other forms of enhanced input (Sharwood Smith 1991) designed to focus
attention to form in context of communication (Lightbown 1992). A num-
ber of studies have shown that these instructed features facilitated learn-
ing for: -ing and adjective-noun order (Lightbown & Spada 1990); adverb
placement (White 1991); dative altemnation (Carroll & Swain 1993); condi-
tional (Day & Shapscn 1991); questions (White, Spada, Lightbown & Ranta
1990); passé composé vs. imparfait (Harley 1989); and overall grammar
{(Monigomery & Eisenstein 1986; Spada 1987). In many cases, learners re-
tained the instructed item after their instructional period was over.

Studies that focused on specific features of instruction have revealed
significant results in several areas. Thus, research has shown that instruc-
tion to attend to form facilitated learning of word order (Hulstijn & Hulstijn
1984} and overall grammar (Spada 1987) for L2 learners. It has also been
found that message enceding in L2 forms and structures for which the
learner was developmentally ready facilitated the learning of word order
and constituent movement (Ellis 1989, Pienemann 1984, 1988); as well as
question formation (Mackey 1995). Furthermore, message encoding in L2
structures marked hierarchically, in this case through the relative clause
accessibility hierarchy, facilitated the learning and generalizability of rela-
tive clauses formation throughout the hierarchy (Doughty 1991; Eckman
et al. 1988; Gass 1982). So instruction is making a difference, as Long told
us that it would, and instructional interaction is what seems to be quite
effective in these cases.

A variation on instructional intervention is garden path interaction, in
which learners are given instruction on the rules for production of a regu-
lar form which misleads them to overgeneralize the rule to a context where
they should use an irregular form. For example, learners might say drinked
after having been instructed on the past regular. This error would providea
basis for the teacher to introduce learners to the past irregular. Garden path
interaction appears to help learners make cognitive comparisons between
their interlanguage and the L2 and to heighten their awareness of rules, -
regularities, and exceptions that may be difficult to access. In their research,
Tornassello and Herron (1988, 1989) have shown that learners who are led
down the garden path to first misgeneralize the rules for regular forms
and who then are taught exceptions were better able to internalize these
irregular forms than those learners who were taught the rules and patterns
at the same time.

As was evident througheut the excerpts above, both NS and learner
interlocutors can contribute to the cognitive and social processes of L2 learn-
ing, and thereby supply data for L2 leaming. Their common, as well as
unique, contributions are as follows: First, learners are given more modi-
fied L2 data frcm native speakers than from other learners. Thus, in Pica et
al. (1989), Pica {1992, 1994), and Pica et al. (1995), it was found that, when
engaged in communication tasks, NSs responded to learner signals about

~ utterances that were difficult to understand by modifying those initial ut-
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terances 73 percent of the time. Learners, on the other hand, responded to
NS signals with only 54 percent modification. This pattern also held for
learner responses to other learners, with 51 percent modification observed
in learner to learner discourse. NSs seem to modify their prior utterances
in response to learner signals in this way regardless of signal type. How-
ever, learners modify prior utterances mainly in response to signals that
are open questions or clarification requests. This signal-response pattern
was revealed in excerpts 1 and 2. In these sections, NSs modified their ini-
tial utterances regardless of learner signal. This pattern is quite different
from that revealed in excerpts 15-18. Here, the use of modification in the
learner’s response appeared to be a function of whether or not the signal
was a clarification request or an open question, (see Pica et al. 1989, Pica
1994, Pica et al. 1995). Thus, in excerpt 15 the signal what? drew a modified
response from the learner. The same modification occurred with Sato’s sig-
nal light? what? excuse me? to Shiro in excerpt 16.

Excerpt 15
Learner NS Researcher
they are think about the fun thing so they
are change the position each other what?

they change up the position so they
think father went to a preschoal and son
went to the company OK

(Linnell 1995: 269)

Excerpt 16

Shiro Sato

and one picture another picture is two

one woman one man sitting on the sofa

and the man light his cigarette light? what? exctise me?
another picture is sitting on sofa and are

sitting on sofa and the man light on his

cigarette -

(Linnell 1995: 269)

This was different from the interaction found in excerpt 17. Here, Mike’s
modified signals of on the front? and in the front of the door? there is a small
step, yes. drew forth only a variant of yes from Masa. In excerpt 18,
Katamachi's signal, she fuus match? drew forth only yes? from Mitsuo.

Excerpt 17
Masa Mike
I think on the front is a small stone on the front?
yeah oh doors in the front of the door?
yeah there is a small step, yes.
oh yes

(Pica, et al. 1996)
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Excerpt 18

Katamachi Mitsuo :
my picture she has match
she has maich? yes

my picture has a - she is try to tum s—
how do you say on the gas

{Pica, et al. 1996)

Comparing excerpts 1 and 2, with 19 and 20 iliustrates how leamers are
given more directed and diversified L2 data from NSs than from other learn-
ers. As shown in excerpts 1 and 2, NS medifications in responses to learner
signals are tied to learner signals through segmentation, relocation, and

. definition of previous utterances about which the learner has signaled.
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However, as seen in 19 and 20, learner modifications in response to signals
are often repetitions of their prior utterances or add new information, rel-
evant to what is being talked about but not directly linked to the signal.
Thus, in excerpt 19, Kata supplied information about the simple appear-
ance of his house even though Mitsuo’s signal about the house was more
concerned with its size. In 20, Kata elaborated about the way of his house,
even though Mitsuo’s signal was about the door and windows of the house.

Excerpt 19
Kata Mitsuo
and in the right side of the tree
I have 2 house a big house right side

a big house?
my house have it’s a big but er simple Ok

(Pica, et al. 1996)

Excerpt 20

Kata Mitsuo
I have a deor and two windows like
a house that everyone draws and

with a way there is a door

and two windows?

a door and two windows and a way
I have a door and a way for people
who can pass

(Pica, et al. 1996)

As these excerpts also illustrate, learners are given more diversified L2
data from NSs than from other learners. This probably occurs because the
learners have fewer linguistic resources for modification than do the NSs,
both in their production of medified output and as providers of modified



input. Although this capacity of the NSs makes them strong providers of
input and feedback, it may also limit the learner’s communicative needs,
as all of the repetitions, segmentations, expansions, and recasts that native
speakers make of learner utterances tend to block learner production of
output. This is not surprising given that once learners hear a native model,
they have nothing else to say in their responses but yes, that’s what I meant
to say? (Oliver 1995, Pica et al. 1989, Pica 1994, Pica et al. 1995), unless, of
course, they had been trying to say something else, in which case they
might modify their output. The question then remains: what data are learn-
ers good at providing?

In general, during negotiation, the modification that learners make in
response to learner signals provide two types of data. For the responding
learner, there is interlanguage data on that learner’s own potential to ma-
nipulate and modify current interlanguage, and for the signaling learner,
there is input data to serve the other’s interlanguage construction and L2
learning. Both of these data can be seen in excerpt 3. This a clear example
of the leamner’s attempt to modify output lexically and morphosyntactically.
In so doing, however, Ichi may have provided a context for his own coor-
dination of modified output; however, he did not supply the best model of
L2 input for the other learner. Another contribution of learners as inter-
locutors is found among learner signals to each other. Those signals that
are segmentations of prior utterances are generally quite consistent with
standard L2 grammar. This can be seen above in excerpts 3, 7,10 and here
in 19 and 20. This is good news, as segmentation constitutes the major sig-
nal type among the learners thus far in our research. (see Pica 1992, 1994).

Finally, as had been shown in excerpt 14, and as illustrated in excerpt 21
as well, learners are effective in working together through scaffolding and
completion to supply each other with words and phrases needed for mes-
sage meaning. NSs do this too, but they often complete learner messages
with a target version or model of what the learner has already said rather
than supply new or missing words for them. This can be seen in excerpt 21.
Here, Paul recasted Seiji’s she forget she with about the stove but this as the
more appropriate she forgeis about the stove.

Excerpt 21
Seiji Paul
and er she she talked er on the phone
long time oh
she she forget er about the the stove  ah she talks er erm
after that she forgets
she forget she about the stove
yes

(Pica, et al. 1996)



The comparison of NSs and learners as resources for L2 learning is not
a new direction in the study of language learning through interaction. Ear-
lier incarnations include studies on group work vs. teacher-fronted inter-
action (Pica & Doughty 1985a, b; Doughty & Pica 1986), and negotiation
among learners vs. between native speakers and learners (Gass & Varonis
1985b, 1986). However, these studies were conducted within the theoreti-
cal contexts of their time, at a time when researchers counted instances of
negotiation and drew inferences about language learning from them. More

. is now known about learners’ needs to access the different kinds of data
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that assist L2 acquisition, and the need to engage in the cognitive and so-
cial processes that offer access to such data.

As researchers take account of the multiple kinds of data needed for
different aspects of the learning process and of the different psycholinguistic
and social processes involved in accessing these data, they are generating
an increasing number of studies that relate to the interaction among these
processes. A great deal of new research has emerged on “language learn-
ing through interaction” with respect to the different cognitive,
psycholinguistic, and social processes described in this article. It is well-
conceived, well designed research, with considerable application to the
classrcom. :

Researchers are looking at relationships between types of interaction
and learner productions therein. They are looking at feedback, other kinds
of input to learners, and the impact these have on learners’ responses in
the short and long term. Throughout, references have been made to some
of the young researchers who are conducting work on language learning
through interaction, in one or all of the ways I have noted in this article.
Among the new names on the research horizon are Julian Linnell for his
recent work on interaction and interlanguage syntacticization (Linnell 1995).
Also noted are Rhoda Oliver (1995) for her study of children’s interaction,
the impact of interaction on the availability of feedback, and the effect this
feedback had on their production of modified output (Oliver 1995); Alison
Mackey for her work on the impact of negotiation on accelerating learners
through developmental stages of L2 learning (Mackey 1995); and Anna
Assis, and Peter Robinson for their studies on communication tasks and
language learning (Assis 1995; Robinson 1995).

These and other junior researchers, along with those who are already
highly established, are ushering a new phase of research on language learn-
ing through interaction. It is a time when leading researchers suchas Gass,
Long, Lightbown, and Swain are forging new lines of research on the rela-
tionship between feedback and language learning (see Long in press,
Lightbown 1994; Swain 1994). Swain has also subjected her own construct
of comprehensible output to research on collaborative discourse. (see Swain
1994), and Lightbown has directed a series of experimental studies on class-
room interaction and SLA, with collaborators Spada, White, and Ranta (see
White, Spada, Lightbown, & Ranta 1991). The point to be made in closing



is that the field of SLA has come a long way from looking at interaction
and L2 learning from the perspective of social interaction alone. Now that
many of the more cognitive constructs of L2 learning have been
operationalized, they too can be studied within an interactionist perspec-
tive and implemented with these social dimensions.

What this all means is that researchers no longer simply study features
of social interaction but examine the interactions among these features, as
they question how they affect the learning needs and processes of language
learners, If there were a time in the past when this line of research seemed
to be at standstill, simply counting instances of interaction (see Ellis 1991),
that time has passed. With new, operationalized variables and multiple
perspectives for examining them, there is much work to be done.
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