded by monkeys 

and asked ESL learners to narrate the pictures. He reports that one learner started his picture 

narration with “Once upon a time”, initially framing the task as a fairy tale rather than simply 

describing what he sees in the pictures. Similarly, Brooks, Donato and McGlone (1997, p. 532) 

report that learners use private speech that mark opening, and closing of an episode or an 

activity. They give examples such as “Let’s see here…”, “Okay…”, “Now what?” 
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Labeling, describing, naming, and listing of the elements of the task are part of learners’ 

attempts to gain control over the task and reach self-regulation. McCafferty (1992, p. 183) 

observed that ESL learners may also add some elements to their narratives that are not implied 

by the original text in the pictures: “There’s a nice big tree in the vicinity and always -ah- 

everyday the old man takes a walk, and the… the animals want to join him.” There was no 

indication of whether the man takes a walk everyday or the animals want to join his walk in the 

pictures shown to the participants. McCafferty notes that his participant added this information to 

her narrative in an attempt to bring structure and to relate the discourse. Similarly, Centeno-

Cortes and Jimenez (2004, p. 19) report a similar issue in their work. They gave a cognitively 

challenging problem solving task to native speakers of Spanish and advanced and intermediate 

proficiency level Spanish learners and recorded learner utterances while participants worked 

individually on the problems. They found that learners relied on labeling some aspects of the 

problem in order to gain control over the task.  

In the following example, the learner is trying to find a solution to the question: “What’s 

the closest relation that your father’s sister’s sister-in-law could be to you?” as seen in the 

example above, this learner labeled some parts of the solution in a way relevant and meaningful 

to her in order to reach the correct answer. This is also more evident in learners’ use of 

perspectival markers, which is a sign that learners are describing the event from their own  

temporal perspective.  

Example 20 

 

McCafferty (1994b) gives an example of an utterance where the learner is explaining the 

events from his or her own temporal perspective: “I can see a boy walking down the street” 

Relevant to that, some learners have been observed to continue a narrative without any 

explanation, although there are shifts to the referents. Frawley and Lantolf (1985, p. 38) give the 
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following example for such an utterance: “He (B1) give the ice cream to the boy (B2). You know. 

It’s not good for him. This is I think the rule. What do you call it? He (M) try to take the ice 

cream from his hand…” In this example, the referents of the third person pronoun change where 

B1 represents a boy, B2 represents a younger boy, and M represents an adult male). These 

utterances indicate a lack of distinction among characters, as if they are addressing to no one else 

than themselves. 

McCafferty (1992, p. 183) reports how learners counted some aspect of the story as seen 

in this example: “There’s an old man sitting at a tree. And on the tree –one, two, three, four-five 

monkeys, and there are two-ah- baskets with many hats and there are two little houses away from 

them.” Brooks, Donato, and McGlone (1997) found out that Spanish learners would often count 

out numbers in their L2 during pair work completing a jigsaw diagram. In a similar study with 

Spanish learners, Platt and Brooks (1994) report instances of learners counting to themselves 

when they were trying to figure out the dollar amount on their jigsaw diagram.   

McCafferty (1992, 1994a, 1994b) argues that affective reactions of speakers are signs of 

object-regulation when speakers realize that they did not grasp some aspect of the task. Frawley 

and Lantolf (1985, p. 40) also give similar examples from their data with ESL learners: “Ok. Oh, 

well now I get it.”, “Then yeah, he did ask for a cone”, “It’s the ice cream man! (Uttered with 

great astonishment at suddenly recognizing what the subject was looking at).” All these 

examples mark object regulation in learner utterances and their attempts to gain regulation over 

that task at hand. 

Frawley and Lantolf, (1985) and McCafferty, (1992, 1994a, 1994b) also discuss learners’ 

use of past tense and progressive aspect as if an event is still in progress as opposed to 

completed event. They reported differences in how their participants used past tense and 

progressive aspect in their narratives in order to gain control over the macrostructure of the task. 

Frawley and Lantolf (1985) argued that use of past tense helps the learner distance himself from 

the task and helps him establish self-regulation because the event is complete: it is “knowable” 

(Frawley & Lantolf, 1985, p. 32). They also found that learners struggled gaining regulation if 

they used progressive aspect and described the events as if they were still continuing.  

Although Frawley and Lantolf mention use of progressive form as a sign of object-

regulation, McCafferty (1994) provides evidence that use of past tense may not always be a sign 

of object regulation, but simply a way for the speakers to relate one event to the other in the 
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course of events narrated. The use of forms of past tense and progressive aspect reveal when 

learners are not able to control the temporal relationship among the events and chose to turn 

them into completed acts. All these characteristics of object-regulation in adult language learner  

private speech studies are summarized in the table below. 

Table 3 

Cognitive Regulation Characteristics in Earlier Studies 

Regulation 

Level 

Characteristics Studies 

Utterances referring to the 
macrostructure of a task or text 

Appel & Lantolf, 1994; Brooks, 
Donato, & McGlone, 1997; Centeno-
Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; Frawley & 
Lantolf, 1985; McCafferty, 1992, 
1994a, 1994b. 

 
Affective markers  

 
Brooks, Donato & McGlone, 1997; 
Buckwalter, 2001; Centeno-Cortes-
Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 
2004; Donato, 1994; Frawley & 
Lantolf, 1985; McCafferty, 1992, 
1994a; 1994b. 

Object 
Regulation 

 
Use of past tense vs. progressive 
aspect. 

 
McCafferty, 1992, 1994a, 1994b 

 
Repetition of other’s utterances, 
words, phrases and sentences 

 
Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Villamil 
& De Guerrero, 1996. 

 
Questions addressed to the self but has 
a social orientation 

 
Anton & DiCamilla, 1999. 

 
Other 
Regulation 
 

 
Initiating guidance from a potentially 
helpful interlocutor and orienting 
others towards task 

 
Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Brooks & 
Donato, 1994; Ohta, 2000; Platt & 
Brooks, 1994. 

 
Self-
Regulation 

 
All Metacomments/ 
Comments on own performance 
 

 
Brooks, Donato, & McGlone, 1997; 
Frawley and Lantolf, 1985; 
McCafferty 1992, 1994a, 1994b, 
2002; Platt & Brooks, 1994. 

 

The table above suggests that private speech has strategic uses for learners to mediate 

each other’s actions, to focus attention and to establish a shared orientation toward successful 
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communication of a task, while helping them regulate their own psychological processes, 

thinking, and orientation towards a task. However, regulation is not limited to the self and the 

other. Strategic use of private speech becomes more evident at the object-regulated cognitive 

stage where learners externalize their thinking in order to bring structure to the task in a way 

meaningful to themselves. Labeling, counting, externalizing macrostructures, etc. are all 

strategies used by the learners to bring structure to the task. This section reviewed earlier studies 

on the cognitive and social functions of private speech.  

Research suggests that private speech serves both intrapsychological and 

interpsychological roles in collaborative interaction. Some functions of private speech were 

reported to have a dual social/private role in regulating both the self and the other and 

establishing a mutual orientation towards the task. This shared orientation is also called 

intersubjectivity. The term intersubjectivity is mostly associated with Rommetveit (1979a, 

1979b, 1985) and Voloshinov (1973, 1985) and it is closely related to the process of 

understanding others’ utterances (Wertsch, 1998, p. 117).  

Scaffolding is a process of transferring responsibility from the expert to the novice as the 

novice progresses in his or her zone of proximate development in an activity (Adair-Hauck & 

Donato, 1994, p. 540). It involves both the novice and expert’s active participation in the 

activity. Scaffolding relies on the novice’s responses to the assistance so that the expert not only 

notices when the learner needs assistance but also develops and revises scaffolding strategies as 

the discourse continues. Intersubjectivity is established when both the expert and the novice 

establish a shared understanding of the assistance needed and the assistance provided. In a 

classroom setting, the teacher is considered to be the expert with content knowledge and the 

novice is considered to be the student lacking the content knowledge. However, the student is the 

only one to have access to the mental, metacognitive information about his/her learning within 

the immediate context of interaction. The student needs to communicate this metacognitive 

information with the teacher within the context of the discourse so that the teacher is able to 

provide successful assistance.  

Therefore, scaffolding is a process that relies on dynamic communication between 

teacher and student. Intersubjectivity, a shared understanding of the assistance needed and 

assistance provided, is a necessary element to successful scaffolding so that the learner can 
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progress within his/her zone of proximate development and complete tasks with minimal or no 

assistance provided by the expert.  

De Guerrero & Villamil (1994) suggest that both the expert and the novice in the 

intersubjective state are self-regulated. Regulation refers to an individual’s capacity to “plan, 

guide, and monitor his or her activity from within and flexibly according to the changing 

circumstances” (Diaz, Neal, & Amaya-Villiams, 1990, p130). Both the expert and novice have 

mutual understanding that enables them to recognize and control each other’s intentions and 

behavior within the immediate context of an activity. This mutual understanding is essential to 

provide strategic assistance to peers or to a novice in order to reach other momentary 

intersubjective states. The following example roughly captures the interplay between private 

speech, regulation, and intersubjectivity. This example gives an idea about the theoretical 

constructs described in this chapter and it may not fully capture the complexity of the interplay 

between these theoretical constructs.  

Consider a learner, Ali, who will prepare a presentation on a topic on plant species for his 

ESL classroom. Imagine that this is the first time Ali is preparing an academic presentation and 

he needs to find out how to make a presentation and what terminology to use. He uses the 

Internet and a dictionary to prepare for his presentation. During this process, he is object-

regulated because he is not able to control the task of preparing a presentation on plants without 

external help. If we had observed Ali’s presentation is not quite yet in the academic presentation 

format (i.e., if he did not have any control over the sequence of information he shared and the 

presentation did not have an introduction or conclusion, or if he spoke as if he was telling a story 

because that is the only public speech form that Ali has known, etc.) we would say that Ali is 

still object-regulated for the presentation activity because he still does not have control over the 

task of presenting information to an academic audience.  

During his presentation in class, Ali does not know or cannot remember specific 

terminology. He repeats his last utterance “and the-, and the-, and the-” while searching for the 

right word. Unable to find the word, he tells the teacher that he needs assistance. The teacher 

helps him find the right word. However, the teacher also observes that sometimes Ali is able to 

find the word following his repetitions without the teacher interfering. Noticing this, the teacher 

waits a little before providing assistance to Ali. After a few repeated incidents like this, Ali and 

the teacher establish a shared understanding that Ali needs assistance with vocabulary when he 
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starts to repeat his final utterances for some time during his presentations. Furthermore, they also 

establish a shared understanding that the teacher will help Ali find the correct word or explain 

what he has in mind if he cannot retrieve the word himself. The moment they reach this shared 

understanding is the intersubjective state. After they reach this intersubjective state, the next time 

Ali uses repetitions in a similar manner, the teacher provides this assistance without hesitating 

and Ali also expects this assistance until it is no longer necessary. In other words, the teacher 

will be able to provide strategic assistance or scaffolding because of this earlier intersubjective 

state. Until Ali reaches a proficiency level or becomes self-regulated so that assistance is no 

longer necessary, he will be other-regulated by his teacher during his presentations. When Ali 

reaches a state where he no longer needs assistance, then he is said to have internalized 

information specific to the task. Once the information is internalized, learners are able to use the 

information shared in interactions in other contexts, without the aid of the expert.  

Imagine that after class, Ali walks home with the neighbor’s son, Juan, who attends the 

same school. Juan shows an interest in his topic while they are walking and Ali repeats his 

presentation without any assistance. He is also able to explain the new vocabulary and 

terminology to his friend although he needed assistance from the teacher in class. When he is 

presenting his topic a second time on his way to home and without any help, he is self-regulated. 

It is because of the teacher’s assistance during his presentation that he is able to internalize the 

new vocabulary and terminology relevant to his topic.  

This example is given only to clarify the abstract theoretical concepts discussed in this 

chapter. It may be possible to interpret this example different depending on one’s theoretical 

orientation and interests in studying language learning. It should be noted that the relationship 

between private speech, regulation, and intersubjecivity is context specific and it is not possible 

to expect a single example to represent or explain the complex relationship between these 

concepts.  

Anton and DiCamilla (1999) emphasize that private speech, scaffolding in the form of 

other-regulation and intersubjectivity need to be studied in order to understand the dynamic 

cognitive process. According to De Guerrero and Villamil (2000), intersubjectivity is the key 

ingredient in achieving mutual cognition that is necessary in the attainment of self-regulation in 

collaborative activities. Therefore, it is important to understand how learners orient themselves to 

their partners at the inter-individual level in order to achieve mutual cognition. 
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Intersubjectivity 

In sociocultural theoretical perspective, intersubjectivity is about shared orientation and 

mutual scaffolding of learners in a collaborative activity (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000). 

Intersubjectivity is achieved when interlocutors share a mutual understanding. Lyra (1999) notes 

that dialogue is “the process of constructing histories both at the interindividual and 

intraindividual levels. In other words, the intersubjective state is when interlocutors working in a 

collaborative task construct such histories that they “define the objects (both concrete and 

abstract), events, and goals of a task in the same way” (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999, p. 236). An 

example to this comes from DiCamilla and Anton (2004, p. 40): “…when the interlocutors know 

that the topic of their conversation is, say, a particular automobile… they can predicate things 

about it (“beautiful”, “very fast”, great traction” and so on) without overtly referring to it”. 

Accordingly, Lantolf (2009, p. 85) explains that mutual understanding does not only mean to 

share a perspective but also to consider the other’s perspective and even suspend one’s own 

perspective temporarily “in order to value the other person’s take on things… and even (to) 

critique one’s own perspective” in the course of the dialogue.” 

Therefore, the process leading to the intersubjective state is contingent on the 

construction of inter and intrapersonal histories and the social relationships established through 

dialogue and interaction. The ongoing attempts to reach intersubjectivity provide affordances for 

learning and development and the notion of regulation is important to understand the dynamics 

of the process that leads to intersubjectivity (De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994; Wells, 1999). De 

Guerrero and Villamil (1994) investigated the relationship between learners’ regulation levels 

and suggested that intersubjectivity is reached when learners could interchange between 

regulatory stages. In an attempt to understand intersubjectivity, scholars have identified the 

social relationships based on the regulation levels of the participants. These social relationships 

are defined as symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships (De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994, 2000; 

Lantolf & Ahmed, 1989).  

De Guerrero and Villamil (1994; 2000) identified the symmetrical and asymmetrical 

relationships based on the regulation levels of the participants during a peer revision activity in 

an English classroom. Their findings indicated that self-, other-, and object-regulation levels are 

not constant and learners adjusted and re-adjusted their regulation levels throughout the 

collaborative peer revision tasks in their attempts to reach an intersubjective state. They report 
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that a true form of intersubjectivity occurred when both learners were in symmetrical self-

regulated stages. Their findings indicate that the asymmetrical relation between a self-regulated 

learner and an other-regulated learner helped learners engage in collaborative discourse and 

move within their zones of proximal development. However, they did not observe any 

collaborative discourse among peers when the learners had symmetrical relations when they 

were in the intersubjective self-regulated stage, or when they were in the asymmetrical 

Other/Object regulated stage. They suggested that the asymmetrical relations between self and 

other, which regulated partners in their attempts to reach the intersubjective stage, should be 

encouraged to help learners’ development within their zones of proximal development. 

Studies on private speech also suggested that repetitions (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999) and 

affective markers (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000; Donato, 1994) might lead to intersubjectivity 

in collaborative discourse. Donato (1994) suggests that affective markers may help learners 

reach intersubjectivity. In their work on scaffolding during peer-revisions, De-Guerrero and 

Villamil (2000, p. 59) reported an affective involvement of peers. Their management of the 

affective dimension of the interaction helps them establish a symmetrical relationship with each  

other: 

Example 21 

56. R: “The next day we went to a cave that 

was very far away” period. Here you have to indent [dejar sangría] and start here. After a 

period, when you start a new paragraph, you have to leave a space from the margin. I don’t know 

how to say [sangría]. . . 

57. W: Put it in Spanish, she (the teacher) . . . 

58. R: She is going to think we mean the drink (laughter) . . . 

59. W: OK, then, write bloody. 

60. R: What? 

61. W: On the side. 

62. R: Bloody (laughter). 

63. W: I’ll tell her it was clear for me. 
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In the example above, R and W share a common knowledge of the Spanish word for 

indent, sangria that is also a kind of wine that looks like blood (sangre). This humorous 

encounter relieves stress and consolidates a shared understanding of the situation according to  

De Guerrero and Villamil (2000, p. 59).  

Example 22 

 

Accordingly, Anton and DiCamilla (1999) report learners’ repeating each other’s 

utterances when they describe how learners reached intersubjectivity during a collaborative 

writing task. As described earlier, repetitions are a form of private speech. It is evident in the 

example above that repetition of the words “esta” and “en” in lines 3, 4, and 5 signal mutual 

orientation of learners towards the task. We also see how L1 (English) is used in line 1 to orient 

self and partner by saying “Let’s”, an utterance that implies assertion and inclusion that 

contributes to the collective self of the group rather than the individual. 

De Guerrero and Villamil (1994) defined symmetrical relationships when peers were 

both object-regulated (Object/Object regulated), other-regulated (Other/Other regulated), or self-

regulated (Self/Self regulated). They defined asymmetrical relationships when learners were 

object-and other regulated (Object/Other regulated), other-and self-regulated (Other/Self 

regulated), and object and self-regulated (Object/Self regulated).  

Symmetrical Relationships 

Self/self regulated. This is where individuals are both self-regulated. They are confident 

in their participation to the activity. According to De Guerrero and Villamil (1994), this is the 

true form of intersubjective state. In these symmetrical relationships, individuals respect each 

other’s private world. Researchers reported that the interaction between the interlocutors carries 

the characteristics of personal speech and it would be highly abbreviated so that the interlocutors 

would not need to externalize the referents of their utterances.  
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Other/other regulated. When interlocutors are other-regulated, they may provide some 

scaffolding to each other but they are not capable of completing a task on their own. In such a 

symmetrical situation, learners may settle on a solution that may not be completely correct, they 

may seek help from outside, or they may simply quit a task.  

De Guerrero and Villamil (1994, p. 495) give the following example for the symmetrical 

relationship where both L and M are identified as other-regulated. L is the writer and M is the  

peer reader. They are working on L’s draft for their writing project.  

Example 23 

1 M: We can see this (reads in low voice) people are… people are… when people are… are 

different… are of 

2 L: of 

3 M: of… different race… Race es “raza.” 

4 L: Uh humm 

5 M: ¿Y nación?... nacionalidad 

 [ And nation? … nationality] 

6 L: Pues de donde es, del país de donde es  

[That’s from where the person is, the country from where the person is] 

7 M: ¿Raza y nación es lo mismo?  

[Are race and nation the same?] 

8 L: color (reading from text) 

9 M: when people are of color… when people are of different race… Race and nationality is the 

same thing? (to the teacher) 

10 T: Race means “raza,” which is black, white… 

11 M: Uh huh 

12 T: And nationality means whether you are French, American, British… 

13 M: So it is okay when people are of different race… when people are of different race or  

nationality… or (crosses out “color” and writes “race”)  

L is other-regulated for a while; however, M needs external help and seeks assistance 

from the teacher (Line 9). The teacher’s assistance helps them both to solve the problem with the 
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draft of L’s writing through the exchanges in lines 9-13. Therefore, both L and M are considered 

other-regulated by the researchers.   

Object/object regulated. In such a symmetrical situation, none of the interlocutors have 

a clear understanding of the task or they do not have the language and rhetorical skills to carry 

the task to completion. De Guerrero and Villamil do not provide an example to this symmetrical 

relationship. 

Asymmetrical Relationships. 

Self/other regulated. In such situations, De Guerrero and Villamil (1994, p. 488) discuss 

two types of self-regulated behavior: authoritative and collaborative. When the self-regulated 

peer is authoritative, he/she is controls the task without consulting with the participant. When the 

self-regulated peer is collaborative, he/she tries to view the task from the interlocutors’ 

perspective in an attempt to help peers achieve the task goals.  

De Guerrero and Villamil (1994, p. 495) give the following example for the asymmetrical 

relationship where A is self-regulated while K is other-regulated. This excerpt is coded for 

collaborative interaction between the peers where A guides K in their revision to expand K’s  

argument in his composition.  

Example 24 

A: Mira a ver si puedes argumentar mais un poquito sobre el tema.  

[See if you can add a few more arguments about the topic.]  

K: Si, porque es que hay que ponerlo desde mi punto de vista.  

[Yes, because I have to write it from my point of view.]  

A: Esa es la cuesti6n de esto, que pongas tu punto de vista.  

[That's the point about this, that you give your point of view.]  

K: Exacto.  

[Exactly]  

A: Defiende tu punto de vista. Eso lo puedes poner ahora.  

[Defend your point of view. You can do that now.]  

K: Si. 

[Yes.]  

A: Ponle, mi opini6n acerca de este tema ...  

[Put, my opinion about this topic ... ]  
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K: My opinion, oooo vamos a someterle, ino? ... My opinion ...  

[My opinion, orrr we are going to submit, aren't we? ... My 

opinion ... ] (Ken-neth starts adding sentence to text.)  

A: about  

K: about this topic  

A: Ahi yo no te puedo ayudar. Eso es . ..  

[I can't help you with that. That's ... ]  

K: is ... not ... I believe in what the congress of the US want for Puerto 

Rico ... eh ... period, OK.  

A: Tienes que poner si estis a favor o en contra de  

[You have to say if you are in favor or against]  

K: OK, eh ... because ... because in what, in what, no, no, no, no, in 

what, no, en lo que, en lo que creen, porque  

[In what, in what they believe because]  

A: because  

K: Lo que creen [what they believe] because in what they believe  

A: in what  

K: they believe  

A: they believe  

K: they believe today for Puerto Rico is in the Puerto Rico and they I  

believe, and I believe, defend, fend, I defend...   

Self/object regulated. In this asymmetrical situation, the self regulated individual leads 

the task. The object –regulated individual does not make any efforts to participate or contribute 

to the task.  De Guerrero and Vilamil (1994, pp. 495-496) give the following example for such a 

situation where R is self regulated and M is object-regulated. R insists M to add more details to 

his composition. However, M responds that her writing style is not to include too many details in 

her writing. After long exchanges between the two, R gives up and M does not revise her 

composition. Below is a shorter version of the exchanges between the two. 
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Example 25 

R: O sea, podemos poner aqui que, en un com-entario, que, be more 

specific including details ... including details. Tambien puedes escribir 

si aprendiste algo ... puedes incluir detalles este . .. cosas que ... este ...  

[That is, we can put here that, in a comment that, be more specific 

including details . . . including details. You can also write whether 

you learned something . . . you can include details .. I mean ... 

things that ... ah ... ]  

… 

M: A la mafiana. Pero hora por la mafiana tengo hasta las once porque 

no se sabe porque cuando yo voy a esos sitios asi de trip yo me olvido 

la hora que es.  

[In the morning. But the time in the morning, I have until eleven 

because it's not known because when I go to those places like that 

on a trip I even forget the time it is.]  

R: Bueno, entonces no hay nada mas que hablar.  

[Well, then, we don't have anything else to say.] 

Other/object regulated. When one of the interlocutors is other-regulated while the other 

is object-regulated, the other regulated participant indicates that he/she needs assistance. 

However, the object –regulated participant is unable to realize or give help to his/her peer. As a 

result, De Guerrero and Villamil (1994) observed peers to neglect or abandon the trouble source.  

From the sociocultural perspective, social relationships are the key to establish mutual 

understanding and to construct histories at the inter- and intra- individual levels. Language 

learning is a cognitive process where learners are active agents in developing and engaging in 

“ways of mediating themselves and their relationship to others” through their interactions with 

other agents (Block, 2003, p. 109). Therefore, this study focused on the symmetrical and 

asymmetrical relationships established between a group of Turkish (L1) and native speakers of 

English in a social context and investigated the use of private speech during collaborative 

interactions.  
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Summary 

This chapter reviewed the theoretical framework and the literature relevant to the 

research questions of this study. Relevant to the research questions, there are four sections in this 

chapter. The first section reviews the theoretical framework to the study and introduces the 

research constructs. The theoretical framework of this study is the sociocultural theory based on 

the work of Vygotsky on cognitive development.  The research questions are inter-related and 

they focus on private speech use, cognitive regulation levels, and intersubjectivity in order to 

understand the nature of interactions among Turkish language learners and American native 

speakers of English.  

 The second, third, and fourth sections synthesize the sociocultural research on private 

speech, cognitive regulation, and intersubjectivity relevant to the research constructs of this 

study. In this study, the first research question aims to investigate the nature of private speech in 

terms of form, content, and function. Therefore, the first section on private speech focused on 

synthesizing findings from earlier literature for the form, content, and function of private speech. 

Form of private speech refers to the prosodic and structural features of private speech. Review of 

earlier literature revealed that there are three common characteristics regarding the form of 

private speech: silent speech, incomplete utterances, and non-silent utterances directed to the 

self. Silent speech occur to gain regulation, engage cognitively in the task, to retrieve 

information from memory, and to orient one’s self and partners to the task. Incomplete utterances 

refer to elliptical or abbreviated utterances that are not syntactically complete but dense in 

meaning because the speech is directed to the self. Loud forms of private speech occur in the 

social tone of voice.  However, they are not intended for an audience other than the self.   

The contents of private speech included self-directed questions, affective markers, 

repetitions, directions to the self, repetitions, utterances that indicate the hypothetical stance of 

the speaker, labeling and counting some aspects of the task, pause fillers, and metalanguage. 

Self-directed questions are for gaining regulation over a task, for lexical searches, orienting self 

and partner to the task, controlling and correcting the thought process. Affective markers are 

utterances that indicate the affective stance of the speaker such as Sighs, laughter, or utterances 

that indicate relief, exhaustion, discovery, etc.  Repetitions are used when learners need to talk 

their way through a series of utterances in their attempts to gain regulation. Comments that 

indicate hypothetical stance are  “think, guess, suppose, believe, probably, can, could, will, 
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would, etc. Earlier research suggests that comments that indicate hypothetical stance may serve a 

dual cognitive and social function in collaborative dialogue to establish mutual orientation to the 

task. Labeling is used to gain control over a task. It can include counting, naming, or even 

pointing to parts of a problem. Pause fillers are utterances such as um, ah, eh, er, etc and they are 

thought to be the indicators of the thought process. Studies report that pause fillers are used to 

avoid distraction. Metalanguage utterances are speakers’ comments on their own speech or 

language.  Earlier studies note that metalanguage assists learners participate in the task and to 

gain control over communication with partners. All these findings are summarized in a table at 

the end of this section.  

The third section in this chapter focused on literature on cognitive regulation relevant to 

the second research question in this study. The second research question aims at understanding 

the cognitive regulation levels of participants during their participation in a collaborative 

language activity. Earlier research within the sociocultural theoretical framework suggest that 

cognitive regulation includes transition phases of self-, other-, and object- regulation. Self-

regulation is when a learner is in control of the activity and the environment. Review of the 

earlier studies indicates that self-regulated learners are capable of independent problem solving.  

They can identify trouble sources, initiate revision, or provide alternatives to a solution. Self-

regulated learners demonstrate self-confidence and they have a clear vision of goals. They can 

provide scaffolding to less capable peers and respond quickly and efficiently to the prompts by 

peers.  

Other-regulation is the transition stage between self-regulation and object-regulation 

when learners’ actions are directed by their peers. Earlier studies found that other-regulated 

learners let themselves to be guided by their peers, They can reach control over the task only 

with the help of their peers. In such cases, earlier studies observed that the hint and support 

provided by the peer usually have an authoritative tone.  

Object regulation is when learners’ actions are directed by the task or the environment. 

Earlier studies note that this is a stage where language learners do not have adequate or complete 

understanding of the task, or when they lack language and rhetorical knowledge necessary to 

carry out the task. They do not engage in constructive dialogue towards the completion of a task, 

do not ask questions or produce solutions for the problems. Learners are not capable of planning, 

guiding, and monitoring their activities at this stage. The main characteristic of object-regulated 
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state is externalization of macrostructures of a narrative or written text, use of affective markers, 

and use of past tense and progressive aspect.  

This review of earlier literature on private speech and cognitive regulation also reveal 

that one function of private speech by peers is to establish a shared understanding or mutual 

orientation towards a task in a collaborative activity. Earlier studies suggest that learners can 

achieve an intersubjective state when they establish this shared understanding and orientation 

towards a task. It is also evident in earlier literature that learners’ transition between self-, object,  

and other-regulated stages as they attempt to reach an intersubjective state in a collaborative 

activity. Intersubjectivity is reached when both learners are self-regulated.  

The fourth section reviews literature on intersubjectivity in studies following the 

sociocultural theoretical framework. De Guerrero and Villamil (1994) particularly informed the 

review of literature on the symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships between the regulation 

levels of peers in a collaborative activity particularly. Symmetrical relationships refer to a phase 

when peers are both at the same regulation phase at the same time. This is identified as self/self , 

other/other, and object/object regulated relationships . Self/self At the other/other regulated 

relationship, peers provide some scaffolding to each other but they are not capable of completing 

a task on their own. Learners may settle on a solution that may not be completely correct, they 

may seek help from outside, or they may simply quit a task. In object/object-regulated 

relationships, none of the interlocutors have a clear understanding of the task or they do not have 

the language and rhetorical skills to carry the task to its completion. 

Asymmetrical relationships refer to situations when peers have differing cognitive control 

over a task. These relationships are self/other, self/object, and other/object regulated 

relationships. Self/other regulated relationships can have an authoritative or collaborative mode. 

When the self-regulated peers are authoritative, they control the task without consulting with 

their peers. When the self-regulated peers are collaborative, they try to view the task from their 

interlocutors’ perspective in an attempt to help peers achieve the task goals. In self/object-

regulated relationships, the self-regulated peers lead the task. The object–regulated peers do not 

make any efforts to participate or contribute to the task. In other/object regulated asymmetrical 

relationships, the other-regulated peers may indicate that they need assistance. However, the 

object –regulated peers are unable to realize or give help to their peers. As a result, they neglect 

or abandon the trouble source.  
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The literature review also revealed that there is a need for studies on the use of private 

speech by adult language learners and in naturalistic contexts. Studies reveal the social role of 

private speech suggesting that learners’ utterances are directed both to the self and the others and 

that they need to consider not only self but also each other’s perspectives in discourse. Scholars 

suggest that private speech may play a role in learners’ attempts to establish a shared orientation 

(intersubjectivity) towards a task. Consequently, earlier literature suggest that symmetrical and 

asymmetrical relationships in how learners orient themselves towards a task relative to each 

other might play a key role in reaching intersubjectivity. As described in detail above, this 

literature review helped the researcher distinguish the research constructs by synthesizing the 

findings of earlier studies that informed the development of research design and constructs for 

this study. The next chapter will describe the research approach proposed for this study
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CHAPTER THREE 

This chapter will present the research methodology employed in this study. The 

following sections include the methodological framework, the research design, the data 

collection techniques, and the treatment and analysis of the data. Limitations for the study will be 

discussed.  

The previous chapter synthesized the earlier literature in second language acquisition on 

private speech, cognitive regulation, and intersubjectivity. Compared to earlier studies discussed 

in Chapter Two, this study uses a different language group (Turkish) and a novel research 

setting. Specifically, this study investigates the interactions between nonnative English speakers 

from Turkey and native speakers of English from the United States. Participants are graduate 

students who attend the same university in the United States. The researcher observes their 

interactions in a social, collaborative activity, namely a social game. The review of literature 

demonstrated the need for studies on private speech in contexts other than classroom and 

experimental environments. The setting for this research is a social context where a group of 

nonnative and native speakers gather to socialize with each other. Within this setting, the 

researcher first examines the form, function, and content of private speech. The researcher 

second studies how participants establish and maintain intersubjectivity when cognitive levels 

(self, other, and object regulation) are symmetric and when their cognitive levels are asymmetric.  

The research design for this study is the microgenetic analysis approach. The review of 

the earlier literature suggested that the microgenetic analysis approach is the most appropriate 

research design to investigate the use of private speech in collaborative dialogue. The data 

collection includes a social game similar to the information gap activities used in SLA research 

to elicit private speech data from learners (Foster & Ohta, 2005). The research questions, setting 

and participants, and the research design will be discussed below.  

 This study intends to explore the following research questions in this particular context. 

The first two research questions focus on private speech use, the cognitive regulation levels of 

the participants, and the symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships between the cognitive 

levels of regulation. The third research question is relevant to the first two research questions as 

it intends to understand the nature of interactions among the participants relevant to Turkish and 

American participants’ L1 backgrounds. 
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(1) What is the nature of private speech in terms of form, function, and content occurring 

in the utterances of the participants during a collaborative activity in a social setting?  

(2) How do participants establish and maintain intersubjectivity when there are (a) 

symmetrical and (b) asymmetrical relationships between their cognitive levels of self, other, and 

object regulation during a collaborative activity in a social setting?  

(3) Based on the analyses for the other research questions, what is the nature of 

interactions among the participants as a function of the language background of their 

interlocutors? 

 In the previous chapter, the theoretical basis of this study was defined to be sociocultural 

theory. This theoretical framework follows “a hermeneutic model, focusing on the search for 

meaning and particulars through detailed, interpretive explanations of persons and their mental 

and physical activity” (Roebuck, 2000, p. 82).  The reductionism and predictive analysis found in 

earlier psycholinguistic approaches are not favored within this perspective (Appel & Lantolf, 

1994). Instead, sociocultural researchers promote qualitative inquiry to document learning and 

development within particular contexts (Harklau, 2005). Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) also note 

that sociocultural research provides a more holistic perspective that unifies the individual and the 

social so that (language) use and knowledge are no longer distinguishable. Following the 

sociocultural tradition, this study uses a qualitative, microgenetic research analysis approach to 

study the collaborative dialogue between Turkish nonnative and American native speakers of 

English in a social context.  

The microgenetic analysis approach is considered to be the most appropriate approach in 

the study of private speech. The sociocultural researchers in SLA use Microgenetic analysis to 

investigate private speech. It refers to the focus of analysis on the small-scale development that 

takes place in the “micro moments of social interaction” through participation in individual and 

collective activities (Firth & Wagner, 2007, p. 808).  

Methodology 

This study is a qualitative study that uses a microgenetic analysis approach to study the 

minute-by-minute development of participant utterances in interaction. The microgenetic 

analysis is the study of minute developments in interactions and it refers to analyzing talk-in-

interaction on a moment-by-moment basis (Firth, 2009; Mori & Markee, 2009). From the 

theoretical perspective of this study, the study of minute developments in interaction is necessary 
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in order to understand the local, contextualized learning process; such development can be 

“traced visibly in the course of talk between expert and novice” in the history of learning events 

(Mitchells & Myles, 2004, p. 198).  

According to Vygostsky (1978, p. 61), “any psychological process, whether the 

development of thought or voluntary behavior is a process undergoing changes right before one’s 

eyes. The development in question can be limited to a few seconds, or even fractions of 

seconds…” Therefore, this approach is defined as “a very short term longitudinal study.” (1985, 

p. 19). This study focuses on the micro-moments of social interaction when native and nonnative 

speakers of English were completing a language task in a social context. This microgenetic 

research design allows for in-depth qualitative analysis of smaller groups or single cases. Ohta 

(2000) notes that second language acquisition is a sociocognitive process regardless of whether it 

occurs in a naturalistic or a classroom setting and emphasizes the importance of studying the 

process that involves “one learner in interaction with his or her social world” (p. 53).  

Furthermore, Firth (2009) and Lantolf (2009) note the lack of research outside of 

educational and experimental research settings where the goal of participation in an activity is 

language learning. These scholars emphasize the importance of understanding how learners use 

language in their real-world interactions outside of the experimental and educational settings so 

that findings from real-world settings and educational and experimental settings can inform each 

other for better educational practices. Therefore, this study focuses on the interactions among the 

individuals within a small social group composed of Turkish nonnative and American native 

speakers of English who have established on-going social relationships with each other outside 

an educational setting. The setting and participants will be discussed in detail next. 

Setting and Participants 

The most frequently used technique for participant selection in qualitative research is 

purposeful sampling (Ellis and Barkhuizen, 2005). Following a similar approach in the selection 

of setting and participants, this study seeks to investigate the nature of interactions among 

Turkish nonnative speakers of English and native speakers of English in a social setting. To the 

researcher’s knowledge there are no existing studies on Turkish learners’ use of private speech. 

Firth (2009) emphasizes the importance of expanding the SLA research database with the 

inclusion of learners and contexts that have not been studied in depth.  
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Participants in this study were members of a social group of friends that frequently 

gathered to socialize with each other. The data were collected during such social gatherings. 

These social gatherings included everything that a group of friends would do: eat, talk, watch 

movies, study, and play games to socialize and establish relationships outside of formal school 

settings. All the participants were graduate students attending the same university in the United 

States. The researcher had been a member of this social group for several years at the time of the 

study. This helped her to gain access and gather inside information from the research setting.  

Mertens (2005) recommends at least six participants for qualitative research. There were 

a total of ten participants in this study. Studies on adult private speech are usually focus on single 

cases of individual students or small learner groups and they have a minimum of one participant 

(Lantolf & Pavlenko, 2000; Lantlof & Yanez, 2003). In this study, three of the participants were 

speakers of English from the United States (English L1), and the remaining seven nonnative 

speakers of English from Turkey (Turkish L1). The participants ranged in age from 26 to 52 

years old, the average being 30.9 They all had given their consent in English and Turkish to 

participate in the study (See Appendix A for Consent Form in English and Appendix B for  

Consent Form in English). Their demographics are listed below (See Appendix C). . 

Table 4 

Participant Demographics 

 Turkish Participants American Participants Total  

Female (n) 4 1 5 
Male (n) 3 2 5 
Total (n) 7 3 10 
Mean Age 28.1 36.5 30.9 
Mean Years studying a language other than English 2 4.5  
Average Years Studying English 9.8   
Years spent in the United States 3.4   

 

Native English speaking participants ranged in age from 26 to 52 years old, the average 

being 36.5. There were two male and one female native speakers of English. These participants 

reported that they had studied a second language (Spanish) for four to six years in the United 

States. These students attended the same university, program or took the same classes with the 

Turkish participants. These participants expressed an interest in learning about different cultures 

and they have reported that they frequently work with other international students for school  

assignments and participate in other social activities with them. 
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Native English speaking participants ranged in age from 26 to 52 years old, the average 

being 36.5. There were two male and one female native speakers of English. These participants 

reported that they had studied a second language (Spanish) for four to six years in the United 

States. These students attended the same university, program or took the same classes with the 

Turkish participants. These participants expressed an interest in learning about different cultures 

and they have reported that they frequently work with other international students for school 

assignments and participate in other social activities with them. 

Nonnative English speaking participants ranged in age from 26 to 34 years old, the 

average being 28.1. These participants were native speakers of Turkish and they had come to the 

United States to attend graduate school at a particular university. These participants reported that 

they had been in the United States for an average 3.4 years and had studied English for eight to 

12 years in Turkey, the average being 9.8 years. There were four female and three male 

nonnative English-speaking participants. Only four of the nonnative speakers reported that they 

had studied a language other than English for two to four years in Turkey.  

The TOEFL scores were used as an indicator of participants’ proficiency. Since the 

majority of the participants were graduate students in the United States, they all had a TOEFL 

score over 550 in traditional TOEFL and 80 in the new TOEFL IBT (Internet- Based TOEFL 

score), as required by the university.   

The participants were assigned a name based on their L1 background in order to 

ease the coding process. The ten participants were given pseudonyms, TP or NP based on 

their L1 backgrounds. TP refers to “Turkish participant” and NP refers to the “native 

speaking participant”. 

TP1, TP2, TP3, and TP8 were female and TP5, TP6, TP7 were male graduate 

students from Turkey. TP1 and TP2 had been in the United States for 7 years. TP3 had 

been in the United States for about two years at the time of the study. TP5, TP6, and TP7 

had been in the United States for 1 year. Similarly, NP1, NP3, and NP4 were native 

speakers of English who had also been graduate students attending the same university.  

This social group of individuals usually gathered in each other’s houses in order to 

socialize. Most of them lived in close proximity to each other and to their university in a 

graduate student housing area. According to Brown (2008), the local context of the second 

language acquisition research can be a private home as well as “a classroom, laboratory, internet 



 63 
 

bulletin board, or even a coffee shop” (p. 480). The location for data collection was the 

apartment of the researcher, who has been a member of this social group and who has hosted 

numerous meetings prior to this study. The meetings were usually in the evenings or in the 

afternoons. Meetings would usually last about one to four hours and four to six members would 

be present at each session.  

As mentioned before, the research context in second language acquisition can be a social 

setting other than the classroom context such as a house, a coffee shop, or a work place. As 

described earlier, language learning is viewed as a socially mediated activity that is embedded in 

everyday life from the sociocultural perspective. Atkinson (2002), and Collentine and Freed 

(2004) emphasize the importance of observing learners with whom they have social relationships 

out of the classroom and during social interactions as language learning is embedded in everyday 

life that goes beyond the language classroom. Atkinson (2002) notes the lack of and importance 

of such data in second language acquisition research. More data would inform language teaching 

and learning practices: 

… peers can be teachers, depending on the situation, and the same is true for all others 

with whom we have social relationships. If we consider that most of the additional 

language learning going on in the world today is of this nonformal variety, then we have 

a more realistic notion of teaching, and how teaching and learning interact. If, as second 

language teachers, we can harness more of the range of teaching situations that actually 

take place in the world outside the classroom (e.g., Atkinson, 1997, 1998; Hawkins, 

1998), then we will be able to utilize more fully the teaching and learning potential of all 

human beings (p.538).  

Therefore, the researcher believes that her membership and prior contact with this group 

of participants provided her better chances of gathering “information rich” data and 

strengthening her findings. As discussed in the previous chapter, there is a call for studies in 

social contexts other than the experimental and classroom contexts in the field of second 

language acquisition (Firth, 2009; Lantolf, 2009). Most scholars argue that learners learn a 

language in order to use it outside of the classroom and it is more than necessary to study how 

learners use language in social settings outside of the classroom in order to understand the 

learning process. Therefore, the researcher’s apartment was considered a social context where a 
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group of native and nonnative speakers of English gathered to socialize with each other.  

Therefore this context will be referred as the “research context” from now on.  

During the meetings, members of this social group would do everything a group of 

friends would do to socialize with each other. Of particular interest in this study is a social game 

that participants played. This game is called Taboo. Taboo is a social word game where 

participants have to explain a certain word or concept without using the five taboo words listed 

on their card. During each turn, one player draws a card from a deck of cards that comes with the 

game. The card lists the word/concept to be described and the taboo words that should be 

avoided. For example, the taboo words for “filling” are “tooth”, “cavity”, “dentist”, “cream”, and 

“oreo”. The players had to treat these five words as forbidden words and they had to explain the 

word “filling” to their partners without using them. If they did use the forbidden words, they 

would lose their turns to the opposing teams. 

This game was particularly interesting to the researcher for several reasons. As described 

earlier, the main reason is that it shared similarities to the information gap activities used by 

researchers to elicit private speech data from language learners in sociocultural research (Brooks, 

1992a; 1992b; Brooks & Donato, 1994; Brooks, Donato, & McGlone, 1997; Platt & Brooks, 

1994). In fact, information gap activities have been frequently used in studies on learner 

interaction in the field of SLA (Foster & Ohta, 2005). Foster and Ohta (2005) provide a review 

of the use of information gap activities from the early 1980s in second language research and 

conclude that information gap activities provide good learning opportunities for language 

learners. Information gap activities are usually defined as activities where there is the “existence 

of lack of information among participants working on a common problem” (Doughty & Pica, 

1986, p. 307). The principle is to “hide certain information from one or more participants so that, 

in order to get it, they need to understand and be understood with clarity” (Foster & Ohta, 2005, 

p. 405). For example, Brooks and Donato (1994) asked the participants to describe a set of 

drawings to their partners so that they could complete the matching drawings in front of them. In 

another study, Buckwalter, (2001) gave the participants some pictures that showed a street scene 

out of context and asked the participants to describe the pictures to their partners so that they can 

draw them without seeing them. There are numerous information gap activities used both in 

research and language classrooms. The idea is to hide certain information and ask pairs of 

learners to discover the information through interaction. Information gap activities are usually 
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classified as one-way or two- way information gap activities. In one-way information gap 

activities, only one learner has access to the information that would help the pair complete a 

larger task at hand. In two-way information gap activities, both partners would have access to a 

piece of information that the other does not have and they have to work together to complete 

their task at hand. The social game Taboo allows only one player to have access to the 

information that is on the game card. The goal is for that player’s partner to reach the same 

information within a certain time limit. Therefore, the game carries the characteristics of one-

way information gap activities used in second language acquisition research. The main 

difference was that the game was not explicitly administered as a language activity by the 

researcher, as the participants were naturally engaged in the game as a social activity in a social 

setting.  

This leads to the perhaps the most important reason for selecting this word game as 

medium for data collection in this study. The earlier literature often reports that information gap 

activities are an effective medium to elicit private speech data from adult learners. As discussed 

in the earlier chapter, adults do not produce private speech as frequently as children unless faced 

with a challenging problem or situation (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999). This is probably because 

adults have already progressed in their cognitive development and they do not need to use 

private speech as often as children to reach self-regulation. This is unless they come across a 

challenging problem or situation. The game task poses several linguistic and cognitive 

challenges to the players. First of all, the players need to find a way to describe a word or 

concept without using the five words that are highly associated with it. Players need to find a 

way to explain the word without using some conventional ways to describe the same word within 

2 minutes. Therefore, the game challenges players to invent language strategies to describe the 

word to their partners within a very short period of time. The time limit also challenges 

participants to establish social relationships with each other in order to find a way to describe the 

word to their partners in an unconventional way but in a way that their partners can understand. 

Because of the cognitive challenges posed and because of its similarities to the activities used in 

earlier literature, the language activity in the game is of particular interest to this study. 

Consequently, the game will be referred to as a language task and game turns will be referred to 

as task turns from now on.  
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The task starts with two pairs of players. In each task turn, one player draws a card from a 

deck provided in the game pack. After the player takes a moment to review his words on the 

card, the opposing team players start the timer. Then the player describes the word on the card to 

his partner. He has two minutes. The turn ends when the partner successfully guesses the word 

on the card. The task turns otherwise ends at two minutes. During the task, the participants were 

seated around a round table and two cameras were placed on each side of the table so that each 

pair group could be observed simulatenously.  

As described earlier, the data were collected from seven Turkish nonnative and three 

American native speakers of English who attend the same university and who socialize in a 

social context outside of the school settings. The medium of data collection was an information 

gap activity that these participants engaged in voluntarily in order to socialize with each other. 

The meetings were video recorded after getting the consent of the participants. The data 

collection procedure will be discussed next in detail.   

Data Collection Procedure 

The researcher had access to the participants through her membership in this particular 

social group since 2005 and she had hosted numerous social gatherings in her house. The group 

members were all graduate students and they all accepted participating in the study with 

enthusiasm and interest. Data were collected through video recordings of the group sessions and 

observation notes. Informal interviews were also conducted during the data collection (See 

Appendix D for Human Subjects Committee Approval). 

This study uses a microgenetic analysis approach to data collection and analysis. 

Microgenetic analysis usually includes frequent and intensive observations of an individual, 

pairs, or a small group engaged in an activity. The data were collected during a period of three 

months until summer break during the Spring of 2007. Each gathering lasted 1 to 4 hours. The 

participants socialized with each other and the researcher did not interfere with the meeting 

structure of the social group. In each meeting, participants played the Taboo game. The game 

sessions usually lasted 30-40 minutes. Table below displays the schedule of sessions and 

attendance.  
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Table 5 

Schedule of Sessions and Attendance 

 Participants* Notes 

Session 1 TP1, TP2, TP3, NP1  
Session 2 TP1-TP2-TP3-NP1 Data not available due to background noise 
Session 3 TP1, TP2, TP3, NP1  
Session 4 TP1, NP1, NP3, NP4  
Session 5 TP1-TP2-NP2 Not enough attendance to play Taboo® 
Session 6 TP1, NP1, NP3, NP4  
Session 7 TP5, TP6, TP7, TP8, NP1 NP1 did not participate 
Session 8 TP5, TP6, TP7, TP8, NP1 Data not available due to background noise 
Session 9 TP2-NP4, NP1 Not enough attendance to play Taboo® 
Session 10 TP1, TP2, TP5, NP1  

Participants*: TP= Turkish Nonnative English Speaking Participant; NP= Native English 
Speaking Participant 
 

There had to be a minimum of four players present to play the game. There were four to 

six participants present at each session during data collection. The researcher attended and 

recorded a total of ten meetings for the study. Of the ten meetings, one of them had to be 

eliminated due to background noise and technical difficulties, two meetings had less than 

minimum four players required to play the game, and one meeting had more than four players 

that made the utterances incomprehensible due to the excited talk of many individuals at once. In 

one session, there were five participants present but one of the participants preferred to watch 

game. This session is also included in the study. Therefore, only six of the recorded sessions 

were included in the study. There were a total of twelve hours of raw conversational data 

obtained for this study from the remaining six sessions. There were a total of ten participants in 

the study. The recordings included the informal interview sessions following the game.  

Following that data were organized for transcription. Episodes 1 and 2 included TP1, 

TP2, TP3, NP1; Episode 3 and 4 included TP1, NP1, NP3, NP4; Episode 4 included TP1, NP1, 

NP3, NP4; Episode 5 included TP5, TP6, TP7, TP8; Episode 6 included TP1, TP2, TP5, NP1. 

Transcriptions included the Taboo sessions only and portions of data where participants talked 

about personal issues were not included in this study. There were 2 pairs who competed against 

each other in each episode. The pairs for each episode are listed below. The participants decided 

on each pair either by discussion or by rolling a dice.  
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Table 6 

Episodes and Pair Groups 

Episodes Pair groups 

Episode 1 TP1+TP2 Vs. TP3+NP1 
Episode 2 TP1+TP2 Vs. TP3+NP1 
Episode 3 TP1+ NP3 Vs. NP1+NP4 
Episode 4 TP1+ NP3 Vs. NP1+NP4 
Episode 5 TP5+TP6 Vs. TP7+TP8 
Episode 6 TP1+TP2 Vs. TP5+NP1 

 

The primary data collection sources were the video/audio recordings and observations in 

a setting where the participants were engaged in an interactional information gap to complete a 

language task. In addition, informal interviews were also used to obtain information from the 

participants. This study is concerned with the minute-by-minute unfolding of utterances in real 

time within a specific social context in order to understand participants’ use of private speech 

and the relationships that they established with the language task and each other in order to bring 

it to completion.  

The meetings were recorded in their entirety. The task sessions usually lasted 30-40 

minutes. For consistent analysis, the first 30 minutes of the data were analyzed. The researcher 

observed all the sessions and conducted informal interviews with the participants although she 

did not participate herself in the game sessions. The researcher did not interfere with how 

participants set up the game and paired with each other in order. The researcher did not run into 

any major problems during the video recording sessions. The participants were very helpful and 

did not show any sign of anxiety during the recordings. However, there were instances when the 

conversation diverted to personal topics and the participants would turn to the camera or to the 

researcher with the realization of being recorded. However, it was assured that data would 

consist only of the discussions that occurred relevant to the Taboo game, and private information 

would not be revealed. In addition to the information provided on the consent form, the 

researcher also informed the participants that they could ask to stop the recording at any time, or 

leave if they felt uncomfortable. The participants did not report any discomfort or concern with 

the presence of the camcorder at other times other than the times mentioned above.  

Data Analysis 

According to Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005), the sociocultural approach is concerned not 

only with learner language but also with linguistic context. For the sociocultural researcher, 
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“language learning takes place in interaction, and not merely as a result of interaction” (p. 236, 

emphasis in original). Therefore, this research was interested in analyzing interaction as it 

occurred using the microgenetic approach. Microgenetic analysis is best suited to investigate the 

research questions in this study. Following the sociocultural framework, the data analysis 

procedure includes transcription, organization, coding, and interpretive analysis. The data 

analysis procedure for this study followed a systematic approach. Transcribed data were 

organized with the help of a qualitative analysis software tool to ease the coding procedure. 

Themes and patterns of interaction were identified in the data based on the research constructs.  

Transcribing Data 

The researcher transcribed the audio/visual data in their entirety. The transcription 

conventions are listed below. Once the transcription was complete, transcriptions were 

transferred to a word processor file for coding. The following section will describe data coding.  

There were several noise issues that resulted from the environment and multiple excited 

participants trying to talk at a fast speed at once in a game context. In order to solve the noise 

problem in the raw recordings, the researcher used software to filter noise from the audio. Copies 

of original files were created before any changes were made. The audio was extracted from video 

files with EM Total Video Converter. This tool gave a single audio file in the MP3 format. This 

audio file was later edited to filter background noise from the videos. After the noise was 

filtered, the researcher merged the audio and video files again before transcribing.  

 The researcher used Transana, a qualitative transcription and analysis software, to 

transcribe the data. Transana is a relatively new research tool designed for educational research. 

It was released in 2001 by the Center for Educational Research at the University of Wisconsin-

Madison. The tool itself is very user-friendly and several workshops and a user forum are made 

available for users. Current versions are available to purchase for $65 for individual use with the 

possibility of adding one more user. Transana has recently attracted attention of scholars in the 

field and it has been suggested for educational research particularly on conversational data 

analysis (Mavrou, et al., 2007; Spiers, 2004). Most scholars agree that Transana is a great tool 

for organizing and analyzing audio and video data and considered to be a useful complementary 

tool for semi-structured interviews (Mavrou, 2007). The transcription conventions for this study 

are below.  
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Table 7 

Transcription Conventions 

Sign Description 

[Word] Closed square brackets show an action in the context or translations. 
(Word) Closed Brackets show comments from the transcriber. 
. One point shows a brief pause. 
… Three points show a long pause. 
°Word° Silent voice. 
Wor- A dash shows a sharp cut off.  
WORD Capital letters shows loud sounds. 
Word: Colon indicates an extension of a sound or a syllable it follows. 
=Word= 
 

Equal signs indicate overlapping speech that is, two utterances that follow one 
another without any perceptible pause. 

 

Coding Data 

 The task observed and recorded for this study required participants to take turns in order 

to explain a word or concept to the team members without using five words frequently associated 

with it. Therefore, participants’ interactions were indexed according to the role the speakers had 

in a turn (the participant that knows and describes the word, and his/her team member who needs 

to guess based on the information provided by the partner) and according to the linguistic 

background (native speaker, non-native speaker). Pseudonyms were used instead of actual names 

to keep the identities of participants confidential.  

Calais (2008) suggest that microgenetic analysis allows both qualitative and quantitative 

analysis of the data that allows the researcher to look at how change occurs moment by moment 

in both in qualitative and quantitative dimensions. At this and the following coding stages, data 

may be quantified under the assumption that it may be helpful identifying patterns of behavior 

and actions that is characteristic of a qualitative study. Mackey and Gass (2005) also suggest 

such an approach for the qualitative second language researcher, as this procedure may help 

generate and test hypotheses as well as complement qualitative analysis to unfold patterns 

observed in the data.  

Following the sociocultural theoretical approach to data analysis, the unit of analysis for 

this study was the utterances of participants in each conversational turn. Utterances can be 

words, phrases or sentences, or any form of speech (Diaz, Winsler, Atencio, & Harbers, 1992; 

Feigenbaum, 1992). In SLA research, many of the studies on private speech use utterances as 

units of analysis (Appel & Lantolf, 1994; Lantolf & Frawley, 1984, 1985; McCafferty, 1992, 
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1994, 2000, 2002). Therefore, utterances as the unit of analysis are thought to be the most 

appropriate means to analyze the speech data collected for this study. A sample coding process 

will be provided after the following descriptions of each research construct.  

Indexing Task Turns 

The coding process began with indexing the task turns based on whose turn it is to 

describe the word. Task turns were identified based on the L1 of the participants. Native 

speakers of English were coded as NS and nonnative speakers were coded as NNS. There were 4 

types of directions of turns in the study: NS-NNS, NNS-NNS, NNS-NS, and NS-NS. The  

definition of each turn is described below. 

Table 8 

Definition of Coding for Task Turns 

Direction Description 

NS"NNS The turn in the game when the person describing the word is a native speaker of 
English and the person guessing the word is a nonnative speaker of English 

NNS"NNS The turn in the game when the person describing the word is a nonnative 
speaker of English and the person guessing the word is a nonnative speaker of 
English. 

NNS"NS The turn in the game when the person describing the word is a nonnative 
speaker of English and the person guessing the word is a native speaker of 
English. 

NS"NS: The turn in the game when the person describing the word is a native speaker of 
English and the person guessing the word is a native speaker of English. 

NS"NS:  The turn in the game when the person describing the word is a native speaker of 
English and the person guessing the word is a native speaker of English. 

 

After identifying the turns, the data was coded for each research construct. Those will be 

described below. The research questions in the study dealt with private speech, cognitive 

regulation, and intersubjectivity. The research constructs for each question were identified 

following the earlier literature. These research constructs and the coding scheme will be 

described below.  

Coding for Research Question One 

The first research question is: (1) What is the nature of private speech in terms of form, 

function, and content occurring in the utterances of the participants during a collaborative 

activity in a social setting? The coding descriptions for private speech were started with the 

earlier literature on adult private speech reviewed in Chapter 2 and from The Private Speech 
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Coding Manual by Winsler, Fernyhough, McClaren, and Way (2005). However, coding was not 

bound by the definitions presented in the Private Speech Coding Manual. It should be noted here 

that the Private Speech Coding Manual is a review article that focuses on the coding definitions 

used in studies of child development. Because private speech is context-bound and needs to be 

described as it occurs in the data, the coding conventions in this study were written as the 

researcher identified private speech in the data. Each coding convention will be described in 

detail below. There are 201 private speech utterances in this study.  

Form referred to the prosodic and structural features of private speech (Diaz, 1992; 

Winsler, Fernyhough, McClaren, and Way, 2005). Earlier research reported three types of form 

regarding private speech: silent form, abbreviated form, and loud form that lacks social speech 

characteristics.  

Content referred to the contents of private speech. Earlier studies on adult private speech 

reported affective markers, repetitions, self-directed questions, hypothetical stance, labeling, 

pause fillers, and metalanguage as the content of private speech.  

Functions of private speech referred to the self-regulatory role private speech played 

within the immediate context of the private speech. Earlier studies had reported functions of 

private speech as managing the task, orienting self and others to the task, managing the thought 

process, lexical search, motivation, controlling frustration and anxiety, bringing structure to the 

task, planning, avoiding distraction, self-correction. 

The following will describe coding process for each research construct. 

Coding for private speech form. As mentioned earlier, the form of private speech 

included silent speech/whispering, abbreviated or elliptical utterances, and lack of social speech 

characteristics. The coding was inspired by the ealier literature in second language acquisition 

research and the Private Speech Coding Manual (Winsler, Fernyhough, McClaren, and Way, 

2005). Coding definitions were written as the researcher coded the data in this study. The 

definitions for each form are listed below. Each research construct will be described with 

examples from the study.  
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Table 9 

Definition of Data Coding for Private Speech Form 

Form Definition 

 

Silent Speech Utterances that are produced in a low tone of voice. These utterances 
are directed to the self.  
 

Incomplete Utterances These utterances are grammatically incomplete. An utterance can be 
a sound, word, or a sentence. These utterances are directed to the 
self.  
 

Loud These utterances are not produced in the silent form but they are 
directed to the self.  

 

Silent speech/whispers. Utterances that were produced in a tone of voice lower than the 

social speech volume were marked as private speech. Whispers and silent voice were marked 

with a °° in the data. Silent private speech occurred very frequently in this study (n=86). In the 

following example, NP1 realizes that he didn’t look at his card and forgot about the forbidden 

words during his turn. He uses one of those words and consequently, loses his turn. In line 2, he 

uses a silent private speech utterance that expresses his hypothetical stance revising the problem. 

°I should have a couple of time-° 

Excerpt 1 

1 TP3: Don't don't give the... eh card to the other you know group 

… 

2 NP1: We have to. oh I didn't look at it °I should have a couple of time-° 

Incomplete utterances. An utterance was considered incomplete when the participants’ 

utterances were not grammatically complete but dense in meaning. These utterances could be 

both in silent or loud forms. Silent forms usually occurred in the abbreviated form. Therefore, 

they were not coded as abbreviated. Only the loud forms were coded as abbreviated in the data 

for systematic analysis. The abbreviated form occurs least frequently (n=5) in this study. The 

following example was grammatically incomplete. Here, we see NP1’s reaction as he pulls a  

card from the deck.  

Excerpt 2 

1.  [NP1 pulls a card from the deck] 

2.  NP1: Oh. gosh… du-.(sigh) I didn't say the… I . I… but you've to and get the word without  
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using any of these terms. OK? 

The word NP1 needs to explain is “Drugstore”. As he was trying to figure out how to 

explain it to his partner, he was about to repeat the word out loud. He realizes it and says “I 

didn’t say th-“ . This is interpreted as a comment to the self as he is the only one knowing which 

word is on the card. He is the only one who knows “Du-“ is a referent of the word “drugstore”.  

Then he comments on his utterance realizing he was about to say “drugstore” aloud but he was 

able to stop before he said the word: “I didn’t say the-…” This utterance is incomplete and it is 

not grammatically complete. This utterance is marked as an elliptical utterance because it is not 

grammatically complete and it is also dense in meaning. The referent of the sound “du-“ is clear 

to the speaker. He probably meant: “I was about to say drugstore aloud. This is the word that I 

am going to explain to my partner. I didn’t say the whole word”.  

Loud forms. Utterances were marked as private speech when they were not addressed to 

an audience other than the self. These utterances could include but not be limited to self-directed 

questions, responses to the self, responses to the self, directions to the self, etc. Such utterances 

could be produced in a social tone of voice as if the speaker is addressing to someone else in the 

audience. So, these utterances did not need to be silent. Loud form is the dominant characteristic 

of private speech in this study (n=110).  

In the following example, we see NP1’s affective utterance “Oh my gosh” in the loud 

form of private speech after discovering that he used one of the words in the taboo word list. 

Ironically, he shouts the affective form “OH MY GOHH” the first time and then switches to a  

normal tone of voice as shown in the transcription.  

Excerpt 3 

1. NP1: =Okay. basically it's a person. in Spain and the:y = 

2. TP1: =(Hits buzzer) SPAIN!   

3. NP1: OH. DOES IT SAY SPAIN? OH MY GOHH- Oh my goshh!    

Coding for content and functions of private speech. Following the literature review 

about the content of private speech in the previous chapter, contents of private speech were 

identified. Those were; (1) self-directed comments and questions, (2) affective utterances, (3) 

repetitions, (4) comments that indicate a hypothetical stance, (5) labels, (6) pause fillers, and (7) 

metalanguage. The following table displays the private speech content coding descriptions. The  
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descriptions also included the functions of private speech.  

Table 10 

Definition of Data Coding for Private Speech Content 

Content Description 

 

1. Self-directed questions 
 

Utterances included questions directed to the self. The question is 

either ignored by other participants or the individual responds to 

it himself/herself immediately after the question.  

 
2. Affective Utterances 
 

Any utterance that shows affective expressions of the speaker 

regarding the task or performance on the task for emotional 
release, in order to motivate the self.  

3. Repetitions Repetitive utterances or sounds as if the individual is searching 

for a word, correcting a previous utterance, or focusing attention 
on the task.  

 
4. Comments that indicate a 
hypothetical stance 
 

Any type of utterance that shows that the individual is 
hypothesizing about something. These types of utterances usually 

include verbs, adverbs, and modal verbs such as “think, guess, 

believe, probably, can, could, will, would”. These utterances may 
serve to help the participant to orient his/her interlocutors to the 

task. 

 
5. Labels 
 

Any type of labeling, and counting to bring structure to a text. 

Learners may also use these utterances to mark the beginning and 

end of an activity or episode.  These utterances may be used to 
bring structure to the task, or to manage the task by labeling, 

naming, or counting.  

 
6. Pause fillers Any type of utterance that seem to be composed of meaningless 

sounds such as eh, um, ah, er, etc. but that indicate a thinking 

process.  They may indicate that the learner is focusing his/her 
attention or planning his next utterances.  

 
7. Metalanguage:  Any type of utterance that is used to analyze or describe 

language. These utterances can include individual’s own 

comments about the language, and its structures and use. They 

may be used gain control over communication.  

 
8. Other Any type of comment directed to the self but that does not fit in 

any of the descriptions above. 

 

Self-directed questions. The utterances were coded as self-directed questions if the 

learner commented on the task or own performance, or when the learner asked a question that 

was not responded by others in the next turn or when the individual answered own question 
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immediately after asking it. In the following example, we see TP1 is wondering whether it is her 

turn to draw a card from the deck. In the following turn, TP3 questions whose turn is it to pick 

the card and says that it is her turn and leans forward to pick a card from the deck so as to start  

her turn. This indicates that she is self-regulated and she has oriented herself towards the task. 

Excerpt 4 

1. TP1: So it's my turn? 

2. TP3: S:o it's whose turn? It's my turn=  

3. [Leans forward to draw a card from the deck] 

4. NP1: =No no no. I think it's your turn  

5. [TP3 pauses a moment with hesitation. Then, continues] 

6. TP3: Yeah. °my turn°  

Affective markers. Utterances indicating the affective stance of the speakers were coded 

as affective markers. These utterances could be Sighs, laughter, or any type of utterance that 

served a motivational purpose, or that indicated relief, exhaustion, and discovery of an idea or 

solution. In earlier studies, affective utterances were found to help learners control frustration 

and anxiety and help attention focusing (Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 

2004), and manage tasks (Donato, 1994). They might also indicate a joint orientation where a 

“joint focus of attention has been achieved” in dialogic interaction (p. 46). Revisiting the 

example for the loud form of private speech, NP1 uses “OH MY GOHHH-… Oh my gosh” in line 

3. He expresses his frustration with these utterances upon his realization that he didn’t pay 

attention to the taboo words.  Affective markers were the most frequent private speech content in 

this study.  

Repetitions. Private speech utterances that were repetitive and that helped learners focus 

on the task or to do lexical searches were marked as “repetitions”.  Earlier literature had 

demonstrated that learners repeat their utterances when they need to talk their way through a 

series of utterances in order to gain self-regulation. Scholars agree that such private speech 

utterances help learners focus on the task (Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & 

Anton, 2004) and do lexical searches (Anton & DiCamilla, 2004) or self-repair their incorrect 

utterances (Buckwalter, 2001). Repetitions are also frequently observed in the data in this study.  
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In the following example, we see TP1 discovering that the word that TP2 has been trying 

to communicate is Monopoly. She first says Monopol. Then she self-repairs to the correct form 

“Monopoly”. Then she silently repeats herself the correct form of the word in line 2. In other  

words, TP1 talks her way during her lexical search to find the correct form of the word.  

Excerpt 5 

1. TP2: YES WITH THE DICE AND THERE ARE. You know buildi:ngs. you buy i:t and you 

sell i:t.  

2. TP1: OHH MONOPOL. MONOPOLY. °monopoly° = 

3. TP3: =Yeah. °good°= 

Comments that indicate a hypothetical stance. Private speech utterances that indicate the 

hypothetical stance of the participants were coded. These utterances usually included  “think, 

guess, suppose, believe, probably, can, could, will, should and would”. Earlier studies have 

reported that these helped learners hypothesize solutions and gain individual or joint regulation 

towards a task.  

Revisiting the earlier Excerpt 2, NP1 silently comments that he should have looked at his 

card several times before he gave it away to the opposing team. In line 2, he silently revises his 

performance and proposes a solution for forgetting about the words in the card and accidentally 

using them to lose a turn. In this study, hypothetical stance is one of the most frequent forms of 

private speech content in the data.  

Labeling. Earlier literature has discussed that labeling, naming, and counting help 

learners to gain control over a task (Brooks, Donato, McGlone, 1997; Centeno-Cortes & 

Jimenez, 2004; Platt & Brooks, 1994). Following earlier studies, utterances that labeled, counted, 

or named parts of the task were marked for “Labeling”. This is also one of the most frequent 

forms of private speech content in the data.  

In the following example, we see NP1 announcing that he will be describing the first part 

of a compound word. These utterances were usually in the social form and played a dual role for 

orienting both self and the other towards the task. TP3 follows him with an “Okay” indicating 

that she had recognized that NP1 would try to explain the words separately although the actual 

word might mean something different than what two separate words might mean.  
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Excerpt 6 

1. NP1: Okay. you ready TP3? 

2. TP2: Turn.  

3. [Warns TP1 to turn the card down so that TP3 doesn't see it] 

4. NP1: First word= 

5. TP3: = Okay 

Pause fillers. Utterances such as um, ah, eh, er, mmm, eh, and word extensions, etc were 

marked for “Pause Fillers”. Earlier scholars have argued that pause fillers in learner utterances 

indicate the thought process (Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004). Pause fillers are also observed 

in participants’ interactions in this study. However, participants did not produce it very 

frequently when compared to other private speech content. In the example below, we see TP3 

using pause fillers when she is trying to think about a way to explain her word, “waddling” to  

NP1.   

Excerpt 7 

1. TP3: Okay umm eee ye- you go out and you: are wandering around 

2. NP1: Hmmhmm= 

Metalanguage. Participants’ utterances were coded for metalanguage when learners’ 

utterances were used to discuss language, and when the participants commented on their own 

speech. Earlier studies suggest that learners use metalanguage to assist their participation in the 

task and to gain control over communication with partners (Brooks, Donato, & McGlone, 1997; 

Brooks & Donato, 1994). Therefore, metalanguage also played a dual private and social role in 

the study. Because this was a word task, an utterance is recorded as metalanguage only if the 

participants talk about grammatical features of the language (i.e. “it’s in noun form”, “adjective 

type of thing”, “like comparative”, “past tense” “add i-n-g”). Metalanguage is one of the least 

frequent private speech content in this study (n=35).  

In the following example we see TP3 and NP1 talking about the structure of the word that 

NP1 is describing. The word is “afraid”. TP3 wonders about the grammatical classification of the 

assigned vocabulary in line 2 when she asks whether it is a verb or a noun, perhaps to single out 

a possible word.  
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Excerpt 8 

1. NP1: I don't wanna go outside because I'm= 

2. TP3: = IT'S A verb? or you know noun or= 

3. NP1: Uh more like an adjective °type of thing°=  

4. TP3: = adjective= 

5. NP1: = Yeah   

Following the coding process for private speech, the researcher coded the cognitive 

regulation levels of the participants. This will be discussed next.  

Coding for Research Question Two 

The second research question is: How do participants establish and maintain 

intersubjectivity when there are (a) symmetrical and (b) asymmetrical relationships between their 

cognitive levels of self, other, and object regulation? This second research question dealt with the 

symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships between cognitive levels of regulation. First, 

cognitive regulation levels were identified. Then, the researcher searched for the symmetrical 

and asymmetrical relationships.  

Coding regulation. The task turns were coded according to their cognitive regulation 

levels, self-, other-, and object-regulation, following McCafferty (1992, 2000), Frawley and 

Lantolf (1985), and Winsler et al. (2005). The definition of the cognitive stages was adapted 

from De Guerrero and Villamil (1994).  

Self-regulation. Participants were coded as self-regulated when they were in control of 

the activity and the environment. Participants at this stage do not produce much private speech, 

as private speech use is an attempt for the participants to reach this regulation stage. Participants 

at the self-regulated stage are in control of the task and they are able to notice problems, offer 

solutions, and provide strategic assistance to their partners. They can cater their description of 

the word in a way their partners can understand. They are able to recognize prompts from their 

partners and deal with them quickly and efficiently. They demonstrate self-confidence in their 

use of the language and task performance.   

Self-regulated participants have an authoritative tone; they have a clear understanding of 

the task, and they are capable of providing guidance and support to others and offer solutions, 

they are capable of independently troubleshoot the problems, initiate revisions, and provide 
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alternatives, quickly and efficiently deal with the prompts by the other participants with little or 

no negotiation (De Guerrero and Villamil, 1994). 

In the following example, NP1 evidently considers TP3’s L1 background during his turn. 

In line 5, he uses one of the words he knows in Turkish to explain the word “annoy” to his 

partner. At first, he describes the word hoping that TP3 will get it immediately. Instead, TP3 

comes up with angry. In order to find a quicker way to explain the word, NP1 offers strategic 

assistance to his partner by using her L1 background in a quick and efficient way. NP1 is in 

control of the task and he does not produce private speech in an attempt to gain his regulation  

towards the task.   

Excerpt 9 

1. NP1: Okay (Sighs). Let me make sure I get to. one more. take a look at it so you know for 

sure. Okay... Alright. okay. so. go ahead.  

2. [TP2 takes the card back form NP1] 

3. NP1: Someone is bothering you. you become= 

4. TP3: =Angry 

5. NP1: Okay. so what was the word in Turkish for mother?= 

6. TP3: Anne= 

7. NP1: =Anne. and then a word that make= 

8. TP3: =Annoyed 

9. NP1: What. part of that word= 

10. TP3: =An- annoy? 

11. NP1: Annoy 

12. TP1: AH. GOOD. 

Other-regulation. In other-regulation, learners’ activities are directed by others’ voices. 

In this case, learners are capable of completing activities with the help of others. Other regulation 

was identified when other participants’ utterances were directing participant’s acts and behavior 

and when participants initiated help from others or accepted suggestions from others towards the 

completion of the task. According to De Guerrero and Villamil (1994), the suggestions and 

support can come in the form of strategic hints and in an authoritative attitude from the peers. 

Participants may use private speech at this stage. Their private speech may include includes 
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repetitions of others’ utterances, questions seemingly directed to the self but that have a social 

orientation, and utterances that initiate guidance to their partners. 

In the example below, we are seeing TP2 describing and TP1 trying to figure out the 

vocabulary in TP2’s card. When TP2’s attempts to describe fail, TP1 initiates strategic assistance 

from her partner. She first asks TP2 to describe the word rather than mimicking it with gestures 

(Line 4). In line 7, she tells her partner that she doesn’t know any other game that is played with 

dice, signaling that TP2 has to change strategies if the game is something else that is also played 

with dice. Then in line 10, she pushes her partner to show or to describe more before their time is 

up. Eventually she figures out the word. In line 15, she comments that her partner’s reference to 

buildings has helped her guess the word. Clearly, TP1 is other-regulated as she initiated guidance 

from her partner to carry the task to completion. She cannot complete the task without the help of  

her partner.  

Excerpt 10 

1. TP2: [Dice rolling gesture with hands] 

2. TP1: Zar? Tavla? Uhhm chess= 

(Dice? Backgammon? Uhhm chess) 

3. G: =(Laughs) 

4. TP3: °Th- the. describe°= 

5. TP1: =CHESS. D(H)ICE HHH 

6. TP2: (Sighs) another type of the same what you're describing 

7. TP1: Not chess? Not dice? I those are only ones I know with th- with the dice?= 

8. TP2: = (Laughs) 

9. NP1:= (Sighs) 

10. TP1: DO MORE! DO MORE!= 

11. TP2: =YES WITH THE DICE AND THERE ARE. you know buildi:ngs. you buy i:t and you 

sell i:t.  

12. TP1: OHH MONOPOL. MONOPOLY. °monopoly°.= 

13. TP3: =Yeah. °good°= 

14. TP2: =[Claps hands] 

15. TP1: Buildings was good. 
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Object-regulation.  At this stage, learners are not capable of planning, monitoring or 

guiding their activities. The participants are not in control of the task and they are not able to 

provide strategic assistance to their partners. They may lack some language skills that are 

required by the task. They do not respond to initiations for help from their partners and they may 

get stuck with the trouble source. They are unable to cater their description to their partners or 

they offer unnecessary strategic assistance that leads their partners to confusion. Their utterances 

may indicate frustration. They may have inadequate or incomplete grasp of goals of the activity. 

They may “show” rather than “tell” because they lack the language skills required for the task.  

In the example above, TP2 is object-regulated (Excerpt 10). She has an inadequate 

understanding of the goals of the task or lacks the language or rhetorical skills to carry on the 

particular task of describing her word without using the forbidden words. She tries to explain the 

word with hand gestures without any verbal description. She does not provide a clear description 

to TP1 until TP1’s second initiation from her to provide more assistance to her. 

This section described the coding scheme for regulation levels. The descriptions are 

summarized below. Following this coding process, participants’ social orientations towards each  

other were identified for each task turn in order to understand intersubjectivity.  

Table 11 

Definition of Data Coding for Regulation 

Cognitive 

Level 

Description 

Self-
regulation 

The participant can identify problems and initiate solutions to successfully 
complete the task turn. He/she is able to provide strategic assistance by adapting 
his description to his partner. He/she is able to identify the problems his/her partner 
is encountering and he/she is able to cater his description to his/her partner so that 
he/she can successfully complete the task turn. He/she demonstrates self-
confidence in his/her use of the language and in his/her task performance. He/she 
does not produce much private speech to organize his/her thoughts or manage the 
task in an attempt to gain regulation. 
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Table 11 (Continued) 

Other-
regulation 
 

The participant responds to the strategic assistance provided by his/her partner to 
advance towards completion of the task turn. He/she may recognize a trouble 
source and ask questions to resolve them but he allows his/her partner to lead 
him/her through the task turn. He/she responds to the prompts of his/her partner but 
sometimes problems can appear due to learners’ limited knowledge of the 
language. He/she may simply comply or acquiesce with his partner with or without 
understanding. Private speech such as affective markers, repetitions of others may 
be observed in this phase. His/her partner may respond to his self-directed 
questions and comments. 
 

Object-
regulation 
 

The participant is controlled by the task. He/she is unable to provide strategic 
assistance to his partner because he/she cannot adapt his description in a way his/hr 
partner can understand. He/she does not respond to the prompts of his/her partner 
and gets stuck with the trouble source. He cannot provide alternative definitions to 
his/her partner. He/she does not have the language knowledge to bring the task to 
completion. His utterances may indicate frustration.  
 

 

Coding relationships for intersubjectivity. Based on the reviews presented in this 

paper, intersubjectivity is defined as interlocutors’ shared understanding of each other’s goals, 

context, action, operation of action, and use of objects and evaluation outcomes of actions 

(Rogoff, 1995). Intersubjectivity was investigated based on the symmetrical and asymmetrical 

relationships established among the participants (De Guerrero and Villamil, 1994). According to 

Lantolf and Ahmed (1989), symmetry and asymmetry of social relationships are related to 

individuals’ stages of regulation. Therefore, symmetrical social relationships take place when 

participants in an interaction are a) all self-regulated, b) all other-regulated, and c) all object-

regulated. Asymmetrical relationships were identified when the participants were in different 

regulatory stages. Following De Guerrero and Villamil (1994), the three types of asymmetrical 

interactions were identified as a) self vs. other regulation; b) other vs. object regulation; c) object 

vs. self-regulation.  

Coding symmetrical relationships. Symmetrical relationships were identified when 

participants had similar regulation levels at any point during the task. According to this, 

participants were identified when they were object, other, and self- regulated at the same time.  

 Coding self/self regulation. Data was coded SR/SR for this particular stage. Although the 

task required participants to exchange novice and expert roles, and therefore an assumed other-



 84 
 

regulated stage for the participant who is guessing the word in the beginning of a task turn, there 

were differences in these “assumed” other-regulated states for some participants. Some 

participants started the turn almost as if “less” other-regulated than others but not quiet self-

regulated. De Guerrero and Villamil (1994) also reported similar differences for the cognitive 

levels in their data. This is probably because regulation stages are transitional, and other-

regulation is the stage between object-regulation and self-regulation (De Guerrero & Villamil, 

1994). Their solution was to mark an other-regulated stage with  + sign if it is closer to self-

regulation and a – sign if it is closer to object-regulation. This was not necessary in this study for 

the SR/SR relationships because the nature of the task prevented both pairs to start a turn at the 

self-regulated state at the same time. One of the pairs always had to rely on the information 

provided by the other one in order to complete the task. Therefore, this “less” other-regulated 

stage was coded SR/SR closest to the symmetrical self-regulated state. 18.9% of task turns 

include this type of relationship in this study. 

The characteristics of such turns were that there were not many conversational turns 

before the participants could successfully complete the task. The participant who was describing 

the word would usually provide the efficient strategic assistance in the beginning of the task turn. 

He/she would be able to consider the opinions and viewpoints of the participant in his/her 

assistance. Either there would not be any private speech utterance produced by the pairs or the 

private speech utterance would be motivational if it occurred. The participant whose turn is to 

guess the word would do it with the least assistance provided by his/her partner. He/she would 

not ask for help. 

In the following example, we see TP1 in this “less” other-regulated state, guessing the  

word “copper” from TP2’s description in her second conversational turn. 

Excerpt 11 

1. TP2: TP1. think of um jewelry = 

2. TP1: = Jewelry 

3. TP2: It's not silver but it's something else 

4. TP1: Copper? Gold=? 

5. TP2: = °Good-°= 

6. TP1: = COPPER? (Laughs) 
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7. NP1: = WHO WEARS COPPER JEWELRY? NO ONE DAH-. I'VE NEVER SEEN ANY 

BODY WEARING COPPER JEWELRY IN MY LIFE! 

8. TP1: Copper jew- (Laughs) 

9. TP3. Good good 

10. TP2: She knows yeah like may be neckla:= 

11. NP1: = Oh come on! 

12. TP1: It's my=         

13. TP2: = We have in Turkey 

14. TP1: It's my interest yeah. tse- you know jewelry (Laughs) 

Coding other/other-regulation. Participants are both other-regulated. At this regulation 

level, participants may provide some scaffolding to each other but they are not able to complete 

the task on their own. In such a symmetrical situation, learners may settle on a solution that may 

not be completely correct, they may seek help from outside, or they may simply quit a task. The 

following example was coded other/other regulation. In this study, this was the only instance 

when there was other/other regulation between the participants. The following is the only 

example in the data.  

TP2 reacted when NP1, an ambitious player tried to start his turn as soon as he pulled a 

card from the deck. The pairs would usually take a moment to study the words on the cards 

otherwise they would forget the words on the card. At this time, TP2 turned to his partners and 

questioned whether the timer should be started after he is ready. This is probably because she did 

not want to do the same when it was her turn. Players usually decided on the rules in each 

session. Unable to reach an immediate response from her partners, she turned to the researcher 

who was sitting quietly in one corner of the room and repeated her question. In the following 

turns, all players decided to wait until they studied the words carefully and felt that they are  

ready to describe the word to their partners.  

Excerpt 12 

1  NP1: Okay. you ready? 

2 TP3: Mmhmm 

3  NP1: Okay. I'll go ahead and start.  

[TP2 starts the timer] 
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4 TP2: Oh after= 

5 NP1: = (Sighs) Okay 

6 TP1: = Ay be- after he decides= 

7 TP2: = After he decides right? 

8 TP1: Yeah  

9 NP1: °She (incomprehensible)° no problem= 

10 TP1:  After he start talking 

11 TP3: When are you gonna start the time?= 

12 TP2: = After he says I'm ready. right? 

13 R: Do whatever you want 

14. NP1: Okay. you ready? 

15.  TP1: (Nods) Because sometimes we need to think 

Coding object/object regulation. Both players are object-regulated. The pair of players 

lack the language skills to complete the task and their behaviors reflect the relations. Less than 

2% of the task turns include this type of relationship in this study. 

 In the following example, TP6 is trying to explain the word ‘throne”. However, he lacks 

the language to explain that the word he is trying to describe is a type of chair that kings would 

sit on. He uses Turkish word for “king”. In return TP6 fails to provide strategic assistance to TP5 

when he attempts to initiate more help from TP6. TP6 continues to circle around the same 

description, unable to respond to the solution. He uses a lot of pause fillers and private speech  

(Lines 1, 4, 8) 

Excerpt 13 

1. TP6: =Eeeh in the eehh Abdulhamit Han sitting back = 

(Eeh in the eeh King Abdulhamit sitting back) 

2. TP5: =Oh. Yeah chair (Laughs) chair 

3. TP6: Hmmhmm= 

4. TP5: =Eeeh chair of hot- chair of I don't know 

5. TP6: Sitting. Specific with the name= 

6. TP5: =Yeah. I don't know. 

7. TP6: Imparator sitting= 
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(King sitting) 

8. TP5: =Yeah. I know eh... in English I don't know the name but eh= 

9. TP6: =Ok. 

10. TP5: It starts with chair or?= 

11. TP6: =NO. No chair... Specifically there is a name 

12. TP5: =I know it's taht  

(I know it is throne) 

13. TP6: Ok ok= 

14. TP5: =Eh in Turkish but you kn- you you kn-  

15. [TP7 hits the buzzer] 

16. TP5: Throne. I don't know.  

17. TP7: Throne nedir abi? 

(What is throne brother?) 

18. TP6: Taht 

(Throne) 

19. TP8: Throw dan falan gelseydin bari 

(You should have come from throw) 

20. TP5: I don't know the-... Throne taht mi? 

(Does throne mean throne?) 

21. TP7: Oyle. oyleymis. 

(Yes. It is) 

22. TP6: Hayir tarih bolumude degiliz ki. °throne. throne° firlatmak throw deseydin thrown 

throne  

(No we are not in the history department. throne. throne. throw. you could say throw 

thrown throne) 

23. TP6: Ben biliyosun diye sey yaptim 

(I thought you knew) 

24. TP5: Yok anladim ama bilm- dedim ya I can't... know how to say throne.  

(I understand but I don’t kno- as I said I can’t… know how to say throne) 

Coding self/other regulation. The self-regulated participant views the task from the 

interlocutors’ perspective in an attempt to help peers achieve the task goals. This type of 
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relationship occurred the most frequently in this study. Around 51% of the task turns include this 

type of relationship. This is expected because the game required the explaining peer to assume a 

self-regulated role while the guessing peer had to rely on this partner.  

If we revisit the example from p. 102 (Excerpt 9), we see NP1 in a collaborative 

Self/Other regulated situation. In this turn, NP1 offers alternative strategies and even uses TP3’s 

L1 background to assist her (Line 5) to guess the word. Similar turns were coded for Self/Other 

regulation. 

Coding self/object regulation. In this asymmetrical situation, the self-regulated 

participant leads the task. The object–regulated individual does not make any efforts 

participating or contributing to the task because he lacks the language knowledge to participate 

in the task. Around 12% of the task turns included this type of relationship.  

In the following example, TP6 is object-regulated. TP5 has an authoritative voice guiding 

TP6, and provides strategic assistance trying to adapt his description. However, TP6 is unable to 

follow his guidance. TP5 prompts him several times to participate (Lines 5, 7). The word he is  

describing is DVD.  

Excerpt 14 

1. TP5: What kind of media do you use. on computer? 

2. TP6: °Computer°= 

3. TP5: = What kind of media? 

4. TP6: °Computer°= 

5. TP5: = Hmm? 

6. TP6: Video 

7. TP5: Hmm?= 

8. TP6: =Video. Tapes? 

9. TP5: Na no what kind of media eeh hardware system em  

10. TP6: Eh software? Hard hard = 

11. TP5: =Hardware 

12. G: (Laughs) 

13. … 

14. 8TP5: For example you want to buy a computer what kind of media? 
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15. TP6: CPU?= 

16. TP5: =Yeah 

17. TP6: Hard disk= 

18. TP5: =Yeah yeah yeah 

19. TP6: Hard eh mainboard= 

20. TP5: =Yeah yeah let's go 

21. TP6: Uuh uuh= 

22. TP5: =Eeh... film. filim? movie. eeh= 

23. TP: =Ok. 

24. TP5: How can I? 

25. TP6: Monitor 

26. TP5: HOW CAN I?... SAY  

27. TP6: Ehm= 

28. TP5: =BLOCKBUSTER. with what kind of? 

29. TP6: °Harmster° 

30. TP5: BLOCKBUSTER. In Tur-. You want to rent eh. What kind of. Rent rent. What kind 

of. eh. rent? Think. 

31. G: (Laughs) 

32. TP6: °Rent°= 

33. TP5: =OOOFFF  

34. [TP7 hits the buzzer] 

35. TP6: Disket? deseyd- 

36. (Floppy? Should have sai-) 

37. TP5: Huh? ya film dedim ama ya 

38. (But I said film) 

39. TP7: We saw film from what 

40. TP5:  Huh? 

41. TP6: Disket misket olsaydi 

42. (If there were floppy) 

43. TP5: Disket vardi yasakti onun icin  

44. (Floppy was there forbidden that’s why) 
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Coding other/object regulation. When one of the participants is other-regulated while the 

other is object-regulated, the other regulated participant indicates that he/she needs assistance. 

However, the object –regulated participant is unable to offer strategic assistance to his partner. 

The object-regulated partner lacks the language knowledge to carry the task to its completion. 

Around 16% of the task turns included this type of relationship in this study.  

In the following example, TP 6 is object regulated. He does now have the language 

knowledge to complete the task. He does not know the word “door handle” and instead of 

describing, he points to a door handle in the room. Therefore, he lacks the language and task 

related skills to bring it to completion. On the other side, TP5 is other-regulated, and he even 

initiates help from his partner (Line 7), however his partner does not recognize his attempt. TP6  

uses pause fillers and repetitions. 

Excerpt 15 

1. TP6: What is?... I could get out of? 

2. TP5: Eeh wake up? 

3. G: (Laughs) 

4. TP6: No no no 

5. TP5: Awake? 

6. TP6: Eeh... 

7. TP5: Another one. eeh. ho- how many eeh how may words? 

8. TP6: Where eeh... bunu bilmiyorum umm… this is this one [Points finger towards door] 

9. (I don’t know this.) 

10. TP7: Oooh come on. (Laughs) 

11. 215. TP5: Eh. Shoe? 

12. G: (Laughs) 

13. TP5: Ventilator 

14. TP6: No. alttaki 

15. (No. the one underneath) 

16. TP5: Hmmhmm. Moving? Arrive? Departure? 

17. TP6: Yeah  

18. TP5: Departure or. 
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19. TP6: Yeah departure there  

20. TP5: Departure the home? 

21. TP6: OK. eh 

22. [TP7 hits buzzer]  

Table 12 

Definition of Data Coding for Symmetrical and Asymmetrical Relationships 
Social Relationships  

 

Symmetrical Relationships 

 

The pair has matching self, other-, and object regulation in one task turn 

 

Asymmetrical Relationships 

 

The pair does not have a matching cognitive regulation level. One participant is 

self-regulated while the other is other, or object regulated.  

 

 

Issues of Validity and Reliability 

Van Der Aalsvort and Harinck (2000) argue that qualitative research questions should be 

lead by a sound theoretical orientation on social learning. As described in the previous chapter, a 

sociocultural theoretical framework and microgenetic analysis guided the methodological 

framework of this study. Microgenetic methodology is best suited for the research questions 

because it allows the researcher to gain detailed information about the language development 

observed in individual cases (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994).  

The microgenetic research design is used to understand the private speech use of 

participants and the relationship between their cognitive regulation levels when they are engaged 

in a collaborative activity with peers who are either nonnative (Turkish) or native speakers of 

English. This study is interested in the moment-by-moment changes in the interactions of 

participants during their participation in a language activity in a social setting. The microgenetic 

analysis allows interpretation of the data on a micro time scale.  

Lavelli, Pantoja, Hsu, Messinger, and Fogel (2004) discuss four characteristics of the 

microgenetic design. The first one is observing individuals through a period of change. This 

study observed individual participants who are graduate students attending the same university 

for a period of three months during an academic semester before the group dissolved due to 

summer break. Each task turn in the game is also considered to be a part of the change. The 
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focus is on the changes in their interactions in a social setting when their peers are either 

nonnative (Turkish L1) or native speakers of English. The second characteristic is that the 

individuals should be observed before, during, and after a change takes place. This study 

investigates the minute changes in participants’ private speech use and their cognitive regulation 

before, during, and after they collaborate in a language activity with peers who are either 

nonnative (Turkish L1) or native speakers of English. This revealed important information about 

the functions of private speech in this study. The third characteristic is the frequency of 

observations needed to capture the change. This study video-recorded each meeting and analyzed 

each task turn that the peers participated in during a period of three months during Spring 

semester, until the group dissolved for summer break. The fourth characteristic is intensive 

analysis. Intensive analysis refers to analyzing the small changes as they happen. Private speech 

utterances and the cognitive levels of the participants are analyzed extensively as they occur in 

the data.  

Microgenetic analysis does not allow its findings to be generalized to a larger population. 

Rather, its purpose is to “produce hypotheses that may or may not be tested on larger samples” 

by providing thick descriptions of the data (Lavelli, Pantoja, Hsu, Messinger & Fogel, 2004, p. 

60). Sociocultural researchers (Frawley & Lantolf, 1985; Centeno-Cortez & Jimenez, 2004) do 

not favor the use of quantitative methods and argue that statistical inquiry might blur the analysis 

of the unique nature of private speech. They suggest that a thick description of the data is 

relevant to the concept of intensive analysis mentioned above. Mackey and Gass (2005) suggest 

that the “thick description” of the data will enable the researcher to provide sufficient detail 

about the research context, participants, and situation in order for the audience to decide whether 

the findings can be transferred to their own settings. 

Furthermore, Mackey and Gass (2005) suggest that data should be collected at different 

times, that different data collection tools should be used, and that external raters should be 

employed to enhance the validity and reliability of the data. As described above, the study 

focused on collecting data for a period of three months during the social gatherings of the 

participants. The researcher observed each meeting. The data collection tools included 

observations, informal interviews, and video recordings. Furthermore, the researcher asked two 

external raters to check the accuracy of the coding process. External raters coded 40% of the 
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data. Inter-rater reliability was achieved with over 90% agreement. The inter-rater reliability will 

be explained next. 

Inter-Rater Reliability 

After the coding definitions were identified for this study, two external raters were hired 

to code 45 randomly selected task turns (See Table 14 for the distribution of task turns). There 

were a total of 111 task turns in the study. Each task turn was indexed as NNS-NNS, NS-NS, 

NS-NNS, and NNS-NS depending on who is explaining and who is guessing the word in the 

game. Random selection was made using =RAND() formula in Excel. For example, 12 of the 39 

NNS-NNS turns were from Episode 1, 8 from Episode 2, 11 from Episode 5, and 8 from Episode 

6 (See Table 13 in Chapter Four for the distribution of the task turns). In Excel, each task turn 

was given a name (Ep3-1…. Ep1-12, Ep2-1… Ep2-8, Ep5-1… Ep5-11, Ep6-1… Ep6-8) and the 

names were listed in a column. Then a random number is assigned for the 39 rows in the 

adjacent column. Using the Data>Sort option in the tool bar, the researcher sorted the names of 

task turns by the random numbers column in the ascending order. The first eleven in the list were 

selected for the raters to review. This is repeated for each of the NNS-NNS, NS-NS, NS-NNS, 

and NNS-NS directions until 44 task turns were selected. Unfortunately, this first selection did 

not include task turns with object/object-regulated relationships. There were only 2 object/object-

regulated relationships in the data. One of them was used as an example in the training. 

Therefore, it was not included in the coding. Then, the researcher gave the transcript of the 

remaining object/object regulated task turn to the raters. Altogether, external raters coded 40% 

(n=45) of the task turns. There were not any other/other-regulated relationships in the data.  

The researcher used Transana Qualitative Research Software for transcribing data. This 

allowed the transcriptions and relevant videos to be indexed and located easily in the data. 

Transcribing with this software will be discussed in detail in the next section in this chapter. The 

transcriptions and video clips were indexed and organized according to the turn directions with 

the help of the software. Then the researcher grouped the task turns for self/self regulated, 

self/other-regulated, self/object regulated, other/object regulated, and object/object-regulated 

relationships according to her coding. The reason for such grouping will be explained below. 

This grouping can be done very quickly with the help of Transana.  

In the self/self-regulated group, there were six NNS-NS, one NNS-NNS, and two NS-

NNS turns (n=9). The self/other-regulated group included three NNS-NS, five NNS-NNS, three 
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NS-NS, and six NS-NNS turns (n=17). The self/object-regulated group included three NS-NS, 

three NNS-NNS, and four NS-NNS turns (n=10). The other/object-regulated group included 

three NNS-NS, one NS-NS, two NNS-NNS, and two NS-NNS turns (n=8). There was only one 

object/object regulated relationship (NNS-NNS). 

The researcher prepared a manual to train the raters (See Appendix E). The training 

included three sections. The researcher met the raters three times to train for each section. The 

first meeting included training for coding form and content of private speech (See Section I of 

the manual). The second meeting focused on coding regulation (See Section II of the training 

manual). The third meeting included coding for the symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships 

between the cognitive regulation levels of the participants (See Section III of the training 

manual). The researcher also met with each rater separately after they finished coding for each 

section. 

The researcher provided the raters with four sets of transcripts grouped for self/self, 

self/other, self/object, and other-object and one transcript for object-object regulated 

relationships that included transcripts for all NS-NS, NNS-NNS, NS-NNS, and NNS-NS 

directions. The transcripts were printed on paper. Although the researcher used Transana for 

transcription and initial coding, she did not ask the raters to code with this software for several 

reasons. Using the software on multiple computers would require uploading the whole research 

data to the computers of the raters. This is not possible with large video files and risks file 

corruption and unsynchronized data that cannot be merged. In addition, the software does not 

allow multiple computers to access the same database at the same time. The developers of the 

software warn that such attempts may result in corrupting the original database. Furthermore, 

coding with Transana requires additional software training for the raters. Therefore, the 

researcher asked the raters to code on paper as they watched the audiovisual data on their 

computers. Coding on paper is faster for external raters than coding with a new software 

program. A coding example is provided at the end of the training manual. A DVD including the 

video clips for each transcript was also presented to the raters. Desktop recording software 

(Screenflick) was used to make video clips for each transcript on Transana. Screenflick can 

produce .mov files to burn on recordable DVDs.  

In each meeting, the researcher let the raters read the manual at their own pace before 

going over the examples. The examples and procedures described in the manual are also 
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explained in detail in the section titled “Coding Data”. These examples were excluded from the 

data that the raters would code. Video clips of each transcript were available on the Transana 

software on the researcher’s computer. Then, the researcher asked each rater to do practice 

coding with a second set of examples individually. These practice examples are at the end of 

each section in the manual.   

The first meeting covered only Section I of the training manual and focused on private 

speech content and form. The content included affective markers, repetitions, utterances that 

indicate hypothetical stance, labeling, metalanguage, pause fillers, and self-directed questions. 

The forms include silent, incomplete, and loud forms of private speech. The researcher covered 

the examples of transcripts and asked the raters to practice coding with additional examples. The 

raters watched the video clips of the transcripts on the researcher’s computer. Private speech 

content is introduced before the private speech form to the raters. After identifying content, it is 

easier to identify silent, loud, and abbreviated forms of private speech.  

After the training, the researcher gave coders the transcripts for 45 task turns. Private 

speech utterances were highlighted in the text. The raters were asked to match the highlighted 

text with one of the categories for form and content of private speech. They could leave it blank 

if they did not think the utterance matched with any of the categories of form and content. A 

coding example can be seen on the last page of the training manual. The researcher met with the 

raters after they finished coding. Any conflict was resolved by discussion. Either the rater or the 

researcher changed their coding as they reached an agreement. Sometimes the raters and the 

researcher agreed to keep their coding as is. The inter-rater reliability is calculated using Miles 

and Huberman's (1994) formula (Reliability = Agreement/Agreement + Disagreement # 100). 

The mean agreement was 90.5% for form, 91% for content for both raters. Either the rater or the 

researcher changed their coding as they reached an agreement. Sometimes the raters and the 

researcher agreed to keep their coding as it is.  

The researcher met with the coders a second time to train them with the material in 

Section II of the manual. This section included coding for the cognitive regulation levels of self-, 

other-, and object regulation. Coding regulation levels in the game required coders to focus on a 

game turn as a whole. The raters practiced coding during this training session as they did when 

studying Section I of the manual. Then the researcher asked the raters to code for regulation. The 

raters worked on the same transcripts that they worked on Section I. This time, they focused on 
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cognitive regulation. The transcripts were organized for the regulation levels at each turn as 

explained earlier. The researcher asked the raters to match the name of the interlocutors with the 

coding categories. Examples can be seen in the training manual. The raters could leave it blank 

or change the categories if they did not think the categories matched. The researcher met with the 

coders after they finished coding. Any conflict was resolved through discussion. Either the rater 

or the researcher changed their coding as they reached an agreement. Sometimes the raters and 

the researcher agreed to keep their coding as it is. Miles and Huberman's (1994) formula was 

used again to calculate the agreement between the raters. The mean agreement was 95%.  

The third training meeting focused on the symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships 

between the cognitive regulation levels of the participants. Section III included coding for 

self/self regulated, self/other regulated, self/object regulated, other/object regulated, and 

object/object-regulated relationships. There were not any other/other-regulated relationships in 

the data other than the one presented in the example in the training manual. Other/other regulated 

relationships are present when peers are not able to provide assistance to each other or work on 

the problem on their own so that they may seek help from an outside source. This type of 

relationship was probably not observed because asking for help from an outside resource other 

than from the partner was against the rules of the Taboo game. The coders worked on the same 

transcript a third time to code for symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships. The mean 

agreement was 98% for the raters. The same formula was used for calculating agreement.  

The agreement between the raters is summarized in the following table. The agreement 

between the raters and the researcher for each category was over 90%. Therefore, it was 

concluded that the inter-rater reliability was established between the external coders and the  

researcher. 

Table 13 

Overview of Inter-rater Reliability Results  

Private Speech 
 

1st Rater 2nd Rater Mean 
Agreement 

Form .90 .91 90.5% 
Content .92 .90 91% 
Regulation .96 .94 95% 
Symmetrical/Asymmetrical Relationships .98 .98 98% 
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Quantitative and Qualitative Analysis 

The data was analyzed qualitatively using the microgenetic analysis approach. However, 

quantitative analysis was also used to understand the patterns in that emerge in the data. The 

sociocultural theoretical perspective on private speech does not favor the use of inferential 

statistics or other quantification because of the concerns that its use might blur the unique nature 

of private speech (Frawley & Lantolf, 1985; Centeno-Cortez & Jimenez, 2004). However, they 

do agree that frequency counts might help reveal the general picture in the data. Therefore, 

frequency counts were used in the data to understand how private speech occurred in this 

particular context.   

Methodological Limitations 

The current study follows a qualitative approach to analyze interactions between native 

and nonnative speakers of English. Several methodological limitations can arise due to the nature 

of this study. First, microgenetic analysis of conversational data is interpretive. In other words, 

due to the interpretive nature of the methodological approach followed in this study, the results 

will be subjective. According to scholars (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Mackey & Gass, 2005), 

findings for qualitative research are not directly transferable from one context to other contexts. 

Therefore, this study acknowledges the fact that the findings may not be transferable to other 

contexts, times, and situations and it is the responsibility of the researcher to “facilitate 

transferability judgment” on the part of the audience and other researchers who may wish to 

apply this study in the situation(s) of their choice (Guba & Lincoln, 1989, p. 240). In order to 

cope with this methodological limitation, the researcher asked external independent raters to 

code the data, conducted informal interviews and she observed the participants during the data 

collection process. 

The research methodology was selected based on the reviews of literature on similar 

research and the researcher believes that the particular methodology is best suited to the nature of 

this study and the research questions. The researcher believes that microgenetic analysis design 

suits the investigation of research questions because they allow the researcher to “gain fine-

grained information about the language development observed in individual cases” (Lantolf & 

Yanez, 2003). Furthermore, the microgenetic analysis does not intend its findings to be 

generalized to a larger population. Rather, its purpose is to “produce hypotheses that may or may 

not be tested on larger samples” by providing thick descriptions of the data (Lavelli, Pantoja, 
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Hsu, Messinger, and Fogel (2004, p. 60). Mackey and Gass (2005) suggest that the “thick 

description” of the data will enable the researcher to provide sufficient detail about the research 

context, participants, and situation for the audience to decide whether the findings can be 

transferred to their own settings. Earlier studies on private speech also acknowledge this 

limitation and call for studies conducted in different contexts with different participants in order 

to expand the second language acquisition research database (Firth, 2009; Lantolf, 2009). This 

research aims at responding to this call by investigating a less studied group, Turkish nonnative 

speakers engaged in an information gap activity in a social context with native speakers of 

English. 

  Summary 

This chapter presented the methodological framework of this study as the microgenetic 

data analysis in order to explore private speech, regulation, and intersubjectivity in interactions 

among native and Turkish nonnative speakers of English. Participants are seven nonnative 

speakers of English (Turkish L1) and three native speakers of English. The data is collected in a 

social setting where participants engaged in a collaborative activity in the form of a social game 

(Taboo). The researcher discussed similarities of this social game to the information gap 

activities used in second language acquisition research to elicit private speech data from the 

participants. Data collection includes video recordings, observations, and informal interviews 

with the participants. The data analysis is intense and detailed following the microgenetic data 

analysis approach. Furthermore, the researcher asked two external raters to code 40% of the data 

to enhance the issues with validity and reliability of the study. The researcher created a training 

manual and trained the raters with coding samples and with practice coding sessions. The 

training was completed in three phases. The first phase included training for coding private 

speech form and content, the second phase included training for coding cognitive regulation, and 

the third phase focused on symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships. The researcher 

transcribed the data in its entirety, using a qualitative analysis software (Transana). Data coding 

procedure is explained with examples for each research construct relevant to the research 

questions.  

The research constructs included form and content of private speech, cognitive 

regulation, and the relationships between the cognitive regulations of the participants. The form 

of private included silent, incomplete, and loud utterances; the content included affective 
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markers, repetitions, labels/counting, metalanguage, self-directed questions, pause fillers, and 

utterances that indicate a hypothetical stance. The levels of cognitive regulation included self-, 

other-, and object- regulation. Coding for the relationships between the regulation levels included 

coding for symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships. The researcher provided examples for 

coding each research construct. The data analysis included the qualitative analysis of the 

utterances of participants during a collaborative language activity in a social setting following 

the microgenetic research design. Data is quantified for frequency in order to get the general 

picture in the data.  

Finally the researcher discussed limitations of the study due to the interpretive nature of 

the microgenetic analysis. The researcher acknowledges the fact that the findings may not be 

transferrable to other settings due to the interpretive nature of the research design.  This is due to 

the nature of the microgenetic research design whose purpose is not to produce findings that can 

be generalized over a larger sample but to provide thick descriptions of the data and to produce 

hypotheses that may or may not be tested on larger samples.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

The purpose of this study is to understand the use of private speech by Turkish nonnative 

and American native speakers of English and to understand the relationships between learners’ 

orientations towards each other as reflected in their cognitive regulation. The focus is the 

moment-by-moment changes in the utterances of the participants relevant to the sociocultural 

relationships established with other participants during a language task. The research questions 

are: 

(1) What is the nature of private speech in terms of form, function, and content occurring 

in the utterances of the participants during a collaborative activity in a social setting?  

(2) How do participants establish and maintain intersubjectivity when there are (a) 

symmetrical and (b) asymmetrical relationships between their cognitive levels of self, other, and 

object regulation during a collaborative activity in a social setting?  

(3) Based on the analyses for the other research questions, what is the nature of 

interactions among the participants as a function of the language background of their 

interlocutors? 

 Relevant to the research questions, this chapter discusses the findings for private speech 

and the relationship between the regulation levels of participants and the linguistic background 

of the participants. Therefore, the first section discusses the findings for private speech use, the 

second section discusses relationships between regulation levels or pair groups, and the third 

section synthesizes the findings relevant to the third research question. Below is a brief overview 

of the findings before exploring each finding in detail. The following will introduce the data 

analysis steps before the detailed discussion of findings for each research question.  

The first step in data analysis was to identify the task turns within 30 minutes of each 

episode. There are 25 NNS-NS turns, 17 NS-NS turns, 39 NNS-NNS turns, and 30 NS-NNS 

turns. There are two pairs in each episode. TP1+TP2 and TP3+NP1 play against each other in 

episodes 1 and 2; TP1+NP3 and NP1+NP4 in episodes 3 and 4; TP5+TP6 and TP7+TP8 in 

Episode 5; and TP1+TP2 and TP5+NP1 in Episode 6.  
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Table 14 

Distribution of Task Turns 

Task Turn 

 
NNS-NS NS-NS NNS-NNS NS-NNS 

Total 

EPISODE1 6 No pairs  12 7 24 

EPISODE2 4 No pairs   8 5 17 

EPISODE3 5 13 No pairs   7 26 

EPISODE4 3 4 No pairs   10 17 

EPISODE5 No pairs   No pairs   11 No pairs   11 

EPISODE6 7 No pairs   8 1 16 

Total 25 17 39 30 111 

 

The task/game turns begin after deciding who is pairing with whom and who is starting 

first. Then, one player picks up a card from the deck, studies it for a brief moment, and describes 

it to his or her peer until two minutes is over. Then, the next pair repeats the same process. The 

initial analysis reveals a pattern in how participants engage in the activity. The first stage is the 

preparation stage before one participant starts to describe his/her word, the next stage is the 

actual game turn, and the following stage is the after-turn/preparation stage where participants 

comment on the task and each others’ performances and get ready for the next turn. Participants’ 

utterances during all three stages are considered task-relevant and included in the study. Pre-task 

turns usually include dyads about previous turns or the difficulty of the current task turn at the 

same time one participant studies the card and prepares a description of it. The actual task turn 

naturally includes dyads to describe and find out the word/concept. The dyads after the actual 

task turn include comments on the pair’s performance and the competitor pair’s preparations for 

the next task. Later analyses indicate that private speech usually occurs before or after the actual 

task turns, and rarely during the actual task turn. Participants’ private speech use will be 

discussed later in detail. The figure on the next page explains the task turn structure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 102 
 

 

Figure 1: Structure of the Task Turns 

There are 3012 conversational turns in the study. A conversational turn can be as little as 

a sound or as much as many utterances until another participant takes a conversational turn. 

51.4% of the turns are by nonnative speakers of English (n=1527) and 48.6% are by native 

speakers of English (n=1485). Within the 3012 conversational turns, there are 201 private speech 

utterances.  

There are individual differences in the frequency of private speech use by each 

participant in each episode. Some participants produce more and some others less private speech 

in each episode. This indicates that private speech use and the regulation levels of participants do 

 1 [TP1 draws a card, studies it briefly, and shows it to NP4] 
 2 NP3: we've won two rounds each= 
 3 NP1: =One in two. °two rounds each. or something°.... 
 4 TP1: Okay= 
 5 NP3: Okay= 
 6 TP1: =Ready.  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
Pre-task 

7 [NP1 turns the timer] 
8 TP1: One word... Imagine that we're playing a game right?= 
9 NP3: Hmm= 
10 TP1: =Instead let's put here a baby doll= 
11 NP1: =hmmhmm 
12 
13 

TP1: And we said whoever wins the game. will have this doll. 
so this doll will= 

14 NP3: =Prize= 
15 TP1: =be your... 
16 NP3: Award= 
17 [TP1 drops the card signaling that award is the word] 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Task turn 

 
18 

 
NP4: =Uhuhuh. That's another angle on playing this game.=  

19 NP1: =Yeah… 
20 NP4: I'm a little slow catching up= 
21 NP1: =You're fine 
22 TP1: =You're very good 
23 NP1: It's your turn= 
24 NP4: =Oh it is my turn 
25 NP1: =°Yeah° 
26 NP4: Oh boy...  
27 NP1: This is it= 
28 NP4: =I don't know 
29 NP1: Just give it a shot… 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

After-task 
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not remain constant or do not increase or decrease linearly. Private speech is believed to occur 

when individuals are challenged with a difficult task and it is expected to decrease as participants 

become familiar with the task. It is interesting that a native speaker (NP1) produces the most 

private speech utterances in this study and the frequency of private speech does not necessarily 

decrease for the same participants across episodes with the same partners (E.g. episodes 1 and 2  

had the same peer group pairings).  

Table 15 

Overview of Private Speech Use by Participant 

 Private speech Total 

  NNS-NS NS-NS 
 

NNS-NNS NS-NNS  

Episode1 TP1 No pairs  No pairs  5 No pairs  5 

  TP2 No pairs No pairs  4 3  7 

  TP3 1  No pairs  3  1 5 

  NP1 10 No pairs  1  8 19 

Episode 2 TP1 No pairs  No pairs  6 No pairs 6 

  TP2 5  No pairs  8 No pairs  13 

  TP3 0  No pairs  8  6  14 

  NP1 10 No pairs  6 4 20 

Episode 3 TP1 3 No pairs  No pairs  5 8 

  NP1 No pairs  11 No pairs  8  19 

  NP3 6 No pairs  No pairs  0  6 

  NP4 No pairs  9 No pairs  No pairs  9 

Episode 4 TP1 1 No pairs  No pairs  5 6 

  NP1 No pairs  3   No pairs  No pairs 3 

  NP3 0 2 No pairs   1  3 

  NP4 No pairs  6 No pairs  No pairs  6 

Episode 5 TP5 No pairs  No pairs  4 No pairs  4 

  TP6 No pairs  No pairs  4 No pairs  4 

  TP7 No pairs  No pairs  6 No pairs  6 

  TP8 No pairs  No pairs  8 No pairs  8 

Episode 6 TP1 3 No pairs  6 No pairs  9 

  TP2 No pairs  No pairs  1  4 5 

  TP5 1  No pairs  2  2 5 

  NP1 6 No pairs  No pairs  5 11 

Total 46 29 72 54 201 
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Nonnative speakers are expected to produce more private speech due to the language 

skills requirements of the task. However, one native speaker produces more private speech than 

anyone else in each episode (NP1). The table above indicates that NP1 uses the highest amount 

of private speech (n=10) during NNS-NS turns in Episode 1. NP1 produces the highest amount 

of private speech in almost all episodes in which he participated. Other participants’ private 

speech use varies across episodes. Although episodes 1 and 2 have the same participant and pair 

groups, participants produce more private speech in Episode 2 (n=53) than Episode 1 (n=36). 

Contrastingly, Episode 4 (n=18) has less private speech than Episode 3 (n=42), although the 

participants are the same. Some participants produce less or more private speech utterances than 

in an identical episode with the same peers. For example, in Episode 2, TP2 produces twice the 

private speech she produces in the identical Episode 1 (n=8) when in a pair with the same 

partner. Parallel to the findings of earlier studies, these findings suggest that private speech is 

situated in the context in which it occurs and that its frequency does not particularly increase or 

decrease in a linear manner. Each episode and task brings new challenges to the participants and 

private speech emerges as a tool to regulate the self and others.  

The table below compares the percent of private speech use of each individual participant 

by task direction. Nonnative speakers generally produce almost as much private speech when 

paired with native speakers (NS-NNS + NNS-NS turns vs. NNS-NNS turns). Native speakers 

NP1 and NP3 produce more private speech in turns with nonnative speakers than in turns with 

native speakers (NS-NNS + NNS-NS turns vs. NS-NS turns). Therefore, it is not possible to 

make a claim on native and nonnative speaker groups based on the frequency counts without  

studying private speech use at the individual level. 

This initial analysis suggests private speech use by the participants needs to be studied in 

more detail in order to understand its function in interactions with peers with different language 

backgrounds. The first step is to understand the nature of private speech use by native and 

nonnative speakers of English. Findings suggest that private speech functions differently 

depending on when in the timeline of a task turn it is produced and native and nonnative speaker 

participants use private speech in slightly different ways. These findings for the first research 

question are discussed in detail on next page.  
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 Table 16 

Ratio of Private Speech By Task Direction 

Participant % Ratio NNS-NS % Ratio NS-NS % Ratio NNS-NNS % Ratio NS-NNS Total 

TP1 21 0 50 29 100 

TP2 20 0 52 28 100 

TP3 5 0 58 37 100 

TP5 11 0 67 22 100 

TP6 0 0 100 0 100 

TP7 0 0 100 0 100 

TP8 0 0 100 0 100 

NP1 36 19 10 35 100 

NP3 67 22 0 11 100 

NP4 0 100 0 0 100 

 

Findings for Research Question One 

This first research question aims to understand the nature of private speech the 

participants use in a social context. Therefore, form, function, and content of private speech are 

analyzed. The form of private speech that occurs in the research context is first identified. Earlier 

studies identify private speech to occur in silent, abbreviated, and loud forms. Parallel to earlier 

literature, private speech occurs in the silent, abbreviated (incomplete), and loud forms in this 

study. Although earlier studies report learners’ use of private speech in these three forms, there 

have not been any studies investigating the form of private speech that occurs in a social context 

where adult language learners and native speakers engage in a collaborative activity.  

Findings for Forms of Private Speech 

In this study, private speech occurs in all three of the overlapping silent, abbreviated, and 

loud forms described in the literature. The silent forms in the data are private speech that is 

uttered in a low tone of voice; the loud forms of private speech are the utterances in a social tone 

of voice but not necessarily addressed to another person; and the abbreviated forms are the 

incomplete utterances addressed to the self either in silent or loud forms. Therefore, all 

abbreviated forms listed here can also fall under the category of loud forms. In addition, silent 

forms can be grammatically complete utterances but they can also be abbreviated utterances. 

0These three forms overlap throughout the study. The overlap was addressed in the portion of 

Chapter 3 that describes coding for the forms of private speech.  
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Loud form is the dominant characteristic of private speech in this context (n=110) 

although there were considerable amount of the silent form (n=86) in the data. The abbreviated 

form occurs least frequently in the data (n=5). The abbreviated form should be interpreted as one 

form of loud speech in this particular context. As discussed earlier, participants’ private speech 

forms change from one episode to another. For example, Episode1 and Episode 2 had an 

identical set up where TP1+TP2 and TP3+NP1 pair and compete against each other. TP1 uses 

more silent forms (60%) than loud forms (40%) in Episode 1 than in Episode 2. Similarly, TP2 

produces more loud (75%) private speech than silent speech (25%) in Episode 1 than in Episode 

2, even though TP1 and TP2 are paired together in both of the episodes. This suggests that each 

new task brings new challenges to the participants and the frequency of their private speech use 

to gain regulation varies. Participants’ control over the task change as they progress in the task. 

Furthermore, there are individual differences in each native and nonnative group as individuals’ 

private speech use varies within their respective groups. 

In order to understand the individual differences, silent, abbreviated, and loud forms by 

each participant are counted for each task turn combination of NNS-NS, NS-NS, NNS-NS, NS-

NNS, in each episode. This procedure reveals differences at the individual level. For example, 

TP1’s silent private speech is 60% of her private speech utterances in Episode 1, when she is 

paired with TP2 who is a nonnative speaker of English. However, all her private speech is in the 

loud form when she pairs with the same peer in Episode 2. In Episode 3, she pairs with NP3 who 

is a native speaker of English. 40% of her private speech is in the silent form in Episode 3 when 

NP3 was describing the word. However, 100% of her private speech is in the loud form in 

Episode 4 with the same peer. This suggests that forms of private speech is dependent on the 

context and other factors than the L1 background of the interlocutors needs to be considered in 

order to understand the nature of private speech that occurs in the data.  

This analysis (below) indicates that private speech needs to be studied qualitatively in the 

immediate context in which it occurs. The loud forms of private speech serve a dual private and 

social role and this form is often used to externalize the planning process before an activity or the 

revising process if it occurs after an activity is over. Depending on where in the timeline of the 

task turn that it occurs, it helps the participants organize thoughts and seek solutions to problem 

sources. However, it also serves as strategic assistance to peers. For example, by externalizing 

their private speech at the planning stage before a task turn, collaborative peers prepare each 
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other for the upcoming activity and the strategic assistance that they will provide in a task turn. 

For example, TP1 externalizes her thought process as “Hmmhmm. This is a very simple one but I 

need to find a way to explain it... Hmm... Okay…” The first pause filler indicates that she is still 

in the process of deciding. Then she externalizes what she thinks about the task and what she 

needs to do. After a few moments of thinking, she makes a decision marked with the 

confirmatory “Okay”. By externalizing her planning process and thoughts about the task, she 

signals her peer (TP2) how far TP2 should imagine the word is from the description provided 

(i.e., searching for a common word instead of an infrequent word). TP1 also indicates that she 

will not be describing the word directly to her peer. This little piece of information plays a major 

role in the success of the peers when engaged in the collaborative activity. However, TP1’s  

utterance mainly serves a private purpose to organize own thoughts. 

Table 17 

Overview of Findings for Private Speech Forms 

 

Private speech 
 Total 

  
Silent 

 
Abbreviated 

 
Loud 

 
Row % 

 

  

Row % 
 

 

Row % 
 

 

Row % 
 

   
NNS TP1 Episode1 Turn NNS-NNS 60.0% 20.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

    Episode 2 Turn NNS-NNS     100.0% 100.0% 

    Episode 3 Turn NNS-NS     100.0% 100.0% 

        NS-NNS 40.0%   60.0% 100.0% 

    Episode 4 Turn NNS-NS     100.0% 100.0% 

        NS-NNS     100.0% 100.0% 

    Episode 6 Turn NNS-NS     100.0% 100.0% 

        NNS-NNS 50.0%   50.0% 100.0% 

  TP2 Episode1 Turn NNS-NNS 25.0%   75.0% 100.0% 

        NS-NNS 33.3%   66.7% 100.0% 

  
    Episode 2 Turn NNS-NS 40.0% 20.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

        NNS-NNS 50.0%   50.0% 100.0% 

    Episode 6 Turn NNS-NNS     100.0% 100.0% 

        NS-NNS 100.0%     100.0% 

  TP3 Episode1 Turn NNS-NNS 33.3%   66.7% 100.0% 

        NS-NNS     100.0% 100.0% 

    Episode 2 Turn NNS-NNS 50.0%   50.0% 100.0% 

  TP5 Episode 5 Turn NNS-NNS     100.0% 100.0% 

    Episode 6 Turn NNS-NS     100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 17 (continued)  

 

Private speech 

 Total 

  
Silent 

 

Abbreviated 

 

Loud 

 

Row % 

 

  

Row % 

 
 

Row % 

 
 

Row % 

 
   

        NNS-NNS 50.0%   50.0% 100.0% 

        NS-NNS 100.0%     100.0% 

  TP6 Episode 5 Turn NNS-NNS 50.0%   50.0% 100.0% 

  TP7 Episode 5 Turn NNS-NNS     100.0% 100.0% 

  TP8 Episode 5 Turn NNS-NNS     100.0% 100.0% 

NS NP1 Episode1 Turn NNS-NS 40.0%   60.0% 100.0% 

        NNS-NNS     100.0% 100.0% 

    Episode 4 Turn NS-NS     100.0% 100.0% 

    Episode 6 Turn NNS-NS 66.7%   33.3% 100.0% 

        NS-NNS 60.0%   40.0% 100.0% 

  NP3 Episode 3 Turn NNS-NS   33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

  
  NP4 Episode 3 Turn NS-NS 55.6%   44.4% 100.0% 

    Episode 4 Turn NS-NS 33.3%   66.7% 100.0% 

        NS-NNS 75.0%   25.0% 100.0% 

 

In the data, the other function of the loud form of private speech is to motivate peers for 

the collaborative efforts of the self and the peer. The success of each task relies on participants’ 

successful contributions relevant to the “expert” and “novice” roles that they assumed in a 

collaborative task. Therefore, some loud forms of private speech serve to motivate peers when 

they appear at the end of a task turn. Affective utterances such as “It was very good”, “that was 

a good one”, “wow”, to motivate self and the peers in the collaborative activity.  

Overall, the most important function of the loud form of private speech is making the 

thought process of individuals available to each other. This helps them establish mutual 

understanding of the self and the others. By externalizing their thought process both at the 

planning stage before the task turn and at the revising stage at the end of a task turn, participants 

invite each other into their private worlds. An example to the planning stage is provided above. 

In the revising stage, participants externalize the thought process behind their activities without 

any initiation from their peers “Because fluting doesn't make any sense I said flirting”, “Because 

I don't know the word (Laughs)”, I had to rule out nursery rhymes because… that’s 

American….” This externalization of the thought process at the revising stage gives participants a 

shared understanding of each other.  
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In the following quote, silent private speech emerges as repetitions when participants face 

new vocabulary forms (1) and when participants have self-discoveries about some part of their 

own task, performance, or knowledge (2). In the first example, TP1 revises the words her partner 

provided to her during their task turn. In the second example, NP1 revises their task turn finding 

the word “stomp” and discovers that they could use a recent movie “Stomp the Yard” to explain  

the word.  
 
Quotes 1 

(1) TP1: °Annoy. good... I would say ° bug... let me know° aggravate. °aggravate° hmm. 

°pester. I didn't know that° hmm. 

(2) NP1: °Stuff like this rhyme with (inaudible) as well°. Stomp... Stomp the Yard. 

Not only loud forms but also silent private speech forms serve a dual social and private 

role because any silent utterance is still accessible to the interlocutors in close proximity. This 

phenomenon is also discussed in the previous literature (Anton & DiCamilla, 2004; Wells, 

1999). Wells (1999) describes that private speech in social interaction may inform or direct an 

interlocutor. In the following excerpt we see NP4’s silent private speech informing NP1 and 

initiating his assistance. As soon as NP4 starts his turn to describe the word to his peer, he loses 

his train of thought (line 2). He searchers for his previous thought sequence and he quietly says 

“I had it in my m-“. Although NP4 whispers this utterance, NP1 responds by encouraging him to 

start from somewhere in the next turn. NP4 is obviously searching for words in line 4, although 

he whispers °what is. what is the one°. In the next turn, NP1 joins his search and tries to help him 

describe the word by asking for the grammatical classification of the word. Therefore, both silent 

and private speech forms serve dual social and private functions in a collaborative environment  

where interlocutors are present.  

Excerpt 16 

1. NP1: Okay? Go for it… [NP1 starts the timer] 

2. NP4: °Oh I had it in my m-°   

3. NP1: Just try it 

4. NP4: °What is. what is the one° [Waves hands] 

5. NP1: It's a compound word? Two words? One word? 

6. NP4: Uhh. 
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Furthermore, utterances in the social tone of voice that are seemingly addressed to an 

interlocutor may have a self-regulatory purpose, directing an individual’s own thoughts and 

actions. In conclusion, participants use loud (including abbreviated) and silent forms in an 

attempt to self-regulate. However, because a private thought process is made available to the 

interlocutors through private speech, it also has an other-regulatory function. This acts as the first 

stage of the strategic assistance given to the peer in the information gap activity. Both native 

speakers and nonnative speakers use this strategy when they are exchanging the “novice” and 

“expert” roles in the task. Because the “expert” role is not defined by language proficiency but 

by who holds the information in the card at the beginning of each task turn, native and nonnative 

speakers experience both “expert” and “novice” roles and their use of private speech is similar in 

relative roles during their task turns regardless of their or peers’ L1. The collaborative dialogue 

between the participants is between individuals who have to establish mutual understanding of 

each other’s private worlds in order to complete the task in a competitive manner.  

Further analyses on the regulation levels of the participants suggest that participants, both 

Turkish L1 and English L1, spend conscious efforts for planning and applying strategic 

assistance in collaborative discourse, and all utterances, both private and social, serve the 

purpose of successful completion of the task. Those will be discussed in detail later under the 

findings for the second research question. Before moving to the second research question 

contents and functions of private speech are studied in order to understand this phenomenon 

better.  

Findings for Content and Functions of Private Speech 

The categories of private speech content are derived from the previous literature. These 

are self-directed questions, repetitions, affective utterances, and pause fillers, utterances 

indicating hypothetical stance, labels, and metalanguage. During the coding process, other 

private speech patterns emerged. The new patterns have a more social origin than other types of 

private speech in the data. Therefore, the new forms are labeled as “other” and will be discussed 

following the analysis of the research constructs identified in the previous literature.  

When coding the content of private speech, some private speech fits under more than one 

category. For example, the utterance “I could I could give” can be coded as both hypothetical 

stance and repetition content. Some overlap has been reported in the earlier literature and that is 

mainly why most private speech studies do not recommend quantitative analyses of private 
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speech utterances. However, adapting the definitions from earlier studies helped the researcher 

during the coding process. Because the content of private speech overlaps, there is some 

mismatch in the quantitative counts although it does not interfere with the qualitative analysis of 

the data. Earlier scholars caution that quantifying results in private speech studies can blur the 

findings.   

The data analysis for this study also finds that making generalizations for groups can be 

misleading, because the individual differences of the participants are far more complex than can 

be defined with group membership such as “native speaker” or “nonnative speaker” group. The 

previous literature justifies frequency counts as a tool to search for patterns in the data, which is 

its use here.  

The table below summarizes the content of private speech from each participant. As 

explained above, the numbers do not match to the total of private speech use because some of the 

private speech content categories overlap. Affective utterances are the most frequent private 

speech content (n=96). The next most frequent private speech utterances are hypothetical stance 

(n=88) and labeling, (n=84). Self directed questions are the least frequent private speech content 

(n=8). Following this are metalanguage (n=35) and pause filers (n=47). There are individual 

differences in how learners used these private speech utterances. All will be discussed in detail  

below.  

Table 18 

Overview of Findings for Private Speech Contents  

 

Affective 

Utterances 

Hypothetical 

Stance Labeling Repetitions Pause fillers Metalanguage 

Self-

directed 

Questions 

TP1 19 16 12 7 1 8 4 

TP2 11 9 12 5 1 5   

TP3 5 9 2 5 2 2 2 

TP5 9 5 12 4 3 1   

TP6 1 8 2 8 7 2   

TP7 2 8 4 13 10 2   

NNS 

TP8 2 3 2 7 5   1 

NP1 26 13 24 18 8 5 1 

NP3 9 12 5 9 9 5   

NS 

NP4 12 5 9 3 1 5   

Total 96 88 84 79 47 35 8 
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Affective markers. Affective markers are the most frequent private speech content 

(n=96). Findings from earlier studies suggest that affective markers are part of the self-regulation 

process and indicate an individual’s attempts to gain regulation. The primary function of 

affective markers is controlling frustration and anxiety over the task when individuals are faced 

with a cognitively challenging task. A similar observation is made in this study. Affective 

markers are signs of discovery, relief or frustration and they are usually indicators of an 

individual’s notice of an error or a frustration when challenged with a difficult situation. 

Individuals use affective markers to relieve tension and to establish mutual orientation towards 

the task.  

The recurring affective markers are, laughs, Sighs, and the following utterances: “cool”, 

“oh”, “aww/oww”, “oh my god”, “sheesh”, “oh boy”, “yeah” and “wow”. There are only three 

instances where participants use an affective marker in Turkish (L1) in the study. The remaining 

affective markers are in English. The Turkish affective markers are “Allaa” (Gosh) from TP7, 

and “Yaa” (Ah) and “Ayy” (Oops) from TP8. “Allaa” was said when TP7 discovered that his 

pair’s low score for the game. “Yaa” and “Ayy” indicate frustration when TP8 discovered some 

words that she could not successfully guess. All these occur during Episode 5, where all four 

players are of Turkish origin. In Episode 5, NP1 is also in the room. Although he did not 

participate, he was observing the session. The only time participants use Turkish is during this 

episode when all players were of Turkish origin. This may suggest that the language of private 

speech may be affected by the L1 of the participants even when engaged in an activity in L2. 

However, it was not possible to observe TP7 and TP8 in pairs with native speakers of English. 

Other Turkish participants do not use private speech in Turkish even when paired with another  

Turkish speaker in other episodes. 

Quotes 2 

(1). TP1: OHH. MONOPOL MONOPOLY. °Monopoly°. 

(2) TP3:  OH MY GOD! 

(3) TP1: Aww… You will definitely make this one... 

(4) NP1: Waddles are. Penguin. Penguins waddle 

TP2: °Ah.°  

NP1: It's a form of walking kind of falling but 
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In the quotes above, affective markers are observed before, during, or after a task turn is 

over and they indicate signs of discovery (1), frustration for not being able to complete the task 

(2), relief before a task turn (3), and the need to initiate assistance from potentially helpful peers 

by expressing an interest during a task turn (4).  In quote 4, TP2 learns a new word “waddle” 

from NP1. Her quiet “Ah” indicates her continuing interest, which in turn generates more 

explanation by NP1. This helps TP2 to initiate more scaffolding from NP1.   

Affective markers also help peers establish shared orientation towards the task. In the 

following example, TP5 uses “yeah” to encourage TP6 to continue his thought process because 

he is on the right track of discovering the word. In response, TP6 produces an increasing amount 

of utterances and possible solutions for the task. Therefore, TP5’s affective marker helps them  

establish a shared orientation towards the task.  

Excerpt 17 

1. TP5: For example you want to buy a computer what kind of media? 

2. TP6: CPU?= 

3. TP5: = Yeah 

4. TP6: Hard disk= 

5. TP5: = Yeah yeah yeah 

6. TP6: Hard eh main board= 

7. TP5: = Yeah yeah let's go 

8. TP6: Eeh... film. filim? Movie. Eeh 

 Affective markers were used in both silent and loud forms as seen in the examples 

above. Either in silent or in private, they usually serve a dual social and private function to both 

self and other-regulate as well as to control emotional load. The following table summarizes the  

findings. 
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Table 19 

Summary of findings for Affective Markers 

Content Form Pre-task During Task After-Task Differences 

Between Native 

and Nonnative 

Speakers 

Affective 
markers 
 
English 
“cool”, 

“oh”, 

“aww/oww”, 

“oh my 

god”, 

“sheesh”, 

“oh boy”, 

“yeah” and 

“wow”. 

 

Turkish: 

Allaa” 

(Gosh) from 

TP7, and 

“Yaa” (Ah) 

and “Ayy” 

(Oops) 

All 
silent 
and 
loud 
forms 

Regulate self 
 
Regulate 
others 
 
Controlling 
frustration 
and anxiety 
over the task 
 
Relief 

Regulate self 
 
Regulate others 
 
 
Controlling 
frustration and 
anxiety over the 
task 
 
Initiating assistance 
from potentially 
helpful peers by 
expressing an 
interest 
 
Establishing shared 
orientation towards 
the task 

Relief 
 
Discovery 

NNS: 
Affection 
markers that 
express an 
interest initiate 
more 
descriptions 
from native 
speakers 

 

Hypothetical stance. Hypothetical stance utterances are the second most frequently used 

private speech content (n=88). Participants use hypothetical and conditional clauses in order to 

provide alternative solutions to a problem and in order to establish joint regulation towards a 

task. These utterances are one of the most important private speech content categories that help 

participants’ joint orientation towards the task. Therefore, they occur mainly in the loud form and 

they are more socially oriented than some other types of private speech. Hypothetical stance 

utterances usually emerge after a game turn when learners are revising or commenting on 

performance. This helps the participants review their performance and establish joint orientations 

in a collaborative activity.  

For example, after successfully describing the word “ram” to his peer, NP1 makes a 

comment: “I could have said... Dodge has ram.” He is obviously revising his task strategies and 

considering alternative possibilities after the turn was over. This utterance indicates 
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hypothesizing and guesswork and therefore, it possibly helps NP1 gain self-regulation to re-

orient towards similar future tasks. Hypothetical stance utterances indicate individuals’ revision 

of their task strategies and performances in an attempt to gain self-regulation.  

In some other instances, hypothetical clauses indicate planning and hypothesizing about 

future activity. In the following example, TP2 externalizes her thought process and her plans for 

using an alternative strategy,” The way if I explain. is not gonna work because I don't think you 

can tell it. but the way I'll explain will be a little. going different way.” Although TP1 does not 

know the specifics of TP2’s plans, TP2’s externalization of her hypothetical stance on the 

possibility of not being able to describe the word prepares her to expect alternative strategic 

scaffolding that TP2 has not tried before. This utterance also helps TP2 plan and organize her 

strategic assistance, as well as focuses the attention of her participant on the new strategy that 

she will provide. Learners’ display of their own heuristics for dealing with the task is also 

observed in the literature (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000; Lidz, 1991). Learners do this in order 

to prepare their peers with task rules that might transfer to other situations.  

All participants in all task turns use hypothetical stance utterances. This is probably 

because the task requires participants to collaborate in each task turn regardless of their 

proficiency. Because of the time challenge, participants have to devise alternative approaches for 

providing and receiving strategic scaffolding that can transfer to other situations. Externalizing 

their hypothetical stance helps them enrich these experiences by establishing mutual cognition 

and shared orientations towards the task.  

Interestingly, participants use hypothetical utterances even during their opponents’ turns. 

This suggests that the process to reach mutual cognition and understanding of each other does 

not end with the activities that they are personally engaged in but also the activities that they 

observe together. Also, these participants anticipate that they would be in the same pair group in 

future sessions. Therefore, a shared understanding of each other’s private worlds is crucial for all 

participants. That is probably why they share their thought processes voluntarily and frequently 

with each other even when they were not assigned the task themselves. In the following example,  

TP1 and TP2 hypothesize about describing the word “gel” in their turns. Externalizing their own 

plans while approaching the task gives important information about their possible task behavior 

to all potential peers.  
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Excerpt 18 

1. TP1: Good I would go with hair= 

2. TP2: Yeah I would just go= 

3. NP1: = But you can't say that word they don't you can't use that word. that's more of °taboo  

vocab° 

Because of the reasons listed above, externalizing the hypothetical stance is one of the 

most crucial task strategies used by all the participants in the study. Overall, hypothetical stance 

utterances played a crucial role in establishing shared orientations to the task and in 

hypothesizing about ways to make scaffolding and assistance more efficient. The table below  

summarizes the findings. 

Table 20 

Summary of Findings for Hypothetical Stance  

Content Forms Pre-task During 

Task 

After-task Differences 

Between 

Native and 

Nonnative 

Speakers 

Hypothetical 
stance 
 
“I could 
have said” 
 
“I don't 
 think” 
 
“I will” 

All Planning and 
hypothesizing about 
future activity. 
 
Preparing peer to 
expect alternative 
strategic 
scaffolding  
 
Focusing attention 
on the upcoming 
new strategy 
 
Establishing mutual 
cognition and 
shared orientations 
towards the task 

 
Hypothesizing 
about ways to make 
scaffolding and 
assistance more 
efficient. 

None Providing alternative 
solutions to a 
problem 
 
Reviewing 
performance/Revisin
g 
 
Hypothesizing about 
ways to make 
scaffolding and 
assistance more 
efficient. 
 
Establishing mutual 
cognition and shared 
orientations towards 
the task to plan for 
future activities. 
 

None 
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Labeling/Counting. The participants frequently use labeling and counting in order to 

manage the task by giving it some kind of a structure (n=84). Like the previous categories, 

labeling has both social and private speech characteristics. Labeling regulates the self and 

collaborative peers to the task. In the following excerpt, TP3 labels and counts elements of her 

proposed activity in order to help her and her peer divide the task into manageable chunks. This 

allows them to work on individual parts of the task independent from each other.  

Below, TP3 counts the words (Line 1) and announces that she will start with the second 

word. Her dividing of the task into manageable components also helps her native speaker peer 

focus on one part of the task at a time and helps them avoid possible frustration and confusion 

(Line 7). When her peer is close to the word she is trying to describe, she uses counting as a  

reference in order to focus attention of her peer on a specific part of the word (Line 13). 

Excerpt 19 

1. TP3: Okay. it's a compound word and I'll explain the second one 

2. NP1: Okay= 

3. TP3: = You live in what? 

4. NP1: House= 

5. TP3: = Okay. good.  

6. NP1: °Okay°= 

7. TP3: = The. the first one. kids 

8. NP1: Doghouse. °okay°= 

9. TP3: = What?= 

10. NP1: = Doghouse? 

11. TP3: No 

12. NP1: Playhouse= 

13. TP3: = No no no. you said did you said dog. use the first two letters. and add. two other 

letters 

14. NP1: Something house 

All participants in the study use labeling and counting. This suggests that the task poses 

challenges for both native and nonnative speakers of English so that they divide the task into 

manageable components. Labeling and counting helps these participants avoid confusion and  
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frustration regardless of their language proficiency. 

Table 21 

Summary of Findings for Labeling 

Content Forms Pre-task During 

Task 

After-task Differences 

Between 

Native and 

Nonnative 

Speakers 

Labeling/Counting 
 
“first one” 

“second one” 

Loud Dividing the 
task into 
manageable 
chunks 
 

Dividing 
the task 
into 
manageable 
chunks 
 
Focus 
attention of 
the peer on 
a specific 
part of the 
task 

None None 

 

Repetitions. Repetitions are one of the most frequently occurring private speech 

utterances in the study (n=79). Parallel with the earlier literature, repetitions are used mainly for 

lexical searches, self-repairs, and for repetitions of newly encountered vocabulary forms in the 

study. In the following example, TP2 learns that the word she was supposed to find was 

“latchkey kids”. After NP1 describes the meaning of the word, TP2 repeats the word to herself 

possibly to recall any prior memories of the word and to internalize the newly encountered 

meaning. Obviously, she is also revising the turn with her peer who tried to get her to say the 

word by using sound associations with chocolate and latch. Her loud repetitions of the word also 

help her realize this task strategy used by her peer (Line 3). At this point she reaches an 

understanding of her peer and establishes a “joint regard” (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000). In  

other words, she is able to see the task through the eyes of her peer. 

Excerpt 20 

1. TP2: LATCH. KEY. latch. key 

2. NP1: I think the- they have a key to get in the house  

3. TP2: LATCH. OH. CHOCOLATE. may be first. may be first um. may be first syllable. latch.  
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key. Kids. 

Learners also use repetitions to retrieve lexical knowledge. These types of repetitions use 

both the silent and loud/social tones of voice. In the following example, TP2 repeats the word  

“roller skate” in order to retrieve her knowledge of other vocabulary that start with roller-.  

Excerpt 21 

1. TP1: No. (Laughs)  °it's in Orland-° [Sits back on chair] You're very close= 

2. TP2: = Roller skate. Roller skate ro-. ah- 

3. TP1: (Clears throat) They have a different name for it here 

4. TP2: Mmm but I thought they would use roller-skate here= 

5. TP3: =( Laughs) 

6. TP1: Okay how can I do?...= 

7. TP2: = Roller roller... I I don't think I will know. rolle-= 

8. TP1: = Think about another wo:rd when we code the videos in reading... Sometimes they  

match some words. How we call that?  

Repetitions help learners make sense of the new information and retrieve existing 

knowledge from memory. There are some differences in how native and nonnative speakers use 

repetitions. All nonnative speakers of English use repetitions to internalize new or correct forms 

of vocabulary that they hear from native speakers of English, such as in the “latchkey kids” 

example above. Native speakers do not produce repetitions in the same manner. Repetition of 

new language forms helps nonnative speakers organize their thoughts and realize the gaps in 

their performance or knowledge in the process of internalizing new information. 

There are also some individual differences across the participants. One participant (TP7) 

uses repetitions in dense frequency to organize thoughts during a task turn. One native speaker 

uses repetitions to signal the difficulty of the task to his partners before a task turn (NP1). In the 

following quote, the nonnative speaker TP7 uses repetitions to focus on the task and to gain 

regulation. His utterances indicate a lack of planning and organized thoughts as he searches for 

words (35).  No other participant uses repetitions in the same manner as TP7 in the data. His 

repetitions also overlapped with pause fillers. 
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Excerpt 22 

1. TP7: This a word you know. For example TP6 say something to you and than eh bad bad 

things and you... you look for you're eeeh… you're eeh you're more than to to look TP6 eyyy 

eyy  

2. TP8: (Laughs) 

3. TP7: For example. °for example and then° for example you're eh you're eh 

4. TP8: Agree?  

5. TP7: Th- th- same one  

6. TP8: Anger?  

7. TP7: Th- th- th- not the same one 

A native speaker, NP1, uses repetitions for planning his task while he studies the words. 

Externalizing his thoughts about the task and repeating them several times alerts his peer that his 

description will not be straightforward, and that he would probably need to use a different task 

strategy in order to provide assistance (Line 1). No other participant uses repetitions at the 

planning stage to serve this purpose in this study. Instead, most participants use hypothetical 

clauses in order to signal the heuristics of their task strategies and to prepare their peers for the 

upcoming activity. Therefore, NP1 differs from the rest of the participants with his repetition  

use. 

Excerpt 23 

1. NP1: Ahh. °tricky. tricky tricky tricky° 

2. NP3: Hmm 

3. TP1: Don't make it hard 

4. NP1: Okay (Sighs) °Tricky° 

The table below summarizes the findings. 
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Table 22 

Summary of Findings for Repetitions 

Content Forms Pre-task During 

Task 

After-task Differences 

Between 

Native and 

Nonnative 

Speakers 

Repetitions 
 
“roller 

roller” 

 

“tricky 

tricky 

tricky” 

All Signaling the 
difficulty of the 
task to peer 
before a task turn 
 

Lexical 
search 
from 
memory 
 
 Self 
repair  
 
Organize 
thoughts 
 
 

Lexical search from 
memory 
 
Internalizing newly 
encountered vocabulary 
forms 
 
Revising 
 
Establishing a shared 
understanding 
 

1 Native 

Speaker: 

 
Signaling the 
difficulty of 
the task to 
peer before a 
task turn 
 
Prepare peer 
for the 
upcoming 
activity. 
 
1 Nonnative 

Speaker: 

 
Density in 
frequency is 
a sign of lack 
of 
organization 
of thoughts. 

 

Pause fillers. Earlier studies on private speech suggest that pause fillers are indicators of 

the thought process and that they help learners avoid distraction before an activity. In this study, 

participants use pause fillers frequently (n=44). The pause fillers are “umm”, “hmm”, “ahh”, 

“eeh”, etc. followed by a brief pause. Participants use these pause fillers to signal the ongoing 

thought process and sometimes to organize the thought process. Both native and nonnative 

speakers use pause fillers in a similar way. However, one interesting type of pause fillers 

emerges in the data that was not mentioned in the earlier literature. Some of the participants use 

melodic voice and musical beats when they study their words before they started a task turn. This 

signals the thought process to their interlocutors and possibly helps them organize and align their 

thoughts with the musical beats. Only TP1 and NP1 use this type of pause fillers in the study. 
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Therefore, this type of private speech type does not appear to be unique to either native or 

nonnative speakers of English. Private speech in melodic voice has not been reported in second 

language acquisition although it is reported in child private speech studies where children use 

humming or singing to focus attention on the task at hand (Copeland, 1979; Fuson, 1979; 

Winsler, De Leon, Wallace, Carlton, and Quayle, 2002). 

In the following example, TP1 studies her words before describing the word to her peer. 

She announces that she is not ready and continues to study the words while humming. Her 

humming indicates that she is still planning and organizing her thoughts for her activity and 

signals her participants not to distract her until she finishes her planning. In other words, it is a 

strategy to avoid distraction. Perhaps each melodic change in her voice signals a different string 

of thought while she organizes her thoughts for her upcoming activity. In the second example, 

NP1 hums in the same manner after picking a card from the deck. He studies his card while he  

hums in his turn with a native speaker. 

Quotes 3 

(1) NP1: Ready? 

TP1: No. looking just a second °hmm here ehhh hmm° [Melodic voice] 

(2) [NP1 draws a card]  

NP1: Bup bup bup buu buu bup bup (Melodic voice).°°Let's see here° 

The table below summarizes the findings for pause fillers.  

Table 23 

Summary of Findings for Pause Fillers 

Content Forms Pre-task During 

Task 

After-task Differences 

Between 

Native and 

Nonnative 

Speakers 

Pause Fillers 
 

“umm” 
“hmm” 
“ahh” 
“eeh” 
melodic 
voice 

All Avoid distraction  
 
Focus Attention 
 
Organize 
thoughts 
 
Indicate planning 
is in progress 

Indicate 
thinking 
in 
progress 
 

None None 
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Metalanguage. Metalanguage is one of the least frequent private speech content in the 

data (n=35). Participants use metalanguage to do a lexical search in their memories and to orient 

each other to the task. Because this was a word task, an utterance is recorded as metalanguage 

only if the participants talk about grammatical features of the language (i.e. “it’s in noun form”, 

“adjective type of thing”, “like comparative”, “past tense” “add i-n-g”) in order to not to blur the 

findings. Metalanguage overlaps with repetitions in the study. Earlier literature also reports that 

metalanguage overlaps with other private speech utterances such as self-directed questions 

(Centeno-Cortez & Jimenez, 2004). However, this does not happen in this study probably 

because there were very few self-directed questions in the data (n=8). In the following example, 

TP8 repeats “adjectives” to herself in a silent tone of voice, while probably searching her  

memory in order to retrieve words that might align with TP7’s description in the previous turns.  

Excerpt 24 

1. TP8: = Eh you are gonna try something else I don't know what you're talking 

2. TP7: actually you know but then please say this a- adjectives= 

3. TP8: = °Adjectives° 

4. [Time is over] 

There were some differences in native and nonnative speakers’ use of metalanguage 

when interacting with each other. Nonnative speakers of English use metalanguages to provide 

strategic assistance to their peers. However, the shared histories and mutual understanding 

between the participants define what type of strategic assistance metalanguage provides. In the 

following quote, when explaining the word “receiver” to her peer, TP2 tells TP1 to use the 

comparative form of “receive”. Although this is not syntactically correct, TP1 understands what 

TP2 meant is to add the –er ending to the word “receive” (Line 4). Both TP1 and TP2 know that 

“receiver” is not the comparative form of “receive”. They have enough control over language to 

alter the uses of the structural features of a language in communication. Their shared 

understanding of each others’ metalinguistic awareness helps them understand that the referent 

of the phrase “comparative form” is not the grammar rule itself but the “–er” ending. 

Metalinguistic awareness refers to learners’ control over language in order to use the structures 

of language in unique ways. Metalinguistic awareness indicates these nonnative speakers’ 
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control over linguistic knowledge. This is in contrast with native speakers’ use of metalanguage. 

In fact, the success of TP1 and TP2 through their unique use of metalanguage surprises native  

speakers in this and similar turns in the study (Line 11). 

Excerpt 25 

1. TP2: Another one... This is ay. this is a little longer. 

2. TP1: Receive= 

3. TP2: = Yes. and now like. comparison. add a-= 

4. TP1: = Receiver? 

5. NP1: °Good job°= 

6. TP1: = Very good. TP2 

7. ... 

8. TP2: I was like TP1 please remember receive= 

9. TP1: = °Yeah°= 

10. TP3: = Receiver 

11. NP1: °Comparison° strange. What was ah-?= 

12. TP2: = E. r. like. adding comparing something 

13. NP1: I see= 

14. TP1: = Superlative form= 

15. TP2: = Comparative like 

16. TP1: = Comparative and superlative 

17. TP2: Big bigger er (Laughs)... Grammar. 

18. NP1: Okay. 

19. TP1: Receiver. receive. (Laughs) 

20. NP1: (Sighs) Timer is ready... 

21. TP1: Kidding (Laughs) 

In later turns (Lines 12-19), participants reveal their thought process associating the “-er” 

ending with the comparative form which adds to the confusion of native speaker, NP1. The 

native speaker was probably surprised because a native speaker’s use of metalanguage is usually 

straightforward, not creative. Native speakers usually use metalanguage when in pairs with 

nonnative speakers. Nonnative speakers use metalanguage in both pair groups. Native speakers 
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do not use metalanguage like nonnative speakers do. Furthermore, when nonnative speakers use 

metalanguage in pairs with native speakers, they use straightforward metalanguage utterances. 

Nonnative speakers use metalanguage in a unique way only when they are in pairs with other 

nonnative speakers as in the excerpt above. Below is such a straightforward use of metalanguage  

where NP3 asks TP1 to use the past tense of the verb form of plug (Line 2). 

Excerpt 26 

1. TP1: What's that?... The plug?= 

2. NP3: = Yes...so. what is the: past tense? 

3. TP1: Plugged= 

4. NP3: = Okay. so now you're taking it out so you...  

5. TP1: Unplugged. 

The main reason for nonnative speakers’ manipulative uses of metalanguage is probably 

their shared language learning experiences as language learners. During an informal interview 

with TP1 and TP2, they recalled their previous experiences as language learners when they 

memorized grammatical rules and tried to apply them to all new language forms without 

focusing on the meaning. This is a known phenomenon in the earlier stages of language learning 

where learners over generalize syntactic rules to all language forms (e.g. making all irregular 

verbs regular). This shared experience as language learners helps them use metalanguage in 

creative ways and strengthens communication. Nonnative speakers do not use metalanguage in a 

similar manner with native speakers of English. Native speakers use it in a straightforward 

manner when compared to nonnative speakers of English. This is particularly interesting becaue 

nonnative speakers’ unique use of metalanguage indicates their control over the language forms 

relevant to their language learning experiences. Native speakers are usually surprised when they 

observe nonnative speakers using metalanguage in unique ways.  

The table below summarizes the findings for metalanguage. 
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Table 24 

Summary of Findings for Metalanguage 

Content Forms Pre-task During Task After-task Differences Between 

Native and Nonnative 

Speakers 

Metalanguage 
 

“it’s in noun 

form” 
 “adjective 

type of thing” 
 “like 

comparative” 
“past tense” 
“add i-n-g” 

 

All None Strengthen 
communication 

None Native speakers: 

Straightforward use of 
language structures. 
 
Nonnative speakers: 

Metalanguage use is 
unique to NNS. 
 

 

Self-directed questions. Self-directed questions are questions addressed to the self. They 

are usually followed by a response from the same individual or they do not receive any response 

from the interlocutors present. This is the least frequently used private speech content category 

(n=8). Self-directed questions are produced only by TP1, TP3, TP8, and NP1. A majority of the 

questions are “Whose turn is it?” questions. This helps participants to orient and re-orient 

themselves to the task and to the novice and expert roles depending on whose turn it is to 

describe the word.  

There are other private speech utterances that emerge when learners need to control 

elements of the task such as setting up the timer, picking up cards, and keeping cards in order to 

ensure continuation of their performances. In the example below, NP1 reminds himself to take 

the card from TP2 so that he can check that TP1 and TP2 will not accidentally use the taboo 

words (Line 2). After he takes a look at the card, TP2 says “keep that” and quietly reaches to 

take the card back from NP1, without waiting for his response.  

Excerpt 27 

1. TP2: Okay= 

2. NP1: = °Let me take° [Reaches to take the card from TP2] … 

3. TP2: °Keep that° [Takes the card back] Okay. TP2. if I spill this (tea) some way. and it  

becomes 
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The table below summarizes the findings for this type of private speech. 

Table 25 

Summary of Findings for Self-directed Questions 

Content Forms Pre-task During 

Task 

After-task Differences 

Between 

Native and 

Nonnative 

Speakers 

Self-directed 
questions 
and 
comments 
 
“Whose turn 

is it? My 

turn” 

 
“keep that” 

 

All Orienting and re-
orienting to the 
task 
 
Control elements 
of the task to 
ensure 
continuation of 
turns 

None None None 
 

 

Private speech utterances that do not fit in any other private speech content form in the 

literature are coded as “other” although they sometimes overlap with the previously described 

private speech content categories.   

Other private speech utterances. These utterances are comments that do not fit in the 

previous private speech categories in the data (n=109). These private speech comments occur 

almost in the same frequency as both silent (n=53) and loud forms (n=56). These comments 

sometimes overlap with the previous private speech utterances. These private speech utterances 

can be grouped as comments on self, other, and collective performance, task, and knowledge. 

These private speech utterances usually occur either before or after a game turn and play an 

important role in establishing shared orientation towards the task.   

Comments on the task include participants’ utterances such as “this is hard, got lucky, it 

is difficult to explain”; comments on performance including participants’ utterances such as “my 

fault”,” my bad”, “I’m getting worse”. Comments on knowledge include voluntary information 

about what participants know such as “I didn’t know that, there is no way I would know, etc”.  

Comments on others’ performance usually include encouraging comments such as “good 

job” and “give it a try”. Comments on other’s tasks usually include utterances that offer support 
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to other participants (e.g. “It was difficult”, “It was not an easy one” to the competing group), 

comments on other’s knowledge included utterances indicating the individual’s hypothetical 

knowledge of the other such as “She wouldn’t know”, “You know this”, etc. Comments on 

collective task, performances, and knowledge include a first person pronoun such as “we made 

it”, “we can do this”, “oh, we have it in Turkey”.  

As can be seen, these utterances can also find places in other private speech categories 

such as affective markers and hypothetical stance. However, in terms of the functions that they 

serve, grouping private speech according to this emerging pattern in the data was useful in order 

to understand the functions private speech served in this particular context.  

Comments on one’s own task, performance, and knowledge. These private speech 

utterances comment on one’s own task, performance, and knowledge. The comments on task 

difficulty relieve the pressure and exhaustion from failing one’s peer. The comments also 

indicate the participants’ inabilities to provide sufficient scaffolding to their peers and the lack of 

self-regulation. Comments on own performance indicate the participants’ processes of thinking 

and their revising of successful and unsuccessful strategies. Comments on knowledge carry 

crucial information about the background knowledge of participants so that they can establish 

shared histories that help them provide strategic assistance to each other.  

In the excerpt below, NP1 comments on the task and his performance in line 5 after he 

correctly guesses the word “waddle”. The comment in line 5 is coded as “comment on task” 

because the referent of “got lucky” means completing a difficult task successfully, because 

“waddle” is not a frequently occurring word in everyday language. This is not an easy task 

because both peers need to know the word’s meaning in order to complete the task in less than 2 

minutes.  

In line 10, TP3 comments on the collective performance of herself and her peer, NP1: 

“°We have two more misses°” while looking at the score pad. Although this utterance is in a very 

quiet voice, NP1 acknowledges TP3’s comment and he continues with a quiet “my fault” in his 

utterances. This utterance is NP1’s comment on his own performance. Then NP1 continues to 

make a comment on the task again: “It is difficult to explain”. These comments usually emerge 

when the participants revise their own performances in previous turns.  

The participants produce comments on knowledge voluntarily at the end of a game turn 

without any initiation or inquiries from other interlocutors. In the following example, TP1 
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volunteers information about her own knowledge about the task of the competing pair who had 

just completed describing the word “waddle”. In lines 6 and 8, TP1 comments that she does not 

know the meaning of the word. Utterances like this provide valuable information to interlocutors 

that help them manage the task. In other words, utterances help individuals build shared histories 

and knowledge of the self and the other in order to communicate successfully.  Participants 

constantly create new meanings and histories through their participations in the task. This helped  

them recognize and respect each other’s worlds. 

Excerpt 28 

1. NP1: Waddle=   

2. TP3: = Yeah= 

3. G: = (Laughs) 

4. TP1: Good (Clears throat)= 

5. NP1: = Okay. got lucky 

6. TP1: I didn't know what that= 

7. TP2: = Yeah= 

8. TP1: = I didn't know what does that mean. I wouldn't explain it= 

9. … 

10. TP3: °We have two more misses°= [Looking at the score pad] 

11. NP1: = Yeah (Sighs) I'm sorry °my fault. It's difficult to explain° 

12. TP3:   (Laughs)  

13. [TP1 Draws a card from the pile] 

The table below summarizes the findings.  

Table 26 

Summary of Findings for Comments on Task, Performance, & Knowledge (Self) 

Content Forms Pre-task During 

Task 

After-task Differences 

Between 

Native and 

Nonnative 

Speakers 

Task 
 
“It is difficult 
to explain” 
 

All Prepare peer for 
task difficulty 

None Relieve the pressure and 
exhaustion from failing 

None 
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Table 26 (Continued) 

Content Forms Pre-task During 

Task 

After-task Differences 

Between 

Native and 

Nonnative 

Speakers 

Performance 
 
“my fault” 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  None Indicate peers’ 
inabilities to provide 
sufficient scaffolding to 
their peers and the lack 
of self-regulation. 
 
Revising of successful 
and unsuccessful 
strategies 

 

Knowledge 
 
 

  None Build shared histories 
and knowledge of the 
self and the other in 
order to communicate 
successfully 

 

 

Comments on others’ task, performance, and knowledge. These comments are in a 

social tone of voice and are addressed directly to an interlocutor. Therefore, they are more 

socially oriented than private. However, they are observed to serve a private purpose for 

regulating both self and others. Comments on others also enable participants to test their 

hypotheses about the shared understanding of the task and each other.  

In the following example, TP5 has to explain the word “cock-a-doodle” but he does not 

know its meaning. However, he considers his peer’s knowledge about the word, hoping that NP1 

knows the meaning if he could describe just the word. In line 3, he makes a comment about his 

peer’s knowledge about the word’s meaning possibly to plan for a strategy to describe the word 

to NP1. TP1 steps in to offer assistance to TP5 in line 4. She suggests that TP5 explain the 

“subject” to his peer.  “Subject” refers to the meaning derived from the five forbidden words that 

are highly associated with the game word on the card. Participants are often able to guess the 

meaning of a game word from the forbidden words listed on the card even if they do not know 

the word itself. They use it as a strategy to provide assistance to their peers built on the 

“hypothetical” understanding of the other. TP5 and TP1 below hypothesize about the knowledge 

of NP1 who is a native speaker. The task is challenging enough for TP5 as he has not seen the 

word “cock-a-doodle” before and this makes him think that his native speaker peer might not 
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know this strange word as well. In other words, the collective repository of shared histories that 

TP5 and NP1 have does not allow TP5 to have the mutual understanding that his peer would 

have knowledge about this strange word. Therefore, TP5 starts hypothesizing about his peer’s 

knowledge. NP1 responds by giving TP5 an encouraging task strategy in case TP5 thinks the 

word would be too challenging for him, so that TP5 could skip the word without feeling sorry for  

failing his peer.   

Excerpt 29 

1. TP5: °I don't know° ehh. I don't know. how to say= 

2. NP1: =Pass it. no problem.= 

3. TP5: =I don't know you know or not but=  

4. TP1: =Not sure he knows but like subject you may explain. you wanna skip it? I don't. I  

5. can't= 

6. NP1: =Yeah skip. if this thing is. challenging. 

Comments on other’s task and performance also have a motivational function and they 

emerge either before or after a game turn. For example TP1 and NP3 provide motivational 

support to the opposing team member as he studies his word. “You can do it” by NP3 refers to 

NP3’s comparison of the task to the hypothetical performance of NP4. “Very easy. I'll put here a 

plus” serves a motivational purpose as TP1 expresses her confidence in NP4’s task and his 

hypothetical performance. Therefore, these utterances are coded for “comments on others’ task  

and others’ performance” in the data. The table below summarizes the findings.  

Table 27 

Summary of Findings for Comments on Task, Performance, & Knowledge (Others) 

Content Forms Pre-task During 

Task 

After-task Differences 

Between 

Native and 

Nonnative 

Speakers 

Task 

 
“It is difficult to 

explain” 
 
“Very easy. I'll 

put here a plus” 

Loud Test 
hypotheses 
about the 
shared 
understanding 
of the task and 
each other.  

None Relieve the 
pressure and 
exhaustion from 
failing 

None 
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Table 27 (Continued) 

Content Forms Pre-task During 

Task 

After-task Differences 

Between 

Native and 

Nonnative 

Speakers 

Performance 

 
“You can do 

it” 

 
 

 Hypothesize 
about 
participants’ 
Performances 
relative to the 
upcoming task.  

Motivational Motivational  

Knowledge 

 
I don't know 

you know or 

not but 

 Hypothesize 
about the 
knowledge of 
peer 

None Build shared histories 
and knowledge of the 
self and the other in 
order to communicate 
successfully 

 

 

Comments on collective task, performance, and knowledge. These comments include 

the first person, plural personal pronoun “we” and they emerge when participants revise their 

activities and performances from the previous task turn or when they plan for future activities. 

Comments on collective performance usually invite responses from other interlocutors, and are 

more social in form than private speech form. They serve a motivational purpose after a task turn 

such as “good one” De Guerrero and Villamil (2000) encounter such utterances in learner 

collaborative dialogue and noted that these utterances are indicators that learners are in tune with  

each other, as they establish mutual cognition and working as one in an intersubjective state.  

Excerpt 30 

1. TP2: Finally we made it. after some time. yeah= 

2. TP1: = After twice yeah 

3. TP3: = Hmmhmm good   

Participants occasionally make comments about their collective knowledge. This type of 

utterance is initiated when participants try to manage the task and to distinguish scaffolding 

strategies specific to their peers by using their collective knowledge of a culture or language.   

In the following example, TP2 cannot guess the word “rollerblade” although she can say roller 

skate. After their turn was over, participants revise and reflect on the strategic assistance by peers 

and make suggestions. TP1 realizes that TP2’s orientation to the task is based on the shared 
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understanding of their L1 culture. In line 4, she recognizes her failure of not being able to 

explain the word to her peer because she did not consider their L1 background. This indicates 

that Turkish nonnative speakers do not always orient themselves to the task and each other, 

considering their L1 backgrounds as a task strategy. Instead, native and nonnative speakers may 

use other scaffolding strategies adapted to the particular individual peer that they collaborate  

with. This issue will be discussed later. 

Excerpt 31 

1. NP1: You can. blade. explain the straight thing but it says in (inaudible) 

2. TP1: BUT SHE'S RIGHT 

3. TP3: Hmmhmm 

4. TP1: SHE IS RIGHT BECAUSE WE CALL IT ROLLERSKATE in Turkey 

However, shared understanding of pairs’ orientation according to their L1 or L2 

backgrounds is crucial to complete the task for nonnative speakers and sometimes pairs check 

with their peers to confirm their orientation. In the following example, TP2 explicitly checks 

TP1’s orientation towards the task, “Is it American or Turkish?”, referring to whether TP1 has 

decided to describe a word using a strategy based on her L1 or L2 background. This does not 

refer to the word that TP1 would describe because the game does not include any words or 

concepts in Turkish. These participants externalize their use of L1 cultural knowledge in an 

attempt to manage the task and to provide strategic assistance to each other. This also helps them 

to think about possible routes to the solution. This is an important strategy for the participants 

and sometimes they question each other’s orientation in order to orient and re-orient themselves 

towards the task. This information helps peers to successfully recognize and respond to the  

strategic assistance, as seen in the excerpt below.    

Excerpt 32 

1. TP1: Two words. first name and the last name of a male 

2. TP2: Hmmhmm. first name and the last name of a male- 

3. TP1: = And the last name of him. is= 

4. TP2: = This is American Turkish? 

5. TP1: American. yeah= 

6.   TP2: = Hmmhmm 
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This strategy is also used in task turns with peers from different L1 backgrounds in order 

to distinguish L1 specific knowledge so that peers can provide sufficient assistance that is 

tailored to one’s peer. In the following example, NP3 externalizes her thought process to use 

American nursery rhymes when she describes her word/concept to her peer, who is the only 

nonnative speaker in the game (remaining players were NP1 and NP4). She explains how she 

decides not to use the nursery rhymes because she has to consider that TP1 might not know them  

although her profession deals with children.  

Excerpt 33 

1. NP3: I had to rule the nursery rhyme out because=  

2. NP1: = Yeah= 

3. NP3: = Yeah because that's American nursery rhymes. we would know. but I figured you 

work with children so you are probably familiar with the nursery rhymes =  

4. TP1: = Hmm. I I know some of them but not all of them  

In another interesting example, native speakers and nonnative speakers explicitly discuss 

their L1 and L2 resources in order to provide strategic assistance to each other. Furthermore, 

native speakers of English view L2 use as a strategic resource in the task in their L1 and discuss  

using their L2 (Spanish) to approach the task.  

Excerpt 34 

1. TP1: I would say like el is hand. in Turkish we said like what is hand and they said El Nino.   

2. right away. 

3. NP4: (Laughs) 

4. NP3: Nino in Spanish is boy.  

5. TP1: Really? I didn't know that.  

6. NP1: You see. I would have known that. 

In the example above, NP3 comments that she would have correctly guessed the word 

“El Nino” if TP1 had language background in Spanish referring to the English equivalent of the 

Spanish word, “Niño”. NP1 offers voluntary information that he would have known to make the 

connection with Spanish (L2) if they were peers. Recall that participants compete against each 

other with the anticipation that they might become peers some other day in the future. Therefore, 
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competing groups also offer comments on self-knowledge, although the discussion topic was the 

competing pair’s task and performance. 

The following table summarizes the findings for comment on collective task,  

performance, and knowledge. 

Table 28 

Summary of Findings for Comments on Task, Performance, & Knowledge (Collective) 

Content Forms Pre-task During 

Task 

After-task Differences 

Between 

Native and 

Nonnative 

Speakers 

Task 

 
“Good  one” 

Loud  None Motivational None 

 
 
Performance 

 
“We made it” 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    
 
Question 
peers’ 
orientation 
in order to 
orient and 
re-orient 
self and 
others to the 
task. 

 
 
Revise activities and 
performances from the 
previous task turn when 
peers plan for future 
activities 
 
Establish mutual 
cognition 
 
Differentiate L1 
background from L2 

 
 
Native 
speakers: 
 
L2 (Spanish) 
is resource 
 
 
Nonnative 
speakers: 
Distinguish 
L1 
background 
from L2 
“Is it 

American or 

Turkish” 
 
Knowledge 

 
“We know” 

“We have in 

Turkey” 

    
Distinguish L1 specific 
knowledge from L2 

 
Native 
speakers: 
“we would 

know” 
 
Nonnative 
Speakers 
“we have it in 

Turkey” 
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In conclusion, these findings suggest that native and nonnative speakers of English use 

private speech in both similar and different ways in interactions during collaborative activity. 

This is parallel with what earlier studies suggested. It is observed that orienting one’s self to the 

task and to peers according to the L1 or L2 is only one of the strategies used when peers do not 

have a shared understanding at the individual, interpersonal level. Individuals view shared L1 

and L2 as a resource for providing strategic assistance. However, participants do not always rely 

on their similarities and differences based on their L1 and L2 backgrounds. Strategic assistance 

is adapted to the individual peer, rather than adapted to a generic native or nonnative speaker. 

Therefore, participants’ private speech use varies at the individual level, making it difficult to 

generalize the findings for the two groups of native and nonnative speakers.  

Each task is challenging for both native and nonnative speaker pairs and according to the 

frequency counts of private speech, no participant can stay self-regulated throughout the study. 

In the true self-regulated state, participants do not externalize private speech. Native and 

nonnative speakers’ private speech form, content, and functions generally resemble each other 

with a few exceptions in the use of metalanguage, repetitions, affective markers, pause fillers, 

and comments on collective knowledge. 

Private speech is observed to occur before or after an actual game turn when participants 

are planning or revising strategies in their task turn. Participants produce both silent and loud 

forms of private speech. Abbreviated forms do not occur as frequently as the other forms. 

Nonnative speakers generally produce almost as much private speech when paired with native 

speakers. Native speakers produce more private speech in turns with nonnative speakers than in 

turns with native speakers. These findings suggest that native and nonnative speakers of English 

use private speech in similar and different ways in interactions during collaborative activity in 

this particular context. Although there are individual differences in the frequency of use, the 

categories of affective utterances, labeling, repetitions and utterances that indicate hypothetical 

stance occur more frequently than other private speech content. As indicated before, frequency 

counts are used only to recognize patterns that emerge in the data. Qualitative analysis provides a 

deeper understanding of the form, content, and functions of private speech in the study. 

For example, qualitative analysis indicates that the most interesting difference between 

native speakers and nonnative speakers of English is the unique and straightforward use of 

metalanguage. Turkish peers are able to talk about structures of language in a unique way in 
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order to create new meanings and efficient scaffolding. However, native speakers of English use 

a more straightforward approach and use utterances about the structure of language as a strategy 

to strengthen communication. Participants’ unique use of syntactic forms independent of their 

conventional meanings has never been discussed in the earlier literature on language learner 

private speech. This unique use requires extreme control over the structure of the language in 

addition to participants’ mutual understanding of this unique mechanism. When this issue was 

discussed with the participants TP1 and TP2, they recalled their language learning experiences in 

grade school when they started learning English. They reported that they remember the times 

when they were memorizing grammar rules and extending the rules to all grammatical patterns. 

This is in fact a well-known phenomenon in language acquisition (e.g. using regular verb forms 

for irregular verbs such as “goed” instead of “went”, “feeled” instead of “felt”, for a certain 

period of time).  This shared experience as language learners helped them talk about the structure 

of language in creative ways.   

The findings also indicate that affective markers are used more frequently than other 

language forms. They are used to relieve tension, control frustration, provide motivation and 

encouragement, express surprise and interest that would initiate assistance from interlocutors, 

and establish a shared orientation towards the task. The main difference emerges with the 

expressions of surprise and interest in native and nonnative speaker interactions. Affective 

markers such as “Ah” “Oh’ express nonnative speaker’s interest in the newly encountered 

language forms and initiate more assistance from native speakers of English. Native speakers 

provide additional description in order to clarify the meanings and uses of unknown language 

forms. Native speakers assume this role in order to provide assistance to nonnative speakers of 

English when they face a new vocabulary form.  

In fact, private speech generally serves a dual private and social function: to gain 

regulation and to establish shared histories and mutual orientation to the task and to each other. 

Utterances that contained hypothetical clauses best serve this purpose for Turkish (L1) speakers 

during interactions with native speakers of English. Private speech utterances serve different 

functions depending on when they appear. For example, when hypothetical utterances occur 

before a game turn, they often indicate planning of a future activity by the individual. When they 

are produced after a game turn, their function is to revise previous actions and to seek more 

efficient ways to provide assistance in the future. Native and nonnative speakers of English 
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produce this second type of utterance in all task turns even when it is not their own task turn. 

Participants offer voluntary information about what they would do in a similar situation. This 

plays a crucial role orienting and re-orienting one’s self and others to the task and to 

distinguishing possible task strategies for alternative situations. It is vital for the players to be 

able to adapt alternating strategies to each task turn that poses a new problem with the new set of 

words. By externalizing alternatives of what they would hypothetically do in a similar situation, 

interlocutors construct a collective repository of knowledge so that they can use their collective 

knowledge as a task strategy in future situations. 

Labeling is the other private speech category that serves such a dual social and private 

function. Its main function is to divide the task into manageable chunks. This helps them work 

on independent parts of a problem collaboratively. It also helps them easily guide their peers to 

work on the same parts of the problem. Both native and nonnative speakers use labeling and 

counting in all task turns to some degree.    

Native and nonnative speakers of English use repetitions for lexical searches or for 

organizing thoughts. However there are some differences in native and nonnative speakers’ use 

of repetitions. When they occur, repetitions are dense in frequency for some nonnative speakers. 

In other words, sometimes, nonnative speakers provide more repetitions in a short period of time 

than everyone else. This dense frequency indicates a lack of language skills or planning. Native 

speakers’ private speech is less dense in frequency. Their repetitions usually comment on some 

parts of the task and focus self and peer’s attention to the task. It is also possible to distinguish 

between repetitions that occur before, during and after a task turn. Repetitions before the actual 

activity indicates planning and they focus attention and orient one’s self to the task. The 

repetitions during the task are used for lexical searches if the person guessing the word uses 

them. The repetitions by the peer who is describing the word indicate lack of language 

knowledge or skills necessary to carry on the task. However, repetitions occur in some turns and 

not others, suggesting that each new turn brings new language challenges to the participants. 

Pause fillers are used both by native and nonnative speakers of English and they indicate 

that a thought process is in progress. One interesting finding is the use of melodic voice or 

humming to signal the thought process, perhaps in order to avoid distraction. Both native and 

nonnative speakers use this type of pause filler during turns with other Turkish (L1) speakers. 
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Self directed questions and some other self-directed comments occur less frequently in 

the data. Their main function is to help participants control elements of the task such as 

controlling the timer and controlling who is holding the cards. These tasks help learners gain 

regulation over the challenges posed by the task environment.  

Other patterns emerge in the data. Comments on own performance indicate participants’ 

processes of thinking and revisions of successful and unsuccessful strategies. Comments on 

knowledge carry crucial information about the background knowledge of participants. This lets 

peers establish shared histories to provide strategic assistance to each other. Comments on 

other’s task and performance usually have a motivational function. Such comments emerge 

either before or after the game turn. These comments include first person, personal pronouns and 

arise when participants revise their activities and performances in the previous task turn or when 

they plan for future activities. Comments on collective performance also invite responses from 

other interlocutors; they are more social than private in form. 

Participants’ private speech uses vary from one task to another. This fluctuation indicates 

that both native and nonnative speakers have varying levels of regulation across tasks. Therefore, 

the next research question investigates the regulation levels of the participants.  

Findings for Research Question Two 

The first step is to understand the regulation levels of the participants in each turn. The 

analysis of private speech suggests that learners’ cognitive regulation levels are not the same at 

all times. Each task turn was coded for self, other, and object-regulated peers. There is a total of 

111 turns. Seventyfive of the turns are successful turns in which learners are able to successfully 

complete the task under two minutes. The remaining 36 turns are unsuccessful turns where 

learners cannot complete the task within the time limit. 

Symmetrical and Asymmetrical Relationships 

Each pair is coded for the symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships established by the 

peers in a collaborative activity. The symmetrical turns include turns where both peers have self, 

other, and object regulation at the same time (SR/SR, OTR/OTR, OBR/OBR). The asymmetrical 

turns have peers at different regulation levels such as self/other regulated (SR/OTR), self/object-

regulated (SR/OBR), and other/object regulated (OTR/OBR). The successful and unsuccessful 

peers are counted for these symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships.  According to this, 

symmetrical self-regulated relationships always end with peers’ successful completion of the 
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task (n=21). Peers with asymmetrical self/other relationships also have higher success 

completing the task (n=51).  Any other pair regulation combination almost always ends with an 

unsuccessful turn. The most frequently occurring unsuccessful turns include other/object 

regulated (n=17) and self/object (n=12) regulated pairs. There are also some self/other-regulated 

pairs who could not complete the task successfully (n=6). Self/self regulated pairs’ turns are  

always completed successfully.  

Table 29 

Overview of Findings for Cognitive Regulation  

Direction of Turn Total  

  NNS-NS NS-NS NNS-NNS NS-NNS   

Regulation SR/OTR 9 11 16 15 51 

    36.0% 64.7% 41.0% 50.0% 45.9% 

  OTR/OBR   1  1 

      2.6%  .9% 

  SR/OBR    1 1 

       3.3% .9% 

  OBR/OBR   1  1 

      2.6%  .9% 

  SR/SR 10  8 3 21 

    40.0%  20.5% 10.0% 18.9% 

  OTR/OBR U 6 2 5 4 17 

    24.0% 11.8% 12.8% 13.3% 15.3% 

  SR/OBR U  4 4 4 12 

     23.5% 10.3% 13.3% 10.8% 

  OBR/OBR U   1  1 

      2.6%  .9% 

  SR/OTR U   3 3 6 

      7.7% 10.0% 5.4% 

Total 25 17 39 30 111 

  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

When successful and unsuccessful turns are compared based on the regulation 

relationships, majority of NNS-NS turns are successful when pairs have symmetrical self/self 

regulated relationships and asymmetrical self/other relationships. The other pairs have mainly 

self/other-regulated relationships that are successful. NS-NS turns do not have any symmetrical 

self/self regulated relationships. NNS-NS and NS-NNS have the most variety in the regulation 
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levels of the participants. These relationships will be discussed in more detail below. Other/other 

regulated relationships are not observed in the data. The (U) next to the regulation levels 

represents unsuccessful turns in the table below. The following section discusses the findings 

about the nature of interaction between participants according to the symmetrical and  

asymmetrical relationships established by the pair groups.  

Symmetrical self/self regulated pairs (SR/SR). Self/self regulated pairs are the ones 

when the participant describing the word is self-regulated and the one whose task is to find the 

word is not quite other regulated but in a stage between self and other regulated. The reason for 

this coding system was explained in detail in Chapter 3. Because the task requires participants to 

assume “expert” and “novice” roles based on who is guessing and who is describing the word, it 

is not possible for the participants to both start at the self-regulated state. In some turns, 

participants are a little “less” other-regulated than others and those participants are closer to the 

self-regulated state. These turns are relatively shorter than the other turns and the conversational 

exchanges between the participants resemble abbreviated speech. Usually there are three or 

fewer conversational turns before the pairs can complete the task successfully. The participant 

whose task is to describe the word is able to provide efficient scaffolding to his/her peer in the 

beginning of the turn and the participant whose task is to discover the word can find it with no 

further scaffolding necessary. Private speech use is minimal during these turns. Affective 

markers are used mainly for motivational purposes to encourage the peer. Labeling and counting 

also play an important role for in aligning participants with the assistance provided by their 

peers. There are also frequent comments on the collective self that use the first person, plural 

personal pronoun “we”. This indicates that peers are “in tune” with each other and “working as 

one” (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000). 

In the following quote, some characteristics of these turns are participants’ consideration 

and recognition of their peers’ linguistic, cultural, and personal backgrounds and participants 

adapting their assistance to the immediate context of the task environment by using props (1) or 

referring directly to the task environment (2), to the personal background of peers (3), to the  

shared histories of the peers (4), or to the L1 or cultural background of peers (5).  

Quotes 4 

(1) Word: Cry 

1. TP3: Ready? 
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2. NP1: °I got it° Ready? Okay what do you do when you do this? (Makes fists rubbing eyes 

gesture) 
3. TP3: Cry 
 
(2) Word: Award 
1. TP1: One word... Imagine that we're playing a game right? 
2. NP3: Hmm 
3. TP1: Instead let's put here a baby doll= 
4. NP1: = Hmmhmm 
5. TP1: = And we said whoever wins the game. will have this doll. so this doll will= 
6. NP3: =Prize  
7. TP1: = Be your... 
8. NP3: Award 

 

 (3) Word: Therapist 
1. TP1: Okay... It's a word. it's a noun. this is what his job and also your job. 
2. NP3: Therapy? to therapize? 
3. TP1: Uh. you are eh musici-= 
4. NP3: = Counselor to: a music therapist= 
5. TP1: = Yes 
6. NP3: Therapist= 
7. TP1: = Therapist 
8. NP3: °Okay° 
 
(4) Word: Keyboard  
1. NP3: Okay. we're back in our coffee shop  
2. TP1: Hmmhmm= 
3. NP3: = And. you're typing on. 
4. TP1: My. desktop? um laptop? notebook?= 
5. NP3: = Short. short 
6. NP1: (Laughs) 
7. NP3: What's. what's the na:me of the actual. thing that you're typing on? 
8. TP1: Keyboard?= 
9. NP3: = Yes. 
 
(5) Word: Annoy 
1. NP1: Okay. so what was the word in Turkish for mother? 
2. TP3: Anne= 
3. NP1: =Anne. and then a word that make= 
4. TP3: =Annoyed 
5. NP1: What. part of that word? 
6. TP3: An- annoy?= 
7. NP1: =Annoy 
8. TP1: He is also using Turkish.  
9. TP2: Aawww 
10. TP1: He got this strategy from us. 
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11. TP2: Yeah. very smart. 
12. TP3: Great 
13. TP1: Very smart. yes. cultural background °cultural°. 
 

In the first quote, NP1 uses a prop to describe crying to his partner. Both native and 

nonnative speakers use this strategy.  In the second quote, TP1 adapts her description to the very 

task environment of the Taboo game. Her peer uses affective markers “hmm” to signal that she is 

in tune with TP1 and encourages her to continue her description before taking a turn to guess the 

word. NP3 succeeds in her second turn finding the word. In the third quote, TP1 uses the 

personal background of NP3 to describe the word. She also uses metalanguage (Noun) in the 

beginning of her turn before she adapts it to the personal background of her native speaker peer. 

In the fourth quote, NP3 uses a shared (with TP1) history at a coffee shop and employs “we” in 

her opening line. NP3 and TP1 usually take their computers to a coffee shop to work and they 

use coffee shop reference often when they need to refer to words/concept relevant to computers 

and other electronic devices. In the fifth quote, NP1 uses the L1 background of his Turkish peer. 

Obviously NP1 has learned several Turkish words during his friendship with Turks.  

These findings indicate participants’ conscious efforts to adapt their scaffolding to their 

peers’ cultural, linguistic, and personal backgrounds. Their strategic use of metalanguage and 

labeling/counting create reference points to their peers before the turn progresses. They also 

externalize confirmatory affective interjection such as “hmmhmm” to confirm that they are in 

tune with their peers and are able to follow the assistance provided.  

Interestingly, only the native speaker peers (NS-NS) do not have any self-self regulated 

relationships although they are able to establish this relationship when they are paired with 

nonnative speakers. The majority of native speaker pairs have self-other relationships. This 

finding is parallel with earlier findings on the increased private speech use when native speakers 

are paired with other native speakers. The increase in private speech use is an indicator that the 

participants are making more attempts to gain regulation against the challenges that they are 

facing.  

Similarly, nonnative speaker pairs report that collaborations with other nonnative 

speakers are slightly more challenging than working with native speakers. However, nonnative 

speakers can establish symmetrical self/self regulated relationships: 20% of the NNS-NNS turns 

in the data. The reason they, unlike native speaker pairs, can establish symmetrical self/self 



 144 
 

regulated relationships is probably because of the variance in their regulation levels. They had 

chances to observe each other giving and receiving assistance at various cognitive levels. In 

other words, nonnative speaker pairs observe what their peers can do and what assistance that 

they can give and receive in various situations. This might contribute to peers’ shared 

understanding of what they can do with and without assistance as well as what assistance that 

they can give appropriate to what their peers can do. In other words, these peers have enough 

chances observing each other move within their zones of proximal development to be able to 

provide efficient scaffolding to help align the regulation levels of peers with theirs. Zone of 

proximal development refers to the distance between the actual developmental level and the level 

of potential development as determined through what a learner can do in collaborative activity 

with a teacher or peer (Ohta 2001, p. 9). Wells (1999) suggests that peers engaged in an activity 

provide learning opportunities for both the novice and expert, therefore allowing both peers to 

move within their zones of proximal development regardless of their language skills.  Therefore, 

it is possible that these variances in the regulation levels of pairs provide them opportunities to 

learn how to adjust their scaffolding to each other as well as how to respond to the scaffolding.   

Participants’ uses of private speech, particularly comments on self, others, and collective 

knowledge, support this view that each individual peer consciously opens up his or her thought 

processes, shares the limits of his or her knowledge, and hypothesizes about what others can do 

relative to the task difficulty and what they can do, what they know, and how they can perform 

as a collective unit. This helps them establish a shared understanding of their peers (as well as 

potential peers) so that they can receive and provide efficient strategic scaffolding to overcome 

the time challenge of the task. This is possible when peers are able to not only share an 

understanding but they are also able to view the task from each other’s perspective (Lantolf, 

2009). Therefore, all utterances, including private speech, were directed towards the goal of 

reaching the self-regulated state for both self and the partner.  

This is the intersubjective state when peers have mutual cognition and shared 

understanding of the situation, task, and each other. At this symmetrical self-regulated state, 

peers recognize each other’s private worlds and the nature of strategic assistance they provide 

(recognizing one type of assistance vs. a possibility of a number of strategic assistances). The 

success of assistance partially relies on the receiving peer’s ability to recognize the assistance as 

well as being able to give assistance appropriate to the cognitive level of the participant.  
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Peers both reach the intersubjective state when they complete the task successfully.  

The symmetrical relationships cannot be continuous and constant because each task turn brings 

new challenges with it with the introduction of a new word set. Therefore, peers can be at 

different regulation levels at the beginning of each task turn and they can help each other move 

through object and other-regulated cognitive levels with the help of strategic assistance until they 

both reach the intersubjective, self-regulated state. Earlier literature suggests that regulation 

levels of participants do not stay constant and an individual can transition from the object to the 

other to the self-regulated state with the help of scaffolding provided by others in collaborative 

interaction. This is also observed in the study. Some participants are still other-regulated but 

slightly closer to the self-regulated state so that they can reach the self-regulated state with 

minimal scaffolding provided by their self-regulated peers. Therefore, peers that have self/other-

regulated states can be said to be closer to the symmetrical self/self-regulated state than other 

symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships. In fact, the asymmetrical self/other relationships are 

the most frequent peer relationships in the data. The earlier literature has also considered 

self/other regulated as a pre-requisite of the intersubjective state, where one can observe learners’  

attempts to establish a shared understandings of the task and each other.   

Table 30 

Summary of Findings for Symmetrical Self/Self Regulated Relationships 
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Asymmetrical self/other-regulated relationships (SR/OTR). The asymmetrical 

self/other regulated pair relationships are the most frequent in the data and they almost always 

end successfully (n=51). The strategies used in the self/other state share similarities to the 

symmetrical self/self regulated state. All private speech content is used in this state. However, 

there are more conversational turns where the other-regulated peer has to receive assistance 

before the pair can successfully complete a task. Both same and mixed L1 groups have this type 

of asymmetrical relationship. Part of the reason is probably because the task always requires one 

person to rely on the information that his/her peer provides in order to complete the task.  

The pairs usually complete the task successfully when the peers are in the self and other-

regulated states. However, some turns that have pairs in the asymmetrical self/other regulated 

state could not be completed successfully. These are some NS-NS and some NS-NNS turns.. The 

reason for this is the fact that there are levels within the cognitive levels of regulation, some 

individuals can be other regulated but closer to self-regulation relative to another other-regulated 

person who is closer to object regulation. The regulation stages are transitionary and the other-

regulated state is the state in between object- and self-regulated states. Therefore, some other-

regulated participants can be closer to the object-regulated state than to the self-regulated state. 

They need more assistance from their peers to move within the other-regulated state to finally 

reach the self-regulated state when compared to other other-regulated peers who are closer to the 

self-regulated state within their developmental process. This has been discussed Chapter 2 and in 

Chapter 3 in the section about regulation.  

In the following excerpt, one of the peers is self-regulated and the other peer is other 

regulated but not close to the self-regulated state. The self-regulated peer (NP1) is also not self-

regulated as he fails to recognize his partners’ perspective in the activity. He is self-regulated 

because he is able to provide strategic assistance, however his assistance is not efficient relative 

to the time limit of the task. TP3 is other-regulated as she initiates assistance from NP1 and lets 

herself be guided by him. NP1 in turn provides more assistance. However, TP3 does not 

recognize the strategy provided by NP1. NP1 divides the word “megabyte” into two manageable 

portions of “mega” and “byte”. NP1 does not share this information with his peer. This in turn, 

moves TP3 closer to the object-regulated state as she does not know how to orient herself to the 

activity of finding the word “megabyte”. Therefore, this pair cannot complete the task 

successfully although they are in the self/other-regulated state.   
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Excerpt 35 

1. NP1: You ready? Okay. When you're eating a sandwich= 

2. TP3: =Huhhuh 

3. NP1: You what do you do when you're eating a something? You take a sandwich and=  

4. TP3: =And?= 

5. NP1: =Do something to it. 

6. TP3: You you eat it huh= 

7. NP1: =What's that word? What's the word? If I take a sandwich and then I or you see 

something you like you say could I have a  

8. TP3: You taste or just you're taste you wanna taste it?= 

9. NP1: = You wanna taste it but you're going to eat it so you're not only tasting it. What's the 

first thing you do when you're eating something? 

10. TP3: I mean uhh= 

11. NP1: = Come on? 

12. G: = Laughs 

13. TP3: Okay. try to:= 

14. NP1: = Yeah= 

15. TP3: = Explain and I= 

16. NP1: = Take a sandwich and I pick it up and I put it into my mouth and I  

17. TP3: So the word is that? 

18. NP1: It's part of it. 

19. TP3: I take sandwich pick it up, put it into my mouth and do something 

20. TP1: Chew= 

21. NP1: =No=  

22. TP3: =Chewy= 

23. NP1: =But for you to chew what do you do have to do? 

24. TP3: Take a bite 

25. NP1: Okay. and there's something really big. What's the word for something ve:ry big? 

26. TP3: Oh. time? 

27. NP1: Some. Uhhhh= 

28. TP3: =Sorry 
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29. TP2:= (Laughs) 

30. NP1: Shoot 

31. TP2: (Incomprehensible) 

32. TP3: What was that? 

33. NP1: =Megabyte 

34. TP1: =Megabyte= 

35. NP1: =Megabyte 

36. TP2: That's hard= 

37. TP1: =That is hard to describe 

38. TP3: =Aah no no if we if you're you know if you: are gonna divide the word please say it  

39.  NP1: Okay 

Table 31 

Summary of Findings for Asymmetrical Self/Other Regulated Relationships 
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Summary of the findings for the asymmetrical self/other relationships is above. 

Nonnative speaker pairs also have similar issues with self/other-regulated relationships. The 
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problem emerges when the leading peers cannot provide efficient scaffolding that is adjusted to 

the level of their peers. However, turns like this always end with a discussion of how peers could 

approach the task for better performance. Comments on task, knowledge, and performance 

emerge in some successful and all unsuccessful self-other regulated turns. Parallel to the earlier 

discussion, these comments help peers establish a shared understanding of the previous 

performance as well as take on their peers’ perspective when engaged in the activity. The next 

regulation state, closer to the self-other regulated state, is therefore the self/object-regulated state.  

Asymmetrical self-object regulated relationships (SR/OBR). These types of 

relationships are almost always unsuccessful. The object-regulated participants use repetitions 

and affective markers frequently. Comments on knowledge and performance emerge during 

these turns. After the turn is over, participants usually discuss the limits of their knowledge and 

comment on the task for motivational support. 

In this asymmetrical situation, the object-regulated participant lacks the language 

knowledge or task skills to participate in the task while self-regulated peer tries to offer 

assistance. However, the assistance needed is beyond what can be provided by peers. These turns 

are unsuccessful because the object-regulated participant does not have the language skills to 

complete the task. All task turns have this type of relationship except the turns with mixed L1 

when nonnative speakers are leading the turn. This could simply be because native speakers do 

not lack language knowledge when compared to nonnative speakers of English. Therefore, native 

speakers are not object-regulated due to a lack of language skills or a lack of language 

knowledge. However, there is one instance where a native speaker confesses that he does not 

know the meaning of the opposing team’s word: “Dollop” (Lines 25 & 27 in the next excerpt). 

This suggests that the language task is challenging even for native speakers of English and there 

is also the possibility for native speakers to be object-regulated due to a lack of language skills.  

There is only one instance of a successful self-object regulated relationship where the 

self-regulated peer is able to provide strategic assistance that carries her partner from the object 

regulated to the self-regulated states within the two minutes of their turn. The instance is when 

the native speaker realizes that her peer may not know the word and she is also able to choose 

the best strategic assistance in case his/her peer does not know the word. This peer is self-

regulated in the true sense and she is able to guide the nonnative speaker and help her reach a 
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self-regulated state by providing efficient strategic assistance adapted to the cognitive level of 

the object-regulated nonnative peer.  

Below is an excerpt from a self/object regulated task turn that ends successfully. Instead 

of describing “dollop”, NP3 divides the word into two parts that sound similar to the original 

word when pronounced together (“doll” and “up”). As a result, TP3 completes the task  

successfully. In the end, TP1 confirms that NP3’s strategy to divide the words is useful.  

Excerpt 36 

1. NP3: Okay. a Barbie= 

2. TP1: =Doll 

3. NP3: Perfect. think that word= 

4. TP1: = A dollhouse? 

5. NP3: Its' that's the first part of your word. two syllables. not down but up. okay. put those 

words together 

6. TP1: Dollup? = 

7. NP1: = °It's not. it's very similar° 

8. TP1: What is that?= 

9. NP3: =Dollop. like a. dollop is like a. like a. portion of a.  

10. NP1: Oh really?= 

11. NP3: = Scoop of 

12. NP1: Yeah. 

13. NP3: A dollop= 

14. NP1: = Kinda like a °spoonful° 

15. NP3: Have you seen the commercials for baby which is that brand of sour cream or butter or 

something? a dollop of daisy?= 

16. NP1: = A dollop is like... [makes a hand gesture taking something from a container with a 

spoon] yeah. 

17. TP1: = That was easy. what was it? [Looks at the card] 

18. NP3: Dollop= 

19. TP1: =Dollop 

20. NP3: Yeah. 

21. TP1: I understand. thank you.  
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22. NP3: It's good. very well= 

23. TP1: =I'm glad you. divided it. in between= 

24. NP3: That's how I got to explain it to her. or I would hope to = 

25. NP4: =That's a new word for me 

26. NP3: Yeah? 

27. NP4:  I have to go get my dictionary huh? Never heard that before 

The table below summarizes the findings.   

Table 32 

Summary of Findings for the Asymmetrical Self/Object Regulated Relationships 
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Asymmetrical other-/object regulated relationships (OTR/OBR). These are the turns 

when the participant whose task is to describe the word lacks the language skills and knowledge 

required for the task and when the other peer has to rely on the information provided by the 
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object-regulated peer who lacks the language or task skills to provide assistance. Therefore, 

when an other-regulated peer initiates assistance, the object-regulated peer cannot provide the 

assistance.  

Object regulation includes lacking the skills required to complete the task. This often 

includes not being able to describe the word without using one of the forbidden words on the 

card. All task turns including native and nonnative speaker pairs have this type of asymmetrical 

relationship. These turns always have comments on self, other, and collective self. The 

other/object-regulated pairs can complete the task successfully if the object-regulated pair can 

describe the word using phonemic similarities (e.g. making the peer say “concord” from 

“concerned”). 

However, there are differences between native and nonnative speakers’ object regulation 

while leading a task turn. When the native speakers are object-regulated, they lack control over 

the task although they have the language skills to complete the task. This occurs when the native 

speaker utters one of the forbidden words during his turn. This indicates the native speaker’s lack 

of control over the task. When nonnative speakers are object-regulated, they either misguide 

their partners or try to describe parts of the word with the hope that their peer, either native or 

nonnative speaker, will recognize it. However, these attempts almost always fail.  

In the following example, TP1 thinks that El Niño is one of the names of the major 

hurricanes. Soon she realizes that the word she is describing is not a hurricane. She changes 

strategies and divides the word into two components of “El” and “Niño” so that she can describe 

the word “el” by making associations with the word “elephant”. By the time she is able to  

describe it, their time is over.  

Excerpt 37 

1. TP1: (Sighs) Okay... Sometimes=  

2. NP1: =Do it 

3. TP1: University and school cancel classes. not for religious holidays or other holidays. but 

like natural something that we have to- 

4. NP3: Disaster= 

5. TP1: = Disaster. what else? 

6. NP3: Hurricanes. tornadoes. earthquakes. 

7. TP1: Yes. it's a:. one of the name of hurricanes= 
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8. NP3: = Hurricane Charlie. Dean 

9. TP1: Eh. two names. two words I mean. The first one has only two letters... and the other one 

has four. It's a very common name for the- or may be I'm making. making °it up° 

10. NP3: Andrew?= 

11. TP1: = No  

12. NP1: Hurrica:ne... Can you throw me something else? 

13. TP1: I don't know if i can make it= 

14. NP1: = You try it. you try. 

15. NP3: = Break it up. break it up 

16. NP1: Say something else= 

17. NP3: = Break up the word 

18. TP1: Okay. for second the. °second word° starts with um. °I cannot think of anything° 

(Laughs) 

19. NP3: What are you doing? We have time= 

20. TP1: =What's the big animal with the big nose 

21. NP3: A toucan?  

22. NP1: = (Laughs) 

23. NP3: An animal with a big no:se. an anteater? 

24. NP1: (Laughs)= 

25. NP3: = An elephant? 

26. TP1: [Nods] (Laughs) 

27. NP3: El? 

28. TP1: Starts with. EL 

29. [NP1 hits the buzzer] 

30. TP1: El Nino= 

31. NP1: = El Niño. (Laughs) 

32. NP4: = Owww (Laughs) 

33. TP1: What is that?= 

34. NP1: = It's like a. th-. something to do with  

35. TP1: = Something with the sea. right? 

36. NP1: No. it deals with the weather. but it's it's like the pressure. and so. 
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37. NP3: I was like this is too easy. hurricane = 

38. TP1: = I'm sorry. hurricane. as soon as eh. I she said the names of that oh I made a mistake. 

it's not one of them. 

39. NP3: Okay. you did good= 

40. TP1: = I misleaded you. 

The table below summarizes the findings for the asymmetrical Other/Object relationships 

Table 32 

Summary of Findings for Other/Object Regulated Relationships 
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Symmetrical object/object regulated relationships (OBR/OBR). This type of 

relationships occurs only twice in the data. There are both successful and unsuccessful 

object/object regulated relationships and they both happen when nonnative speakers are paired 

with each other. The unsuccessful turn was discussed in Chapter 3 when describing coding for 

this type of regulation. This type of relationship usually includes peers using props form the 

environment rather than describing. 
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The successful object/object regulated turn includes nonnative speakers who both lack 

the vocabulary knowledge for the word “flutter”. However, TP2 uses strategic assistance: instead 

of describing the word flutter, she describes a word (“flute”) whose pronunciation is close to 

flutter.  Furthermore, she uses gestures to describe the word “flute” (Line 1) and uses 

metalanguage in a unique way in order to guide TP1 to reach the word “fluter” from “flute”  

(Line 7). 

Excerpt 38 

1. TP2: Okay. okay. TP2. the way if I explain. is not gonna work because I don't think you can 

tell it. but the way I'll explain will be a little. going different way. so I’m playing an 

instrument= [blows on to her fists] 

2. TP1: = Instrument. flute= 

3. TP2: = Yeah add the word flute. and add i-n-g 

4. TP1: Fluting FLIRTING 

5. TP2: No no. fl- use FLUTE USE FLUTE AND ADD TO IT 

6. TP1: Fluted= 

7. TP2: When you compare two things what do you add at the end of the end of the adjective 

8. TP1: Flute= 

9. TP2: = Good 

10. NP1: That's not the proper pronunciation of the word= 

11. TP1: = Fluter 

12. NP1: But it's okay  

13. TP2: (Laughs) because I don't know the word (Laughs) 

14. TP1: [Checks the card for the word] Flutter?= 

15. NP1: =Flutter yeah 

16. TP1: I made it. flutter= 

17. TP2: =But I I. they. there was no way that I could explain her (Exhales)= 

18. TP3: =But you know it was very good. yeah  

19. TP1: =Because fluting doesn't make any sense I said flirting 

The table below summarizes the findings. 
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Table 34 

Summary of Findings for Object/Object Regulated Relationships 
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Symmetrical other/other regulated relationships (OTR/OTR). This type of 

relationship occurred only once during data collection. This was when the researcher started data 

collection. The example was discussed in Chapter 3. Other than one incident, there were no 

other/other-regulated relationships observed in the study.  

The findings on the regulation levels of participants suggest that, participants’ regulation 

levels differ from task to task, and even within the task, as participants regulation levels 

transition from self, other, and object regulated states on the way to reach a mutual self-regulated 

state. 

Findings for Research Question Three 

Research question three deals with the nature of interactions based on the analyses of 

private speech and regulation levels of the participants as a function of the language backgrounds 
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of the participants. This study investigates private speech use, cognitive regulation levels, and 

relevant social relationships established by native and nonnative speakers of English in a social 

context when they exchange “expert” and “novice” roles in different pairings during a 

collaborative activity. Observing the various pairings of native and nonnative speakers as they 

participate in the activity allows the researcher to compare and contrast the interactions between 

same and mixed L1 pairings of native and nonnative speakers. There were four pairings, which 

also allowed a comparison of native speaker interactions with other native speakers: NS-NNS, 

NNS-NS, NNS-NNS, and NS-NS.  

Findings suggest that collaborative interaction is too complex to be defined simply as the 

communication between native and nonnative speakers of English. There are a lot of similarities 

in native and nonnative speakers’ uses of private speech and how they regulate themselves and 

others to the task and to each other. However, some differences occur at the group level as well 

as the individual level. Informal interviews suggest that nonnative speakers prefer pairing with 

native speakers, and native speakers find it less challenging when they are paired with familiar 

peers. Although nonnative speakers acknowledge that working with native speakers do not 

always help them complete the task successfully, they think it is less demanding to collaborate 

with a native speaker because their regulation levels in a language task do not fluctuate as much 

as a nonnative speaker and, therefore, the type of strategic assistance is more stable compared to 

the strategic assistance provided by nonnative speakers of English. However, the frequency 

counts did not indicate a mojor difference in private speech use in mixed and same L1 pairs for 

nonnative speakers. Nonnative speakers employ a vast amount of strategies when providing 

strategic assistance to their peers during collaborative activity because their regulation levels 

cannot stay constant at one level due to the challenges of the language task. Therefore, a 

nonnative speaker can be said to be more certain about what strategies to provide and receive in 

interactions with native speakers than with nonnative speakers. This can also be interpreted 

relevant to peer familiarity, rather than the language proficiency. However, peer familiarity in the 

context of interaction may be more complex than simply being the history of friendship with a 

peer. Peer familiarity is relative to the context and content of the task.   

Both native and nonnative speakers agree that familiarity working with partners is more 

important than working with a partner with native or nonnative speaker proficiency. Similar to 

nonnative speakers, native speakers also think that they need to know what their partners will 



 158 
 

know so that they can guide them. This often poses a challenge when they are describing the 

meaning of a word or concept and their partners’ prior knowledge and experiences do not match 

with theirs. Native speakers are more comfortable using different strategies such as contextual 

references and props when collaborating with a nonnative speaker. None of the native speakers 

expressed a concern about the lack of language skills of the nonnative speakers in this particular 

context. However, it must be noted that nonnative speakers in this study have advanced 

proficiency levels. The following excerpt is from an informal interview with some of the  

participants. 

Excerpt 39 

1. TP3: She told why didn't you say this I would get this. so, so you start thinking oh the person 

needs to play this way so 

2.  TP2: But the the native speakers eeh generally focus on the meaning of the word 

3.  TP1: Yeah more definition and sometimes  

4.  TP3: And yeah 

5.  TP2: Sometimes it doesn't help 

6.  TP3:YEA YEAH I KNOW I KNOW I didn't I didn't feel so comfortable and confident but 

now ahh when I today we worked together. I was confident you know. I was  

7.  TP1: Because you know I'm. partner you know your partner. When you look at the card you 

say like kick she could get it so you just describe the action  

8.  TP2: Hmmhmm 

9.  TP1: But if you get like honk she might not get it so you cut it in you know like it effects 

how you describe the word too. All the performance now. 

10. TP3: Hmmhmm 

11.  Researcher: So, if you didn't know your partner, if you were total strangers meeting the first 

time playing this game who would you play with? 

12.  TP1: You mean native speaker versus?  

13.  Researcher: Yeah 

14.  TP1: Native speaker of course 

15.  NP1: I think. There is a feeling of because you already know the person. 

16.  TP1: But we don't know- 
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17.  NP1: I didn't know TP5 well. I feel that context cues are so important. Because if I'm 

meeting a stranger on the street. They don't speak my language English and I try to explain it 

through like cues like items you know towel wall or whatever something to similar to that 

word that you're trying to get. 

18.  Researcher: Even with the native speaker? 

19. NP1: With the native speaker I was trying to explain a word or directions or  

 you would say words like cut down, big or small you know such and such. You had to sort  

of get it together get it to prior knowledge you know.  

Nonnative speaker pairs have the most variance in the cognitive regulation levels of 

peers. Therefore, they need to adjust their assistance to the frequently changing regulation levels 

of peers each time they take a turn. Relatedly, they often externalize their private thought 

processes on the task and performances of self and others and they also share the limits of their 

knowledge with each other as a task strategy. The time limit of the task makes it crucial for the 

peers to have a repository of shared histories and knowledge in order to communicate the 

missing information within a limited period of time. Because the task is a one-way information 

gap activity, one of the peers has to rely on the assistance and information provided by the other 

peer regardless of language proficiency. Therefore, nonnative speakers are able to work with 

each other at different cognitive levels of regulation. Relevantly, they are also able to share more 

information about their private worlds in order to establish a mutual understanding of the task 

and each other. They are also able to observe the strategic assistance given and received when 

peers have different levels of cognitive regulation.  

This provides them with learning opportunities within their zones of proximal 

development as they become more able to give and receive strategic assistance to and from their 

peers. Therefore, despite its challenges, nonnative speakers are able to establish symmetrical 

self/self-regulations during the task while native speakers can only establish self-other regulated 

relationships with other native speakers. This is an indicator that nonnative speakers are not 

deficient communicators. Nonnative speakers have many strategies in their toolbox and many 

resources that they can transfer from their L1 to their L2. This also makes native speakers feel 

more comfortable collaborating with them because they know they can use various strategies to 

describe a word or concept to a nonnative speaker of English. However, they do not think they 

can use these strategies with other native speakers. They have to rely on their personal 
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knowledge of their native speaker peer in order to hypothesize about the type of assistance that 

they could provide to them. Therefore, native speakers are also observed to exchange 

information about their private worlds, their thought process, and limits of knowledge similar to 

nonnative speakers of English. Regulation levels of native speaker pairs do not vary as much as 

nonnative speaker pairs. This is probably why native speaker peers are not able to start a turn at 

the self-regulated state.  

Another interesting finding is that native speakers see L2 use as a resource in 

communication. Both native and nonnative speakers often discussed how they could use L1 and 

L2 knowledge to engage in an activity during the revising stage after a task turn is over. Native 

speakers suggested using their L2 (Spanish) as a resource to describe words/concepts in their L1 

during collaborative activity. Parallel to that, nonnative speakers use their linguistic and cultural 

backgrounds as a resource. However, they do not always use their linguistic and cultural 

background and they have other strategies and resources that they can use in collaborative 

activities with both native and nonnative speakers. Because of the availability of these strategies, 

nonnative speakers need to be alert in order to recognize the strategic assistance provided by 

peers. Interestingly, native speakers also attempt to use L1 backgrounds of participants whenever 

appropriate. However, assistance is adapted to the cultural and linguistic backgrounds only when 

peers cannot provide assistance adapted to the collective histories of the pair or to the personal 

characteristics of their peers. Participants are aware of the differences between L1 and L2 

knowledge and that they distinguish the things “we would know” from the things “you would 

know”, although they do not think it would lead to deficient communication. Peers provide 

scaffolding adjusted to individual peers.  

Assistance is adjusted according to who peers are and what they do rather than merely 

adjusting assistance for proficient and less proficient speakers of a language. Therefore, they 

seek ways to establish shared histories and collective knowledge of the self and others. This also 

explains the individual variation in private speech use. Participants are unique individuals before 

they can be defined as native and nonnative speakers of English. Frequency of private speech use 

differs for each individual. Some participants produce more and some produce less private 

speech when they engage in the task again with the same peers. Some of them produce more 

private speech when they pair with a peer with a certain L1. Some of the participants’ use of 

private speech is unique to an individual, when compared to his or her L1 group. Therefore, 
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private speech use and the interactions between individuals are far more complex than can be 

reduced to the interactions between native and nonnative speakers of English. Private speech 

serves a dual social and private function in collaborative interaction. Peers use private speech as 

a task strategy to orient and regulate self and others toward the task. Private speech is available 

to peers at any time in the interaction. This supports claims in earlier literature that private 

speech has social origins.  

The most interesting strategic assistance is provided in the form of metalanguage. 

Nonnative speakers can use the structural rules of their L2 in a unique way in order to strengthen 

communication with their peers in a collaborative activity. However, the success of their 

assistance relies on peers’ shared experiences as language learners. Nonnative speakers can also 

provide strategic assistance by using metalanguage in a more straightforward manner, similar to 

native speakers. Therefore, it is crucial for their peers to recognize the type of assistance that 

they provide each other.  

Comments on self/other and knowledge, affective markers, and labeling/dividing a task 

into manageable components are observed to play a key role in peers attempts to reach a 

symmetrical self-regulated state, and therefore intersubjectivity. Native speakers can never start a 

task turn at the symmetrical self-regulated state. However, they were able to reach 

intersubjectivity in the turns when they have self/other-regulated relationships with their peers 

when they complete the task successfully. The intersubjective, self/self regulated state always 

ends successfully and in a shorter period of time than other regulation level pairings. The closest 

to this level is the self/other regulated level where the self-regulated peer can provide efficient 

scaffolding to help his or her pair reach the self-regulated state marked by successful completion 

of the task. Other cognitive regulation pairs do not end successfully because peers are far from 

self-regulation. However, it is possible for a truly self-regulated peer to provide quick guidance 

that helps the peer to transition from multiple levels of regulation to the self-regulated state 

within the limited amount of time. Furthermore, nonnative speakers can still provide assistance 

in the object-regulated state. However, they can complete the task by focusing on phonemic 

similarities rather than the meaning of a vocabulary form. This also indicates that they are not 

deficit communicators and they can create learning opportunities for themselves even in the 

object-regulated state. Native speakers are not observed in the object-regulated state in this 

study.  
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Each new word task brings new challenges to the participants as they hypothesize, plan, 

establish, and revise their task strategies and repair trouble sources. Therefore, there are no linear 

increases or decreases of private speech use in the study. Almost each private speech utterance 

serves a dual private and social regulatory function of organizing thoughts and updating 

interlocutors in the task environment about one’s own private world and thought processes. As 

the informal interviews also suggest, adjusting assistance to the prior knowledge and experiences 

of the participants is the main orientation of the participants in order to communicate the missing 

information in a very short time. Therefore, this is probably why participants use their private 

speech strategically as a precursor to both given and received strategic scaffolding before a task 

turn.  

Participants in both native and nonnative groups use loud and silent private speech forms. 

Private speech in the loud form plays a dual private and social role helping participants establish 

joint regard. In other words, by externalizing their private thought processes, participants 

establish a shared understanding of the task and each other. All private speech content described 

in earlier literature is observed in the data. Both native and nonnative speakers use all private 

speech content regardless of their L1 background. There are a few instances when some 

participants’ use of private speech content functions differently than the rest of the participants. 

The differences can be said to be at the individual rather than at group level. Different than 

native speakers, nonnative speakers use repetitions for newly encountered language forms 

following a native speaker’s descriptions. Native speakers’ use of repetitions is usually oriented 

towards the partner, alerting the partner to get prepared for unusual assistance or unusual task 

situations.  

Some other interesting private speech use is also observed in the study. One example is 

the use of melodic voice as pause filler. The function of melodic voice is to organize thoughts 

and avoid distraction from the environment. Both native and nonnative speaker participants use 

this type of pause fillers in turns with Turkish (L1) partners. Although humming is reported to be 

one of the self-regulating private speech utterances in child development studies, this has never 

been reported in language learner private speech (Copeland, 1979; Fuson, 1979; Winsler, De 

Leon, Wallace, Carlton, and Quayle, 2002).  

Aside from the previously discussed private speech use, another pattern emerges in the 

data regarding private speech use of the participants. The pattern includes participants’ 
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comments on the self, other, and the group (Collective self). Comments on self include 

participants’ comments on the task, comments on their own performance, and comments on their 

knowledge in their L1 or L2. Comments on others include similar comments on others’ task, 

performance, and knowledge. Comments on the collective self can also be grouped as comments 

on task, performance, and knowledge. All native and nonnative speakers comment on self-

knowledge, performance, and the task. These utterances help them establish a mutual 

understanding of each other’s worlds, revise task strategies, and offer alternative solutions. 

Comments on others’ performance and knowledge serve to test hypotheses about mutual 

understanding of others, to collect new information, and to revise existing knowledge in order to 

maintain mutual cognition. Comments on others’ task and performance also serve motivational 

purposes, encouraging partners’ participation in the game regardless of their success or failure. 

When participants’ regulation levels are considered, these comments appear to be conscious 

attempts by the participants in order to establish shared histories and knowledge among the 

participants in order to provide the most efficient strategic scaffolding within the time limit. 

Therefore, participants are observed to spend conscious efforts planning to provide strategic 

assistance tailored for their partners. They learn from their own engagement in their turns as well 

as their engagement in their opposing teams’ turns. Participants are all interested and focused on 

self, other, and collective knowledge, performance, and task in order to construct better 

scaffolding for their partners. 

Parallel with the variable frequency in private speech use, regulation levels of individuals 

and pairs do not stay constant across tasks. The time limit in the task requires participants to 

adjust their assistance in the most efficient way so that they can communicate the most 

information within the least amount of time. In their attempts to provide assistance to their 

partners, all participants use the linguistic, cultural, and personal backgrounds of their partners; 

whichever becomes available from the collective repository of the shared histories of the 

participants. The participants’ utterances, both in the private and social form, reflect their 

attempts to construct shared histories and mutual understanding of the self and the others. They 

use self-regulation strategies. Participants establish symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships 

regarding their regulation levels.  

 

 



 164 
 

Summary  

This chapter presents findings on the nature of interaction between native and nonnative 

speakers of English in a social context where peers are engaged in a collaborative task. The 

analysis is based on the private speech and regulation levels of native speakers of English and 

advanced nonnative speakers of English from Turkey. The data analysis indicates that both 

native and nonnative speakers of English use private speech as a strategy to regulate self and 

peers to the task. The chapter was divided into three sections. The first part presented findings 

for the first research question that deals with the nature of private speech; the second part 

presented findings for the regulation levels of peers and the symmetrical and asymmetrical 

relationships established by each pair group. The third section provided a synthesis of the 

findings from research question one and two in order to answer research question three. Research 

question three investigates the relationship between the L1 backgrounds of peers relevant to the 

findings of the first two questions.  

The findings for the first research question indicated that pairing peers with same L1 

background poses challenges for nonnative speakers of English. During informal interviews, 

participants also report that collaborating with pairs with the same L1 is more challenging than 

working in a mixed L1 pair (NS-NNS or NNS-NS pair). Unlike native speakers, Turkish 

speakers were able to establish symmetrical self/self regulated relationships with their Turkish 

peers. This is due to the extensive use of private speech of nonnative speakers, which aids their 

cognitive state transition between object-, self-, and other- regulation. Private speech provides 

scaffolding to peers and it serves as a strategic cognitive tool to regulate the self and others. The 

function of the same private speech utterance changes depending on where in the timeline of a 

task turn that it is produced. For example, repetitions before a task turn indicate planning and 

thought processes, and repetitions after a task turn is over indicate revisions to find solutions to 

trouble sources. Native speakers did not establish the symmetrical self/self regulated 

relationships with other native speakers. The symmetrical self/self relationships occur when both 

participants establish a shared understanding of each other and the task. Interestingly, native 

speakers in this study reach this intersubjective state when their peers’ L1 is Turkish.  

The private speech content of native and nonnative speakers has some differences, 

although the majority of private speech is similar. For example, nonnative speakers of English 

use metalanguage forms in a unique way as a task strategy and use repetitions in order to 
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internalize the meaning of a newly encountered word. Also, native speakers’ use of repetitions is 

more socially oriented than privately oriented and it signals to their peer’s upcoming strategic 

assistance due to task difficulty. Private speech form and content for both native and nonnative 

speakers are similar for the remaining categories of private speech content.  

Other private speech patterns also emerge in the study: comments on task, performance, 

and knowledge. Like the previously discussed private speech utterances, comments on task, 

performance, and knowledge serve a dual private and social function that orients self and others 

to the task and each other. Overall, the analysis suggests that these comments help participants in 

reaching the intersubjective state.   

Findings for the second research question indicated that the intersubjective state includes 

symmetrical self/self regulated (SR/SR) relationships when both peers have joint regard and 

orientation towards the task. Pairs complete the tasks in shorter time than required and with 

minimal assistance. The closest precursor to the self/self regulated pair state is the asymmetrical 

self/other (SR/OTR) regulated state where the self-regulated partner provides scaffolding to 

his/her partner through his/her descriptions of the word so that the partner reaches self-regulation 

during a task turn. Peers in self and other-regulated states almost always succeed the moment the 

other-regulated peer reaches the self-regulated state.  

Asymmetrical self/object (SR/OBR) and other/object-regulated (OTR/OBR) relationships 

are also frequent. Self/object regulated turns are almost always unsuccessful and none of the 

NNS-NS pairs have asymmetrical self/object-regulated relationships. There are instances when 

native speakers are object-regulated, although the context of object regulation for native speakers 

differs from the context of object regulation for nonnative speakers. Symmetrical object/object 

(OBR/OBR) regulation occurs rarely in the data. Analysis of this relationship indicates that peers 

can still provide assistance to each other if one of them has a false “expert” role that might lead 

to successful completion of the task. The task used in the study requires participants to assume 

the “expert” role regardless of their language skills or proficiency. Other/other (OTR/OTR) 

regulated relationship almost never occurred in the data.  

Findings for the third research question indicated that the communication observed 

among participants is too complex to be reduced to communication between native and 

nonnative speakers of English. Although there are differences and similarities in native and 

nonnative speakers’ use of private speech and the conditions in which they reach a certain 
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cognitive regulation state it is not simply possible to conclude that the differences in private 

speech use are simply because peers were native or nonnative speakers of English. The next 

section will discuss these findings. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

This study investigates the nature of interactions between native and nonnative speakers 

of English based on analyses of private speech and cognitive regulation levels of participants in a 

social context. This chapter discusses implications of the findings presented in Chapter Four and 

compares them with the earlier literature. First, the main findings from the previous chapter are 

summarized, the new findings are compared with earlier research, and then research and 

pedagogical implications are discussed. Finally, limitations and concluding remarks are made. 

The goal of the study is to understand differences and similarities between native and 

nonnative speaker interactions when participants exchange expert and novice roles in a language 

task regardless of their proficiency. The most interesting finding is that one adult native speaker 

of English (NP1) uses private speech more frequently than Turkish nonnative speakers with 

advanced English proficiency. This is unexpected because private speech is associated with task 

difficulty and native speakers are not expected to be challenged more by a language task in their 

L1 than nonnative speakers. However, some studies suggest that private speech may increase in 

the presence of familiar peers. Part of the increase may be due to familiarity with interlocutors. 

Data analysis also indicates that having shared histories with peers has a major role in how 

learners participate in the task and regulate each other’s activities through their strategic uses of 

both private and social utterances. These will be described in detail in the next section.  

Another interesting finding is that all utterances have a dual private and social function 

during the collaborative activity in a social context. Therefore, it is not possible to draw a line 

between the social speech and private speech. Other researchers have discussed this as well 

(Lantolf & Yanez, 2003; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004). The tendency is to focus on the private 

functions of utterances in private speech studies. Current study also follows the same tradition 

and analyzes the utterances that serve a private function in collaborative discourse. The next 

section will address this issue in more detail. 

There are differences in how individuals use private speech. It is not possible to 

generalize the findings to the rest of the group. However, it is possible to distinguish between the 

patterns of symmetrical and asymmetrical cognitive relationships between native and nonnative 

speakers of English. The categorizations for the cognitive regulation levels and symmetrical and 

asymmetrical relationships have been adapted from De Guerrero and Villamil (1994). Findings 

in this study support their findings that learners’ regulation levels do not stay constant for each 
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task and the asymmetrical self/other regulated relationships are the most frequent relationships 

among collaborative peers. The symmetrical self/self regulated relationships are closest to the 

intersubjective state, similar to the findings of De Guerrero and Villamil (1994). However, data 

analysis reveals that establishing the intersubjective state is relevant to establishing shared 

histories throughout the social interactions and participation in activities. Therefore, it may not 

always be possible to pinpoint the utterances that lead to the intersubjective state right before 

peers can reach this state. This will also be discussed in detail below with an example from the 

data. Before moving to the discussions for each finding, other findings from the earlier chapter  

are summarized below. 

Table 35 

Summary of Findings 

 
Private Speech Forms 

 
1. Participants use all three of the silent, the abbreviated, and the loud forms. 
 
2. The loud form is the most frequent private speech form. The loud form serves to other-

regulate and to motivate self and others. It is most frequent in the form of affective 
utterances. Loud forms help establish mutual understanding. 

 
3. The silent form is also common. It occurs in repetitions when participants face new 

vocabulary forms and when they have self-discoveries about their own task, performance, or 
knowledge. Some self-directed questions are also silent. Silent speech can also serve a dual 
private and social role 

 
4. The abbreviated form is the least frequent. However, it exists frequently in the silent form. 
 
Private Speech Content & Functions 

 
1. Affective utterances are the most frequent. Hypothetical stance, labeling, and repetitions also 

occur frequently. Self-directed questions, metalanguage, and pause fillers are the least 
frequent. 

 
2. Affective marker functions: Signs of discovery, relief before a task turn, frustration for not 

being able to complete a task, exhibiting interest (initiating assistance), indicators of 
individuals’ notice of an error, and establishing mutual understanding and shared orientation 
towards the task. Some Turkish affective markers are used in Episode 5. There are individual 
differences when nonnative speakers indicate an interest in a new vocabulary form. 

 

 



 169 
 

Table 35 (Continued) 

 
3. Hypothetical stance functions: Providing alternative solutions to a problem, establishing joint 

regulation and orientation towards the task, and revising task strategies and performances in 
an attempt to gain self-regulation. They indicate planning and hypothesizing about future 
activity and help to regulate the self and the other.  
 

4. Labeling/counting functions: Managing the task by giving it some kind of a structure, 
avoiding frustration and confusion, regulating self and the other.  
 

5. Repetitions: Lexical searches, self-repairs, repetitions of newly encountered vocabulary 
forms, establishing a joint regard, making sense of new information and retrieving 
information from existing memory. Some nonnative speakers use them as pause fillers and 
some native speakers may use them to signal task difficulty to peers.  
 

6. Pause fillers: Indicating thought process, focusing attention. Melodic voice and humming is 
used by some native and nonnative speakers to avoid distraction 
 

7. Metalanguage functions: Doing lexical search and orienting each other to the task. May 
overlap with repetitions. Nonnative speaker pairs may use metalanguage in a unique way 
when in pairs with other nonnative speakers. Native speakers use metalanguage mostly with 
nonnative speakers. 
 

8. Self-directed question functions: Used mainly for controlling elements of the task 
 

9. Comments on self & functions: Indicate participants’ inabilities to provide sufficient 
scaffolding to their peers and the lack of self-regulation. They help in revising successful and 
unsuccessful strategies, in preparing peers for upcoming task difficulty, in relieving 
exhaustion from failing, and in building shared histories and knowledge of the self. 
 

10. Comments on others & functions: Mainly social in form. Help peers test hypotheses about 
shared understanding of the task and each other, relieve pressure and exhaustion from failing, 
hypothesize about performance and knowledge of others, and give motivational support. 
 

11. Comments on collective & functions: They are used to check peers’ orientation to the task in 
order to orient self towards the task, to revise activities and performances from the previous 
task turn when planning for future activities, to establish mutual cognition, to distinguish L1 
specific knowledge from L2 knowledge. Native speakers use their L2 (Spanish) as a resource 
and nonnative speakers distinguish between American and Turkish cultures. 
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Table 35 (Continued) 

Private Speech Frequency 

 
1. Nonnative speakers generally produced almost as much private speech when paired with 

native speakers (NS-NNS + NNS-NS turns vs. NNS-NNS turns). Native speakers NP1 and 
NP3 produced more private speech in turns with nonnative speakers than in turns with native 
speakers (NS-NNS + NNS-NS turns vs. NNS-NNS turns). This suggests that language 
proficiency may not be the only factor in private speech use in a language task.  
 

2. Private speech may not decrease as the learner becomes more familiar with the task. Some 
peers’ private speech use increases in the next episode even with the same partner. 
 

3. Frequency of private speech does not increase or decrease in a linear manner. One native 
speaker produces the most private speech in all episodes where he participates. 
 

Cognitive Regulation 

 
1.  Relationships: Highest to lowest frequency: 
 
NNS-NNS= sr/otr, sr/sr, otr/obr, sr/obr 
NS-NS= sr/otr, sr/obr, otr/obr 
NNS-NS= sr/sr, sr/otr, otr/obr 
NS-NNS= sr/otr, sr/obr, otr/obr, sr/sr 
 
2.  Intersubjectivity: sr/sr regulated states and sr/otr regulated states are closest to the 
intersubjective state  

 

Discussion of the Findings 

Forms of Private Speech 

In this study, participants use considerable amounts of loud/social forms in addition to the 

silent forms of private speech. Both forms of private speech are used in order to regulate the self 

and the others. Loud forms serve to self- and other-regulate, motivate self and others, and make 

the private thought process available to one another. Therefore, loud forms of private speech help 

peers establish mutual understanding. Silent forms also serve a dual private and social role. 

Silent private speech emerges in repetitions when participants face new vocabulary forms and 

when they have discoveries about their own task, performance, or knowledge. Some self-directed 

questions are also in silent form.  

Affective markers are the most frequent loud forms in the data. They have a social 

function to establish mutual understanding and shared orientation towards the task. Even silent 

forms of affective markers may receive responses from peers. For example, the affective markers 
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that express an interest and discovery (such as “ah” for a newly encountered word or concept) 

elicit more assistance and information, particularly from native speakers. Hypothetical clauses, 

some self-directed questions, and comments on self, other, and collective also occur mainly in 

the loud form; they may receive responses from peers. These utterances are not always 

abbreviated or silent.  

These findings support the earlier literature. Wertsch (1979), Donato (2000) and 

DiCamilla and Anton (1999; 2004) also noticed that private speech serves a social function; it 

can occur in complete syntactic forms. Anton and DiCamilla (2004, p. 58) concludes that the fact 

that private speech has a social function does not change its status as private speech used by the 

individual to gain control over a language task. Scholars have observed that collaborative 

discourse (Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Donato, 2000) and even 

collaborative writing (Roebuck, 1998) may serve a dual social and private role. However, there 

has not been any study focusing specifically on silent and loud private speech forms in second 

language acquisition. In this study, both loud and silent forms serve a dual social and private 

function.  

Content and Functions of Private Speech 

Speakers use private speech as a cognitive tool that is adapted to their individual partners, 

rather than to their partners’ memberships in the groups of native and non-native speakers. 

Earlier studies found that native and advanced non-native speakers’ use of private speech is 

similar to native speakers’ use (Frawley & Lantolf, 1985, McCafferty, 1992, 1994).  However, 

there are differences in how individuals use it as a cognitive tool.   

For example, some non-native speakers’ use silent affective markers to initiate assistance 

from native speakers. One non-native speaker uses repetitions as pause fillers to organize thought 

while other native and non-native speakers use them mainly for lexical searches. Furthermore, 

one native speaker uses repetitions as a cognitive strategy to focus the attention of his or her 

peers on an upcoming, difficult task. Some nonnative speakers adapt metalanguage to the 

historical background of their peers in order to provide strategic assistance and strengthen 

communication, instead of to focus on the correct use of language forms (e.g. describing the 

neutral form of the verb “relieved” by using improper metalanguage “like noun”), whereas native 

speakers do not use metalanguage with either native speakers or nonnative speakers.  
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Affective markers. Affective markers have been reported to occur frequently in private 

speech studies (Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Donato, 1994). 

Previous studies have revealed that affective utterances help learners control frustration and 

anxiety (Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004), and manage tasks 

(Donato, 1994). Donato (1994, p. 46) reports that learners use “Oh, Ah, Yea” to establish joint 

orientation to the task. Centeno-Cortes and Jimenez (2004) did an extensive research on affective 

utterances that occur during solo problem solving tasks and reported that affective utterances 

include motivational, self-encouraging or self-criticizing utterances, exclamations that indicate 

frustration, and laughter that indicates frustration or relief.  

Similar to earlier studies, participants in this study use affective markers very frequently 

to control frustration and anxiety (n=96). However, affective markers have not been reported to 

occur in L1 in previous studies. In this study, affective markers occur in Turkish in one episode 

when both pairs are of Turkish origin. It was not possible to observe these peers in other pair 

groups when native speakers are present. Furthermore, none of the Turkish participants other 

than the ones in this particular episode use their Turkish at any time during data collection. There 

is at least one native speaker participant in all five episodes.  

In this study, affective markers play an important role establishing intersubjectivity and 

“collective scaffolding” in collaborative activity (Donato, 1994). De Guerrero & Villamil (2000) 

argue that being able to provide responses to peers that are contingent on learning, affective, and 

motivational needs is one of the characteristics of scaffolding. However, the current study’s 

findings for affective markers suggest that scaffolding requires the active involvement of peers in 

providing and receiving scaffolding, as well as the active participation of peers in the process of 

cognitive development.  

Language learners and non-native speakers have been observed to actively participate in 

collaborative activity by initiating and providing assistance in classroom contexts (Foster & 

Ohta, 2001). However, little is known about learners’ initiation of scaffolding in social contexts 

and the role private speech plays in how learners receive appropriate and timely scaffolding from 

interlocutors. In the current study, peers spend conscious and voluntary efforts to exchange 

information about how they perceive self and other’s knowledge, performances and tasks.  

Brooks, Donato, & McGlone (1997) observed similar comments on self and other in an 

experimental research design and argued that participants speaking about their linguistic 
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resources helps them maintain involvement in the task and increases their awareness of the gap 

between what they and others know. In the current study, participants have a high awareness of 

self and other knowledge and they constantly test hypotheses about peers’ knowledge and 

performance. 

Hypothetical stance. Similar to earlier studies, participants use verbs, adverbs, and 

modal verbs that indicate a hypothetical stance such as “think”, “can”, “could”, “will”, “would”, 

etc. (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; 

Lantolf, 2009; McCafferty, 1992, 1994a, 1994b) These utterances occur mainly in loud forms 

and they serve a dual social and private function in collaborative discourse. This is also parallel 

with the findings of Anton and DiCamilla (1999). Anton and DiCamilla investigated Spanish 

foreign language learners’ collaborative writing activities in the classroom. They found that 

learners use hypothetical clauses strategically to orient their peers to the task and to seek 

solutions to problems by making suggestions. However, in this study, participants’ uses of 

hypothetical stance utterances are mainly for sharing private thought processes about self-

knowledge and performance and for discussing how they would hypothetically proceed with 

their opponents’ tasks if they were assigned the same task. One reason for this difference may be 

the differences in task goals. In Anton and DiCamilla’s study, students worked on a writing task. 

The goal for the students was composing an essay. Beginner level learners participated in the 

activity as equals. However, in the current study, one participant always has the missing 

information and the goals of the participants are to assist peers to find the missing information. 

Therefore, it is possible that task goals determine uses of hypothetical stance utterances. This is 

not surprising because many researchers reported that private speech is task-dependent. (Diaz, 

1992; Lantolf, 1994) 

Labeling/Counting. Similar to earlier studies in classroom and experimental contexts, 

participants in this study use labeling and counting in order to gain control over a task (Brooks, 

Donato, McGlone, 1997; Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; Platt & Brooks, 1994). Participants 

use labeling and counting to divide the task into manageable chunks and to create reference 

points in the discourse so that peers can use parts of a vocabulary item regardless of its meaning 

(e.g. working on the parts of a compound word). Labeling and counting emerge when 

participants do not know the meaning of the word or concept or when they are not sure that their 

peers have knowledge about it. This is also in agreement with earlier studies that discuss labeling 
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and counting as part of object-regulation, both in solo and collaborative activities in classroom 

and experimental research contexts.  

Repetitions. In this study, repetitions are used for lexical searches, self-repairs, 

repetitions of newly encountered vocabulary forms, establishing a joint regard, making sense of 

new information and retrieving information from existing memory. The earlier literature has 

reported that repetitions are used to help learners focus on the task (Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 

2004; DiCamilla & Anton, 2004) and to aid lexical search (Anton & DiCamilla, 2004) or self-

repair incorrect utterances (Buckwalter, 2001) or language play (DiCamilla & Anton, 2004). 

Anton and DiCamilla also suggest that repetitions of others may lead to intersubjectivity. 

Similarly, participants’ repetitions of peers’ utterances during the task initiate more assistance 

from peers, which leads to the intersubjective self-regulated state.  

Contrasting with the findings in earlier studies, one nonnative speaker uses repetitions as 

pause fillers in order to organize his or her thoughts. Furthermore, one native speaker uses 

repetitions in the planning process before a task turn in order to alert peers for an upcoming 

difficult task. This suggests that individual variations may occur in private speech use in 

collaborative discourse. 

Pause fillers. Parallel with the earlier literature, pause fillers are used to focus attention 

on a particular part of the task or to avoid distraction. Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez (2004) did an 

extensive study on the use of pause fillers and observed that language learners use pause fillers to 

avoid distraction. Contrasting with their findings, some participants use humming to avoid 

distraction and to indicate their on going thought processes. Humming has been reported to be a 

cognitive tool in child development studies (Copeland, 1979; Fuson, 1979; Winsler, De Leon, 

Wallace, Carlton, and Quayle, 2003). However, it has not been reported in second language 

acquisition studies. In this study, both a native speaker and a nonnative speaker use humming to 

avoid distraction. Humming and melodic voice can be signs that participants are enjoying their 

voluntary participation in the task. In fact, participants usually make positive comments on the 

task such as “It’s fun” “I like it”.  Therefore, the “fun” factor of the task might have contributed 

to the emergence of humming in this particular context.  

Metalanguage. Learners’ use of metalanguage has been studied extensively in second 

language acquisition and there is a consensus that metalanguage use increases metalinguistic 

awareness and helps learners solve linguistic problems, talk about their language use, and correct 
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themselves and others (Storch, 2008; Swain & Lapkin, 1995; 1998). Metalanguage is considered 

to be crucial in language learning during collaborative peer talk (Ellis, 2005; Leeser 2004; 

Swain, 2000). Participants’ abilities use the rules about the structure of their L2 in a unique way 

indicate their control over the language. 

Metalanguage use is known to be task-dependent (Swain, 2000). It is possible that the 

type of task elicits a particular type of metalanguage from learners.  In this study, learners’ goals 

participating in the task are not language learning or correct use of language forms but simply 

communicating a message to peers in a social setting. Therefore, it is possible that peers do not 

feel the pressure to use correct references to the grammatical structure of the language. Instead, 

they focus on communicating the message in the most effective way in light of the task’s time 

constraints.  

Self-directed questions. Earlier studies report that the function of self-directed questions 

is to orient one’s self to the task, to do lexical searches from memory and to gain regulation 

(DiCamilla & Anton, 2004; Frawley & Lantolf, 1985; Platt & Brooks, 1994). In this study, there 

are few self-directed questions and their function is mainly for controlling elements of the task 

for self and others (e.g. “Whose turn is it? My turn”.) Therefore, self-directed questions in the 

current research context differ from earlier studies.  

Comments on Self. These private speech utterances are identified as participants’ 

comments on their own thinking. These utterances help peers assist their own participation in the 

task as well as helping peers revise their past performances (“My fault”), prepare them for a 

hypothetical future performance (“There is no way I would know”), prepare for an upcoming 

difficult task (“This is hard”), relieve exhaustion from failing (“It is difficult to explain”), and 

build shared histories and knowledge of the self (“I didn’t know that”). The utterances may also 

indicate participants’ inability to provide sufficient scaffolding to their peers (“I’m getting 

worse”).  

Talk about task includes affective utterances such as “My bad” and points to peers 

feelings about the task and relieves exhaustion from failing to signal that peers have a shared 

understanding of the previous performance. Brooks, Donato, & McGlone (1997) also report that 

comments on task include affective utterances in Spanish learners’ interactions during a jigsaw 

task. These comments are discussed usually as “metatalk” or “metacomments” in the earlier 

literature (Brooks and Donato, 1994, Brooks, Donato, & McGlone, 1997). Brooks and Donato, 
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(1994) report metacomments such as “I understand” are used to establish intersubjectivity among 

peers. They argue that peers maintain their involvement in the task by speaking about their 

linguistic resources.  

Similarly, peers’ talk about their linguistic resources, private thought processes, and their 

own performances plays a great role in their engagement in the task in the current study. 

According to Swain (1995), speaking about linguistic resources may help peers notice the gap in 

their language abilities and their participation and contribution to the collaborative activity. In 

this study, peers voluntarily share information about their thought processes and linguistic 

abilities and task skills in order to establish mutual understanding of the task and each other.  

Comments on others. These comments occur in social form. However, they help peers 

test hypotheses about shared understanding of the task and each other (“I don’t know you know 

or not”), relieve pressure and exhaustion from failing (“You did good”) motivate the other (“You 

can do it”), and hypothesize about performance and knowledge of others. Therefore they are a 

part of social speech. However, they are also self-regulatory utterances that help peers test 

perceptions about each other’s knowledge, performance, and tasks. Because comments on others 

are mainly social utterances, it was not possible to find similar comments in private speech 

studies. However, these utterances possibly play a major role in peers’ intersubjective states and 

how peers achieve mutual understanding of each other and the task. Fussel and Krauss (1991) 

investigate communication from a sociocognitive perspective and suggest that individuals adapt 

their messages to the background knowledge and perspectives of their addressees in order to 

establish mutual knowledge and joint regard. Interestingly, they report that individuals are able 

to recognize objects from familiar peers’ definitions rather than from the definitions of 

unfamiliar individuals. Familiar peers can take the perspective of peers based on the principle 

that the familiar peers have the “knowledge that they share, know that they share, and know that 

they know that they share” (p. 10).  

In this study, comments on others’ knowledge, performances, and tasks focus on 

hypothesizing what peers may know and what they may think about one’s own motivations. 

These comments presumably help participants to gain regulation and orient themselves to the 

task based on the feedback received from their peers.  

Comments on collective self. Similar to comments on others’ performance, comments 

on the collective self of a pair group serve to check peers’ orientations to the task in order to 
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orient self towards the task, to revise activities and performances from the previous task turn 

when planning for future activities, to establish mutual cognition, and to distinguish L1 specific 

knowledge from L2 knowledge. Participants comment on collective task, knowledge, and 

performances when they try to manage the task and distinguish scaffolding strategies specific to 

their peers.  

These comments is addressed to “us” and includes the first person, plural personal pronoun “we” 

and they are used to align the regulations of one’s self and the other. This is considered a sign of 

cooperation and intersubjectivity (Ahmed, 1988; Anton & DiCamilla, 1999; Lantolf & Ahmed, 

1989; Rommetveit, 1985; Voloshinov, 1973). 

The data analysis suggests that participants are aware of the differences between 

perspectives based on their linguistic and cultural backgrounds. There are some instances when 

peers need to align their orientations to the task in the current study. For example, some 

nonnative speakers check their peers’ orientation to the task to see whether their orientation is 

based on their collective L1 and L2 backgrounds (“Is it American or Turkish?”). Sometimes, 

native and nonnative speakers use the same distinction to distinguish scaffolding strategies. For 

example, one native speaker says that she gave up using nursery rhymes in her descriptions to a 

nonnative speaker who works with children because they are “American”. Interlocutors’ and 

addressees’ conscious attempts to see the world from the other’s perspectives in order to attain a 

communicative goal have been thought to lead to intersubjectivity (Kramsch, 1993; Rommetveit, 

1985). 

Frequency of Private Speech 

As described above, native and nonnative speakers do not always identify each other as 

“natives” or “nonnatives” of a target language in their participation in the collaborative task. 

Participants treat each other as individuals rather than less or more proficient learners. These 

findings suggest that there is variance in private speech use as well as cognitive regulation levels 

at the individual level rather than at the level of the groups of native and nonnative speakers of 

English. Sometimes native speakers use more private speech than nonnative speakers, and 

sometimes the reverse occurs. Even an individual’s use of private speech may change across 

episodes.  

This result is interesting because native speakers might have been expected to have more 

control over a language task and therefore produce less private speech in their L1 than non-
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native speakers. For example, one native speaker, NP1 produced more private speech than 

anyone else in each episode he participated. Furthermore, the ratio of private speech by native 

speakers NP1 and NP3 is higher in turns with native speakers (NS-NNS + NNS-NS) than in 

turns with native speaker (NS-NS). This suggests that private speech use may not only be related 

to language proficiency but its use may also be unique to the individual and the 

peers/interlocutors participating in the activity. 

Earlier studies provide various results on the frequency of private speech use. Some 

studies even report that native speakers produce more private speech than non-native speakers 

during problem-solving activities (Appel & Lantolf, 1994; Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; 

Lantolf & Frawley 1984). Appel and Lantolf (1994) found native speakers use more private 

speech than non-native speakers (German L1) during a solo reading recall task. They related this 

finding to the cultural backgrounds of Germans and Americans, and concluded that Germans 

might use less private speech when speaking German than Americans use when speaking 

English. Likewise, Centeno-Cortes and Jimenez (2004) did not find consistency in the private 

speech use by native, intermediate, and advanced level speakers of Spanish in a solo problem-

solving activity. Native speakers of Spanish produced more private speech than intermediate 

level learners during a problem-solving activity. They also did not find any relationship between 

participants’ levels of proficiency and successful completion of the task. Native speakers did not 

always complete the task successfully and one of the highest performing participants belonged to 

the lowest proficiency group. Interestingly, they concluded that increased language proficiency 

does not always mean more control over a task.  

Similarly, the analysis of interactions reveals that language proficiency may not always 

mean more control over task in the current study. For example, one of the peers in the study 

reaches the word “copper” from the word “jewelry” instantly because the pair has a shared 

knowledge of one peer’s interest in copper necklaces from Turkey (Excerpt 11). Instead of 

referring to the copper necklaces from Turkey, the pair abbreviates the shared knowledge in the 

word form “jewelry” to signify “copper” although the dictionary meaning of the word is not 

closely associated to copper. In other words, these peers have shared perceptions of each other’s 

knowledge as they co-create their own meaning of “jewelry” to be the copper necklaces from 

Turkey. When the guessing peer does not have a shared history with his or her partner, he or she 

will not expect the peer to refer to copper with the word “jewelry”.    
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Rather than language proficiency, private speech use is closely related to interlocutor 

familiarity that influences peers’ mutual perceptions. In fact, Vygotsky (1934/1962) observed 

that children’s private speech increases in the presence of familiar peers. Furthermore, studies on 

collaborative learning suggest that peers’ perceptions of each other’s knowledge are the key to 

successful communication and to establishing a shared understanding of the task (Bromme, 

Jucks, & Runde, 2005; Clark & Brennan, 1991; Clark & Marshall, 1981; Dillenbourg, 1999; 

Krauss & Fussell 1991; Roschelle & Teasley, 1995). Similarly, van Lier (2008) suggests that 

keys to cognitive and social development of the language learner in the Vygotskyan sense 

include his or her perception of the self and others, the information he or she seeks from the 

environment for his or her activities and the activities he or she engages in to seek information 

from the environment. Earlier studies also report that interlocutor familiarity may have a positive 

effect on communication and on negotiation of meaning in language tasks (Gass, 1993; Varonis 

& Gass, 1985; Plough & Gass, 1993). Fusser and Krauss (1991) found that individuals could 

recognize objects easier when a familiar peer describes it than when an unfamiliar peer provides 

a description in a sociocognitive study. 

It is possible that participants’ prior knowledge or shared histories provide better tools to 

communicate the information in a quick and efficient manner, regardless of the proficiency level 

of the peers in the current study. In other words, familiarity with interlocutors possibly has more 

influence on task difficulty than language proficiency, in this social context. Peer familiarty may 

be relevant to the task context and content but not necessarily to the actual history of friendship. 

For example, peers may have a recent history on computer use in a coffee shop but may not have 

a long history of friendship. However, they can use this recent personal history to complete a 

task describing the word keyboard. Learners’ perception of peers’ knowledge and influence of 

interlocutor familiarity has not been discussed in adult language learner private speech studies. 

This is probably because there are not many private speech studies on collaborative discourse.  

Cognitive Regulation 

The data analysis suggests that cognitive regulation levels can differ across pair 

combinations. In this study, self/other regulation is the most frequent relationship among peers. 

The findings on native-nonnative speaker pairs also support the findings of De Guerrero and 

Villamil (1994) who studied English learners at a university (Spanish L1). They studied the 

relationships between the regulation levels of participants during a peer revision task where 
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intermediate level learners reviewed each other’s papers. They found that self/other regulated 

relationship was the most frequent relationship between peer revision pairs, that self/self 

regulated relationships was the second most frequent, and that the symmetrical other/other 

regulated relationships were the least frequent. In this study, the most frequent relationships are 

also self/other and self/self in native-nonnative speaker interactions. Unlike De Guerrero and 

Villamil (1994), other/other regulated relationships do not occur in this study. It is possible that 

the frequency of regulation levels is relevant to the structure of the task. In this study, one 

participant always had access to the information and the other peer always to rely on his/her 

partner to successfully complete the task. De Guerrero and Villamil identified other/other-

regulated relationships when peers could not complete the task because of their limited linguistic 

and rhetorical knowledge. Therefore, they observed that other/other regulated pairs either asked 

for help from the teacher or abandoned the task. In this study, there is only one instance of the 

symmetrical other/other regulated relationship: the beginning of the study, when participants 

tried to agree on the rules of the game. This does not happen again because the researcher 

confirmed that she would not interfere with how they play and they should resolve the problems 

by themselves. Therefore, it is possible that the symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships 

established in pair groups are also dependent on the presence of an authority such as a teacher. 

De Guerrero & Villamil (1994) also found fewer self/object and object/object-regulated 

relationships, which agrees with the findings of the current study. In the current study, self/object 

regulated relationships are the second most frequent. However, most self/object regulated 

relationships lead to unsuccessful turns where peers cannot complete the task. De Guerrero and 

Villamil also note that peers could not progress in the revision process they study when peers had 

self/object-regulated relationships.  

According to De Guerrero & Villamil, self/other relationships allow peers to aid learning. 

Vygotsky (1935/1978) and Diaz (1999) suggested that private speech is a self-regulatory 

cognitive tool. Participants in the current study use a variety of private speech during self/other- 

and self/self regulated turns, whereas other turns mainly include labeling and counting. 

Furthermore, peers’ comments on self mainly focus on dividing the task into manageable chunks 

(e.g. labeling/counting). In self/other-regulated tasks, private speech includes affective markers, 

labeling/counting, metalanguage, comments on self/others/collective, pause fillers, and 

repetitions that help peers reach the symmetrical self/self regulated state.  
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When one of the peers is self regulated and the other is other-regulated, the pair is more 

likely to reach the intersubjective state and complete the task successfully when compared to 

other pair relationships. According to De Guerrero and Villamil (1994) self/self regulated 

relationships are where intersubjectivity occurs and self/other-regulated relationships are the 

relationships where the other-regulated peer moves toward a self-regulated state with the help of 

his/her peer.  

De Guerrero and Villamil conclude that cognitive regulation may change due to changing 

task demands. If that is correct, then task demands in the current study might have changed when 

peers are paired with native or nonnative speakers of English. Of all self/self regulated 

relationships, 40% of them belong to the turns where nonnative speakers have the expert role of 

describing the word, and only 10% of them belong to the turns where native speakers are the 

experts. However, self/other relationships occur most frequently when native speakers are the 

experts in pairs with either native or nonnative speakers 

De Guerrero and Villamil (1994) and Wertsch (1985) have also observed that there are 

different levels of other-regulation. Some other-regulated state is closer to object regulation 

while some others were closer to self-regulation. For example, a peer could be other-regulated 

following the directions from the partner but he would not have language skills to produce a 

correct form to complete the task. So, he would be close to object-regulation. On the other-side, 

the peer would be close to self-regulated to recognize problems and offer solutions to complete 

the task with the assistance provided by the self-regulated peer.  

This phenomenon is also observed in this study. The self/self regulated peers have never 

been truly self-regulated until they completed the task; however, they started the task in a 

cognitive state close to the self-regulated state so that they could complete the task in a very 

short period of time and without much description/assistance necessary from their peers.  

Establishing and Maintaining Intersubjectivity 

From the sociocultural perspective, an utterance is a response to past discourses as well 

as possible and imagined discourses (Kramsch, 2000). Therefore, peers’ utterances address and 

respond not only to their current peers’ questions and utterances, but also to former peers’ 

expectations and demands, to prior utterances heard and read, and to imagined reactions of 

potential peers. This way, peers attempt to respond to past events in order to establish a shared 

understanding of present and future events in interactions with peers. In order to do this, peers 
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need to consider each other’s perspective in communication. The following example will clarify 

this point. 

In the quote below, TP1’s private speech utterances (Lines 11, 13) in Episode 2 serve as a 

response to imagined reactions of potential peers, which find its correspondence in Episode 4 

from NP1. The first quote is from Episode 2, where TP1, TP2, TP3, and NP1 are present. TP2 

thinks that TP1 cannot guess the name “George Lucas”. NP1 is also not sure that TP1 could 

guess the name. TP1 confirms that she could not guess the name. In line 11, TP2 explains how 

she could possibly approach the task by describing George and Lucas separately but she could 

not figure out a way to describe Lucas. TP1’s response in line 12 does not make any sense 

“Jennifer Lopez”.  At this point, what TP1 refers to with “Jennifer Lopez” and how this relates to 

“George Lucas” is not clear. This is until Episode 4, when NP3 attempts to describe the same 

name to TP1. Eventually, TP1 fails to recognize the name. At this point, NP1 interferes in line 9 

and says “Jennifer” to TP1. In the following lines, he makes it more specific “Jennifer at work”  

which in turn elicits the response “Lucas” from TP1.  

Quotes 6 

(1)  

1. TP2: Ah ah ah ah ah. TP1 WHY DON'T YOU WATCH TV? 
2. TP1: WE’RE GONNA LOOSE= 
3. NP1: =What is going on in the world. you wouldn't know.  
4. [TP2 shows card to NP1] 
5. NP1: Aahh. Yeah. She might get it. I doubt it.  
6. TP2: No. She won't get it... Okay. Okay. I'll pass. 
7. NP1: How many passes? 
8. TP2: I have two. I have two... I. I'll. Actually I could explain but I don't know=  
9. TP1: =°What was that?° [Picks the card TP2 drops on the table]. George Lucas. I couldn't. 

10. TP2: No. I could. make George. but Lucas. I don't know how long it would gonna go on with 

that. 

11. TP1: Um. Jennifer Lopez= 
12. TP2: =It's in the Star Wars 
13. TP1: °Jennifer Lope° 

(2)  

1. NP3: Yeah. Okay. No. It's not a political person but it's a person's name. you have got th- 
George= 

2. TP1: =George Clooney 
3. NP3: No. You have to guess this person's name. uh. this is the last thing okay= 
4. TP1: =Hmmhmm 
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5. NP3: Alright...Something something skips the mind (sings) 
6. TP1: Something something skips the mind = 
7. NP3: =Like skipping a stone 
8. TP1: I don't know 
9. NP1: °It's not gonna work.° Jennifer. Jennifer= 
10. NP3: =NO you can't do this 
11. NP1: I'm just trying to help. it's done anyway. Jennifer= 

12. TP1: =Yeah... George Jennifer? 

13. NP1: Jenniferrrr. at work= 
14. TP1: =Lucas?= 

15. NP1: =Yeah 
16. NP3: See that? I can't believe it. 
17. NP1: I'm sorry for interrupting.  
18. NP3: It's okay= 
19. NP1: =She didn't know= 

20. TP1: =NO I couldn't make it. believe me. this is good 

The second excerpt, from Episode 4, makes it clear that “Jennifer Lopez” in the first 

excerpt from Episode 2 is TP1’s reference to “Lucas”, and is in fact private speech that is also a 

response to TP2’s search for a way to describe the name “Lucas” to her, not an error 

distinguishing two different celebrities. However, it is not noticed by TP2, probably because she 

does not have a shared knowledge of “Jennifer at work” with TP1 and TP1 does not explain 

what “Jennifer Lopez” means to her. She, in fact, uttered an unfinished and silent “Jennifer Lope-

” a second time. However, TP2 does not notice what “Jennifer” signifies and corrects TP1 by 

saying that George Lucas is related to the movie Star Wars.  

Note that NP1 and NP3 are native speakers and TP2 is an advanced non-native speaker of 

English. Therefore, neither language proficiency nor shared linguistic and cultural knowledge in 

the L1 play a role completing the task successfully. Furthermore, TP1 had already learned about 

George Lucas in Episode 2. Therefore, task unfamiliarity cannot be said to be a factor here. NP1 

is self-regulated because he is capable of seeing how TP1 might have conceptualized “Jennifer” 

to mean “Lucas” due to his shared histories with TP1. It is also possible that NP1 had overheard 

TP1 to say “Jennifer Lopez” in a similar situation in the previous episode. He would not notice 

this if he had not already known about TP1’a relationship with Jennifer and therefore Lucas. This 

meaning is shared only between TP1 and NP1. Therefore, it is possible that peers’ familiarity 

and shared perceptions of each other play a great role in collaborative activities in this study. In 

other words, task difficulty may result from the lack of familiarity with peers. Studies on child 

cognitive development report that private speech increases when familiar peers are present (Diaz, 
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1992, Vygotsky, 1978). Diaz (1992) reports that studies on children’s private speech use focuses 

more on the presence of others instead of specifically focusing on familiar or non-familiar others. 

Although interlocutor familiarity may play a key role in interpersonal communication (Plough & 

Gass, 1993), this has not been regarded as central in past research (Skehan, 2003). 

Sociocultural studies on private speech usually state that task difficulty arises from a 

variety of reasons such as the cognitive difficulty of a task (DiCamilla & Anton, 2004), from 

language proficiency (Frawley & Lantolf, 1985; Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004), type of task 

(McCafferty, 1994b), from the goal of the task, from the number of participants, from task 

modality, from the performance mode of the task, from the degree of concern a participant feels 

about the outcome of the task, and from the cultural background of the participants (McCafferty 

1992). Although this study does not dismiss these findings, the differences in findings between 

various disciplines and the field of second language acquisition suggest that second language 

acquisition researchers need to consider the social relationships between peers as part of the 

learning context when studying social and private utterances of language learners. Some scholars 

in the field have noted this as well (Donato, 1994; Wells, 1994). 

Revisiting the earlier “George Lucas” example, the first pairing with NP3 and TP1 has a 

self/other-regulated relationship but TP1 is closer to being object regulated than to being self-

regulated because of her lack of knowledge about the name. She is other regulated and lets NP3 

lead her in the task. NP3 uses various assistance strategies such as dividing the name and making 

associations with a famous children’s program to finish the task. However, they were not 

successful. When NP1 intervenes, he is also self-regulated. However, his understanding of the 

situation has more depth because he knows a way to provide efficient assistance to TP1 for the 

particular task at hand. Therefore, NP1 is able to assist TP1 move to the self-regulated state in a 

short period of time. When such information is not available, participants use props from the 

environment, personal backgrounds and shared histories. 

Private speech in Turkish and English 

There are a few instances when participants use Turkish in the study. It is observed that 

advanced non-native speakers of English use their L2 as a cognitive tool and do not use their L1 

(Turkish) to gain control over the task even when in pairs with other Turkish speakers. 

Nonnative speakers use Turkish when paired with other nonnative speakers. However, its’ use 
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increased in one episode where all participants are non-native speakers (Episode 5). Furthermore, 

it is only in Episode 5 that participants mainly use Turkish in their private speech.  

Although it is not possible to know whether these participants would use L1 if one of the 

peers was a native speaker of English, the earlier literature suggests that non-native speakers of 

English use their L1 in collaborative activities with peers in contexts, such as foreign language 

classrooms, where all participants share the same L1 backgrounds (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999). 

The earlier literature reported increases and decreases in the use of private speech according to 

the proficiency levels of the learners. Earlier studies observed that learners produce more private 

speech when they have low proficiency, if they lack adequate language skills, and when they 

think potentially helpful interlocutors are nearby (Appel & Lantolf, 1994; Frawley & Lantolf, 

1985; Lantolf & Frawley, 1984; McCafferty, 1992; 1994). However, such a comparison is not 

available in this study, because all participants are advanced speakers of English. It is possible 

that exposure to L2 may play a role for these participants although they all had advanced level 

proficiency. All participants in episode 5 (TP5, TP6, TP7, and TP8) had been in the United 

States for 1 year. The remaining group members had been living in the country for two to seven 

years and they used private speech in Turkish only once or twice in pair groups with other 

Turkish peers.  

 Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez (2004) found that intermediate level language learners use 

their L1 mainly to scaffold the thinking process. Also, they observed that advanced Spanish 

learners used private speech in their L2. They reported that advanced level learners used their L1 

only when the task became too difficult for them; otherwise they used their L2 as a cognitive tool 

to self-regulate. This is parallel with the findings of this study.  

Research and Pedagogical Implications 

This study suggests that all speech in collaborative dialogue may serve both social and 

private functions. Therefore, it is necessary for teachers as well as researchers to consider all 

speech that occur before, during, and after a task to be task relevant. Peers may be building social 

relationships, planning for future activities, or revising and sharing crucial information. Students 

need to be encouraged in the planning and revising stages, where they can explain their private 

thinking processes in the form of private and social speech in order to regulate both self and 

others to the task. 
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Furthermore, private speech forms and content need to be studied more systematically. 

There are individual as well as group differences in collaborative discourse. The study 

distinguished silent, loud, and loud/abbreviated forms. Although scholars generally agree that 

private speech exists both in syntactically complete and abbreviated forms, the abbreviated form 

has been traditionally described as the main characteristic of private speech form, closest to the 

inner thoughts of an individual (Centeno-Cortes & Jimenez, 2004; DiCamilla and Anton, 2004). 

An in-depth study of relationships between silent abbreviated, loud abbreviated, and silent and 

loud forms alone may reveal degrees of the social and private functions private speech may 

serve. 

Furthermore, functions of affective markers, repetitions, and comments on self, others, 

and collective self need to be studied more. Affective markers occur more frequently than other 

private speech utterances in this and earlier studies on private speech. It is possible that affective 

markers emerge in peers’ L1 when all participants in collaborative activity share the same L1 

background or when they do not have much exposure to the L2 culture. This study supports 

earlier research that affective markers, repetitions, and comments on self, other, and collective 

self may help peers reach mutual orientation to the task. These tools are related to establishing 

intersubjectivity among peers. This study suggests that the intersubjective self-self regulated 

state may not be achieved in an instant but by the continuous efforts of interlocutors. These 

efforts extend throughout their shared histories and the understandings that they construct since 

the beginning of their social relationships. As the “George Lucas” example indicates, these 

histories and relationships between individuals are deeply rooted and complex in nature. 

Describing interactions and relationships between individuals or peers according to group 

memberships is an oversimplification of the complexity of human agency that uses language as a 

tool for cognitive development. Furthermore, analysis of the intersubjective state between peers 

without reference to the broader history of their relationship may be unjust to the complexity of 

the cognitive developmental process. However, it may be possible to find clues to how peers 

orient themselves to the task and reach intersubjective states with prolonged observations. From 

a pedagogical perspective, encouraging intersubjective self/self regulated states among peers 

may be possible by allowing peers to develop shared histories. This is possible when learners 

have prolonged participation in the collaborative tasks instead of frequent rotations of students 

across collaborative groups. From the sociocultural perspective, peers can scaffold each other 
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and contribute to language development and there is general consensus that if one peer cannot 

provide scaffolding for one challenge, another can (Anton & DiCamilla, 1999). However, both 

teachers and researchers need to consider what conditions make scaffolding more efficient rather 

than simply considering the presence of scaffolding in collaborative discourse. Efficient 

scaffolding and therefore the intersubjective state are related to shared histories of peers. 

Therefore, peers may need prolonged engagement in the particular classroom activities to 

construct histories and develop perceptions of self and others in various situations before they 

can provide efficient scaffolding to each other. Most importantly, being able to provide 

assistance requires the learner to recognize that a peer is in need of assistance. Such knowledge 

may not simply result from what subject matter one knows more than his/her peers but it may 

also be related to what one knows about the peer.  

One other interesting finding in this study has been peers’ voluntary comments on self in 

order to establish mutual understanding of the task and each other. Classroom contexts may not 

always allow students to exchange this private information about self-knowledge due to grade 

concerns and peer competition. Collaborative activities that allow students to practice expert and 

novice roles may provide opportunities to participate in activities with peers at different levels of 

regulation as well as to help them practice receiving and providing assistance within their zones 

of proximal development at different stages in their cognitive processes. Furthermore, the 

expectation of future collaboration with peers in different expert and novice roles on a similar 

task may contribute to learners’ attempts to establish mutual cognition by externalizing their own 

perceptions about the self and others in a classroom context. Not only allowing peers to 

collaborate with different peers but also collaborating with the same peers in reverse expert and 

novice roles may also help them provide assistance to each other by building a deeper 

understanding of each other’s knowledge and language skills.  

Furthermore, it is important to understand how language is used outside of classroom 

contexts because learners’ main purpose in learning a language is to be able to use it outside of 

the language classroom. The earlier literature suggests that students’ exposure to mixed contexts 

may speed up the learning process (Lantolf & Frawley, 1984; McCafferty, 1994a, 1994b). In the 

current study, learners are able to provide strategic assistance to each other even without a 

teacher in the environment. Therefore, the current study provides additional support to the earlier 

literature that recommends giving language learners opportunities to participate in collaborative 



 188 
 

activities (McCafferty, 1994). In addition, this study suggests that when given the opportunities 

to practice expert and novice roles, language learners may not only have opportunities to 

exercise self control, but have chances to practice approaching a task in various self-, other-, and 

object regulated states as well as to practice providing and receiving assistance from peers 

relative to their cognitive processes.  

Limitations and Concluding Remarks 

As described earlier, this study uses a microgenetic approach to study the nature of 

interactions and private speech use of native and non-native speakers in a social context. 

Following microgenetic research methodology, the utterances are reported as they unfold. This 

limits generalization of findings to other contexts. However, within the tradition of private 

speech studies, this methodology has been proven to work best compared to statistical or other 

qualitative research methodologies (Firth, 2009).  

  However, due to the limited amount of research in the field and the literature not 

providing a priori definitions of private speech utterances, new researchers often face the 

challenges of identifying private speech utterances in the data collected from contexts other than 

the ones studied in literature. Researchers usually refrain from providing a priori definitions and 

rely on theoretical definitions to identify private speech in the data. Studies on child cognitive 

development have recognized the need to provide operationalized definitions of child private 

speech and the literature has developed a coding manual only recently (Winsler, Fernyhough, 

McClaren, & Way, 2005). However, such definitions do not exist for language learners. 

Therefore, this study derives categorical definitions from the earlier literature and the coding 

manual from child development in order to systemize coding private speech utterances in the 

data. The extensive review of the literature in Chapter 2 revealed some common patterns in how 

researchers define private speech. These common definitions are adapted to the current study as 

the researcher coded the data.  

The researcher acknowledges that this may not be a comprehensive categorization of all 

private speech utterances that adult language learners might produce. However, the categories 

are grounded on earlier research and the current study. Also, the researcher has been careful 

applying inter-rater reliability standards. Sample data from earlier and current research has also 

been presented to describe the categorization and the coding process in chapters 2 and 3. These 

definitions may not work for some other contexts but they may provide a reference point for 
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future researchers interested in private speech use by language learners. Future research may add 

to the categorical definitions presented in the study as our understanding about language 

learners’ private speech use increases.   

The categorical operationalization of private speech has been made only to distinguish 

private speech utterances in the data. The scope of definitions is limited to the findings from 

earlier studies and the current study and the scope may not extend to other contexts. Private 

speech still needs to be studied relevant to its context and any statistical analysis beyond 

frequency counts may blur the findings. As the findings indicate, private speech serves various 

functions for the individual producing them and the interlocutors in the environment. Its true 

nature can only be understood if it is studied in its immediate context.  

Another contribution of this study is adapting the regulatory stage categorizations of 

symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships by De Guerrero & Villamil (1994) to a social 

context. Findings from the current study coincide with their findings, except for the frequency of 

other/other regulation, which may be due to the absence of a teacher in the environment or 

because the task does not allow peers to seek help from extra participants. Furthermore, the 

results indicate that non-native speakers are able to participate in activities at different cognitive 

levels when they are paired with native speakers as well as other non-native speakers. 

McCafferty (1994a, 1994b) suggests that encouraging learners to participate in daily activities 

with native speakers as well as classroom activities may speed up the language development 

process. However, this study also points out the importance of the quality of social relationships 

that learners establish in social contexts outside of the classroom. A key finding is that peers do 

not engage in activities as “native” or “non-native” speakers. Future research should also 

consider the quality of relationships and peers prolonged engagement with other peers to 

establish shared histories when investigating collaborative discourse and scaffolding. There is 

evidence in both child development studies and second language acquisition that peer familiarity 

has positive effects on collaborative activity (Diaz, 1992; Varonis & Gass, 1985; Plough & Gass, 

1993). From the sociocultural viewpoint, social relationships are at the heart of cognitive 

development. However, little is known about the effects of the quality of relationships (i.e. 

friendship) in collaborative activity in classrooms and in the non-school interactions of language 

learners. Finally, studying interactions in various classroom and non-classroom contexts may 

help researchers better understand the nature of interaction and language development.  
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APPENDIX A 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM (ENGLISH) 

 



 191 
 

 

Middle and Secondary Education 

Deborah Hassop • ＮｦｊＮｾ､｡ Ｎ ｓｊｦｴ･＠ University, . 
' for answers to 

questions about thi"s Ｇｲ･ｳｾ｡ｲ｣ｲｬＧ｡ｮ､＠ my nghts. [t'"J have questiOJfs about' my rights as a subjecllparticipant 

in this research, or if I feel I have been placed at risk. I can contact the Office of Research, Human 

Subjects Committee! A copy of the written 
report will be sent to me upon my reliuesl. 

I have read and understood the procedure described above. I hereby voluntarily and freely 

volunteer to consent the study as described above. 

Name of Participant-------------------

Signature of Participant---------------- Date. ______ _ 
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APPENDIX B 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM (TURKISH)
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bir konuma ､ｕｾｕｲｩｩｊ､ｩｬｧｵｭｕ＠ dU ｩＮｩｮｾ｡ｫ､ｩｴｾｦｦｩ｣･ＮＮｯｦ＠ Research, Human Subjects Committee, 

:tdresine ｢ｾｶｵｲ｡｢ｩｬ･｣･ﾧｭｩ＠ anllyorum. 

Yukanda anlaulan prosedUrU okudum ve anladtm. ｬｾ｢ｵ＠ ｾ｡ｬｬｾｭ｡ｹ｡＠ hicbir baslu alunda olmadan, gonilliU 

olarak kattlmayt kabul ediyorum. 

Kauhmcmm Adt ------------------

Kaultmcmtn lmzas•----------------- Tarih ____ _ 

/ 
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APPENDIX C 

DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 

1. Name _____________ 

 

2. Sex: Female  _____ Male ____ 

 

3. Age: _____________ 

 

4. Native Language: _____________ 

 

5. Years of English Studied: ____________ 

 

6. TOEFL Score _____________ 

 

7. How long have you been living in the United States? ___________________________ 

 

7. Do you speak any language other than English? ______________If yes, which languages do 

you speak? 

 

8. Have you ever studied any other foreign language? ____________  
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APPENDIX D 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL LETTER 
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APPENDIX E 

TRAINING MANUAL FOR EXTERNAL CODERS 

Section I 

Coding Private Speech Content 

* See the last page of this document for Transcription conventions. 

Content Description 

 

Examples 

(1)Self-directed 

questions and 

comments 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

• Utterances include questions and 

comments directed to the self.  

• The question is either ignored by 

other participants or the individual 
responds to it himself/herself 

immediately after the question.  

• Example: “Whose turn is it? My turn” 

1. TP1: So it's my turn? 

2. TP3: S:o it's whose turn? It's my 

turn=  

3. [Leans forward to draw a card 
from the deck] 

4. NP1: =No no no. I think it's your 

turn  
5. [TP3 pauses a moment with 

hesitation. Then, continues] 

6. TP3: Yeah. °my turn°  
 

(2)Affective 

Utterances 

 

• Any utterance that shows affective 

expressions of the speaker regarding 

the task or performance on the task for 
emotional release, in order to motivate 

the self.   

• Examples: “Cool”, “oh”, 

“aww/oww”, “oh my god”, “sheesh”, 

“oh boy”, “yeah” and “wow”, Allaa” 

(Gosh), “Yaa” (Ah) and “Ayy” 

(Oops) 

1. NP1: =Okay. basically it's a 

person. in Spain and the:y = 

2. TP1: =(Hits buzzer) SPAIN!   
3. NP1: OH. DOES IT SAY SPAIN? 

OH MY GOHH-Oh my goshh!    

 

 

(3)Repetitions 

 

• Repetitive utterances or sounds as if 

the individual is searching for a word, 
correcting a previous utterance, or 

focusing attention on the task.  

• Example: “Monopol. Monopoly. 

Monopoly”. 
 

 

1. TP2: YES WITH THE DICE 

AND THERE ARE. You know 

buildi:ngs. You buy i:t and you 

sell i:t.  
2. TP1: OHH MONOPOL. 

MONOPOLY. °monopoly° = 

3. TP3: =Yeah. °good°= 
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(4) Comments 

that indicate a 
hypothetical 

stance 

 

• Any type of utterance that shows that 

the individual is hypothesizing about 
something.  

• These types of utterances usually 

include verbs, adverbs, and modal 

verbs such as “think, guess, believe, 

probably, can, could, will, would, 

should”.  

• These utterances may serve to help 
the participant to orient his/her 

interlocutors to the task. 

 

4.  TP1: JUST LET US SEE it= 

5. NP1: =We have to. oh I didn't 
look at it °I should have a couple 

of time-° 

 

(5) Labeling 
 

• Any type of labeling, and counting to 
bring structure to a text.  

• Peers may also use these utterances 

to mark the beginning and end of an 
activity or episode.   

• These utterances may be used to 

bring structure to the task, or to 

manage the task by labeling, naming, 
or counting.  

• Examples: . Examples: “First one”, 

“second one”, etc. 
 

1. NP1: Okay. you ready TP3? 
2. TP2: Turn. [Warns TP1 to turn 

the card down so that TP3 doesn't 

see it] 
3. NP1: First word= 

4. TP3: =Okay 

 

(6)Pause fillers • Any type of utterance that seems to 

be composed of meaningless sounds 

such as eh, um, ah, er, umm, eeh, 
melodic voice, etc. but that indicates 

a thinking process.  

• They may indicate that the peer is 
focusing his/her attention or planning 

his next utterances.  

 

1. TP3: Okay umm eee ye- you go 

out and you: are wandering 

around 
2. NP1: Hmmhmm= 

 

(7)Metalanguage:  • Any type of utterance that is used to 

analyze or describe language.  

• These utterances can include 

individual’s own comments about the 
language, and its structures and use.  

• They may be used gain control over 

communication.  
• Examples:“it’s in noun form”, 

“adjective type of thing”,  “like 

comparative”, “past tense”, “add i-n-

g”. 

 

1. NP1: I don't wanna go outside 

because I'm= 

2. TP3: = IT'S A verb? Or you 

know noun or= 
3. NP1: Uh more like an adjective 

°type of thing°=  

4. TP3: = Adjective= 
5. NP1: = Yeah   
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Coding for Private Speech Form 

Form Definition 

 

Examples 

(1) Silent 
Speech  

• Utterances that are produced in a 
low tone of voice. These utterances 

are directed to the self.  

 

1. TP3: Don't don't give the... eh card to 
the other you know group 

2. … 

3. NP1: We have to. oh I didn't look at 

it °I should have a couple of time-° 
 

(2) Incomplete  

Utterances 

(Loud) 

• These utterances are 

grammatically incomplete. An 

utterance can be a sound, word, or 
a sentence.  

 

1 [NP1 pulls a card from the deck] 

2 NP1: Oh. gosh… Du-.(sigh) I didn't say 

the… I . I… but you've to and get the 
word without using any of these terms. 

OK? 

 
(3) Loud  • These utterances are not produced 

in the silent form but they are 

directed to the self.  

1. NP1: = Okay. basically it's a person. 

in Spain and the:y = 

2. TP1: = (Hits buzzer) SPAIN!   
3. NP1: OH. DOES IT SAY SPAIN? 

OH MY GOHH-Oh my goshh!   
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Practice Coding for Private Speech –Content- 

You will search for self-directed questions (1), affective markers  (2), repetitions (3), hypothetical 

stance (4), labeling/counting (5), pause fillers (6), and metalanguage (7). Circle the utterance(s) in the 

following excerpts.  Write the number for each category in the adjacent column. Write comments for each 

code. See the coding example on the last page of this document for an example.  

 

(1) Self-directed Questions. Read the entire excerpt. Search for self-directed questions. Write which 
exact utterance is matching this category under the “Comments” column.  

Characteristics of self-directed questions: 

• Utterances include questions directed to the self.  

• The question is either ignored by other participants or the individual responds to it himself/herself 
immediately after the question. Example: “Whose turn is it? My turn” 

 

 Excerpt Self-

directed 

Questions 

(1) 

Comments 

1 NP1: Aahh. yeah. she might get it. I doubt it.    

2 TP2: No. she won't get it... Okay. okay. I'll pass.   

3 NP1: How many passes?  

 

 

4 TP2: I have two. I have two... I. I'll. actually I could explain but 
I don't know  

  

5 TP1: °What was that?° [Picks the card TP2 passed]. George 

Lucas. I couldn't. 

  

6 TP2: No. I could. make George. but Lucas. I don't know how 
long it would gonna go on with that.  
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(2) Affective Markers. Read the entire excerpt. Search for Affective utterances. Write which exact 

utterance is matching this category under the “Comments” column.  
Characteristics of affective markers:  

 

• Any utterance that shows affective expressions of the speaker regarding the task or performance 

on the task for emotional release, in order to motivate the self.   
• Examples: “Cool”, “Oh”, “Aww/oww”, “Oh my god”, “Sheesh”, “Oh boy”, “Yeah” and 

“Wow”, Allaa” (Gosh), “Yaa” (Ah) and “Ayy” (Oops). 

 

 Excerpt Affective  

(2) 

Comments 

1 TP5: For example you want to buy a computer what kind of media?  

 

 

2 TP6: CPU?=  

 

 

3 TP5: =Yeah  

 

 

4 TP6: Hard disk=  

 

 

 

5 TP5: =Yeah yeah yeah  

 

 

6 TP6: Hard eh main board=  

 

 

7 TP5: =Yeah yeah let's go  

 

 

8 TP6: Eeh... Film. filim? Movie. eeh 

(Eeh… film. film? Movie. eeh) 

 

 

 

 

(3) Repetitions. Read the entire excerpt. Search for repetitions. Write which exact utterance is 
matching this category under the “Comments” column.  

Characteristics of repetitions: 

 
• These are repetitive utterances or sounds as if the individual is searching for a word, correcting a 

previous utterance, or focusing attention on the task.  

• Examples: “Monopol. Monopoly. Monopoly”. 

 

 Excerpt Repetitions 

(3) 

Comments 

1 TP2: LATCH. KEY. latch. key  
 

 

2 NP1: I think the- they have a key to get in the house    

3 TP2: LATCH. OH. CHOCOLATE. may be first. may be first um. 

may be first syllable. latch. key. kids 
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(4) Hypothetical Stance. Read the entire excerpt. Search for comments that indicate a hypothetical 

stance. Write which exact utterance is matching this category under the “Comments” column.  
Characteristics of hypothetical stance utterances: 

 

• Any type of utterance that shows that the individual is hypothesizing about something.  

• These types of utterances usually include verbs, adverbs, and modal verbs such as “think, 

guess, believe, probably, can, could, will, would”.  

• These utterances may serve to help the participant to orient his/her interlocutors to the 

task. 
 

 Excerpt Hypothetical 

Stance (4) 

Comments 

1 TP1: Good I would go with hair=  
 

 

2 TP2: Yeah I would just go=  

 

 

3 NP1: =But you can't say that word they don't you can't use that 
word. That's more of °taboo vocab-° 

  

 

(5) Labeling. Read the entire excerpt. Search for utterances that include labeling/counting. Write 

which exact utterance is matching this category under the “Comments” column.  

Characteristics of labeling: 
 

• Search for any type of labeling, and counting to bring structure to a text.  

• Peers may use these utterances to mark the beginning and end of an activity or episode.   
• These utterances may be used to bring structure to the task, or to manage the task by labeling, 

naming, or counting. Examples: “First one”, “second one”, etc. 

 

 Excerpt Labeling 

(5) 

Comments 

1 TP3: Okay. it's a compound word and I'll explain the second one  

 

 

2 NP1: Okay= 

 

  

3 TP3: = You live in what?  

 

 

4 NP1: House=  

 

 

5 TP3: = Okay. good.  

 

 

 

 

6 NP1: °Okay°= 

 

 

 

 

7 TP3: = The. the first one. kids 

 

 

 

 

8 NP1: Doghouse. °Okay°= 

 

 

 

 

9 TP3: = What?= 

 

 

 

 

10 NP1: = Doghouse? 

 

 

 

 



 202 
 

11 TP3: No  

 

 

12 NP1: Playhouse=  

 

 

13 TP3: = No no no. you said did you said dog. use the first two letters. 

and add. two other letters 

 

 

 

14 NP1: Something house  

 

 

 

(6) Pause Fillers. Read the entire excerpt. Search for pause fillers. Write which exact utterance is 

matching this category under the “Comments” column.  

Characteristics of pause fillers: 
 

• Any type of utterance that seems to be composed of meaningless sounds such as eh, um, umm, ah, 

er, hmm, eeh, melodic voice, etc. but that indicate a thinking process.   
• They may indicate that the peer is focusing his/her attention or planning his next utterances.  

 

 Excerpt Pause 

Fillers 

(6) 

Comments 

1 TP7: This a word you know. For example TP6 say something to you 

and than eh bad bad things and you... you look for you're eeeh.. you're 

eeh you're more than to to look TP6 eyyy eyy  

  

2 TP8: (Laughs)   

3 TP7: For example. °For example and then° for example you're eh 

you're eh 

  

4 TP8: Agree?   

5 TP7: Th- th- same one    

6 TP8: Anger?    

7 TP7: Th- th- th- not the same one   
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(7) Metalanguage. Search for metalanguage. Write which exact utterance is matching this category 

under “Comments” column.  
Characteristics of metalanguage: 

 

• Any type of utterance that is used to analyze or describe language.  

• These utterances can include individual’s own comments about the language, and its structures 
and use.  

• They may be used gain control over communication.   

• Examples:“it’s in noun form”, “adjective type of thing”, “like comparative”, “past tense”, “add i-

n-g”. 

 

 Excerpt Metalanguage 

(7) 

Comments 

1 TP2: I was like TP1 please remember receive=   

2 TP1: = °Yeah°=   

3 TP3: = Receiver   

4 NP1: °Comparison° strange. What was ah-?=   

5 TP2: = E. r. like. adding comparing something   

6 NP1: I see=   

7 TP1: = Superlative form=   

8 TP2: = Comparative like   

9 TP1: = Comparative and superlative   

10 TP2: Big bigger er (Laughs)... grammar.   

11 NP1: Okay.   

12 TP1: Receiver. receive. (Laughs)   

13 NP1: (Sighs) Timer is ready...   

14 TP1: Kidding (Laughs)   
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Practice Coding for Private Speech –Form- 

Place the number for each category on the excerpt. Write all numbers if you think the line can be coded 

for more than one category. Circle the utterances in the excerpt for each category. Write comments for 
each code in the order you observe them. 

 

Example:  

 

 Excerpt (1) Silent 

(2) Loud 

(3) 

Incomplete 

Comments 

1 

 

 

 1, 2 NP4 first 

whispers. Then 

says “Oh” out 

loud in a (social) 

tone of voice.  

 

Read the entire excerpt. Write which exact utterance is matching this category under “Comments” 
column.  

 

 Excerpt (1) Silent 

(2) Loud 

(3) 

Incomplete 

Comments 

1 NP1: Okay? Go for it… [NP1 starts the timer]   

2 NP4: °Oh I had it in my m-°     
 

 

3 NP1: Just try it  

 

 

4 NP4: °What is. what is the one?° [Waves hands]   
 

5 NP1: It's a compound word? Two words? One word?  

 

 

6 NP4: Uhh.  
 

 

 Can I start again?  

Oh! NP4: °Oh. I did° .  
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Section II 

Coding Regulation 

Cognitive 

Level 

Definition Examples 

(1) Self-
regulation 

(SR) 

• The participant can identify 
problems and initiate solutions to 

successfully complete the task turn.  

• The participant is able to provide 

strategic assistance by adapting his 
description to his partner.  

• The participant is able to identify 

the problems his/her partner is 
encountering   

• The participant is able to cater his 

description to his/her partner so that 

he/she can successfully complete 
the task turn.  

• The participant demonstrates self-

confidence in his/her use of the 
language and in his/her task 

performance.  

• The participant does not produce 
much private speech to organize 

his/her thoughts or manage the task 

in an attempt to gain regulation. 

1. NP1: Okay (Sighs). Let me make sure I 
get to. one more. take a look at it so 

you know for sure. okay... Alright. 

okay. so. go ahead.  

2. [TP2 takes the card back form NP1] 
3. NP1: Someone is bothering you. you 

become= 

4. TP3: =Angry 
5. NP1: Okay. so what was the word in 

Turkish for mother?= 

6. TP3: Anne= 

7. NP1: =Anne. and then a word that 
make= 

8. TP3: =Annoyed 

9. NP1: What. part of that word= 
10. TP3: =An- annoy? 

11. NP1: Annoy 

12. TP1: AH. GOOD. 
 

 

 

 
 

(2) Other-

regulation 
(OTR) 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

• The participant responds to the 

strategic assistance provided by 
his/her partner to advance towards 

completion of the task turn.  

• The participant may recognize a 

trouble source and ask questions to 
resolve them but he allows his/her 

partner to lead him/her through the 

task turn.  
• The paticipant responds to the 

prompts of his/her partner but 

sometimes problems can appear due 

to learners’ limited knowledge of 
the language.  

• The participant may simply comply 

or acquiesce with his partner with 
or without understanding.  

• Private speech such as affective 

markers, repetitions of others may 
emerge at this stage.  

• His/her partner may respond his 

self-directed questions and 

1. TP2: [Dice rolling gesture with hands] 

2. TP1: Zar? Tavla? Uhhm chess= 
3. (Dice? Backgammon? Uhmm chess) 

4. Group: = Laughs 

5. TP3: °Th- the. describe°= 

6. TP1: = CHESS. D(H)ICE HHH 
7. TP2: (Sighs) Another type of the same 

what you're describing 

8. TP1: Not chess? Not dice? I those are 
only ones I know with th- with the 

dice?= 

9. TP2: = (Laughs) 

10. NP1: = (Sighs) 
11. TP1: DO MORE! DO MORE!= 

12. TP2: = YES WITH THE DICE AND 

THERE ARE. You know buildi:ngs. 
You buy i:t and you sell i:t.  

13. TP1: OHH MONOPOL. 

MONOPOLY. °Monopoly°.= 
14. TP3: = Yeah. °Good°= 

15. TP2: = [Claps hands] 

16. TP1: Buildings was good. 



 206 
 

 

 

comments. 

 
 

 

(3) Object-

regulation 

(OBR) 
 

• The participant is controlled by the 

task.  

• The participant is unable to provide 
strategic assistance to his partner 

because he/she cannot adapt his 

description in a way his/hr partner 

can understand.  
• The participant does not respond to 

the prompts of his/her partner and 

gets stuck with the trouble source.  
• The participant cannot provide 

alternative definitions to his/her 

partner.  
• The participant does not have the 

language knowledge to bring the 

task to completion. His utterances 

may indicate frustration.  
 

1. TP2: [Dice rolling gesture with hands] 

2. TP1: Zar? Tavla? Uhhm chess= 

3. (Dice? Backgammon? Uhhmm 

chess] 

4. G: = Laughs 

5. TP3: °Th- the. describe°= 

6. TP1: = CHESS. D(H)ICE HHH 
7. TP2: (Sighs) Another type of the same 

what you're describing 
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Practice Coding for Regulation 

You will search for self-regulation (1), other-regulation (2), and object regulation (3) in the 

following excerpts. Write the number for each category in the adjacent column. See the coding example 
on the last page of this document for an example. Read the excerpts from beginning to the end and focus 

on the whole activity when coding for regulation. You will not code the conversational turns.  

 

Self-Regulation (SR) Read the entire excerpt. Write the code number and name of the person who is 
self-regulated (Ex: 1, NP9 or 1, TP9) in the empty column. Comment on what you think about the 

regulation of the other person in this excerpt.  

Characteristics of self-regulation: 
 

• The participant can identify problems and initiate solutions to successfully complete the task turn.  

• The participant is able to provide strategic assistance by adapting his description to his partner.  

• The participant is able to identify the problems his/her partner is encountering   
• The participant is able to cater his description to his/her partner so that he/she can successfully 

complete the task turn.  

• The participant demonstrates self-confidence in his/her use of the language and in his/her task 
performance.  

• The participant does not produce much private speech to organize his/her thoughts or manage the 

task in an attempt to gain regulation. 

 

Excerpt Self-

Regulation 

(SR) (1)  

Comments 

1. TP1: Okay... It's a word. it's a noun. this is what his job and 
also your job. 

2. NP3: Therapy? To therapize? 

3. TP1: Uh. you are eh musici-= 
4. NP3: =Counselor to: a music therapist= 

5. TP1: =Yes 

6. NP3: Therapist= 

7. TP1: =Therapist 
8. NP3: °Okay° 
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Other-Regulation (OTR). Read the entire excerpt. Write the code number and name of the person 

who is other-regulated (Ex: 2, NP9 or 2, TP9) in the empty column. Comment on what you think 

about the regulation level of the other person in this excerpt.  

Characteristics of Other-regulation: 

 

• The participant responds to the strategic assistance provided by his/her partner to advance towards 

completion of the task turn.  

• The participant may recognize a trouble source and ask questions to resolve them but he allows 
his/her partner to lead him/her through the task turn.  

• The participant responds to the prompts of his/her partner but sometimes problems can appear due to 

learners’ limited knowledge of the language.  

• The participant may simply comply or acquiesce with his partner with or without understanding.  
• Private speech such as affective markers, repetitions of others may emerge at this stage.  

• His/her partner may respond his self-directed questions and comments. 

 

Excerpt Other-Regulated  

(OTR) (2)  

Comments 

1. NP1: You ready? Okay. when you're eating 

a sandwich= 

2. TP3: = Huhhuh 

3. NP1: You what do you do when you're 

eating a something? You take a sandwich 

and=  

4. TP3: = And?= 

5. NP1: = Do something to it. 

6. TP3: You you eat it huh= 

7. NP1: = What's that word? What's the 

word? If I take a sandwich and then I or 
you see something you like you say could I 

have a  

8. TP3: You taste or just you're taste you 

wanna taste it?= 

9. NP1: = You wanna taste it but you're going 

to eat it so you're not only tasting it. what's 

the first thing you do when you're eating 
something? 

10. TP3: I mean uhh= 

11. NP1: = Come on? 

12. G: = Laughs 

13. TP3: Okay. try to:= 

14. NP1: = Yeah= 

15. TP3: = Explain and I= 

16. NP1: = Take a sandwich and I pick it up 

and I put it into my mouth and I  

17. TP3: So the word is that? 

18. NP1: It's part of it. 

19. TP3: I take sandwich pick it up, put it into 
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my mouth and do something 

20. TP1: Chew= 

21. NP1: = No=  

22. TP3: = Chewy= 

23. NP1: = But for you to chew what do you 

do have to do? 

24. TP3: Take a bite 

25. NP1: Okay. and there's something really 

big. what's the word for something ve:ry 

big? 

26. TP3: Oh. Time? 

27. NP1: Some. Uhhhh= 

28. TP3: = Sorry 

29. TP2: = (Laughs) 

30. NP1: Shoot 

31. TP2: (Incomprehensible) 

32. TP3: What was that? 

33. NP1: = Megabyte 

34. TP1: = Megabyte= 

35. NP1: = Megabyte 

36. TP2: That's hard= 

37. TP1: = That is hard to describe 

38. TP3: = Aah no no if we if you're you know 

if you: are gonna divide the word please 
say it  

39. NP1: Okay  

  

 

• Object-Regulation (OBR).  Read the entire excerpt. Write the code number and then name of the 

person who is other-regulated (Ex: 3, NP9 or 3, TP9) in the empty column. Comment on what you 

think about the regulation level of the other person in this excerpt.  
• Characteristics of object-regulation: 

 

• The participant is controlled by the task.  
• The participant is unable to provide strategic assistance to his partner because he/she cannot adapt his 

description in a way his/hr partner can understand.  

• The participant does not respond to the prompts of his/her partner and gets stuck with the trouble 
source.  

• The participant cannot provide alternative definitions to his/her partner.  

• The participant does not have the language knowledge to bring the task to completion. His utterances 

may indicate frustration.  

 

Excerpt Object-

Regulation (3) 

(OBR) 

Comments 

1. TP1: (Sighs) Okay... Sometimes=  

2. NP1: = Do it 

3. TP1: University and school cancel classes. not for 

religious holidays or other holidays. but like 

natural something that we have to- 
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4. NP3: Disaster= 

5. TP1: = Disaster. what else? 

6. NP3: Hurricanes. tornadoes. earthquakes. 

7. TP1: Yes. it's a:. one of the name of hurricanes= 

8. NP3: = Hurricane Charlie. Dean 

9. TP1: Eh. two names. two words I mean. The first 

one has only two letters... and the other one has 
four. It's a very common name for the- or may be 

I'm making. making °it up° 

10. NP3: Andrew?= 

11. TP1: = No  

12. NP1: Hurrica:ne...Can you throw me something 

else? 

13. TP1: I don't know if I can make it= 

14. NP1: = You try it. you try. 

15. NP3: = Break it up. break it up 

16. NP1: Say something else= 

17. NP3: = Break up the word 

18. TP1: Okay. for second the. °second word° starts 

with um. °I cannot think of anything° (Laughs) 

19. NP3: What are you doing?  We have time= 

20. TP1: = What's the big animal with the big nose 

21. NP3: A toucan?  

22. NP1: = (Laughs) 

23. NP3: An animal with a big no:se. An anteater? 

24. NP1: (Laughs)= 

25. NP3: = An elephant? 

26. TP1: [Nods] (Laughing) 

27. NP3: El? 

28. TP1: Starts with. EL 

29. [NP1 hits the buzzer] 

30. TP1: El Nino= 

31. NP1: = El Niño. (Laughs) 

32. NP4: = Owww (Laughs) 

33. TP1: What is that?= 

34. NP1: = It's like a. th-. something to do with  

35. TP1: = Something with the sea. right? 

36. NP1: No. it deals with the weather. but it's it's like 
the pressure. and so. 

37. NP3: I was like this is too easy. hurricane = 

38. TP1: = I'm sorry. hurricane. As soon as eh. I she 

said the names of that oh I made a mistake. it's not 
one of them. 

39. NP3: Okay. you did good= 

40. TP1: = I misleaded you. 
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Section III 

Relationships Between Regulation Levels 

Social 

Relationships 

Definition Examples 

 
(1) Symmetrical Relationships: The pair has matching self, other-, and object regulation in one task turn 

 

 

   

Self/self 
regulation 

(SR/SR) 

• Both peers are self-regulated. 
There are not many conversational 

turns before the participants can 

successfully complete the task.  

• The participant who is describing 
the word usually provides the 

efficient strategic assistance in the 

beginning of the task turn.  
• The participant who is describing 

the word is able to consider the 

opinions and viewpoints of the 
participant in his/her assistance.  

• Either there would not be any 

private speech utterance produced 

by the pairs or the private speech 
utterance would be to motivate 

peers if it occurred.  

• The participant whose turn is to 
guess the word would do it with 

the least assistance provided by 

his/her partner. He/she would not 

ask for help. 

1. TP2: TP1. think of um jewelry = 
2. TP1: = Jewelry 

3. TP2: It's not silver but it's 

something else 

4. TP1: Copper? Gold=? 
5. TP2: = °Good-°= 

6. TP1: = COPPER? (Laughs) 

7. NP1: = WHO WEARS COPPER 
JEWELRY? NO ONE DAH-. 

I'VE NEVER SEEN ANY BODY 

WEARING COPPER JEWELRY 

IN MY LIFE! 
8. TP1: Copper jew- (Laughs) 

9. TP3. Good good 

10. TP2: She knows yeah like may be 
neckla:= 

11. NP1: = Oh come on! 

12. TP1: It's my=         
13. TP2: = We have in Turkey 

14. TP1: It's my interest yeah. Tse- 

you know jewelry (Laughs) 

 
   

Other/other 

Regulation 

(OTR/OTR) 

• Both peers are other-regulated.  

• Peers may provide some 

scaffolding to each other but they 
are not able to complete the task 

on their own.  

• In such a symmetrical situation, 

peers may settle on a solution that 
may not be completely correct. 

• They may seek help from outside, 

or they may simply quit a task.  
 

1. 1 NP1: Okay. You ready? 

2. 2 TP3: Mmhmm 

3. 3 NP1: Okay. I'll go ahead and 
start.  

4. 4 [TP2 starts the timer] 

5. 5 TP2: Oh after= 

6. 6 NP1: = (Sighs) Okay 
7. 7 TP1: = Ay be- after he decides= 

8. 8 TP2: = After he decides right? 

9. 9 TP1: Yeah  
10. 10 NP1: °She 

(incomprehensible)° no problem= 

11. 11 TP1:  After he start talking 
12. 12 TP3: When are you gonna start 

the time?= 

13. 13 TP2: = After he says I'm ready. 
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Right? 

14. 14 R: Do whatever you want 
15. 15  NP1: Okay. You ready? 

16. 16  TP1 [Nods] 

17. 17  TP1: Because sometimes we 

need to think 
 

 

Object/object 

Regulation 
(OBR/OBR) 

 

• Both peers are object-regulated.  

• The pair of peers lack the language 

skills to complete the task.  
• This type of relationship usually 

includes peers using props from 

the environment rather than giving 
verbal descriptions. 

 

 

1. TP6: Eeh the thing that eeh is= 

2. TP5: Jewelry= 
3. TP6: = Eeeh in the eehh 

Abdulhamit Han sitting back = 

4. (Eeh in the eeh King 

Abdulhamit sitting back) 

5. TP5: = Oh. Yeah chair (Laughs) 

chair 
6. TP6: Hmmhmm= 

7. TP5: = Eeeh chair of hot- chair of 

I don't know 

8. TP6: Sitting. Specific with the 
name= 

9. TP5: = Yeah. I don't know. 

10. TP6: Imparator sitting= 
11. (King  sitting) 

12. TP5: = Yeah. I know eh... in 

English I don't know the name but 

eh= 
13. TP6: = Ok. 

14. TP5: It starts with chair or?= 

15. TP6: = NO. No chair... 
Specifically there is a name 

16. TP5: = I know it's taht  

17. (I know it is throne) 

18. TP6: Ok ok= 

19. TP5: = Eh in Turkish but you kn- 

you you kn-  

20. [TP7 hits the buzzer] 
21. TP5: Throne. I don't know.  

22. TP7: Throne nedir abi? 

23. (What is throne brother?) 

24. TP6: Taht 

25. (Throne) 

26. TP8: Throw dan falan gelseydin 
bari 

27. (You should have come from 

throw) 

28. TP5: I don't know the-... Throne 
taht mi? 

29. (Does throne mean throne ? 

30. TP7: Oyle. Oyleymis. 
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31. (Yes. It is) 

32. TP6: Hayir tarih bolumude degiliz 
ki.°Throne. Throne° Firlatmak 

throw deseydin thrown throne  

33. (No we are not in the history 

department. Throne. Throne. 

Throw You could say throw. 

Thrown. Throne.) 

34. TP6: Ben biliyosun diye sey 
yaptim 

35. (I thought you knew) 

36. TP5: Yok anladim ama bilm- 
dedim ya I can't... know how to 

say throne.  

37. (I understand but I don’t kno- 

as I said I can’t… know how to 

say throne) 

 

 

(2) Asymmetrical Relationships: The pair does not have a matching cognitive regulation level. One 
participant is self-regulated while the other is other, or object regulated.  

   

Self/other 
Regulation 

(SR/OTR) 

• Similar to the symmetrical self/self 
regulated state.  

• The pairs usually complete the task 

successfully in this state. 

• There are more conversational 
turns where the other-regulated 

peer has to receive assistance 

before the pair can successfully 
complete a task.  

• Some turns may not be completed 

successfully. 
 

1. NP1: Okay (Sighs). Let me make 
sure I get to. one more. take a 

look at it so you know for sure. 

okay... all right. okay. so. go 

ahead.  
2. [TP2 takes the card back form 

NP1] 

3. NP1: Someone is bothering you. 
you become= 

4. TP3: = Angry 

5. NP1: Okay. so what was the word 
in Turkish for mother?= 

6. TP3: Anne= 

7. NP1: = Anne. and then a word 

that make= 
8. TP3: = Annoyed 

9. NP1: What. part of that word= 

10. TP3: = An- annoy? 
11. NP1: Annoy 

12. TP1: AH. GOOD. 
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Self/Object 

Regulation 
(SR/OBR) 

• One of the peers is self-regulated 

while the other is object-regulated.  
• The object-regulated participant 

lacks the language knowledge or 

task skills to participate in the task 

while self-regulated peer tries to 
offer assistance. However, the 

assistance needed is beyond what 

can be provided by peers.  
• These types of relationships are 

almost always unsuccessful 

usually because the object-
regulated participant does not have 

the language skills to complete the 

task. 

• The object-regulated participants 
use repetitions and affective 

markers frequently. Peers often 

comment on knowledge and 
performance. 

• After the game turn is over, 

participants usually discuss the 
limits of their knowledge and 

comment on the task for 

motivational support. 

 

1. TP5: What kind of media do you 

use. On computer? 
2. TP6: °Computer°= 

3. TP5: = What kind of media? 

4. TP6: °Computer°= 

5. TP5: = Hmm? 
6. TP6: Video 

7. TP5: Hmm?= 

8. TP6: = Video. Tapes? 
9. TP5: Na no what kind of media 

eeh hardware system em  

10. TP6: Eh software? hard hard = 
11. TP5: = Hardware 

12. G: (Laughs) 

13. … 

14. 8TP5: For example you want to 
buy a computer what kind of 

media? 

15. TP6: CPU?= 
16. TP5: = Yeah 

17. TP6: Hard disk= 

18. TP5: = Yeah yeah yeah 
19. TP6: Hard eh mainboard= 

20. TP5: = Yeah yeah let's go 

21. TP6: Uuh uuh= 

22. TP5: = Eeh... film. filim? movie. 
Eeh= 

23. TP: = Ok. 

24. TP5: How can I? 
25. TP6: Monitor 

26. TP5: HOW CAN I?... SAY  

27. TP6: Ehm= 
28. TP5: = BLOCKBUSTER. with 

what kind of? 

29. TP6: °Harmster° 

30. TP5: BLOCKBUSTER. In Tur-. 
You want to rent eh. What kind 

of. Rent rent. What kind of. eh. 

rent? Think. 
31. G: (Laughs) 

32. TP6: °Rent°= 

33. TP5: = OOOFFF  

34. [TP7 hits the buzzer] 
35. TP6: Disket? deseyd- 

36. (Floppy. Should have sai-) 

37. TP5: Huh? ya film dedim ama ya 
38. (But I said film) 

39. TP7: We saw film from what 

40. TP5:  Huh? 
41. TP6: Disket misket olsaydi 
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42. (If there were floppy) 

43. TP5: Disket vardi yasakti onun 
icin  

44. (Floppy was there. Forbidden. 

That’s why) 

45. TP7: Neyse 
46. (Whatever) 

47. TP6: °Hardware. Medya.° Medya 

deseydin 
48. (Media. You should have said 

media) 

49. TP7: Film degil- 
50. (Not movie) 

51. TP5: Medya dedim ya medya. 

Arac hani arac  

52. (Media I said media. Medium 

like medium.) 

53. TP6: °Arac desen bilirdik° 

54. (We would have known if you 

had said media) 

55. TP5: I don't know. I give up.  

 

Other/Object 
Regulation 

(OTR/OBR) 

 

• One of the peers is other regulated 
while the other peer is object-

regulated.  

• The participant whose task is to 

describe the word lacks the 
language skills and knowledge 

required for the task.  

• The other peer has to rely on the 
information provided by the 

object-regulated peer who lacks 

the language or task skills to 
provide assistance.  

• When an other-regulated peer 

initiates assistance, the object-

regulated peer cannot provide the 
assistance.  

• Object regulation includes lacking 

the skills required to complete the 
task. The object-regulated peers 

are not able to describe the word 

without using one of the  
forbidden words on the card. 

• The other/object-regulated pairs 

can complete the task successfully 

if the object-regulated pair can 
describe the word using phonemic 

similarities.  

• These turns always have 

 

1. TP6: What is?.. I could get out of? 
2. TP5: Eeh wake up? 

3. G: (Laughs) 

4. TP6: No no no 

5. TP5: Awake? 
6. TP6: Eeh... 

7. TP5: Another one. eeh. ho- how 

many eeh how may words? 
8. TP6: Where eeh... bunu 

bilmiyorum umm.. this is this one 

[Points finger towards door] 
9. (I don’t know this.) 

10. TP7: Oooh come on. (Laughs) 

11. 215. TP5: Eh. Shoe? 

12. G: (Laughs) 
13. TP5: Ventilator 

14. TP6: No. alttaki 

15. (No. The one underneath) 

16. TP5: Hmmhmm. Moving? 

Arrive? Departure? 

17. TP6: Yeah  
18. TP5: Departure or. 

19. TP6: Yeah departure there  

20. TP5: Departure the home? 

21. TP6: OK. eh 
22. [TP7 hits buzzer]  

23. TP5 checks the card] 

24. TP5: Key! Ooooh 
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comments on self, other, and 

collective self.  

25. G: (Laughs) 
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Practice Coding Symmetrical and Asymmetrical Relationships 

You will search for symmetrical (1) and asymmetrical (2) relationships in the following excerpts. 

Symmetrical relationships are: Self/self-regulation, other/other-regulation, and object regulation. Note 
that some examples are similar to the ones presented earlier. This time, you will search for the 

relationships between regulation levels of the participants in each excerpt. Read the excerpts from 

beginning to the end and focus on it as a whole when coding for relationships between regulations.  

Watch the video clips a few times for each excerpt before starting to code. Then, watch the video clips 
during coding.  

 

(1) Symmetrical  Relationships 
 

Self/Self-Regulation (SR/SR). Read the entire excerpt. Write the code number for the relationship and the 

names of the pairs in the order of their regulation. Comment on the reasons why you think this group is 

self/self-regulated.  

Characteristics of symmetrical self/self regulated relationships: 

• Both peers are self-regulated.  

• There are not many conversational turns before the participants can successfully complete the task.  

• The peer who is describing the word usually provides the efficient strategic assistance in the beginning of 
the task turn.  

• The peer who is describing the word would be able to consider the opinions and viewpoints of the peer in 

his/her assistance.  
• Either there would not be any private speech utterance produced by the pairs or the private speech 

utterance would be motivational if it occurred.  

• The peer whose turn is to guess the word would do it with the least assistance provided by his/her partner. 

He/she would not ask for help. 

 

Excerpt (1) Symmetrical: 

SR/SR 

OTR/OTR  

OBR/OBR 

(2) Asymmetrical 

SR/OTR 

SR/OBR 

OTR/OBR 

Comments 

1. TP1: Okay... It's a word. It's a noun. This is what 

his job and also your job. 
2. NP3: Therapy? to therapize? 

3. TP1: Uh. you are eh musici-= 

4. NP3: = Counselor to: a music therapist= 

5. TP1: = Yes 
6. NP3: Therapist= 

7. TP1: = Therapist 

8. NP3: °Okay° 

 

SR: 
SR: 
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Other/Other Regulation (OTR/OTR).  Read the entire excerpt. Write the code number for the 

relationship and the names of the pairs in the order of their regulation. Comment on the reasons why you 
think this group is other/other-regulated.  

Characteristics of symmetrical other/other regulated relationships: 

 

• Both peers are other-regulated.  
• Peers may provide some scaffolding to each other but they are not able to complete the task on their 

own.  

• Peers may settle on a solution that may not be completely correct, they may seek help from outside, or 
they may simply quit a task.  

 

Excerpt (1) Symmetrical: 

 SR/SR 

 OTR/OTR  

OBR/OBR 

(2) Asymmetrical 

SR/OTR 

SR/OBR 

OTR/OBR 

 

Comments 

1  NP1: Okay. You ready? 
2 TP3: Mmhmm 

3  NP1: Okay. I'll go ahead and start.  

… 
[TP2 starts the timer] 

6 TP2: Oh after= 

7 NP1: = (Sighs) Okay 
8 TP1: = Ay be- after he decides= 

9 TP2: = After he decides right? 

10 TP1: Yeah  

11 NP1: °She (incomprehensible)° no problem= 
12 TP1:  After he start talking 

13 TP3: When are you gonna start the time?= 

14 TP2: = After he says I'm ready. Right? 
15 R: Do whatever you want 

17  NP1: Okay. You ready? 

18  TP1 (Nods) 
19  TP1: Because sometimes we need to think 

 
OTR: 

OTR: 
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Object/Object Regulation (OBR/OBR). Read the entire excerpt. Write the code number for the 

relationship and the names of the pairs in the order of their regulation. Comment on the reasons why you 
think this group is object/object-regulated.  

Characteristics of symmetrical object/object-regulated relationships: 

 

• Both peers are object-regulated.  

• The pair of peers lack the language skills to complete the task. 

• This type of relationship usually includes peers using props form the environment rather than 

describing. 

 

Excerpt (1) Symmetrical: 

 SR/SR 

 OTR/OTR  

OBR/OBR 

(2) Asymmetrical 

SR/OTR 

SR/OBR 

OTR/OBR 

Comments 

 

1. TP6: =Eeeh in the eehh Abdulhamit Han sitting back = 

OBR: 

OBR: 

 

(Eeh in the eeh King Abdulhamit sitting back)   
2. TP5: = Oh. yeah chair (Laughs) chair   

3. TP6: Hmmhmm=   

4. TP5: = Eeeh chair of hot- chair of I don't know   
5. TP6: Sitting. Specific with the name=   

6. TP5: = Yeah. I don't know.   

7. TP6: Imparator sitting=   

(King sitting)   

8. TP5: = Yeah. I know eh... in English I don't know the 

name but eh= 

  

9. TP6: = Ok.   
10. TP5: It starts with chair or?=   

11. TP6: = NO. No chair... Specifically there is a name   

12. TP5: = I know it's taht    
(I know it is throne)   

13. TP6: Ok ok=   

14. TP5: = Eh in Turkish but you kn- you you kn-    

15. [TP7 hits the buzzer]   
16. TP5: Throne. I don't know.    

17. TP7: Throne nedir abi?   

(What is throne brother?)   

18. TP6: Taht   

(Throne)   

19. TP8: Throw dan falan gelseydin bari   
(You should have come from throw)   

20. TP5: I don't know the-... Throne taht mi?   

(Does throne mean throne?)   

21. TP7: Oyle. Oyleymis.   
(Yes. It is)   

22. TP6: Hayir tarih bolumude degiliz ki.°throne. throne°   
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firlatmak throw deseydin thrown throne  

(No we are not in the history department. throne. 

throne. throw. you could say throw. thrown. throne.) 

  

23. TP6: Ben biliyosun diye sey yaptim   

(I thought you knew)   

24. TP5: Yok anladim ama bilm- dedim ya I can't... know 
how to say throne.  

  

(I understand but I don’t kno- as I said I can’t… know 

how to say throne) 

  

 

(2) Asymmetrical Relationships 

 

Self/Other-Regulation (SR/OTR). Read the entire excerpt. Write the code number for the relationship 

and the names of the pairs in the order of their regulation. Comment on the reasons why you think this 
group is self/other-regulated.  

Characteristics of asymmetrical self/other regulated relationships: 

 
• Similar to the symmetrical self/self regulated state.  

• One of the peers is self-regulated while the other is other-regulated.  

• The pairs usually complete the task successfully in this state. 

• There are more conversational turns where the other-regulated peer has to receive assistance before the 
pair can successfully complete a task.  

• Some turns may not be completed successfully. 

 

Excerpt (1) Symmetrical: 

SR/SR 

OTR/OTR  

OBR/OBR 

(2) Asymmetrical 

SR/OTR 

SR/OBR 

OTR/OBR 

Comments 

1. NP1: You ready? Okay. When you're eating 

a sandwich= 

2. TP3: = Huhhuh 

3. NP1: You what do you do when you're 
eating a something? You take a sandwich 

and=  

4. TP3: = And?= 

5. NP1: = Do something to it. 

6. TP3: You you eat it huh= 

7. NP1: = What's that word? What's the word? 

If I take a sandwich and then I or you see 

something you like you say could I have a  

8. TP3: You taste or just you're taste you 

wanna taste it?= 

9. NP1: = You wanna taste it but you're going 

to eat it so you're not only tasting it. What's 
the first thing you do when you're eating 

 

 

SR: 

OTR: 
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something? 

10. TP3: I mean uhh= 

11. NP1: =Come on? 

12. G: =Laughs 

13. TP3: Okay. try to:= 

14. NP1: =Yeah= 

15. TP3: =Explain and I= 

16. NP1: =Take a sandwich and I pick it up and 
I put it into my mouth and I  

17. TP3: So the word is that? 

18. NP1: It's part of it. 

19. TP3: I take sandwich pick it up, put it into 
my mouth and do something 

20. TP1: Chew= 

21. NP1: =No=  

22. TP3: =Chewy= 

23. NP1: =But for you to chew what do you do 

have to do? 

24. TP3: Take a bite 

25. NP1: Okay. and there's something really big. 
What's the word for something ve:ry big? 

26. TP3: Oh. time? 

27. NP1: Some. uhhhh= 

28. TP3: = Sorry 

29. TP2: = (Laughs) 

30. NP1: Shoot 

31. TP2: (Incomprehensible) 

32. TP3: What was that? 

33. NP1: = Megabyte 

34. TP1: = Megabyte= 

35. NP1: = Megabyte 

36. TP2: That's hard= 

37. TP1: = That is hard to describe 

38. TP3: = Aah no no if we if you're you know 
if you: are gonna divide the word please say 

it  

39. NP1: Okay  
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Self/Object-Regulation (SR/OBR). Read the entire excerpt. Write the code number for the relationship 

and the names of the pairs in the order of their regulation. Comment on the reasons why you think this 
group is self/object-regulated. 

Characteristics of asymmetrical self/object-regulated relationships: 

 

• One of the peers is self-regulated while the other is object-regulated.  
• The object-regulated peer lacks the language knowledge or task skills to participate in the task while 

self-regulated peer tries to offer assistance. However, the assistance needed is beyond what can be 

provided by peers.  
• These types of relationships are almost always unsuccessful usually because the object-regulated 

participant does not have the language skills to complete the task. 

• The object-regulated peer uses repetitions and affective markers frequently. Peers often comment on 

knowledge and performance. 
• After the game turn is over, peers usually discuss the limits of their knowledge and comment on the 

task for motivational support. 

 

Excerpt (1) Symmetrical: 

 SR/SR 

OTR/OTR  

OBR/OBR 

(2) Asymmetrical 

SR/OTR 

SR/OBR 

OTR/OBR 

 

Comments 

1. NP3: Okay. a Barbie= 

2. TP1: = Doll 

3. NP3: Perfect. think that word= 

4. TP1: = A dollhouse? 

5. NP3: Its' that's the first part of your word. two 

syllables. not down but up. okay. put those 

words together 

6. TP1: Dollup? = 

7. NP1: = °It's not. it's very similar° 

8. TP1: What is that?= 

9. NP3: = Dollop. like a. dollop is like a. like a. 
portion of a.  

10. NP1: Oh really?= 

11. NP3: = Scoop of 

12. NP1: Yeah. 

13. NP3: a dollop= 

14. NP1: = Kinda like a °spoonful° 

15. NP3: Have you seen the commercials for baby 

which is that brand of sour cream or butter or 

something? a dollop of daisy?= 

16. NP1: =A dollop is like... [Makes a hand gesture 

taking something from a container with a spoon] 

yeah. 

 

 
SR: 

OBR: 
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17. TP1: =That was easy. what was it? [Looks at the 

card] 

18. NP3: Dollop= 

19. TP1: = Dollop 

20. NP3: Yeah. 

21. TP1: I understand. thank you.  

22. NP3: It's good. very well= 

23. TP1: =I'm glad you. divided it. in between= 

24. NP3: That's how I got to explain it to her. or I 

would hope to = 

25. NP4: =That's a new word for me 

26. NP3: Yeah? 

27. NP4:  I have to go get my dictionary huh? Never 

heard that before 
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Other/Object-Regulation (OBR). Read the entire excerpt. Write the code number for the relationship 

and the names of the pairs in the order of their regulation. Comment on the reasons why you think this 
group is other/object-regulated. 

 Characteristics of asymmetrical other/object-regulated relationships: 

• One of the peers is other-regulated while the other peer is object-regulated.  

• The participant whose task is to describe the word lacks the language skills and knowledge required for 

the task.  
• The other peer has to rely on the information provided by the object-regulated peer who lacks the 

language or task skills to provide assistance.  

• When an other-regulated peer initiates assistance, the object-regulated peer cannot provide the 
assistance.  

• Object regulation includes lacking the skills required to complete the task. The object-regulated peers 

are not able to describe the word without using one of the forbidden words on the card. 

• The other/object-regulated pairs can complete the task successfully if the object-regulated pair can 
describe the word using phonemic similarities.  

• These turns always have comments on self, other, and collective self.  

 

Excerpt (1) Symmetrical: 

SR/SR 

OTR/OTR  

OBR/OBR 

(2) Asymmetrical 

SR/OTR 

SR/OBR 

OTR/OBR 

 

Comments 

1. TP1: (Sighs) Okay... Sometimes=  

2. NP1: =Do it 

3. TP1: University and school cancel classes. not for 
religious holidays or other holidays. but like 

natural something that we have to- 

4. NP3: Disaster= 

5. TP1: = Disaster. what else? 

6. NP3: Hurricanes. tornadoes. earthquakes. 

7. TP1: Yes. it's a:. one of the name of hurricanes= 

8. NP3: = Hurricane Charlie. Dean 

9. TP1: Eh. two names. two words I mean. the first 
one has only two letters... and the other one has 

four. It's a very common name for the- or may be 

I'm making. making °it up° 

10. NP3: Andrew?= 

11. TP1: =No  

12. NP1: Hurrica:ne... Can you throw me something 

else? 

13. TP1: I don't know if I can make it= 

14. NP1: = You try it. you try. 

15. NP3: = Break it up. break it up 

16. NP1: Say something else= 

17. NP3: = Break up the word 

 

 
OTR: 

OBR: 
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18. TP1: Okay. for second the. °second word° starts 

with um. °I cannot think of anything° (Laughs) 

19. NP3: What are you doing?  We have time= 

20. TP1: = What's the big animal with the big nose 

21. NP3: A toucan?  

22. NP1: = (Laughs) 

23. NP3: An animal with a big no:se. an anteater? 

24. NP1: (Laughs)= 

25. NP3: = An elephant? 

26. TP1: [Nods] (laughing) 

27. NP3: El? 

28. TP1: Starts with. EL 

29. [NP1 hits the buzzer] 

30. TP1: El Nino= 

31. NP1: = El Niño. (Laughs) 

32. NP4: = Owww (Laughs) 

33. TP1: What is that?= 

34. NP1: = It's like a. th-. something to do with  

35. TP1: = Something with the sea. right? 

36. NP1: No. it deals with the weather. but it's it's like 

the pressure. and so. 

37. NP3: I was like this is too easy. hurricane = 

38. TP1: = I'm sorry. hurricane. As soon as eh. I she 

said the names of that oh I made a mistake. it's not 

one of them. 

39. NP3: Okay. you did good= 

40. TP1: = I misleaded you. 
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Transcription Conventions 

Sign Description 

[Word] Closed square brackets show an action in the context or translations. 

(Word) Closed Brackets show comments from the transcriber. 

. One point shows a brief pause. 

… 

: 

Three points show a long pause. 

Colon indicates an extension of a sound or a syllable it follows. 

°Word° Silent voice. 

Wor- A dash shows a sharp cut off.  

WORD Capital letters shows loud sounds. 

Word: Extended sounds. 

=Word= 

 

Equal signs indicate overlapping speech that is, two utterances that 

follow one another without any perceptible pause. 
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Coding Example 

Read the entire excerpt. Write the code number in the appropriate box for highlighted utterances. If you think one utterance fits more than one 

category, list them in appropriate columns. For example, if you think one uttrances is both an affective marker and a repetition write: 2,3 under the 

Private Speech Content Column.  

 

 Excerpt 

SR/OBR 

NNS-NNS 

Private Speech Content 

 

1. Self-directed Questions 

2. Affective 

3. Repetitions 

4. Hypothetical Stance 

5. Labels 

6. Pause Fillers 

7. Metalanguage 

Private 

Speech  

Form 

 

1. Silent 

2. Incomplete 

3. Loud 

Regulation 

 

1.  SR 

2. OTR 

3. OBR 

 

Relationships 

 

(1) Symmetrical: 

SR/SR 

OTR/OTR 

OBR/OBR 

 

(2) 

Asymmetrical 

SR/OTR 

SR/OBR 

OTR/OBR 

 

 

Comments 

1 TP2: Ah ah ah ah ah. TP1 WHY 

DON'T YOU WATCH TV? 

2 3 

2 TP1: WE'RE GONNA LOOSE=  

 

 

3 NP1: =What is going on in the world. 

you wouldn't know.  

  

4 [TP2 shows card to NP1]   

5 NP1: Aahh. Yeah. She might get it. I 

doubt it.  

2 3 

6 TP2: No. She won't get it... Okay. 

Okay. I'll pass. 

  

TP2: 1 

TP1: 3 

2 Participants complete 

the task easily with 

minimal assistance.  
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