[1in paHOK THIIY 3MiHIOE JIFOACKKUH (pakTop:
1Tio panok — o3usaemucsi — mema..
Ha inwi — obepmu — memn — na 6opmy.
L]e mumo, i conys — aupune amoi.
[2, c. 25]

Juisi cTBOpeHHsT 3BYKOBUX 00pa3iB y 30ipIli COHETIB AHII€BChKA BIAETHCS 1O TPHUIOMY 3BYKOHACIITyBaHHS.
Jlominytoth (honeTnuHi aHadopH, IHTOHALII{HA BUPA3HICTh, IEPEMEKOBAHA ACOHAHCAMU Ta ICOHAHCAMU.

BoxuBaHHSA My3WYHHX TEPMIHIB y COHETaxX IIe pa3 JOBOIUTH (PAKT MPUCYTHOCTI My3HKH B 30ipmi «MyTaHTH», a
BIJITaK CHHTE3y JIBOX BUJIIB MHUCTETBA: «XIIOMEIb — Ipae — Ha TpoMOoHi» [2, ¢. 83], «opkectpa — 3 miou» [2, ¢. 165],
«JInMI — 9yTH — MaIH4KYy, 0 — BigbuBae — takt» [2, ¢. 233] Toruo.

Omxe, EMMa AHZliEBCbKA BIAETHCS IO CHHTE3Y JKHUBOIMCY Ta MY3MKH, BAKOPHUCTOBYIOYH BIYHI 3HAKH Ta CUMBOJIH,
IO TO3BOJIAIOTH 3PO3YMITH ii BHYTPIITHIN Ta HABKOJIHIITHIN CBIT.

Cnucok BUKOPHCTAHHUX JxKepelt

1. Aumaros M. B. IIpoGiema cunTe3a B XyaokecTBeHHOM Haciaequu /| M.B. Annaros // BorpoBbl CHHTE3a HCKYCCTB:
Marepwuaisl [IepBoro TBOPYECKOr0 COBELIAHUS aPXUTEKTOPOB, CKYJIBIITOPOB H KUBOMHCILEB. — M.: Oruz-N3orua, 1936.
—C. 22-52.

2. Amnniesceka EmMma. Mytantu. Conern / Emma Aumiecska. — K.:Bun. aim «Beecsit», 2010. — 248 c.

3. Terens I'. Ocrernka: B 4-x 1. / 'eopr Bunbrensm Opunpux [erens. — M.: Uckyccero, 1971. — T. 3. — 621 c.

4. Kopani I. EMma AnpieBchka i Bipa BoBk: TekcTn B koHTekCTi iHTepcemioTnka. — K.: BJIK «YHiBepcurer «Ykpaina,
2007.-116 c.

5. Jlucenko T. Oxkeaniunuii nabipunt, abo ®enomen Emmu Aumiescokoi / T. Jlucenko // Cygacuicts. — 2003. — Nell. —
C. 142-146.

6. Camura T. «SI — kiT, sSKuii XoauTh caM...». Posmosa 3 EMmoro Anmiescokoro / T. Canura //[I3Bin. — 1994, — Nel. —
C. 119-123.

7. Copoxka IT. Emma AumieBcoka: Jliteparypruii moptper / ITerpo Copoka. — Tepromins: Crap Codr. —1998. — 240 c.

The article is dedicated to the synthesis of art and music in the new compilation «Mutants» by Emma Andiyevska,
which continues the development of experimental intellectual theme, marked in the previous collection of her poems.
The author creates her own mythopoetical world with codes and symbols thanks to her exceptional fantasy.
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Kam’ sneyv-Ilodinbcokuil nayionanvhuil ynisepcumem imeni leana Ozienka
THE ROLE OF OUTPUT IN SLA

V cTatTi posrisnaeTbes rinoresa Meppian CBeilH Ipo poiib poLiecy MOBIEHHS y BUBUEHHI ApYyroi MoBH. ABTOD
IpuIIsie 0cOONUBY yBary 3aCTOCYBaHHIO TPhOX (DyHKIIH mpouecy MOBIEHHS, siKi Bu3Ha4ae M. CBeliH, y 4HCTO KO-
MYHIKATHBHOMY KOHTEKCTI.

KutouoBi ciioBa: BuB4YeHHs Ta HaOyTTs, yBara 10 JaKyHH, [TPOLIEC MOBJICHHS, yBara 0 popMu Ta yBara 10 GopM.

Krashen’s revolutionary Comprehensible Input Hypothesis (1985) changed the way many see second language
acquisition today, as did Krashen and Terrell’s Natural Approach. Both issues are still hotly debated today.

In his Comprehensible Input Hypothesis (1985), Krashen argues that interesting comprehensible input alone can be
enough for the acquisition of a second language to take place, in other words, we acquire a second language when we
understand messages in that language. According to Krashen, input needs to be comprehensible and at the same time just
challenging enough for a learner, that is one step beyond their current knowledge (i + 1) for effective learning to occur.

Krashen has argued that learner production of speech is not necessary for achieving high proficiency levels in a
second language. Learner output, in Krashen’s view is the result of learning, not its cause.

In the 1980s, the meaning of output used to be limited to the product of acquisition, to the result of learning. Recently,
however, researchers are beginning to see output as part of the process of language acquisition. Merrill Swain was among
the first who looked at output as an exercise that has a potential to facilitate second language learning.

Swain’s Comprehensible Output Hypothesis (1995) was a response to Krashen’s Comprehensible Input Hypothesis
claims and was motivated by findings of analyses of the results demonstrated by learners who took part in immersion
programmes of French in Canada. These learners were taught all or most of their school curriculum in French. Evaluation
of the learners’ progress following the immersion programme showed that while the participants demonstrated a significant
improvement in their listening and reading comprehension skills, their speaking and writing had not benefited as much
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from their participation in the programme. The learners had been exposed to abundant input, they had not, however, had
much opportunity to communicate in the target language (French). These findings called into question Krashen’s claim
that comprehensible input alone was «sufficient» for language acquisition.

One explanation proposed by Swain of why the French immersion learners did not show improvement in their
writing and speaking skills as a result of their participation in the programme was that the teachers did not ‘push’ learners
to speak French nor did they «push» them to speak correctly (Swain, 1995). Because you don’t always need to speak
correctly to be understood, just producing output without learning from your mistakes does not guarantee acquisition of
correct forms.

Schmidt, in his Noticing Hypothesis (1990), stresses the importance of conscious noticing of linguistic items,
claiming that only that which is noticed in the input becomes intake. He further argues that learners need to notice the
«gap» between their own production of an L2 and the target form in order to learn from the input.

Swain (1995) stresses the importance of learners’ being pushed to make changes in their incorrect utterances with
the aim of ultimately producing an utterance that is precise, coherent, and appropriate. This she has termed «modified
output», extending the meaning of the term that once was synonymous with «comprehensible output» (output that is clear
and easy to understand) to include grammatically correct and sociolinguistically appropriate production of language.

In her output Hypothesis, Swain has outlined three functions of input in addition to the fact that producing output
serves as an opportunity to practice which promotes fluency. The three functions of output identified by Swain are:

The noticing/triggering function

The hypothesis testing function

The metalinguistic/reflective function

The claim with the noticing/triggering function is that while producing language learners are likely to notice the gap
between what they want to say and what they can say, to notice a lack in their grammatical and lexical knowledge. This is
supposed to make them feel the need in the item that is lacking from their interlanguage, which facilitates its acquisition
when the learner is subsequently exposed to it. Swain has termed this «filling the gap». According to Swain, the noticing/
triggering function also has to do with the fact that producing output, learners are more likely to notice discrepancies
between their own production and authentic input that they are exposed to.

The hypothesis testing function of output allows learners to see if their hypotheses about the second language are
right or wrong. According to Swain, this occurs when the listener does not understand what the speaker is trying to say
and asks for the speaker to find another — more correct — way to produce their message. This is what she calls «modified
output». Requests for modified output is a form of negative feedback often used by teachers of a second language in a
classroom.

The third function, the metalinguistic/reflective function, enables learners to use their metalinguistic knowledge
to reflect on their own output. A common practice is recording various types of classroom discourse performed by
the learners and then playing it back to them and having them think about what was going through their heads as they
produced those particular utterances in that particular way and what rules they were guided by.

The three functions of output as described by Swain are in line with Michael Long’s Focus on Form approach
(1998).

Focus on form used to mean the opposite of focus on meaning, which is attention given to the form as well as the
content. Now many researchers distinguish between focus on form and focus on forms, a distinction first introduced by
M. Long.

Long distinguishes between Focus on Forms — which is an approach to second language instruction that focuses
on grammatical forms in isolation and in the absence of any communicative context — and Focus on Form — which
is an approach that uses incidental focus on grammatical features as they occur in otherwise purely meaning-based
communication — and focus on meaning — where no grammar focus is present.

Krashen (1998) calls the claim of the Comprehensible Output Hypothesis weak.

One of the reasons that Krashen gives for this is what he calls a «scarcity argument» which states that output by
learners is a rare phenomenon.

Krashen continues to maintain that language acquisition can very well take place in the absence of any output by the
learner. He cites research by other scientists who found that learners acquired more vocabulary items fro exposure to input
than from communicating with a native speaker.

Krashen further argues that learners do not like being «pushed» and that «pushing» learners to produce output creates
an uncomfortable atmosphere that is not conducive to learning.

The comprehensible output hypothesis linked to the interaction hypothesis which states that learners acquire language
from communicating with others. Krashen argues that the claim of the interaction hypothesis that interaction is necessary
for acquisition is incorrect; learners can learn just as well, if not better, from simply reading and listening.

Most studies that have been conducted to test the effectiveness of the noticing function of output (Izumi 2002;
Izumi and Bigelow; 2000, 1zumi et al. 1999; Iwanaka and Tkatsuka 2007; Soleimani et al., 2008) have shown that output
does, indeed, promote noticing and acquisition. However, despite the efforts that have been made to test the validity of
Swain’s hypothesis and to explore output as a learning device, the role of output remains largely unexplored because of
the recency of researchers’ interest in the issue.
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The article examines Merrill Swain’s Comprehensible Output Hypothesis and the issue of learner output in second
language acquisition in general. The article discusses using the three functions of output as identified by Swain in a
purely communicative context.

Key words: input, output, learning and acquisition, noticing of the gap, focus on form and focus on forms.
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Hayionansnutl ynieepcumem 600H020 20Cn00apcmea ma npupoOOKoPUCHy 8aHHs,
M. Pigue

IICUXOJIOTTYHI ITPHU SIK CUMYJISIKPU CIIPAB)KHbOI'O B CIOKETAX
CYUYACHOI YKPATHCBKOI JTPAMATYPI'Ti

ABTOp JI0CIIJPKY€E TICUXOJIOTIUHI irpH K IMITAIiI0 JKUTTS B CIOJKETaX Cy4acHOi yKpaiHChKOI Jpamaryprii, po3-
rsigae 1 B KOHTEKCTI HAIlIOHAIBHOI KYJIBTYPH, aHATI3y€e OPEXHIO SIK CUMYJSIKD (OakaHHs CIpaBKHBOTO). Y CTATTi
posrisinatoteest mecu T. [Bamenko «Cnamoemo cmitts» Ta H. BopoxxOut «Paba xBocta, abo con B canati OiB’e» Ta
B. J1i6poBu «PykaBuuka».

Kiwu4oBi ciioBa: Croxer, ICUXOJIOTIYHA IPa, CUMYJISKD, OpeXHsL.

Teatp — yHiBepcanis KyJIbTypH, /ie TOJTOBHUM KOHIIEITOM IOCTA€ T'Pa, IO BiAOYBAETHCS 3T1THO MPHHIIUITIB MiME3H-
Cy, BTUTIOIOUN apXeTHITHY MOJIETh CBITOOYZIOBH. B moeTnIli mocTMoiepHi3My TeaTp MOCTae sIK MeraHapaThs, 0i0mioTexka,
cxoBuuie rineprexcty (T. ['yHmopoBa), IPOYUTAHOTO Ha KOHY, IO CYIeCTye NPUHIMIN ep(HOMEHCY SK IepIIOaHOCTI,
CIIPUYUHIOIOYH HEeCKiHYeHI Mo diKaIlii, BapiaHTH, TpaHCc(HOpMAIlii 4acOPOCTOPOBHX, CIOKETHO-00PA3HUX, TUTACTHYHO-
3BYKOBHX IPOCKIIiH. Pi3HOBEKTOPHICTh, HANOYIOBH Ta KOJaKyBaHHS HAOYTKIB €BPONEHCHKUX NPaMaTHIHO-CICHIYHUX
npaktuk («Biguyskenss» (B. Bpext); «putyanizauis» (€. [poTOBCHKHIA); «KOPCTOKOCTI» (A. APTO); HAIMAPIOHETKOBOC-
ti» (I. Kper)) — #ioro BusHauanbHi pucu. BoaHovac, akTHBHO PELMITIFOIOTHCS HALIOHATBHI (T€HETUYHO BIACTHBI/CPOI-
Hi (CkoBOpoma)) MUCTEIBKI TpuitoMu: 6apoko, «reaTp y Teatpi» (cueHiunuit inTeprekct), «ouyaaerus» (JI. Kypbac).
HaTomicTs aHaii3 MCHXOIOTIYHUX irop SIK BTIJICHHS apXeTHITy OpexHi B TEKCTaX CydacHOI yKpaiHChKOI ApaMaTyprii Bia-
CYTHiH, 10 # 3yMOBHJIO aKTyaJbHICTh HAIIIOTO JOCII/DKEHHSA. MeTa CTaTTi — perenIlis apXeTUIry OpexHi y MCHUX0JIorid-
HUX Irpax y Cy4acHHX I’€cax yKpaiHChbKHMX ApaMaTypriB. JloCATHEHHS MOCTaBICHOI METH Nepe0adae BUPIMICHHS TaKHX
3aBJIaHb. 1) pO3MIITHYTH [ICHXOJIOT UHI irpH K CUMYJISIKP CIPaBKHBOTO; 2) MPOAHATi3yBaTH OPEXHIO B ICHUXOJIOTTUHIN Ipi
SIK BTOPHHHY PEabHICTb, CIIOCi0 MicTH(IKAIIii.

Croxer ’ec O.Tantok «Mayam i €Ba» MICTUTh BUPa3Hy MPOCKIIi10 OJIM3HIOKOBOTO Mi(y, 110 ITOCTAE Yepe3 HPU3MY
MICUXOJIOTTYHUX pedIIeKciit pO3ABOEHHS 0COOUCTOCTI, BHYTPIIIHBOI TYIICBHOI JU3rapMOHii, IPOTUCTaBICHHS 10Opa/3na,
npaeau/6pexHi, cakpanbHOro/ mpohanHoro, YooBika/KiHkd. ['epoiHio i€l IpaMu MEPETIOBHIOE TTATONOTIUuHE OasKaHHS
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