
Inputand interlanguage:a reviewof theresearch

AnaBOCANEGRAVALLE
Universidad de Cádiz

ABSTRACT

This article reviews the relationship between input and interlanguage
developmentby addressingfour main issues:(1) interactionandmodificationswhich
lead to pre-modified andinteractionallymodified input; (2) negativeevidenceof
unacceptedinput which showshow interlanguagecanbenefit from instancesof non-
comprehension;(3) input negotiationas a resuttof underlyingcognitiveand social
processeswhich demandawarenessand strategiccompetence;(4) input and its
contribution to pragmatieknowtedgedevelopment.The large number of works
published in the Iast two decadesindicatesthat this is a major areaof study within
SLA research, at present enriched by significant contributions from
psycholinguistics,sociolinguisties,pragmalinguistics,andeducationallinguistics.
More precisely,as many issuesremain unexploredandcertainhypothesesrequire
further vatidation and additional support, it is in this multidiseiplinary view of
acquisition processesand interlanguagedevelopmentthat new perspectivesof
fruitful researchawaitdiscovery.

1. INTRODUCTION

The issue of input and its contribution to both first and second/foreign
language(SL/FL) developmenthas motivated a good numberof studies
during ihe lasttwo decades.Corder(1967)wasthe first authorto addressthe
role of input for secondlanguageacquisition (SLA). He distinguished
betweentwo typesof linguistie dataleamerswere exposedto: dataproneto
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beproeessed(input) anddataactuallyprocessed(intake) by thehumanbrain.
Later on, StephenKrasben’s Input Hypothesis prornptedinosí empirical
researchthroughout the SOs and 90s in one way or another.With the
commonaim of pinpointing its exactrole in interlanguage(IL) development,
input hasbeen at the forefront of te latest works of SLA, sociolinguistics,
psycholinguistics, and, more recently, educational linguistics, and
pragmalinguistics.

The Input Hypothesisis one of the five hypotheseswhich makeup
Krashen’sMonitor Theory,initially reportedin 1977 andbecoming[be central
issueof bis work of 1985. According[o Uds hypothesis,the humanbrain can
only processthat input which is comprehensible(cornprehensibleinput); this
is to say, [bose Iinguistic data which are understoodby [he learner,
meaningful, interestingandlor relevant,not grammatieallysequencedand
containingsamplesof linguistic forms in accordancewith [he predietable
naturalorderof acquisition(he. structures1+1). FromIbis time onwards,either
comprehensihie input or intake bavebeen used[o refer to that input which
actuallyservesthe purposeof languageacquisitionor, asTrosborg(1995:68)
puts it, “the portion of L2 input which is assimilatedand fed into [he
interlanguagesystem”.

At that time, researchby differen scholars(Wagner-Goughand Hatch,
1975; Larsen-Freeman,1976; Hatch 1978) alreadysupported[he ideathat
acquisitionwasdirectly relatedto [he structureandvariability of thevarious
forms and functions presentin [he inpu[. Moreover, [bat comprehensible
input constituteda necessary,butnot sufficient, conditionfor SLA.

The publication of tbe volume edited by Gassand Madden in 1985
compiled the results of the ]Oth University of Michigan Conferenceoiz
Applied Linguistics: LanguageJnput, Learner< Use and Integration of
Languagejo Contextheid in Ann Arbor (28-30 October 1983) in which the
topie of input was, for the first time, [he focal point of a scholarly meeting.
The papersselectedfor the volume departedfrom the threemain areasof
researchwhich liad guided most works up to that time 1: (i) [he relationsbip
betweeninput andoutput regardingbothquantity andquality; (u) interacíions
betweennative speaker(NS) and nonnative speaker(NNS); and (iii)
interactionsbetweennonnativespeakers(NNSs), an areabeginning lo
emerge.In additionto [bese,contributionsset four new global issueswhich
dig mío how learners’ IL can benefit from input: (i) input and instructional
settings;(ji) interaetionand the negotiation/modificationof discourseand
phonology;(iii) therelationshipof input andoutputas regardscomprehension
processes,speechacts,grammarandquantity/quality;and,finally, (iv) theory
andmethodology.

Gassand Madden’s volume has beid major importancein [be field of
SLA and its papersbavebeen for a long time, and still are, obligatory
referenceto input research.It is here that Swain (1985) puts forward the
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conceptof comprehensibleoutput to underline tbat not only exposureto
input is importantbut also the productionto that input receivedwhich, in
turn, elicits more input, eitherdirect or indirect. It is also here that Long
(1985)enhanees[he role of inputmodifications andfalis backinto lis Jnput
and Interaction Hypothesis(Long, 1980) witb the aid of the well-known
deductiveargumenttbat: if linguistie/conversationaladjustmentspromote
input comprehension,and, if comprehensibleinput promotesacquisition,
tíen it is to be acceptedthat linguistie/conversationaladjustmentspromote
acquisition.

From the publication of that 1985 volume up to the present, the
comprehensibleinput pointed out by Krasbenhas developedinto a more
sophisticatedconstructof input in whicb quantity and quality (je.
modifications or adjustments),and production(i.e. output) are addressedin
view of IL andsuccessfullanguagedevelopmen[. How comprehensibleinput
is achieved,what its characteristicsare, how it facilitates SLA, what its
effectsare upon bothacquisitionandproduction,how it influencesoutputor
vice versa,how it is affectedby contexts,tasksor interlocutors; tíeseare
someof thequestionswhichhavepromptedthe mostcurrentstudies.

2. THE FRAMEWORK FORCOMPREHENSIBLEINPUT AND
INTERLANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT

2.1. Interaetionand modification of inpnt

Even though the term has remained,Krashen’scomprehensibleinput
nowadaysinvolvesmucí more[han comprehensionof relevant,interesting,
grammatically-sequencedchunks of language.After Long (1980, 198la,
1 983a-c,1985) repeatedlyinsistedon the valueof modifieationsto language
anddisceursestmcturefor suceessfulcomprehension(Input andInteraction
Hypothesis),input studieshaveturnedto the constructof interaction to pin
down how input can be madecomprehensibleto tío learnerand, more
precisely,how learnerscan be guaranteedthat sucbcomprehensibleinput is
actuallycontributingto their IL.

Two main typesof interactionare presentalongtbe languagedevelopment
process:

(a) Native speaker-Iearnerinteractions(in an SL contexteither inside or
outside[he classroom)or teacher-learner(in an FL context). Referencesto
this type of iníeractioncan be found under [he headingsof native speaker-
nonnativespeakerinteraction (NS-NNS interaction) or teacher-learner
interaction.The input-orientedlanguageresulúngfrom such interactionsis
known asforeigner talk or teachertalk respectively—te lattermainly used
whendealing with datacollectedfrom thelanguageclassroom2 Outstanding
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works on this issueare Long (1983a-c).Long and Sato(1983), Crookesand
Rulon (1985), Ellis (1985a-b),and,more reeently,Spadaand Ligbtbown
(1993),Loschky (1994),andMusumeci(1996),amongothers.

(1» Jnteractionsbetweenlearnersinside the classroomeitberin groupsor
pairs (i.e. dyads).This interactionis knownin [he literatureasnonnativespeaker
- nonnative speakerinteraction (NNS-NNS interaction), learner.learner
interactionor peer interaction,andtlie languageresulting from it peer-tal/cor
interlanguagetalk. TeresaPicais oneof [he authorswho, eitheron herown, or
in cooperationwith otherscholars,hasdevotedmostof her empiricalresearch
[o peerinteraction(seeReferences).Otherwell-knownstudiesincludeGassand
Varonis(1985, 1986),VaronisandGass(1985a-b>,or Wong-Fillmore(¡992).

Different interactionsconveyinput differences;pre-mod4fiedinput, and,
interactionally ¡nodífled inputare, then, the result of the differentinteractions
taking place.

Pre-modQiedinput occurs in NS-NNS or teacher-learnerinteractionsand
is characterisedby linguistic adjustments(reducedsyntacticcomplexity), and
conversationalor discourseadjustments(mainly, useof redundantfeatures)‘~.

Interestin pre-modifiedinput datesback as early as 1971 when Ferguson
identified certain ungramnwhcalityin tbe speechof NS to NNS, speechto
whichhegaye[he nameforeignertalk.

From then on, efforts were made towards the identification and
classificationof thosefeaturescharacterisingforeignertalk (Ferguson¡975;
Gajes, 1977, ¡982; Hatch et al., 1978; Henzl, 1979; Artbur et al., ¡980;
Long, 1980, 1981a-b, 1983a-c;Snowet al. 1981; Hatch, 1983; Schinke~
Llano, 1983; Wescheand Ready, 1985; Wong-Fillmore, ¡985) as well as
towards tbe relationshipof suchfeatureswith thoseof otber simple codes
like mother talk (i.e. mo[herese),child language,pidgin language,or, even,
IL itself(Meisel, 1977;Young. 1977;Bickerton, 1979;Hirvonen, 1985).

Once linguistic and conversationaladjustmentswere at leasí ini[ially
identified, studiestumed to their role in languagedevelopment.Research
has consideredthis issue “a critical variable of significant iniportanceand
complexi[y” (Wing, 1987:59),and, as sucb,it has aimed to study how and
to what extent such adjustmentsinfluenceIL (Hamayanand Tucker, 1980;
Scarcellaand Higa, 1981; Carpenter,1983; Hatch, 1983; Long and Sato,
1983; Chaudron,1983, 1986; Hgkansson,1986; Young andOougbty, ¡987;
Derwing, 1989;Griffiths, 1990;Loschky, 1994;Ellis, 1995).

¡nteractionalty modifled input is achievedwhen negotiatedinteraction
takesplacebetweenspeakersandhearers.Negotiationhasbeendefinedin a
numberof ways:

Exchangesbeíweenlearnersand [heir interlocutorsas they attempt[o
resolvecornmunicationbreakdownsaudto worktowardmutualcomprehension.
(Picaetal. 1989:65)(Itahcsadded)
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Conimunicationinvolving L2 learnersoften leads to problems in
understandingandbreakdown.Frequently,one ormoreof te paflicipants—te
leameror te interlocutor—attemptsto remedytbis by engagingin interactional
work to securemutualunderstanding.(Ellis, 1994:7¡6 —italicsadded)

Negotiation is understoodas a joint endeavour(i.e. mutual) in which
interlocutorshavevestedinterestin solving núsunderstandings(i.e. breakdowns)
for successfulcommunication,no matterhow suchmisunderstandingshavebeen
onginated.

Two types of negotiationshou¡dbe takeninto consideration:
(a) Negotiation ofform occurs when the form of a language(¡exis,

morpho!ogy,or syntax) breaks down the flow of conversation~. Form
negotiationis mostly found in teacher-learnerinteractions.As it is theteacher
who is interestedin drawingte learner’sattentiontowardsformally incorrect
and/orinappropriateutterances,form negotiationis known to fulfil a didactic
function(VanLier, 1988).

(b) Negotiation of meaning takesplace when interlocutorsengage
themselvesin te clarification of wordsand/orconceptsto te satisfactionof
both parties~. Tbis type of interactionappliesto both teacher-learnerand
peerinteractions.Following VanLier (1988)again,it fufflls a conversational
function because,for this case,interest lies on the restorationand/or
maintenanceof mutualunderstanding,noton correct/appropriateproduction.

Negotiationof form andnegotiationof meaningare interactionalroutines
tbat appearasside-sequencesto the main courseof conversationandhavein
common tbe joint effort of botb interlocutorsto deal with a communication
probtem6~ They havebeenconceptualisedin an extensivebody of research
regarding both NS-NNS and NNS-NNS interactions.Most experimental
studiesagreewi[h tbe findings of Pica et al. (1995, 1996) which prove that
a¡tbougb¡earnersare given more,moredirected,andmorediversifiedSL data
from teacherstan from other learners,it is peer interactiontbat exertsmost
influence in negotiation.Among other works referredto in the following
sectionsof tbis paper,it is worth noting bere thoseof Chun et al., 1982;
Allwrjgbt, 1984; Picaand Dougbty, 1985a-b;Varonis andGass, 1985a-b;
Long andPoner.1985;Young andDoughty, 1987;Young, 1988;Pica, 1987,
199¡a-b;Pica et al., 1987;Slimani, 1992;GassandVaronis, 1994; Loscbky,
1994;Braidi, 1995; or, Foster,1998.

In comparison,little empirical researehhasopposedpre-modifiedand
interactionallymodifled input for te sole purposeof finding out which of
them exertsmost influencein acquisitionand subsequentIL developinent‘.
To this author’sknowíedge,[he mostrecent studiespublishedto testthis
issueexplicitly are thoseby GassandVaronis (1994), Loschky (1994), and
FIlis (1995).Tbeseantborsagreethatpre-modificationisa valuableresource
for acquisition;however,[he effect of interactional¡ymodified input is more
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likely to be perceivedin moment-by-momentcomprehension(Loschky,
1994), subsequenttask performance(Gass and Varonis, 1994), and
vocabularyacquisition(Ellis, 1995).Theseflndingsare encouragingas far as
EL contexis andpedagogyare concernedbecausethey suggesttbat pre-
modification can provide adequateinput in those contex[s “where it is
difficult for learnersto negotiateunderstanding—--asin very¡argeclassrooms
or classroomswhere learners,for cultural reasons,are not predisposedto
negotiate” (Eltis, 1995:429).Larlier studieson this particu¡arissue are
VaronisandGass(1985b),Poner(1986), or, Picael al. (198?).

2.2. Negativeevidenceof unaccepted¡nput

Aware of [he fact [bat moretan just plain comprehensionis neededfor
acquisition,and, that input is madecomprehensibleto [he learnerthanks [o
[hose modifications it undergoesthroughout a processof nego[ia[ed
interaction,Swain (1985)andWhite (1987)offer teir ComprehensibleOutput
Hypothesisand IncomprehensibleInput Iclypothesisrespectivelyto furnisb
input studieswi[h new perspectivesof research.

According to White (1987), it is precisely [he failure [o understandinput
that leadsto acquisitionand learning. Incomprehensibleinput involves
comprehensiondifficulties on [he learners’ part. Such comprebension
difficulties, or raiher, insbancesof non-understanding(Varonis and Gass,
1985b),are exactlywhatmakete learnerrealisetat inputhastobe modified.
S/he.then,makesefforts to produceoutput (he.pushedoutput) aimingto elicit
sornesonof modification or repair from his/her interlocutor. Learnersare
given then ampleopportunitiesto makeuseof tbeir linguistie resourcesin
order lo understandand makethemselvesundersínod.In so doing. [bey are
pushedinto makingtheir outputmoreprecise,coherentandappropriate(hence,
comprehensibleoutput).

The reactionof both interlocutorstowardscommunicationproblenisor
languageerrorsis, in fact, [he basisof te dynamicsof negotiationroutines.The
informationthat learnersreceiveas an indication tat [beir output is no[ correc[
and shouldbe revisedhasbeenaddressedin a numberof ways by different
scholars:repair is [he termmostwidely usedby discourseanalystslike Kasper
(1985); ¡inguistslike Farrar(1992)preferte termnegativeevidence;andSLA
researcherslike Loschky (1994), or Lyster and Ranta(1997) makeuseof te
terrnsnegativefeedbackor correctivefeedback.In addition, [he learners’
responseto nega[íve feedbackand tbeir attempt to elicit more input by
modifying [heir outputhavedevelopedfrom Swain’s comprehensibleoutput
into the new construc[ of ¿¿pta/ce,and te ComprehensibleOu¿putHypothesis
into a NegotiatedOutputIlypothesis,or PushedOutputHypothesis(Van den
Branden,1997),
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Corrective feedbackis said [o be negativebecausespeakers(mainly,
targel languagespeakerslike NS anO teachers)provideevidencefor incorrecí
and/or inaccura[e instancesof language,[hus pushingiheir interlocutors(i.e.
learners)to self-correetionand/or restora[ion of communication.Positive
feedbackmay also take place along negotiatedinterac[ions andservesas a
confirmation [o [be learnerof his/herhypotesisabout[he targe[ language
being accurate.As Oliver (1995:460)explains,“posi[ive evidenceprovidesa
mode¡of te correc[ form of te targetlanguageto [be languagelearner,in [he
form of elíherauthenticor modified input”.

The body of researchwhich underliesnega[ive/correc[ive feedback-
up[ake falís within [he scopeof error treatmen[ researchandis promp[ed by
íhe belief that: (i) non-understandingpromotesnegotiation; (ji) [hanks [o
negotiation,input is reinforcedandmademoreaccessible[o te leamer;and,
(iii) accessedinput facititalesacquisition.Incomprehensibleinput pusheste
learner’s output which, in turn, ins[iga[es corrective feedbackwhich is
accessed¿o by ¿he learner’suptake. According [o ¿boses[udies conducted8

correctiveor negativefeedbaekis betieved[o:
- al¡ow [he learnerto notice the gap,discrepancy,or mismatchbetween

input and the inconsis[ent instancesof [heir IL (Gassand Varonis, 1994;
Pica, 1997);

- fos[er targc[-bke speechanderradica[e errorsin IL grammar(Un anO
Hedgcock,1996);

- provide informa[ion aboutwha[ is nota¡lowablein ¿he[arge[ language
(Oliver, 1995);

- serve as a reminder of [he correctform whule learnerslearn[o use
fluently what [bey know a]ready(Havranek,1997);

- play a role in assistinglearnersto alIenO ¿o anOíncorpora[e tose aspec[s
of languagenotacquiredtroughpositiveevidencealone(Oliver, 1995);

- pushleamersto producemorecomprehensible,anOsociolinguistieally
moreappropria[e ou[put (Van denBranden,1997).

Oifferent indicators of non-comprehensionor inaccuraíe/inappropriaíe
form elicit different responses,both feedbackanO uptake.Re firs[ at[emp[
o explain anO provide a behaviourmodel for non-understandingrou[ines
can be found in GassanO Varonis (1985), anOVaronisandGass(1985a-b).
Reseau[hors envisagea Modelfor UnacceptedInput which s[arts from a
Trigger (T) aiming ¿o a¡er[ the hearer,anO an Indicator (1) whicb is tbe
hearer’ssignal [hat unders[andinghas somehowfailed. I[ con[inues wi[b a
string of Responses(R) and Reac[ion to Responses(RR) —the former
showing[ha[ he hearerwishes [o clear up the unacceptedinpul (i.e. s/he
wishes to repair input), [he lal[er showing [bat unaccepledinpuí has been
clearedup or, in caseit hasnoÉ, ¿bats/hewishes,onceagain, Lo clearit up.

Nowadays,¿besecons[ructs of Trigger, Indicator, and Response,still
apply. Upda[ed researeh,however,has managedto iden[ify what feedback
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and uptakemovesexactly consistof (Van den Branden, 1997).wbich ones
predominatein form and/or aceuracycontexís (Seedhouse,1997), anO,
moreover,which movescontribute¿o a grea[er amount andmoresuccessful
negotiatedinteraction: teacberstend [o use recas[s (i.e. repetition of [he
utteranceminus ¿he error), wben other feedbackmoves Iike e¡icitation,
metalinguis[ic feedback,clarification requests,and repetition, lead ¿o more
successfullearner-generatedrepair (Lys[er andRauta, 1997).

O[her relevan[ researchis provided by Day e¿ al. (1984), CrookesanO
Rulon (1988),Brock el al. (1986), GassanO Varonis (1989), Pica et al.
(1989), Tomasello and Herron (1989), Lightbown and Spada(1990),
Schach¿er(1991),Carroll et al. (1992),Carroll audSwain(1993), DeKeyser
(1993), Swain (1993, 1995), Aljaafreh andLantolf (1994), Dougbty (1994),
Pica(1994b),or SpadaandFróhlich (1995).

2.3. Cognitive audsocialproecssesof input negotiation

Studiesconductedin ¿heareaof psycholinguis¿icprocessesof SLA agree
tha[ negotia[ion is a generalcognitive capacity not specific ¿o language.
Sociolinguistic s[udies, bowever,understand¿batnegotiationis ¿heresul[ of a
socialprocessframedby differenlin[erac[ions [akir>gplace.

Nego[iation dependsfor its successupon ¿belearners’receptivebehaviour
as well as uponhis/herstrategiccompetence.

Receptivebehaviourhas beenconceptualisedin ¿he li[erature ¿o make
reference¿o ¿he leamers’consciousapprehensionof somepar¿icu¡arform in
[he input (je. of SL stimuli). In order lo avoid the use of [he umbrellaterm
consciousness,differen[ erminology backedup by diverse¿heorieshas¡ed ¿o
researchs¿udieson attention or selectiveattention (Osborneand Wittrock,
1983; NagleandSanders,1986;Swain andLapkin, 1994), alertness(Tomlin
anO Villa, 1994), consciousness-raising(Rutherfordand Sbarwood-Smi[h,
1985), noticing (Schmid[ anO Frota, 1986; Gass, 1988), or, awareness
(Schmid[, 1993).

Definitions such as [bose br no¿icing(“detecdonplus rehearsalin sbor¿-
memory,prior ¿o encodingin Jong-termmemory” Robinson, 1995:296),or
awareness(“paniculars[ate of ¿heminO in which an individualhasundergone
a specific subjec¿iveexperienceof some cogni[ive conten¿or external
stimulus” Tornlin and Villa, 1994:193),amongo¿hers,imply ¿batdifferent
measuresmay apply [o differen[ cognitive experiences:no[icing wi¿hout
awareness,higber anO ¡ower ¡evels of awareness,a¿¿entionalfunc[ions
(aler¿ness.orientation anO detection); al¡ ¿hesewi¿hin ¿he scopeof ¿he
individual’spsychologicallcogniúvereadiness¿o inpu¿processing~.

Curren[ psycholinguistic¿heory and subsequen¿researcbhavebeen
involved in defining wha¿ sucbreceptivebehaviouractually consis[s of, and
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wha¿lis role in SLA is —in short,how pushedou¿putandup[aking draws[he
learners’atíentionin view of successfulIt developmen¿.Ou[pu[ is discussed
as having severalfunctions in SLA. According ¿o Swain (1995) and Swain
and Lapkin (1995), output triggerscogni[ive processeswhich generatenew
or conso¡ida¿eexis[ing linguis[ic knowledge; it also serves¿o control and
internalise¡inguis[ic knowledge,andit “forces ¿heleamer¿o move from te
semanticprocessingprevalentin comprehensionto te syntac¿icprocessing
neededfor production”(SwainanOLapkin, 1995:375).According [o De Bo[
(1996), “outpu¿ clearly serveslo enhanceproduc[ive knowledgeand
procedures[o ¿helevel of [he receptiveknowledge”(p. 551) but,perhaps,its
most impor¿antcontribution from a psycho¡inguisticperspec¿iveis [ha[ “it
genera[eshighly specific input ¿battbe languageprocessingsys[em needs¿o
bulíd up a coheren[ setof knowledge”(p. 553).

On the otber haud,strategic competence,unders[ood as “[he ability to
expressoneselfin ¿hefaceof difilculties or limited languageknowledge”
(Dómyei anOThurrelí, 1991:16>,is enhanced¿hroughinteractivenego[iation.
Bo¿b speakersandlis[eners makeuseof different s[ra[egies or techniques¿o
communica¿eby modifying ¿heirou¿pu¿,by instiga[ing inpu¿adjustments,by
elici[ing correctivefeedback,anOby uptaking.

The lates¿work in socio¡inguis¿icsassumesthat interaction is co-
constructive,¿bis is, thai input modifications are co-constructedthrough
interactionbecause“¿here is a distributedresponsibilityamongin[erlocu¿ors
for ¿hecreationof sequen[ial coberence,identities, meanings,and even¿s”
(Jacobyand Ochs, 1995:177).Tbe so-calledCo-constructionApproach
includes¿behearerin [he speaker’sprocesses,consequentlydenying¿he
strategiccompetenceof ¿beindividual in favour of a co-constructedability. It
is peer interaction¿ha[ offers ¡earners“a con[ext for L2 learning tbrough
whicb ¿beycan accessL2 input, receivefeedback,anO modify ¿heir
production” (Pica, 1997:60).This is so because¡earnerssharesimilar needs
and¡acks,similar motiva[ions, similar in[eres[s, or, as Wi¡dner-Bassett(¡990)
puts it, becauseit is in peer negotiationwhere similar discourseworlds co-
exisí.

S[ra[egic competenceis targely determinedby te learner’seffective use
of communicationsirategies(CSs).The f¡rs[ studiesconcemedwith CSsdate
backLo Selinker(1972)when ¿bisauthorintroduced¿heconcep¿of sirategies
in IL; and,Taroneet al. (1976), who identified and classifiedCSs in sucb a
way ¿batit provideda basic¿axonomyof obliged referencefor la[er research.
In ¡983, Faerchand Kasperedited a whole vo¡ume coníaining Ihe most
relevantpaperson ¿hetie¡d a¿tha[ ime.

CSs are agreed¿o be “a sys[ematic techniqueemp¡oyedby a speaker¿o
expresshis/her meaningwhen facedwith sornedifficulty” (Corder, 1981:103),
“devicesspeakersuse when ¿beybavedifficutties in verbalizinga mentalplan
for lack of tinguistic resources”(DÉimyei, 1995:57), and“[he key uni[s in a
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generaldescriptionof prob¡em-managementin L2 cornmunication”(Dómyei
ami Scott, 1997:179).Rey are also known ¿o “clarify intendedmeaningrather
¿hansimply correct linguistie form” (Tarone, 1980:424),“enhance¿he
effectivenessof communication” (Canale, 1983:11), “compensatefor
breakdownsin communicationdue ¿o performancevariablesor ¿o insufficien¿
competence”(CanaleanO Swain, 1980:30),as well as ¿o “bridge [he gap
be[ween [he communicafivegoal anOte meansavailable”(Luján, ¡ 997:427).

Taxonomiesfor CSs also differ according ¿o trenOs and scbolars ~.

1-lowever,as Bialysíok (1990:61)underlines,it is possiblelo identify acore
group of strategiesacross¿he differen[ proposaisbecause“¿he variety of
taxonomiesproposedin [he literature differ primarily in termino¡ogyand
overalí categorizingprincipIes rather ¿hanin ¿hesubstanceof ¿hespecific
strategies”.On ¿he one hand,a product-orientedctassificationof CSs was
es[ablishedby authorslike Taroneet al. (1916),Tarone (1917, 1980, 1981).
Faerchand Kasper(1983), Paribakht(1985), or Wi¡¡ems (1987). Product-
orientedclassificationsprovide CSs with an interactionalperspective
characterisedby a joint effort of interlocu¿ors¿o agreeon meaningsanO
communication—i.e. te product of strategiccompetenceis linguisticalty
focusedandairns¿o acconip¡ishacommunicativegoal.On ¿heotherhand.a
further process-orientedclassificationof CSs was establishedby Bialystok
(1990), and ihe Nijmegen Group (Poulisse,1981, 1990; 1993; Foulissee[
al., 1987;Kellerman,1991; amongotherworks of ¿hegroup). Here,CSs (of
compensatorystrategies)are psychologically conceptualisedas ¿bey are
focusedon ¿hecognitive processesunderlying CS use.Pas[, preseníand
futureof CS researchis summarisedin the wordsbelow:

Re initial priority —identifying andclassifyingCSs—hasgradual¡ygiven
way ¿o¿heanaiysisof ¿hementalprocessesunder]ying CS use. At present,¿he
main concernof severalleading researcbersis Lo esLablisha process-oriented
frarnework of strategic ¡anguagebehavior with psycholinguistically vahO
processcategories.Two particu¡ar¡ynotableapproaches,¿heNijmegenGroup’s
anO Poulisse’s(1993), attemptedto re¡atestrategyuse lo culTent rnode¡sof
languageprocessinganOspeechproduction. Howevcr, at 11w rnoment both
modeis arerestriaed ro lexical-compensatoryslrategiesonly, excluding alt
olber areasof strategyuse. Oneimportant directionmr future researchis lo
extend tbepsycholinguisticapproachlo cover other typesof strategies(..)

Anotber is Lo focuson non-lexica¡CSsas weI¡, particular¡yon sirategiesrelated
to grammatica¡problenis.(Dérnyci ¿md Scott, 1997:203)

2.4. Pragmatie input andinterlanguagepragmatiesdeve¡opnient

Por sornetime, input hasbeenknown ¿o play a rolc in not only ¡inguis¿ic
knowledgebu¿a¡so pragma¿icknowledge development;¿he Iatter, however,
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has beenneglecteduntil ¿bis decadeas a major issue of SLA study.
Interlanguagepragmatics (or ILP), “a ra[her marginal concernof second
languageacquisiúonresearch(SLA) tus far” according¿o Kasper(1996:103),
is devoted¿o te studyof how Iearners,audnonnativespeakersin general,use
andacquirepragmaticcompetence.

Someimpor[ant empirical researchhasbeencarriedou[ from te late SOs
to te presen¿;however,¡LP is still an incipient areanot so much of theory
but of research.Ihere are five major issueswhich concernILP (Kasper,
1996): (i) pragma[ic universalsand [heir role in ¿he acquisitionof SL
pragmaticknowledge;(u) firs[ languagepositive and nega[ive pragmatic
[ransfer; (iii) [be effec[ of inpu[ and ins[ruction; (iv) individual differences
andpragma[ic competenceacquisition;and,finally, (y) ¿heoriesof pragma[ic
development.

Broad¡y speaking,[bis areaof SL study argues[bat bo[h pre-modified
and interac[ionally modified input are very valuable¿o [he learnersas far as
linguistic da[a are concemed,bu[, as such,do no[ fos[er enough pragmatic
knowledge(je. speechac[s and discoursefunctions/managemenl),equally
necessaryfor IL developrnen[. AI[hough teacher-learnerinteractionshows a
restrictedrangeof speechacts (Kasper,1982;Lórseber,1986),it is known [o
provide morepragmaticinpu[ than peer in[eraction (Porter, 1986; Bardovi-
Harlig and Hartford, 1996). Pragmatic input can be defined, [ben, as input
con[aining differen[ aspec[s of languageuseor speecbacts, tus extending
tbe traditional defini[ion of inpu[ as linguistic datalearnersare exposed[o, to
[ha¿of data,ei[ber linguistic or pragmatic,learnersare exposed¿o.

Unlike comprehensibleinput research,ILP is rnuchmoreconcemedwit
¿bedifferencesa SL and a PL con[ex¿ entail: ¿beformer is more likely to
con[ribute ¿o pragma[ic developmen[ simp¡ybecausepragmaticknowledgeis
highly sensitive[o context; being much richer both quantitatively anO
quali[a[ively, “a SL environmentis more likely ¿o provide learnerswith ¿he
diverseand frequent input tey needfor pragmaticdeveíopment¿han a FL
learningcon[ex¿, especiallyif te instruction is pre-communicativeor non-
communicative”(Kasperand Scbinid[, 1996:160).How sucbpragmaticinpu[
is afforded, how it can be madecomprebensible¿o ¿helearner,or how i[
relates¿o tinguistie inpu¿ acquisi[ion processesanO outcomes,are issues
wbicb demandfutureresearcb~

3. THE LATEST RESEARCH

This decade’sfindingsare discussedbe¡owaccording[o ¿hemain sections
of [bis paper ~. The curren[ lines of researchregardinginputand IL are based
on prevíousissuesandassume,in generalterms,[ha[: for IL development¿o
¿alceplace, (a) inputmustbecomprehensible[o ¿he learner;(b) inpu[ is made
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comprehensiblethrougha processof interac[ion; (c) by interacting, inpu[ is
negotiated,~his is, adjustmen¿selicited, anO output pushed;(d) negotiation
involvesfeedbackanduptakemoves,thanks¿o which incomprehensibleinput
¡5 madecomprehensible.

3.1. Input andoutput

The inputloutputcontroversys[ill plays a certainrole in IL development
studies.The latest work on tbis particularissue (DeKeyserand Sokalski,
1996) suppor[s in generalíerms[he prediction tha[ inpu[ andoutput practice
contribute¿o developcomprehensionand production skitls respectively;
however,both skills are developedseparately.DeKeyserand Sokalski’s
findings obtainedwith a subjectgroup of 82 s[uden[s of Spanishas a SL
provide evidence[o assume¿bat[he degreeof real effectivenessof one or
otherprac[ice dependson [he morphosyntacticcomplexity of a particu¡ar
stmc[ure which will favour¿hedevelopmen[ of oneskill over¿heotber—for
¿heircase,¿he acquisitionof direct object cli[ic pronounswas favouredby
inpu[ pracúcewhereasthe acquisitionof verbalconditional forms was more
efficiently favouredby output practice.DeKeyserand Soka¡ski’swork
replicatestwo earlier empirical studieswho baO c¡aimed¿bat input practice
was no worse[han outputpracticefor te developrnentof production ski¡ls
(VanPat[en anOCadierno,1993a-b).

Different variables preseníin ¿beinput haveheenfound ¿o affect IL
development.Workslilce tose of YuLe et al. (1992), P¡oughandGass(1993),
Samudaand Rounds(1993), FosteranO Skehan(1996), SkehananO Foster
(1997), or Mehner[ (1998) argue tha[ the different tasks learnersengagein
whule interactingas well as differen[ task implementationcondi[ions witl
influence IL developmen[ in one way or anotherThe two studiesby Foster
and Skebaninves[igate 40 EFL studentsperforming[bree particulartasks [o
conclude¿bat: (a) [he opportunity ¿o plan leads¿o much greaterfluency,
greatercomplexity and more accuracy(Fos[er and Skehan,¡996); and, (b),
when planned, tasks containing clear inberents¿ructuresfosteraccuracy
whereastbose tasks which require more on-line processingprioritise
coinp¡exity (SkehananO Foster, 1997). Resefindingsbavebeenconfirmed
by Mebnert (1998) wbo a¡soreportshow fluency and ¡exica¡ densi¿yof
speechincreaseas a function of planningtime —¿bis time with Germanas a
FL.

Other variables sucb as gender (Pica et al., ¡99 ¡; ScarcellaanO
Zimmernian, 1998), ethnic (Scarcella, ¡992), or status/expertisedifferences
(Tyler, 1995) secin ¿o be directly related¿o a communi[y’s social practices
and,consequen[ly, inputcomprehensionandIL developmentwill beaffected
by cross-culturalmisco¡nmunications.The most recentstudy, br example.
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suggests[bat readinghabi[s, in[eractional slyles, educationbackgrounds,and
cultures of ¿hedifferent participantsmight explain why malesget higher
scoreswhen[beir knowledgeof academievocabularyin Englishas an SL is
¿ested(ScarcellaandZimmennan,1998).

3.2. Input andnegotiatedinteraction

Much of [he researcbduring this decadehas aimed to fur[her validate
¿hecontribu[ion of teacher-learnerinterac[ion and/orpeerinteraction.

The SOs ¿racedand characterisedteacherlalk, furnishing IL research
with a good numberof studieson teacher-guidedinteraction. This might
explainwhy ¿lis issue,on its own, hasprompledso little researcbduring ¿he
pastyears—to ¿bisau[hor’s knowledge,only Musumeci’s(1996) at[emp[ o
shed Iigh[ on why ¿be [radi[ional pat[erns of teacher-learnerinteraction
persist.

Also during ¿heSOs, ¿hecontributionof peerinteraction¿ocomprehension
andfluencydevelopmentwaswidely assumed;but not soits contribution¿o
accuracy wbich, [hroughout [he 90’s, has gainedconflic¿ing supporl.
Ligh[bown and Spada(1990), Whi[e (199¡), and Wong-Fillmore (1992)
agreeon ¿henega[ive effec[ of extensivepeerinteractionanOlittle in[eraction
with NS or proficien¿speakers,simply becauselearnersare exposed[o a
s[eady die¿of target languageinput, even non¿arget-likeinput, and,
consequentlyproductionerrors are reinforced.Contrary [o [bis, Pica et al.‘s
(1995> data revea]that learners’lE very rarely incorporatesother learners
errors. Pica’s anO hergroup’s works support tha[ evenif learnersare given
more, moredirected,anOmore diversified SL datafrom [heir na[ive-like
in[erlocu[ors, peerin[eraction plays i[s par[. Learnerscanaccesscomprebensible
inpu[ indirec[ly, ¿bis is, by simply observingo[her peersnegotiate,and
might benefi[ as long as [bey enjoy a similar SL proficiency leve¡ (Pica,
1994a). Even lhough inpu[ suppliedthrough peer in[eraction is lexically,
morphologically,andsyntacticaflymodified, it generatesmoreopportuni[ies
for feedbackbecauselearnerswork [oge[her [o supplyeacho[her wi[h [bose
words and phrases[hey needa[ bat time for messagemeaningcompletion
(Picae[ al., 1996>; it also offers learnersa contextin which [bey areable¿o
modify andsyn[acticise [heir output, mainly [hat outpu[ pushedin response
¿o signais[hat are openques[ions and/orclarification requests(Pica et al.,
1995). This ac[ua¡ involvement of learnershas beenrecently quantified by
Foster (1998), blurring previousresearch:she sugges[s [ha[ task type or
grouping exer[ no overail effect on meaningnegotiation,and, moreover,
[bat learnersare no[ predisposedfor ¿henegotiationof meaningswbenever
[bey encoun[er gapsin [beir unders[anding (bence,for providing feedback,
ele.).
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In order to ascertainprecisely how interaction affec[s subsequent
production aud development,unmodified/modified,and pre-modified!
interactionallymodified input havebeenexamined.Tbreeparticular studies
validate¿hepotential effecí of inleractionalinpu[. GassanO Varonis (1994)
found [bat, in NS-NNS interactions,any modified input affected task
performance,however,subsequentperformancewas only affectedby ¿bat
inpu[ modifleO through interaction.Loschky’s (1994) negotiatedinteraction
groupof Japaneseas a FL achieved,over non-interactivepre-modified and
unmodified groups, the higbestcomprehensionscoreand made¿hegreates¿
gains in both vocabulary recognitionand sentencestructureverification.
Finally, Ellis (1995)basedbis study on 27 Japanesestuden[s of EFL receivíng
pre-modified,anO 27 receiving interactiona¡¡ymodificO input. Arnong
conclusionsobtained,¿wo particu¡arissuesilluminate further research:(1)
morewords are learntthroughinteractiona¡lymodified input, bowever,words
are faster acquired(i.e. acquisition range is higber) wben input has been
previouslymodified; and, (2) if input is over-modified (i.e. over-elaborated
trough lexical densityandlengtb of definitions), i[ wilI negativelyaffectword
meaningacquisi[ion.

3.3. Input and negative/correctivefeedback

Researchon correctivefeedbackand up¿akesduring ¿bepast yearshas
agreed[bat ¿hetype anddistribution of feedbackreceivedduringnegotiations
determinehow anObow much learnersmodify ¿heiroutput. (Doughty, 1994:
Van den Branden,1997; Lyster and Ranta, 1997; Seedhouse,1997; Lyster,
1998). Probably,¿be rnos¿relevant contribution ¿o ¿he issue has been
provided by Lys¿eranO Ranta (1997) who iOentified bow feedbackand
up¿akemoves are distributed in classroomnegotiatedinteíactions—le.
which feedbacktechniquesare ¿he mos¿anO ¡eastusedby teacbers,anO
which of ¿bose,anO ¿o what extent, elicit learner uptakesmore effectively.
In his mostrecent work, Lyster (1998) makesuse of ¿he 377 samplesof
recastsof hispreviousstudy anOargues¿batfeedbackmovesbavea particular
role ¿o fulfil, more precisely, ¿he teachcrs’ frequent Iopic-conlinuation
moves following recas¿saremore¡ikely ¿o drawattention ¿o contcnt¿han¿o
form.

The effectivenessof negativefeedbackas an instructional aid has been
studiedby severalau¿horsanOwith different targetitemsin minO: -¿ng forms
and adjective-nounorder (Ligbtbown anO Spada,1990); adverbplacement
(White, 1991), questions(White eL al., 199¡), conditional tense(Day anO
Shapson,1991), grammatical morphemes(Farrar, 1992>, vocabulary
(Ligbtbown. 1992), dative alternalion(Carroll anO Swain, 1993), vaneO
syntactic structures(DeKeyser, ¡993). relationship betweenpedagogyanO
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interaction (Seedhouse,1997). To ¿his author’s knowledge, ¿helarges[
databaseusedto test¿hegeneralinstructiverole of feedbackis providedby
I-Iavranek (1997)who identified 1700 feedbackinstancesfrom a sampleof
207 EFL ¡earners.As for Lyster and Ranta (1997), recas[s were the mos[
frequen¿move and [he least likely ¿o lead to developmen[. In addition,
expansionsfacilita[ed recalí, anO self-correctionpredisposedlearners[o
masterstruc[ures.

Tbanks¿o studiessuch as ¿besejust mentioned,it hasbeenacceptedtat
feedbackmakesnot only meaningsmoreaccessible,but also vocabu¡aryand
structures.Noneteless,bow anO bow mucb leamersincorporatecorrective
inpu[ to [heir it is an issuebardly explored.Resu¡tsreporteOby Oliver (1995)
suggest¿batfeedbackwill be incorporatedin [he IL only if it falís within ¿he
seopeof ~heindividual’s morphosyntacticability. Similarly, Van denBranden
(1997)reveals[hat, (a) feedback-uptakemoveshaveno significanteffectson
¿he syntacticcomplexity nor on the grammatical correctnessof learners
outpu¿;however,ou[pu¿ quan¿ityis significantly higber, informa[ion provided
moreessen[iai, andrangeof vocabu¡arygreater;anO(b) learnersmodify ¿heir
output in relation to te typeof feedback¡eamersreceiveanOregardlessof te
personwho providesit (i.e. teacheror peer).

3.4. Input andcognitive receptivebehav¡ours

The constructsof awareness,no[icing, at[en[ion, e[c., somuch highligh¿ed
in te late80sin teoretical¿erms,havebeen[he objectof sorneexperimental
researchtbroughou[ ¿hisdecade.Results,however,remainsimplistic because
¿beydo not pin down what particular aspectsof IL developmen¿,if any, are
affec¿edby sucb behaviours;an exceptionis NobuyoshianO Ellis (1993) as
lalerdiscussed.

The issueof whe[her i¿ is inputcomprehensionor outputproduc[ion tba[
draws¿belearners’attentionhaspromp[ed severalstudies.On attemptingto
comprebeudmeaningsencodedwith rela[ive clauses(Dougb[y, 1991),pre-
and pos¿-modifiers(Pica, 1 994b), or ¡ocatives (Loschky, 1994), learners
attention focuseson form. However, evidencetha¿outpu¿also servesthe
purposeof drawinga[¿ention ¿obo¿hclarity anOcomplexity of struc¿ureshas
beenprovidedby o¿berau[hors (GassanOVaronis, 1994; Pica, 1994b;Pica
elal.. ¡991, 1995, 1996).

S[udies like those by Scbmid¿(1990, 1993. 1995), Robinson(1995,
1997), or Leow (1997) claim [bat input awarenessbolOsfacilitative effects
for IL bebaviour;however,¿o wbat ex[ent suchfacili[ative effec¿scontribu[e
¿o actual comprehensionanO subsequentIL deve¡opmen[ is stil¡ unknown.
Oneof ¿helaLest s¿udies(Leow, ¡997) addresses¿heissue,bo¿hqualitatively
anO quantita¿ive¡y. anO concludestba[ processingand accuracy vary
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according ¿o differen¿levels of awarenessobtainedthrough recognitionanO
production tasks. Before him, Robinson(1995) baO alreadyclaimed tha[ i[
was ¿ask¿ypetha¿determinedprocessingdifferences.Leow’s measures,on
¿he con[rary, show that such differencesderive from Oifferent leveis of
awarenessanOdo exis[ regardlessof task types.

O[her works underline¿he importanceof enhancedor bighuightedinpu¿
in order ¿o draw¿he learners’ attention ¿o specific forms (Doughty, 1991;
Whi[e et al. ¡991, Long, ¡991) anO structures(Van Patten, ¡990, Alanen,
1995), becauseit is preciselywith awareness¿o form, anO not ¿o meaning,
wben SLA is facililated (Leeman e[ al., 1995). lnvolvement in eliciling
feedbackdoesno guaranteecomprehension(Bilis et al., 1994), instead,i¿
[riggers men[al processeswhicb may force ¡earnersinto a more syntactic
processingmodo (Swain anO Lapkin, 1995): as learnersproduce,¿hoy
becomeaware of gaps in ¿heirIinguistic knowtedgeanO engagein a
grammatical analysis wbich extonds firs¿ languageknowledge¿o SL
contex¿s,anO SL knowledge¿o new targe[-languagecontexts.In rela[ion ¿o
¿bis,Lin andHedgcock(1996)comparedconversationaldataobtainedfrom
four welt-educatedlow-proficiencyChineseimmigran¿s¿o Spainon ¿heone
hand, and four high-proficiencyChinesouniversity studentswith extensivo
formal training in Spanisb.Becauseawarenessmade¿he !at¿erincorporate
correc[ions more successfully¿han¿befornier, wbo manifestod¡itt¡e
sensitivi[y ¿o feedback,results sugges¿¿bat the internalisationof feodback
dependsupon an individual’s metalingualreceptivity.

l[ hasalso beenassumed[bat bo[b fon anOnieaningfocusedinteractions,
rather¿hanunfocusedinterac¿ions,are morelikely ¿o affcc[ IL production.¡n
a small-scales¿udy wi¿b six participants,Nobuyoshi and E¡Iis (1993)
explici[ly studied¿his issueanOfound ¿batwhon interactionwasfirsí focused
on a specific linguistic aspect(hero, [be past tenso), it leO ¿o sustained
improvementanO more accuratoperformanceovor time oven thougb¡ator
interactionwasnot focusedon fon.

3.4. Input andstrategiccompetenee

As was men[ioned earlior, ¿he most reievant contribution ¿o strategic
competenceOeveíopmentduring ¿hepastyearshasbeen¿bework conductod
by Bialystok (1990), Poulisse(1990, ¡993) anO ¿he Nijmegen Group;
however,only texica¡ strategieshavebeenaddressedanO retatedlo current
modelsof ¡anguageprocessinganO production. This fact i¡luminates futuro
researchon non-lexicalprocess-orientedcompensatorys[rategies.

One of ¿he latest studieson strategyuse has beonconducíedby Luján
(1997) witb Eng¡isb Iearnersof Spanisbas a FL. Tbis autbor assumes¿he
cognitive natureof CSs anO shodsIight oven ¿be circumsíanceswhicb
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determinecompensatorys[ra[egy use.Her findings show ¿batdifferent tasks
imply different situalionalfactors,and i[ is preciselytesesituationalfactors,
not individual differencesfalling within affec[ive or cognitive variables,
whichdeterminestrategychoice.

Nowadays,i[ is widely accepted[bat CSs form a vi[al conditionfor IL
Oevelopment,and,as such,[bey are worth fostering. In 1995,Dórnyei Irained
sorneEFL studentsin Hungary in [liree particular s[ra[egies (i.e. topic
avoidanceand replacement,circumlocu[ion, anO usingfillers andhesi[ation
devices).Besides[he generalfavourableattitudeof [bose involved, descrip[ive
statisticssuggestedtha[ be quality andquanfi[y of s[ralegy usewere improved,
¿batit wasof benefit¿o bot high andIow proficient learners,and,final¡y, [bat
sorneCSs (je. fillers) are more related to fluency ¿hano¿hers.Dórnyei’s
expenmen[alconditionsdo not allow for goneralisationsbu[ his studylays [he
founda[ions for futurepromisinglanguageteaching/learningresearch.

3.6. Input andinterlanguagepragmaties

ILP, altbough an increasingly prominen[ field of in[eres[, is still an
incipien[ areaof studywi[hin SLA research.Slartingfrom thosefindings on
Iinguistic input anO SL/FL development,much at[ention is a[ presentbeing
paid Lo ¿he ways in which ¿hepragmatic,in comparison¿o ¿helinguis[ic,
aspectsof IL are deve¡oped(KasperanO Schmidt, 1996). Unlilce SLA (i.e.
morpbosyntax),[here is no critical periodfor [he developmentof pragma[ic
bebaviour; nor does ¿bereexist an order of acquisition.Thesetwo facts
might imply [bat not alí ¿beprocessingmechanismsidentified in SLA are
imp¡icatedin LP. Like SLA, in[rlnsic mo[iva~on becomesmore effec[ive
¿hanexlnnsicmo[ivation.

Cross-Iinguisticinfluencealso oecursat [he level of pragma[ic knowledge;
however,¿heconditionswhich determineactual transferare s[ill unknown.
Exploring how EFL Japaneses[udents transferfive Japanesereques[ sirategies
¿o [he correspondingEnglishreques[ contexís,Takahashi(1996)maintains[hat
transferabili[y doesnot dependon te proftciencylevel of [be participan[s bu[
on [he pragmatics(hero, politenessanO conventionali[y) encodedin each
particularstrategyas well as on te degreeof imposifion eachrequestimplies.
Theselanguage-specificimplica¿ionsbaO already led an earlier study
(Robinson, 1992) ¿o conclude[ha[ when in[ercultural miscommunication
surfaces,it malcesleamersrefrain from incorporatingte speechconven[ions
of [he targetlanguage.

As for linguis[ic input processing,comprebensionprecedespragma[ic
inpu[ processing(Scbmidt, 1993),andin[erac[ion plays a crucial role for ¿he
provisionof pragma¿iccomprebensibleinput (Bardovi-1-Iarligand Hartford,
¡990, ¡993, 1996).
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Tbeteachabili[y of pragmaticpat[ems hasprobablybeen¿bemostpopular
issue addressed[o date. With English as target tanguage.comp¡imentsbave
beenstudiedby Bi¡lmyer (1990); apologisingacts bayoprompted¿heworks
of OhístainanO Cohen(1990), Trosborg(1995), anO Maeshibae[ al. (1996);
Robinson (1992) has addressedbow refusa¡ s[rategies are noticed;
conversa[ional implica[ures bayobeenstudiedby Bou[on (1994), anOKubota
(1995). Finally, requesting,has a¡sobeen analysed,attougb witb Japanese
(Morosawa,1990),anOChinese(Zhang, 1995) as target¡anguages.

Other findings related ¿o SLA provide ILP witb new perspectivesof
research.Kerekes(1992) found ¿batproficiency anO genderinfluenced¿be
perceptionof sympatbyandadvicepattems—he.femaleand high-proficiency
¡earnerswere more successful.And, wbereasHouse (1996) praises¿he
con[ribution of awareness[o pragmatiof¡uency Oevelopment(bence,
metapragmatícawareness),LoCastro(1997)reports¿batherJapanesesubject
group,altoughfully aware,doesnoteasilyovercomelis linÉtaLions lo convoy
poli~enessin English.

Whetheralí SLA findings can be extended¿o ¡LP is no[ clear,but, at
this stage,i[ would be wise not ¿o overlook twen¿y yearsof SLA researcb
andtraceSLA contributionsfor ¿hepurposeof increasing[be knowledgeof
how IL is favouredanOsuccessfullydeveloped.

4. CONCLUSION

The constructof input anO how it re¡a¿es¿o IL developmen¿hasbeen¿be
cornerstoneof much researchsince Krashen (1977) raised¿he issue of
comprehensibleinpu¿for ¿he firs[ time. lo [be beginning, scholars’ in¿erest
focused on the ana¡ysisof ¿becharacteris[ics of input aiming ¿o Ois¿inguisb
¿batinput which wascomprehensiblefrom that ono wliich wasfoL. Later on,
incomprehensibleinpu[ wasfoundLo be of equal.or evenmore, importance¿o
It development¿hancomprehensibleinput. Thus, new studieswere devoted
¿o ¿heanalysisof ¿boseconditionswhich facilitated¿beprovision of instances
of non-understandingand fostered negotiation in viow of successfu¡
communication.Dataprovidedevidence¿o assumo¿bat,in suchconditionscl
non-comprebension,interlocu¿orswerepusbed¿o produce.anO ibe resulting
product (i.e. pusbedoutput) bocameanothorre¡evantpoint uf referoncefor
researcb,ei[ber on jis own or in relation ¿oIL deve¡oprnont.

At prescn[, interestin input charactenstiesanO interaction seemsLo hayo
fadedawayin favour of a rnultidisciplinaryperspectivoof It. studies. Input and
IL Oevelopmenthas becomea ferti¡e sourceof insight lo otber disciplines:
psycho¡inguistics a¿¿emp¿s¿o identify ¿he different cognitive procosses
underlying negotiated interaction; soeioiingLiistics is concomed with ¿he
social proeesses whicb prompt human interaction and mutual negotiation:
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educationallinguistics aims[o op[imise ínstruc~onalcon[exts; and, finally,
pragmalinguistiesrefines te cons¿ructof inpu¿with pragmaúcknowledgeand
IL pragmaticdevelopment

Re following diagramrecoverste references(in brackets)of alí [hose
works cited[hroughout¿his papenIt canbeobservedthaI research[hroughoutte
90srestson previousisguesbu[ looksaheadhandin handwit psycholinguis[ics
andLP mainly. On te onehand,pragmalicinput andinstructedinput researcb
constítu[e a promising areaof study —in fac[, if scholarsassume[ha[ inpul
includesbot languagedataandlanguageuse,only a percentageof issueshave
besenaddressed.On te otberhand,[be identificationof cogni[ive mechanismsof
comprehensionand information processingworking at different levels of
awarenessanO1mw ¿beyfosíeror hindersubsequentcompe[enceis a fleid jusí
emerging.TheseanOother queslionsfurnisb ¿hefield of SLA wi[h more
perspectivesof fruitful researchfor te comingyears.

NOTES

Por referencesand a review of ihesethree main areasof researehbefore 1985, see
Larsen-Freensan(1985),thefirst state-of-the-art paperon inputin SLA.

2 The fact that mostempirical input studieshave beenconductedin a SL contexímakes

the distinctionof foreignertalk andteachertalk confusingfor scholarsworking with PL data.
For SL researchthe teacheris always consideredto be a native speaker,henceNS-NNS
interaction,and, to this author’s knowledge,no study taking into acconusdic variableteacher
nativisrn-nonnativismhasbeencarriedout.

3 A comprehensiveraxonomyof linguistie anO conversarionaladjustmenrsto NNSs can
befoundlo Larsen-FreemanandLong (1991:125-6).

4 “Teacher: What did hedo nexC; Student: [-le breakedbis leg; Teacher:Yes, that’s
right. bol. breaked,breaked,is that correct, breaked?;Student: Uhm ... broke!; Teacher:
Broke, righ¡” (Vanden Branden, 1997:592).

“NNS: There’s Ihis thing in ihe waIl, uhin ... a ...; NS: A thing? You meana safe?;
NNS: Yeaha safe,and¡he thief opensthesafe” (VandenBranden, ¡997:596).

6 Therealsoexists aNegotiationofconteal(also,con¡entnegotiation)whichis pronipted
by Ihe desireof interlocutors lo clarify or elidí contentinforniation. This is ibe type of
negotiation thai eharacterisesNS-NS in¡eractionsor very proficiení learnersoutside a
classroomcontexí.Here, no frequentform/rneaningbreakdownshalt ordelaytbe normaldow
of conversation.Both speakersanObearersare pushedro provideadditionalinformation as¡he
conversationmoveson buí they are neverpushedto restoreor modify understandingor
formally iocorrecrutíerances.Example: “SpeakerA: AnO ¡ben sbegol off lier bike; Speaker
B: Why diO shege¡ off her bike?; SpeakerA: BecauseshebaO a fiat tire” (Vanden Branden,
1997:594).

Illustrative examplesof pre-modifiedanO interactionafly modified input for similar
situadonsareprovidedby Luis (1995).

~ Por ciassitiea¡ions,Oefinilions, anO a good numberof exampiesof correctivefeedback
anO learneruptakes,seeLyster andRanta(1997) as weII asVan den Branden(1997).

Por a model of therole of atteníionauddefining characteristiesof atiention, awareness,
artO consciousnessin relation¡o SLA, seeTomlin andVilla (1994).

lO The Iatest review anide on comniunicationsirategies(Dórnyei and Scott, 1997)
describes¡he major ¡axonomiesanO providesa goodnumberof examplesfor eacbcase.
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Por a good review of topies anO methods in siudies of pragmatie deve¡opment as weB
as relevaní issues within interlanguage pragmatics, see Kasper (1996), anO thespecial issueof
tbejournalSradies¿a Second LanguageAcqulsWon,vol. 19, no. 2(1996).

2 This author wishesto siate that ibis inventory could be improved Uy otherrelevaní
exísting siudies. Her sote unawarenessof sucáexistenceLs the causeof their absetíce.
Whatevererrors remain on tbe interpíetationof ihe purposeanO conclusionsof tbe usted
studiesareha own
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