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Intake Factors and Intake Processes
in Adult Language Learning

B. Kumaravadivelu
San Jose State University

Synthesizing theoretical and empirical insights from
second lenguage acguisifion, cognitive peychology,
information processing, scheme theory, and pareilel
distributed processing, this paper propuses an interactive
framework of intake processes. It identifies intake factors
fIndividua}, Negotiation, Taciical, Affsctive, Knowledge,
and Environmental) ond intake processes (linguistic
B of grammaticalization and longuage iransfer,
and cognitive processes of inferencing, struciuring, end
restructuring) and argues thot theye factors and processes
interweave and interact in o synergic relotionship, ecch
shaping and being shoped by the other. According ta this
inferactive framewark, input con be converted into intake
only if the intake fawtors and processes are optimally
fovorable ard if o consistent ohsence of one or a
combination of these comstructs moy resulf in partial
learning. Pointing out thef current research yields only o
limited and limiting view of LS development becouse of its
rarrow forus on individual intoke factors and intoke
brovesses in isolation, this papar emphosizes the need to
reframe our research egende in order fo address the
synergic relationships between cnd within intake factors
end processes.

Introduction

Tt is widely recognized that thers is a mismatch, botk qualitative
and quantitative, between the language output produced by
secend/foreign language (L2) learners and the language input te which
they are exposed. In a seminal paper, Corder (1967) highlighted this
migmatch and made an important distinetion between fnpuf and what
he called intuke. Since then, several attempts have been made to explore
the relationship between input, intake, and L2 developmantl (see,
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among others, Faerch & Kasper, 1980, Krashen, .1981; Chaudron, 1985,
Gass, 1988; Spolsky, 1989; van Lier, 1991). In spite of a quarter century
of exploration, we have hardly reached a consensus on the fundameml
characteristics of intake, let alme an underst‘;andmg of the
psycholinguistic processes governing it—a state of arﬁ'mrs tha!'; ata?eats ;a
the complexity of the construct we are wrestling w_:th. C_mmnupg the
exploration, I take a critical look at the coneepts of input, intake, intaka
factors, intake processes, and output, as they relate_ to adult 12
development in formal contexts, and then attempt to design w!m(:, Tesall
an interactive framework of intake processes. 1 do go by bmldu}g on
work already dome, and by synthesizing theoretical snd empirical
insights derived from interrelated areas such as seconfi langw%_ge
acquisition, cognitive psychology, sum theory, information
processing, and paraflel distributed processing,

Input

Input is operationally defined as oraliwritten data of the ta{get
language {TL) to which L2 learners are exposed thrm_.lgh various
gources, and which is recognized by them as langua_ge mput. This
definition posits two conditions: availability and rec‘og'mzabﬁlty.

The first condition is rather obvious: Input either has to be t‘nade
available to learnera or they have to seek it tlx.emselm One can iden-
tify three types of input attributable to three dlﬁ'ef‘ent, but not necessar-
ily mutually exclusive, sources that learners are likely to get/seek input
from:

(a) interlanguage input: the developing langmge of‘th‘e
learners themselves and their peers, with all its linguisti-
cally well-formed as well az deviant utterances;

{b) simplified input: the syntactically, semantically, and
pragmatically simplified language that teachers and
other competent speakers use when they talk to L2
Jearners in and outside the classroom; and

(¢} non-simplified input: the language of con':ipete'nt
speakers without any characteristic features of szmphi_i—
cation, that is, the language generally used in the media
(TV, radio, and newspapers) and also the language used
by competent speakers to speak and write to one another.

Clearly, each of these three sources of input can manifestuitse]f in
various modes: spoken/written, monologic/dialogic, formal/informal,

and s0 on.
The second condition is less obvious than the first, but equally

important: Input has to be consciously or unconsciously recognized by
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learners not only as language input but as something they can cope
with. The language data available in the learners’ environment has the
potential to become usable input when the learners pay attention to it,
thereby noticing the mismatch between the speech of competent
speakers and their own organization of the TL (Gass, 1988; Schmidt,
1990, 1993; VanPatten, 1990; van Lier, 1991). What actually makes the
learners notice and recognize a subset of language exposed to them as
potential input is as yet undetermined. Schmidt (1990, 1993) suggests
factors such as frequency of occurrence, perceptual salience, linguistie
complexity, skill level, and task demands. One might also add factors
like learner needs, wants, situations, interests, and motivation.

Intake

Unlike input, the concept of intake has not been eagy to pin down.
The current L2 literature is replete with varied definitions and myriad
explanations for the term intake. Amidst the conceptual multiplicity,
one can discern two strands of thought: one that treats intake primarily
as product, and the other that treats it primarily as process.? Corder,
who is credited with formulating the notion of intake, defines it as “what
goes in and not what is available to go in” (1967, p. 165, his emphasis).
Kimball and Palmer (1978, pp. 17-18) define intake as “input which re-
quires students to listen for and interpret implicit meanings in ways
similar to the ways they do so in informal communication.” This has
been echoed by Krashen, for whom “intake is simply where language ac-
quisition comes from, that subset of linguistic input that helps the ac-
quirer acquire language” (1981, pp. 101-102). A common thread run-
ning through these defiritions is that all of them treat intake as a prod-
uct, a subset of linguistic input.

There are others who prefar a process-oriented approach to in-
take. Faerch and Kasper (1980, p. 64), for instance, define intuke as “the
subset of the input which is assimilated by the IL {(interlanguage) sys-
tem and which the IL system accommodatesto.” Hatch (1983, p. 81} isin
agreement when she defines intake as a subset of input which “the
learner actually successfully and completely processed.” Likewise,
Chaudron (1985, p. 1) refers to intake as “the mediating process between
the target language available to the learners as input and the learner’s
internalized set of L2 rules and strategies for second language develop-
ment.” Liceras (1985, p. 358} also opts for a process-oriented definition
when she talks of cognitive capacities that intervene at the level of in-
take. Gass {1988, p. 206}, too, sess intake “as a process of mental activity
which mediates between input and grammars.”

Notice that the product view identifies intake as a subset of input
before the input is processed by learners. In other waords, intake is input,
even though it is only a part of it. The process view, however, identifies
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intake &s what comes after psycholinguistic processing. That is, im;_ake
is already part of the learner’s IL system. According to the product view,
intake then is zrprocessed language input; according to the process
view, it is processed language input. The two views can be diagram-
matically represented as follows:

FIGURE 1
Input, Intake, Cuiput: The Product View

INPUT ——-—( PROCESSING_)——— OUTPUT
P—
|

FIGURE 2 '
Input, Intake, Output: The Process View

- INTAKE/
INPUT —-——C PROCESSING )—— OUTEUT

The product view of intake appears to be severgly flawed. It
implies that there is no need to differentiate input from fntake because
intake, after ali, iz no more than a part of input and %a mdepen_dent of
language learning processes, The distinction between mpu.t and mrtske,
crucial to the nature of L2 development, becomes ingignificant if not
jrrelevant. Furthermore, without such a distinction, we will not be able
to account for the fact that “input is not perceived and processed by
diffarent Jearners in an identical manner” (Stern, 1984, p. 393).

Intake Factors and Intake Processes

The process view of intake is not flawless either. First, this view
suggests a simple part-whole relationship between input and intake,
and between intake and output. It ignores the fact that “there are parts
of a learner's grammar which go beyond the actual input, perhaps be-
cause a learner imposes regularities on the data or uses native language
markedness values” (Gass, 1988, p. 199). Second, intake is not directly
observable, quantifiable, or analyzable; it is a complex cluster of mental
representations. What is available for empirical verification is the prod-
uct of these mental representations. We have a different name for such
a product; we call it output.

There is thus a need to redefine the concept of intake, It may be
useful to treat intake as an abstract entity of learner language that has
been fully or partially processed by learners, and fully or partially as-
sirpilated into their developing system. Such an entity is the result of as
yet undetermined interaction between input and intake factors medi-
ated by intake processes (see below). This definition suggeats that in-
take is treated as a subset of input only to the extent that it originates
from a larger body of language data called input. Features of learners’
output can ba traced not only to the input they are exposed to but to the
dynamics of intake processes as well. Such a view accounts for the fact
that the learner's developing system provides instances of grammati-
cally deviant utterances which are not part of input. The relationship
between input, intake, and output can be diagrammatically represented
as:

FIGURE 8
Input, Intake, Quiput: A Quantitative View
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The figure states that, guantitatively speaking, output is a subset of
what has been internalized, which in turn is a subseat of input. Further,
a small portion of the learner output can go beyond the boundaries of
language input. What part of input gets converted into intake appears
to be determined by certain factors and processes which I call infake
factors and intake processes.
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Intake Factors

Intake foctors refers to learner-internal and learner-external
factors that are brought to bear on the process of converting a subset of
input into intake. Just as scholars differ on the concept of intake, they
differ widely on their choice of intake factors as well. Corder (1867, p.
165) suggests thet “it is the leaxner who controls the input or more
properly his intake.” To learner control he adds “the characteristics of
his language acquisition mechanism” as another factor. Corder explains
further that “whst elements are, in fact, processed from the data that is
available is detormined by what the current state of the learmer’s
interlanguage grammar permits him to take in at that moment”
{Corder, 1978, pp. §1-82). Hatch {1983, p. 80) believes that “if it (input}
is held in memory long encugh to be processed (or if processing breaks
down and the learner asks for a new clarification), it has been taken in.”
Seliger (1984, p. 45) echoes the same idea: “Long-term memory and its
effect on the selection of tactics is what determines when input will
become intake.”

Krashen (1981 and elsewhere) asserts that comprehensible input
and Jow affective filter are the only two factors which determine intaks,
He is convinced that “every other factor hypothesized to relate to SLA
reduces to input plus low filter” (1983, p. 141). Larsen-Freeman (1983,
p. 14), too, suggests that “the key to input's becoming intake is its com-
prehensibility.” Sharwood Smith (1988, p. 402) takes exception to these
views and states that it ig “particularly unreasonable to give L2 input
the unigue role in explanation of intake.” Instead, he emphasizes the
role played by crosslinguistic features in intake processing. According
to Swain (1985, p. 236), comprehensible output is crucial for converting
input into intake. While these scholars highlight the importance of one
or two intake factors which are understandably the focus of their imme-
diate research, Spolsky (1989)—in a comprehensive review of the L2
literature—isolates, defines, end explains no less than T4 factors the
calls them conditions) of varying importance that separately or in com-
bination contribute to L2 development.

The diversity of definitions and interpretations found in the L2
literature is evidently a result of the varied perspectives with which re-
gearchers have approached the concept of intake and intake factors.
While this multiplieity of perspectives has undoubtedly broadened our
understanding of intake, the sheer range of intake factors hypothesized
to influence L2 development might hinder meaningful investigation. It
seems to me that we need an integrated view of the major intake factors
that facilitate L2 development in order to help us make informed judg-
ments shout L2 development, and consequently about L2 pedagogy.

Intake Factors and Intake Processes

The task of isolating major intake factors from a plethor
factors suggested in the literature rests largely on individualpperc:p?ioolf
rather than on indisputable evidence. The latter is in any case hard to
come by, in spite of a quarter century of L2 research (see Larsen-
Freep:an & Long, 1991, and Cook, 1998 for recent reviews). My critical
r?adm_g of factors that facilitate L2 development has yielded a cluster of
six major factors, and two variables within each. Notice thatI call these
intake factors facilitating, not causal, factors, I do so becauge, to my
knowledge, no direct causal relationship between any of the intake
factors and adult L2 development has been established beyond doubt
nor, as Lamendella (personal communication) points out, would a,
“causalist view” be worth considering in any case, given our limited
understanding of L2 development. It is, however, fairly reasonable to
assume that each of these factors plays 4 facilitating role of varying
importance. The major intake factors are:

Individual factors: Age and Anviety
Negotiation factors; Interaction and Interpretation

Tactical factors: Learning Strategies and Communication
Strategies

Affective factors: Attitudes and Motivation

Knowledge factors: Language Knowledge and
Metalanguage Knowledge

Environmental factors: Social Context and Educational Context

"I‘hese factors can be classified into two broad categories; learner-
internal and learner-external factors. By this categorization, T do not
suggest a dichotomous relationship between the two categoriea; rather, I
look at them as the two ends of 2 continuum s represented in Figure 4?
In the rest of this section, I briefly sketch the facilitating role
played by eac‘h of these intake factors in developing the learner's L2
knowledge/ability3 I do se by drawing upon currently available
theoretical as well as empirical insights. In the next section (Intake
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Processes) 1 shall try to relate the role played by intake factors in
activating intake processes,

FIGURE 4 )
Intake Factors Continuum
LEARNER
INTERNAL
FACTORS
AGE
4 INDIVIDUAL === o | J—
ATTITUDES
AFFECTIVE  —-memeeree R
LEARNING STRATEGIES
TAGTICAL T COMMUNICATION STRATEGIES
LANGUAGE KNOWLEDGE
ENOWLEDGE = METALANGUAGE ENOWLEDGE
INTERACTION
NEGOATION = INTERPRETATION
SOCIAL CONTEXT
v eviRONENTAL - | EDUCATIONAL CONTEXT
LEARKER
EXTERNAL
FACTORS

Intake Factors and Intake Processes

Individual Factors

Several individual factors have been studied to assess their rolsin
L2 development. They include age, anxiety, empathy, extroversion, in-
troversion, memory, and risk-taking, Of these variables, age and anxi.
ety appear to play a relatively greater role than the others,

Age

According to Lenneberg’s (1967) critical period hypothesis,
languages are best learned before puberty, after which everyone faces
certain constraints in langusge development, primarily due to
lateralization. While the 1.2 research based on this hypothesis has
yielded mixed results, there seems to be a consensus that a mismatch
does exist between the potential for native-like lexical and gyntactic
knowledge/ability and the potential for native-like phonological
knowledge/ability if learning starts after puberty. Native-like accent is
almost impossible unless first exposure takes place very early, probably
as early as age 6, the reason presumably being that L2 phonological
production is the only aspect of language performance that has a
neuromuscular basis (Scovel, 1988).

With regard to the development of syntactic and pragmatic
knowledge/ability, there are those who suggest that “younger is better”
(Krashen, 1981; Johnson & Newport, 1989). Their explanation is mostly
based on cognitive capacity—namely, that child and adult L2 develop-
ment might actually involve different processes, the former utilizing in-
nate properties of language acquisition as in L1 acquisition, the latter
employing general problem-solving abilities, and thus accounting for
the differential offect of age. But, there are others who suggest that
“older is better” because older learners have cognitive and literaey skills
which tend to enhance their L2 development (Snow, 1983; Ellis, 1985:
MecLaughlin, 1987). They suggest that there are contexts in which teen.
agers and adults not only reach native-like proficiency, but they also
progress more rapidly and perform with greater accuracy in the early
stages of learning than do their younger counterparts,

A balanced approach suggests a sensitive rather than s eritical
period for L2 development (Lamendella, 1977; Singleton, 1989). Such a
suggestion acknowledges that certain language skills are acquired more
easily at particular times in development than at other times, and that
some language skills can be learned even after the critical period,
although less easily. It seems reasonable to deduce from research that
age will have variable influence on L2 development, depending on which
intake factors are brought to bear on the learning experience of an
individual learner, when, and in what combination,
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Anxiety

Anxiety refers to an emotional state of apprehension, tension,
nervousness, and worry, mediated by the arousal of the automatic ner-
vous system. In the context of L2 learning, anxiety is characterized by
feelings of self-consciousness, fear of negative evaluation from peers and
teachers, and fear of failure to live up to one’s own personal standards
and goals (Bailey, 1983; Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986). Adult L2
learners typically develop a senee of incompetence about internalizing
the properties of their L2, and about the inability to present themsslves
in & way congistent with their self-image and self-esteem.

While paychologists postulate a positive, facilitating anxiety and
a negative, debilitating anxiety, each working in tandem (Alport &
Haber, 1960), L2 researchers have by and large focused on the effect of
the latter. In a series of experiments, Gardner end his colleaguss
(QGardner, 1985; Maclntyre & Gardner, 1989, 1991; Gardner, Day, &
Macintyre, 1992) found that anxiety has a significant deleterious effect
on L2 development. Language anxiety has also been found to correlate
negatively with global meesures of achievement such as objective tests
and course grades as well as measures involving specific processes such
as vocabulary recall, Similarly, studies conducted by Horwitz, Horwitz,
and Cope (1986}, and Madsen, Brown, and Jonea (1991) ghow that a
significant level of anxiety is experienced by a majority of their subjects
in response to at least some aspects of L2 development. Gardner and his
colleagues explain the effects of language anxiety by surmising that it
consumes attention and cognitive resources that could otherwise be
allocated to developing L2 knowledge/ability. Thus, anxiety may eccur
at any of the three levels of language development: inpuf, intake
processing, or output (Tobias, 1986). At input, it may cause attention
deficits; intake processing may be affected because time is divided
between the processing of emotion-related and task-related cognition,
and, it may also interfere with the retrieval of previously learned
information, thereby affecting output. These insights have been
supported by diary (Bailey, 1983) as well as experimental (Maclntyre &
Gardner, 1991) studies. While a clear picture of how anxiety actually
affects L2 development is yet to emerge, it appears that anxiety may
have different effects at different stages of L2 development, depending
on its interplay with other intake factors and intake processes.

Negotiation Factors
The term negotiation has been widely used in ethnomethodology and
conversational analysis to refer to the ways in which interlocutors

communicate meaning, and structure their social relationships through
interaction. Negotiation is important for L2 development because it
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implies the use and constant refi inguisti i
. etk nement of linguistic perceptions and
‘There are at least three aspects of negotiation: introspection, in-
teractmr{, and inferprefation. Introspection focuses on the particulairity
of the individual learner. It is intrapersonal, invelving, in the
Vygotskyan sense, a lonely mental journey through and sbout meanings
and contexts. It can sometimes load to organization of knowledge
throug_h the discovery of structuring principles (Bialyatok, 1991, p. 70).
But this aspect of negotiation is rarely available for direct observation
and analysis,
) The- other two aspects of negotiation—interaction and
mtem'retatwn—-are largely interpersonal, involving joint oxploration of
meaning between participants in a communicative event, Meaning can-
mf'. be conveyed entiraly by surface level syntactic and semantic specifi-
cat:c_ma‘. It has to be derived through negotiation between interlocutors,
Unhk.e introspection, the interactional and interpretational aspects of
negotiation are indeed available for observation and analysis,

Interaction

Research carried out by Long (1981), Pica (1987) and others re-
veals'that L2 learners need to be provided with opportunities for negoti-
at(?d‘ interaction in order to help them develop language knowledge and
gbﬂzt.y.. Negotiated interaction entails the learner’s active involvement
in clanﬁ:;ation, confirmation, comprehension checks, requests, repair-
;E;;e:hctl?g;zd tun;-taking. 1t also means that the learner should be

e freedom and encour, initi j
) s v agement to initiate talk, not just to resct
‘ Several experimental studies reveal the importance of i
inferaction. We now know that modified input a.r:i modified iﬁg::ﬁﬁ
together aceelerate the rate of L2 development (Long, 1981). We &lso
know that learners who maintained high levels of interaction in the
L2 progressed at a faster rate than learners who interacted little in the
clas.;sroom {Seliger, 1983) and that learners gain opportunities to develop
l’lliell' productive capacity in the L2 if demands are placed on them to ma-
nipulate their current 11, gystem so that they can make their initially
unc{ear messages become meaningful to their interlocutors (Swain
19_80}, These results have been replicated by Pica and her colleaguet;
(Pica, 1987, 1991; Pica, Young, & Doughty 1987) who report that what
"Fab]‘“' learners to move beyond their current IL receptive and axpres-
sive capacities are opportunities to modify and restructure their inter-
action with their interlocutor until mutual comprehension is reached.
Theste stufiies lend credence to an earlier claim by Allwright (1984, p. 9)
that “the importance of interaction is not simply that it creates iea;'ning
oppertunities, it is that it constitutes learning itself.”
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Interpretation

Closely associated with the opportunity to interact is the ability to
interpret target language utterances as intended. It constitutes the lan-
guage knowledge/ebility to differentiate what is said from what is
meant. Inability to do so results in pragmatic failure (Thomas, 1983}.
The 1.2 learner’s interpretive ability entails an understanding of prag-
matic rules such as these associated with the Hymesian goncept of com-
municative appropriacy and the Gricean maxims of conversational
implicature.

Interpretive procedures have implications for L2 development,
for, as Widdowson (1983, p. 106} points out, they are “required to draw
systemic knowledge into the immediate executive level of schemata and
to relate these schemata to actual instances.” The L2 learner encounter-
ing TL instances has to learn to deal with several poasibilities:

(a} Utterances may convey more than their litersl mean-
ing., It's cold in here, when spoken in certain contexts
may convey the meaning of, Would you mind closing the
window?

(b) Utterances may not convey their literal mesning.
How are you in English is often not answered at all.
When it is, the speaker does not expect to learn about the

hearer's ailments.

(¢} Utterances may convey the intended meaning only if
they are accompanied by certain specifications: In
American English, as foreign students have found to
their chagrin, drop in anytime is not a genuine invitation
unless clearly followed by the mention of time and place.

As these examples show, interpretation of intended meaning becomes
critical, not because the notions of request, phatic communion, or invita-
tion are unfamiliar to L2 learners, but because these familiar notions
can have linguistic realizations in L2 that are very different from those
inL1, In addition, learners need to ba aware that lines of interpretation
are likely to diverge based on cultural background (Gumperz, 1882) as
well as subcultura] levels of ethnic heritage, class, geographic region,
age, and gender (Tannen, 1992; Kramsch, 1983).

For n realization of the full potential of negotiation factors—
particularly a positive correlation with other intake factors—the
individual factor of anxiety and the affective factors of attitude and
motivation (see below) may be required. Aston (1986), for instance,
found that interactive classroom tasks designed to promote negetiation
may indeed fail to do so if they produce tension and anxiety in the
learner. Thus, in conjunction with other relevant intake factors,

Intake Factors and ntake Processes

negotiation factors provide am portuniti ear,
> ple op ties for L2 1

) 0
particular attention to new features of the linguistic input thate;f-etll:eliasz

currently learned, thereb: ibuti ivati
Pt oo e :: contributing to activating other intake

Tactical Factors

Tactical factors refers to an i
; important aspect of 1.2 -
:l!:e }ean;;r 8 awareness of, and practical abilitypti use, appd:::;'?tl: :::t‘
toci; c:lr effective learning of the TL, and efficient use of t}.he limited re "
o developed so far. Inthe L2 literature, such tactics are discussedp:nr‘

der the general rubric i i
el 8 of learning strategies and communication strat-

Learning Strategios

Learning strategies are ¢ i
ng 8 perations and i
:f:ﬂzf{r tbo fac]:-li;;&;;e the obtaining, storage, retriev:ur:;s u.s:dein:t!"zrnt;h:
n (Rubin, 1975), They are also “specific acti 'aken ;
to make learning easier, faster, m e e e g
_ ) » more enjoyable, mor i
;f;’c;c;ve, and more transferabie to new situations” ?gexf.lfﬁrit;tgg, mcg‘)e
The m learning strategies, then, refers to what learners knowi -y or
no;v;ngly do to regulats their learning. woge
was only during the 70s that research
I3 s . - em b m "
len;::f;llny i!;% ;xilfm'it and Ep}l}icit efforts learners 155:.: to l:taxuiytlii?r
(Rubin, i Naiman, Froblich, Stern, & Todesco, 197 J
mlgg;ag pvv{ropo;ed 3109 ;'?;- (Rubin, 1976; O’'Malley & Ch;mot 81)‘993#(;?
! ; Wenden, classify learning strategies i ' s
Bl et e e claeal] £ strategies into at least three
-~ 3 ognitive, cognitive, and ’ [
xeﬁqﬁrfxtwe strategies refers to higher order executive ::rcu;::/gif: ?tlavi
pack n: ing ftbout the learning process, planning for and monitari;
laam.ng as -1t' takes pla‘m_a, and self-evaluation of learning after thg
le ing a:ctmty. C:‘agmtwe Strategies refers to specific steps such
strz@g;mng, &edu_clng. transferring, and elaborating. Sm:iﬂul/r.zﬁ"e::at‘iaEl
sirategies refers ta interpersonal strategies ineluding eocperative le ve
ing, pe;a{r group discussion, and so on, ve tomme
esearch cited above shows that there indi
: are many individ
;ﬁ iﬁ?ﬁﬁ :u t’;fllleaffn suucemg l\ﬁ»auafu].lff v 1gmfi IL1;{11:1%. different learners u:i];v:f:
: erently, However, it has ofte;
g::t more effective le?mers use a greater variety of sh?ahelgli‘;:e:nfgum
: ttln In ways appropriate to the language learning task and that | u:?
be:t :;(I)eamem not only have fewer sirategy types in their repermm‘ y
Oy sy 2 srieie tht e appropisi b e sk
: ot, 1390). One of the primary objecti
on learning strategies is to make the intuitive fnoﬁ]::d\lg";e;(;.:-s::?u:dug?
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good language learners more explicit and systematic, so that such a
knowledge can be used for strategy training to improve the language
learning abilities of other learners.

Commaunication Strategies

Communication strategies are “potentially conscious plans for
solving what to an individual presents itself as a problem in reaching &
particular communicative goal” (Faerch & Kasper, 1980, p. 81). The
earliest taxonomy of communication strategies is the one proposed by
Tarone (1977). It has three broad categories; parophrase, borrowing,
and auoidance. Paraphrase includes spproximation, word coinage, and
circumlocution.  Borrowing includes literal translation, language
switch, appeal for assistance, and mime, Avoidance ineludes topic avoid-
ance and message abandonment,

The Tarone taxonomy in cne way or another relates to
interlingual, intralingual, or paralingual features. In other words, it is
a product-oriented, surface-structure framework which conflates the dis-
tinction between linguistic realizations and mental processes. Bialystok
and Kellerman (1987) point this out and consider in detail an example
given by Tarone for the communication strategy of word coinage, airball
for balloon, and use it to explain the flaw in the product-based
taxonomical approach: “If learner A describes a balloon as a ball with
air and learner B seys an girball, then a traditional product-oriented
taxonomy would call the first utterance circumlocution, and the second
word coinage” (p. 164) even though both o ball with air and airball refer
to identical sets of criterial attributes. Bialystok and Kellerman stress
the need to go beyond IL production and to differentiate surface level
communication strategies from deep level psychological processes,

Accordingly, Bialystok and Kellerman (1987) and Bialystok

{1990) suggest that the strategic behavior of learners can be classified
into linguistic and conceptual strategice. The linguistic strategy refers
to the use of features and structures from ancther language (usually L1},
and the conceptual strategy refers to the manipulation of the intended
concept. They further divide conceptual strategy into fwo possible
approaches: holistic and analytic. The holistic approach involves using
a gimilar referent, as in sfove for microwave. The analytic approach
involves selecting eriterial properties of the referent, as in o machine
that cooks and defrosts very fast by means of waves, for microwave. While
scholars differ on the relative explanatory power of various taxonomies,
there is mear unanimity concerning the facilitating role played by
tactical factors in L2 development. Tactical factors can help learners
pay attention to potentially useful linguistic input, thereby contributing
to ita recognizability (see Input, above),

Iniake Factors and Intake Procesges

Affective Factors

The individual learner’s disposition to learn has alway;

ognized as an important variable in 1,2 development, Th?t:?;nb:;’];e;?:e
facéqrs re_fers to tw_ﬂ closely connected variables that characterize learn-
er disposition: fzttxtudes and motivation. L2 researchers initially stud-
1edrthe ttyo variables together, proposing a linear relationshi in which
attitude influenced motivation and motivation influenced Lg de:el -

ment (Gardner, 1985). Recant research, however, indicates the toefel.
ness of separating them (Crookes & Schmidt, 1991), .

Atiitudes

Attitudes are one's evalustive responses i

or event. Acf:nrding to social psychologg?s, attﬁ?t?zm ?nl:cr:;cmg :

dr-w:en; t.hat is, they are one’s personal thoughts or feelings based m{

ene's beliofs or opinions; therefors, different individuals develop differ.

ent shades of attitudes towards the same stimuli. Attitudes are also & '

cially grogmded; that is, they must be experienced as related to subj :t;

gf:‘:;el?t; m‘ths; eiternal world. To a large extent, an individual's atlg;a-

ehavior is determin i i
dictabla fota 1987}‘1'1111 ed by social cunstructg making it broadly pre-
In the context of L2 development, there are two fo i

pear to shape the lleamer’s language attitude: aacio-ed;cce@jgnﬁlch(;ii
cussed ugnder Environmental Factors, below) and pedagogic Fmin
pedggogxc point of view, teachars, learners, and the Iearningl situsti "
c;.x;h interact to t:rigger positive or negative attitudes in the learner O:x;
:’owaid reai::fﬁ for differential success among L2 learners is their ati:itade
s ;Io . ng the Is.nmxlage ina particular situation, a positive atti.

ud ut language '!eammg being a necessary but not sufficient con.

dition for success (Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, & Todesco, 1978}

o The ffeacher’s ohjectives, activities, and attitudes alaov play a role
1:; an?ﬂuenmng the learner’s attitude to language learning (Malcolm
p 1) In fact, tagchers attitudes seem to have a greater influence on Lé

evelopment than even parental or community-wide attitudes (Tucker
fz Lambert, 1973). Furthermore, a raview of diary studies shows that
tizﬁi;sac;nisholgigaﬁve attitudes towards the learning situation if

i g ; L :
e szt;v::z’ti};;rﬂ@nwlar objectives and their teach-
Learner attitude towards speakers of the TL its i

flevelopment, have been widely studied, remﬂgn’ga;d:zﬁgsﬁgognlﬁ
;‘ngs'. Early experiments conducted by Gardner and his colleagues (see
or instance, Gardner & Lambert, 1972) showed high correlation be:
tween the learner's positive attitude towards speakers of the TL, and L2
development. Such a conclusive claim has since been queatione;l (Oller

47




B. Kumaravedivelu

Baca & Vigil, 1977; Cooper & Fishman, 1?77}. Recent resear::h, }:Thw::
ever, shows that, although L2 learners might de‘fe‘iop a negative s
tude towards the TL community for cultpral or political reasons, ; i):a:e
tive attitude towards the TL itself and its usefulness can contribul

L2 development (Berns, 1990).

Motivation

Motivation is perhaps the only intake va'riable that has b:;en e;;on
sistently found, in various contexts and at various lev:als of L2 t;w ﬁapl;
ment, to correlate positively with success. Most studies on mlog ';23) ];)e-
have been inapired by the distinction [_Ga.rr!ner & Lambf:rt, 'in be
tween integrative and instrumental m9hvamnns. ; Integrative n:o 1ew ok
refers to an interest in learning an 2 m‘order to integrate or gmgs fn-
teract with members of the TL community. I_nstr.umental mr:ic]l on 4
fars to an interest in learning an L2 for functional purposes e as;glen -
ting a job or passing an examination. In several studies, Ga { t:zlthera)
bert, and colleagues {see Gardner, 19§5, and the_ refer?m:es ci il
reported that integrative motivation is far superior to instrumen
m'atmg%udies eonducted in other learning/teaching wrfte'fts (Lt}kmam,
1972; Chihara & Oller, 1978) failed to show 'the supen_onty of mt;ail:a-
tive motivation. Infact, a comprehensive review of mt?n_v_ai_'.mr;ml atyﬁ:s
found a wide range of correlations covering all poss.zbliltuas. mgnoal smi
nil, negative, and ambiguous (Au, 1988). Recent studies by tzrthat
his colleagues (Gardner & Maclntyre, 1991) clear}y dfamonstrﬁ it
both integrative motivation aud instrumental motivation hslwfe dm:f
tent and meaningful effects on ]eazriing,sg;:d on behavioral indices

rning” (Gardner & Maehtyre, 1981, p. 69). ]
leamn;fi: now fairly clear that the binary approacl? proposed by' sacéal
psychologists does not adequately explain the perceived ;o::eelzgz?l :;
tween motivational types and L2 development, It may be ben ; ;ﬂﬁ.
turn to cognitive psychologistds wl;lq have :;zfgested three types o

ion: [ntrinsic, extrinsic, and achievement, ) o
vahmlr:?:i:;:;;c’moﬁvaﬁon is the desire to engage in af‘:%wt_lia
characterized by enjoyment (Csikszentmihalyi, 1875; Deei, 19'?5: eci :
Ryan, 1985}, There is no apparent rewan'i except 'the gxpmgnc:n?
enjoying the activity itself Accordi‘ng to Csik azentmlhaljlr]l {lfsz)?w), tha?:
enjoyment accompenies the experience of whgt he calls flo ‘t"h o
peculiar, dynamic, holistic sensation of. total mv?lfn?ment wi ol
activity itself. Thus, intrinsically motivated gc?mtles are ent B 'd
themselves rather than means to an e:n_d. .Indlvxduals seek oul fnt
engage in intrinsically motivated activities in orde'r to' fegi comge el
and self-determining. Like basic human drives, intrinsic needs are
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innate to the human organism and function as an important energizer ot
behavior.

Unlike intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation ean be triggered
only by external cues, which include gaining and maintaining peer, sib-
ling, or adult approval; avoiding peer, sibling, or adult disapproval; and
gaining or losing specific tangible rewards. It is conditioned by the prac-
tical considerations of life with all its attendant sense of struggle, suc-
cess, or failure. Thus, extrinsic motivation is associated with lower lev-
els of self-esteem and higher levels of anxiety, compared to intrinsic mo-
tivation,

Achievement motivation refers to motivation and commitment to
excel. It is involved whenever there is competition with internal or ex-
ternal standards of excellence. It is a specific motive that propels one to
utilize one's fullest potential (McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell,
1958; Deci, 1975, Deci & Ryan, 1985),

It may be hypothesized that all threo types of motivation will in-
fluence L2 development in different degrees, depending on individual
dispositions and different socio-educational contexts. To be primarily
motivated for intrinsic reasons, learners have to get involved in contin-
ual eycles of seeking language learning opportunities and conquering
optimal challenges in order to feel competent and self-determining.
They have to let their natural curiosity and interest energize their lan-
guage learning endeavor and help them overcome even adverse peda-
gogic and environmenta! limitations. To be primarily motivated for
achievement considerations, the learners have to atrive to reach inter-
nally induced or externally imposed standards of excellence, in a spirit
of competition and triumph. It appears reasonable to assume that a vagt
majority of L2 learners are primarily motivated for extrinsic reasons. In
fact, extrinsic motivation accounts for most of what has bean reported in
torms of integrative and instrumental motivation (van Lier, 1991),

The relationship between intrinsic, extringic, and achievement
motivations is yet undetermined. The general trend of experimental
studies has been to suggest that the relationship is essentially unstable
and nonlinear, and that, over time, several intake factors, particularly
individual, affective, and environmental factors, contribute to shape the
relationship. Thus, the interplay of input, intake factors, and intake

processes appears to infiuence the role of affective factors in L2 develop-
ment,

Knowledge Factors
Knowledge factors refers to lenguage knowledge and
metalanguage knowledge. All adult L2 learners exposed to formal lan-

guage education in their L1 inevitably bring with them not only their L1
knowledge/ability but also their own perceptions and expectations about
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i ing. Both language
1 s, language learning, and language tea_chm‘g_ i
l:;:ﬁ%ge and metalanguage knowledge are implicitly or expheif‘;ly
present all the time in the L2 learner's mind, and hence play a crueial
role in L2 development.

Language Knowledge

Lan e knowladge represents L2 learners’ knowledge of and
ability in tgl;alinguage system(s) already known to them, g.nd tlsan&aﬁi;
oping knowledge/ability of the TL they are curren_tl.y learm‘ng. adul
1.2 learners minimally possess L1 knowledge/ability :by virtue of their
experience and also by virtue of being members of their apeeﬁh oomm;z
nity. Empirical evidence shows that the L2 user dPes not eﬂ‘ectwe.fv
gwitch off the L1 while processing the L2, but has it constantly avail-

” (Cook, 1992, p. 671). o
eble (g'he inﬂuem:)e and use of language knowledge can be a facilitating
or & constraining factor m L2 development. As Corder (1983, p.81) Suf
gests, prior language knowledge “created and remembe}'ed from the
learner's own linguistic development” may very well prov‘zde the start-
ing point (initial hypothesis) of the L2 davelo?mentalﬂoontmuuga. 1;:10:'
knowledge may also impose a set of constraints on tlfe donm.g}s om
which to select hypotheses about the new data one is attending mf
{Schachter, 1983, p. 104). In addition, thfough the' intake process od
transfer, language knowledge intersects with other intake factors an
intake processes scross various phases of L2 developmen? ::ze
Grammaticalization, below, for details on language transfer as an intake

process).
Metalangunge Knowledge

Metalan e knowledge is considered to be an i.mportant facili-
tator of L2 def*:;fpment (Gass, 1983, Donatn‘& Adalr-Ha:m:k: }992;
Green & Hecht, 1992). It is “an individual's ability to match, mtmtlvely‘:
spoken and written utterances with histher knowledge of a laPiunageI
(Masny & d’Anglejan, 1985, p. 176), It encompasees learners o:; -
edge/ability not only to analyze their own language but also to make
comparisons between their LI and L2, between LI and other lang:uag:s
previously learned, and between L2 and other languages previously
leametifhere geems t0 be a strong relationship between language exper-
jence and metalanguage knowledge. Empirical Stl.'ld.iﬂﬂ‘ 1:eve“al t.hﬂat prior
language experience helps L2 learners develop an intuitive feal” for the
TL (Gass, 1983; Donato & Adair-Hauck, 1982; Green & Hecht, 19923, L2
learners have been shown to be able “to produce a correct cnrrectim:
when they have an incorrect explicit rule or no explicit rule at all,
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thereby demonstrating the presence of 12 intuitions (Green & Hecht, |
1992, p. 176). Extending the role of metalanguage knowledge, Cook |
(1992} has recently proposed the concept of multicompetence to deseribe
“the compound state of a mind with two grammars” (p. 558) in contrast
to monocompetence, the state of mind with only one grammar. Accord-
ing to him, the multicompetent individual approaches language differ-
ently in terms of metalinguistic awareness. Cook hypothesizes that
such a heightened mefalinguistic awareness may impact other aspects
of cognition, thereby shaping the cognitive processes of L2 development.
There is thus both theoretical and empirical evidence to support the
view that the knowledge factor plays an important role in L2 develop-
ment. In fact, knowledge as an intake factor is much more than lan-
guage and metalanguage knowledge/abilitias put together. Perhaps a
more apt term is prior fext, as used by Becker (1983). In relation to L2
experience, the role of prior text is to help the learner characterize the
present in the past and “to make any new utterance reverberate with
past ones, in unpredictable directions” (Becker, 1983, p. 218).

Environmental Foctors

Environmental foctors refers to social, cultural, political, eco-
nomic, edueational, and technological milieus in which 12 learning and
teaching take place. The impact of these factors on L2 development has
not been fully explored; however, there are indications that 1.2 develop-
ment is highly responsive to social and educational contexts.

Social Context

Social context refers to a range of language learning environ-
ments such as the home, the neighborhood, the classroom, and the soci-
ety at large. Any serious attempt to study L2 development necessarily
entails the study of social context a8 an important varisble (Heath, 1988;
Beebs, 1985; Breen, 1985; Sridhar & Sridhar, 1986; Wolison, 1989;
Wong-Fillmore, 1989; Barns, 1990; Kramsch, 1998). In fact, Besbe
{1985) argues that the learner's choice of what input becomes intake is
highly affected by social and situational contexts. Additionally, soeial
context is critical because it shapes various learning/teaching issues
such as the motivation for L2 learning, the goal of L2 learning, the finc-
tions L2 is expected to perform in the community, the availability of in-
put to the learner, the variation in the input, and the norms of profi-
ciency acceptable to that particular speech community,

Specific social settings such as the neighborhood and the
classroom in which learners come into contact with the new language
have also been found to influence L2 development. Studies conducted by
Wong-Fillmore (1989) reveal that social settings create and shape
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oppertunities for both learners and competent speakers of the L2 fo
communicate with each other, thersby maximizing learning potential.
A recent study by Donato and Adair-Hauck (1992) concludes that the
social and discursive context in which instructional intervention is
delivered plays a crucial role in facilitating L2 development in the
clagsroom.

The social context also shapes the role of the TL in a particular
speech community and the nature of the linguistic input available for
learners. Comparing the sociolinguistic profiles of Engligh language
learning and use in India, West Germany, and Japan, Berns (1990} illus-
trates how these three different social contexta contribute to the emer-
gence of various communicative competencies and functions in these
eountries, thereby influencing L2 development and use in significantly
different ways, In these and similar contexts, the TL plays a role that ia
complementary or supplementary to loeal'regional language(s). These
competencies and functions invariably determine the nature and quality
of input that is available to the learner. Most often, the learner is not ex-
posed to the full range of the TL in all its complexity that one would ex-
pect in & context where it is used as the primary vehicle of communica-
tion.

Educational Context

Closely related to social context is educational context, Studieson
educational contexts grounded in educational peychology emphasize the
inseparability and reciprocal influence of educational institutions and
settings in which learning/teaching operations are embedded {(Bloome
& Green, 1992), Although the sducational context in which lesrning oc-
curs shapes language learning abilities, its exact influence on L2 devel-
opment has not been fully explored. L2 development may seem like a
discrete activity, but it is actually grounded in larger educational con-
texts that have profound effect on learning. For instance, it is the edu-
cational context which shapes policy constraints, language planning,
and most importantly, the learning opportunities available to the L2
learner. It is impossible to insulate classroom life from the dynamiea of
political, educational, and societal institutions (Kachra, 1990; Tollefson,
1991).

To sum up this section, all the intake factors sutlined above—
individual, negotiation, tactical, affective, knowledge, and
environmental—appear to interact with each other in as yet undeter-
wmined ways. They play a significant role in triggering and maximizing
the operational effectiveness of intake processes, to which we turn now.

Intake Factors and Intake Processes

Intake Processes

Intake processes are internal operations that at once mediate be-
tw_een, and respond to, input and intake factors, They consist of oper-
atmxfs which are specific to language learning as well as those which are
required f?r general problem-solving, They are linguo-cognitive in na-
ti.n‘e; th'at is, they are either primarily linguistic with an added cognitive
dimension, or primarily cognitive with an added linguistic dimension,
As procedures and operations that are internal to the learner, intake
Processes and their interrelationships remain the most vital and least
L%n_derstuod link in the input-intake-output chain. In the rest of this sec-
tion, T outline each of these processes.

Linguistic Processes

Lul:_ake processes that are primarily linguistic in nature include
g.rammancaiz‘zation, & process that involves linguistic struetures or fune.
tions oamfnon to most natural languages, and language transfer, a pro-
cess that involves the interplay between earlier and later learned lan-
guage systems,

Grammaticalization

The process of grammaticalization refers primarily to the role
played by Universal Grammar (UQ), an element of biclegically endowed
genetic principles common to the human species. A review of reseai'ch
;shows two broad claims with regard to the role played by UG principles
in L2 development: (a) all of them operate in L2 as they do in L1; and (b)
some of them operate in L2 but not in the same way as they do in L1,
Researchers such as Gass and Ard (1984); Flynn (1987); Liceras (1989):
fmd White (1990) maintain that L2 learners have access to the same;
innate 'constraints and properties of UG as do children, They say so
primarily becouse there are syntactic representations in child L1 and
a_dult‘ L2 productien which cannot be induced simply from the available
linguistic input. They point out that in order to form and test
hypot];eses about correct and incorrect language forms, learners need
twe kinds of evidence, positive and negative, In the context of 1.2
develt_)pment, positive evidence comes from language input which
contains well-formed utterances, and negative evidence comes from
feedback to learners in the form of direct or indirect correction, Childven
get hardly eny negative evidence, and the negative evidence that L2
learners gt is certainly inadequate. Therefore, it is assumed that child
Ll. acquirers and adult L2 learners have access to the same innate
universal constraints and properties.
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Researchers such as Schachter (1988), Bley-Vroman (1388),
Clahsen (1990), and Sharwood Smith (1991) question the preeminence of
UG principles in determining L2 development. Pointing out the waysin
which L2 learning differs from L1 acquisition, Bley-Vroman (1988} has
proposed a Fundamental Difference Hypothesis which states that L1
knowledge and general problem-solving capacity of the adult L2 learner
assume much (not all) of the role played by UG in child L1 acquisition.
Extending the Bley-Vroman proposal, Clahsen (1990, pp. 150-151} offers
“a particular version of the Fundamental Difference Hypothesis, accord-
ing to which (a) parameterized UG principles are lost in adult L2 learn-
ers, and (b) stable UG principles are present only through the learner’s
first language.” Based on the findings available at present, it seems rea-
gonable to assume that some sort of UG does continue to play a role in
adult L2 development, but not in the same significant way it does in
child L1 acquisition.

Vei snother strand of grammaticalization emphasizes the
projective power that is supposed to enable the acquisition of one rule to
trigger the acquisition of all the other rules that are implicationally
linked to it. Gass (1979) tested the projection hypothesis by using the
Relative Clause Accessibility Hierarchy proposed by Keenan and
(Comrie (1977); her study showed that the learners not only succeeded in
improving their scores on the one relative clause structure that was the
focus of instruction, but also on all the positions higher in the hierarchy.
Eckman, Bell, and Nelson (1988) replicated the Gass study with a more
rigorous research design and found that their learners also generalized
instruction to other related structures when they were taught only one
particular structure. Similar findings about the influence of typological
universals on L2 development have been reported by Given {1984) with
regard to topic continuity hierarchy, and by Zobl (1985) with regard to
the human > noohuman markedness scale. These experimental stud-
ies reveal that learners learn not only those features that have been

taught but also other features that are implicationally associated with
them,

Languoge Transfer

Language transfer encompasses a whole range of behaviors, pro-
cesses, and constraints, each of which has to do with the influence and
use of the developing TL as well as the language systems already known
to the L2 learner (Selinker, 1992). Drawing insights from a series of em-
pirical studies (see the volumes edited by Gass & Selinker, 1983; Davies,
Criper, & Howatt, 1984; Kellerman & Sharwood Smith, 1986}, we can
now conceptualize language transfer not as 8 mechanical transfer of L1
structure, but as a complex linguistic/cognitive process invelving many
factors which operate at syntactic, semantic, phonological, and discourse
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levels. We learn that differences between languages in con
n‘ef:emarily cause difficulties and that similarities do not necet:g:ggr‘:‘:f
c:htat.e_developmsnt. We also learn that there are peychotypological
con.st:.ramts which result not from surface level similarities and dissirni-
larities buf; ﬁ:om the learner's perceptions of language distance, lan-
guage ;:acxﬁcaty, an language universality (Kellerman, 1983). ’

- & comprehensive review of the literature on lan >
$ehnker (1982} concludes that interlingual idmﬁﬁcaﬁmgl;:f:xgﬁﬁfg
input are essential to the formation of IL and that transfer effects do not
oceur in an'absolute all-or-nothing fashion. That is, learners do not
Fransfer entire phonological, morphological, or syntactic systems of L1;
mst‘ea&, they select what to tranafer and what not to transfer. Their se:
lection process is presumably facilitated or constrained by transfor as
well as by the process of grammaticalization.

Cognitive Processes

‘ I"ntake processes that are primarily cognitive include
inferencing, structuring and restructuring, These processes guide what
learners hgve to do to develop their 12: to infer from the avail-
able!rec?gtzued 1:;1;-.11: data the linguistic system of the TL, to structure
appropriate mental representations of the TL system, and

the developing IL system. yetem, snd o restructure

Inferencing

The _:nt_ake process of inferencing involves making informed
guesses to den:we working hypotheses about various aspects of the TL
sy§tem by using all available—and at times inconelusive~linguistic
ev:de'nce yivhfch includes intralingual and interlingual cues, a8 well as
non-lmgmstnf evidence which includes the learner's knowledge of the
wm:ld. Working hypotheses so derived may lead to interim conelusions
which are tested against new evidence and subsequently rejécted or re-
ﬁned.k Inferencing thus may entail framing new ingights or reframing
what 1; alroady vaguely or partially known.

' earners may have at their disposal three types of inferenci -
tributable to at feast three sources: implicit knﬁedge, other kl:érz;-
edge., and context (Bialystok, 1988), Implicit knowledge refers to infor-
mation th.a learners intuit about the TL, even though they cannot articn-
late that information in the form of rules or principles. Other knowledge
refers to the learners’ knowledge about the TL, their L1, and their
knowledge of the world. Context includes both linguistic and physical
aspects of a situation which provide input. Inferencing is suecesaful only
to the degree that the learners are able to make connections between
these three sources of knowledge on the one hand, and between them

b5




B. Kumaravadiveli

and the input data on the other. Inferencing can be expected to vary
from learner to learner because it reflects individual cognitive capabil-
ities involving connections made by learners themselves, and not con-
nections inherently found in the input data.

Structuring

The intake process of structuring combines elements of analysis
and control proposed by Bialystok (1988, 1990). The formation of men-
tal representations of the TL and their evolution in the course of IL de-
velopment mey be called structuring. The process helps learners con-
struct and organize the symbolic representational system of the TL by
gradually making explicit the implicit knowledge that shape their 1L
performance, Structuring aleo guides the gradual progress learners
reke, from unanalyzed knowledge co isting of prefabricated patterns
and memorized routines, to analyzed knowledge consisting of proposi-
tions in which the relationship between formal and functional properties
of the TL become increasingly apparent to the learners.

Compared to inferencing, structuring gives learners not only a
greater control over the properties and principles governing the TL nys-
tem, but also a greater ability to articulate them. It helps them pay se-
Jective attention to relevant and appropriate input data in order o tease
out specific language problems. Structuring can also regulate the flow
of information between short-term and long-term memory systems tak-
ing the responsibility for differential applicability of interim knowledge
to various situations before interim knowledge gets fully established.
The- difference between inferenced knowledge/ability and structured

ibute to the distinction Chaudron {1983, pp.
438-439) males between preliminary intake and final intake. The for-
mer relates to “perception and comprehension of forms” and the latter to
“the incorporation of the forms in the learner's grammar.” Although
inferanced knowledge/ability and structured knowledge/ability are par-
tially independent and partially interacting dimensions of intake gro-
cesses, they constitute two ends of a continuum.

Restructuring

The idea of restructuring as an intake process is derived from the
work of Cheng (1985) in cognitive peychology and applied with some
modification to L2 development by McLaughlin and his colleagues
(McLeod & McLaughlin, 1986; McLaughlin, 1987, 1990). Restructuring
can be traced to the Piagetian approach, which maintains that cognitive
development is characterized by fundamental qualitative change when
a new internal organization is jmposed for interpreting new
information. In other words, restructuring denotes neither an
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:;15;:2::15:‘11 :?;ngzti& et];zd:ttimch;re already in place nor o slight
' ' S on of & new structure to allow fo
interpretation. It marks a strate i  ntogrates
: ks gy shift that coordinates, i
and reorganizes task com i e
0 ponents, resulting in more efficient i
processing. It can operate at phonologi cal, e
' 1 ogical, morphological i
semang;ciﬁand discourse levels (McLaughlin, 19'5)0).p pgiesh, ymtactic
- w}:lle !:;o;tk agpects of. inferenc.ing and structuring account for the
tendmed h.mey 'nde processing requires selective attention and an ex-
teaded perxi 'fur the fm:mation of mental representations of the TL
: r{ v :i el;ieitruntunng as an intake process accounts for discontinuities
8 e ;Il:ze;t.tllt ]:mz1 been frequently observed that while some
mtinuously and gradually, as is true of
ment of autematicity throu i ke sl
: . gh practice, some learning oceurs in di
g::g:it faa.hmt}, through restructuring (McLeod &nl\JgIcLaugh]ui:l ;;%0(?}
Sa pu;‘elfugn :q?zlj?i:tliy a gu:d&en, abatract, insight-forming phenom:
o : . .
e y incidentally, taking very little processing
To surm up, intake procesaes imari
‘ , intake are primarily linguistic and iti
mechanisms. Linguistic mechanizms of grammat%z:]ization ?f:lr;:?
ﬁzg; :t!;-auncifue:i' and c;){gnitive mechanisms of inferencing, structuring
ng work together in as yet undetermined ’ iti
tate or constrain L2 devels i eyl gl
! ‘ pment, These intake processes seem t
:F; az v;alnous_ points on the implicit-explicit continuum, trigge:?n;pg:
I; Z:: nfb i;::i:;:lng 831 some times and intentional learning at other times.
with various intake factors, these oces he ;
ers to synthesize the davelopi i iy
ers - ng knowledge into grammar and i
ize it 0 as to effectively and efficiently access it in appropriate c;ﬁ:‘:: g

Output

Output refers to the cor
! t pus of utterances which learners act
g::&dlﬁvzr:gj: :; u]; writing. In addition to well-formed utternncesulfif;::
y been aiructured and/or restructured, the 1
. ¢ L 't eaRrner -
E;.;lti :;ﬂc]m?;inimb: {an discussed under Input, above) deviant uttera:r:s
ot be traced to any of the three major seurces of input, since

they are the result of an i s
processes. interplay between intake factors and intake

An Interactive Framework of Intake Processes

Having briefly discussed vari i
: ious aspects of input, intake, intak
E?;t;:;s‘; cxtx;t:okgtz tpl:'ocessgs, and output, I shall now attempt to pull theﬁz
: er and propose what I call an interactive fram
3 - aw
;?me przcez}s.es. First, it seems reasonable to posit two criteria thx::rtnc’f
work of intake processes must necessarily satisfy; The framewori
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must be capable of including all the intake factors known to play a role
in intake processes; and it must reflect the jntoractive and parallel na-
ture of intake processes,

The first criterion is explicit in the L2 literature. As the discus-
gion (under Intake Factors, above) amply shows, there are peveral
learner-internal and learner-external intake factors of varying impor-
tance that, separately or in combination, facilitate or constrain L2 devel-
opment, The jssue facing current investigations is not whether any of
the intake factors promote L2 development but how many, to what ex-
tent, in what combination and in what context.

The second criterion emerges from current theories in cognitive
psychology and information processing {Anderson, 1983; McCleliand,
Rumelhart, & the PDP Research Group, 1986). It hes been reported
that cognitive processing goes on gimultaneously in meny areas and at
many different levels. Language learning might entail & non-linesr,
parallel, interactive process rather than a linear, serial, additive pro-
epss. Tt was earlier believed that learners internalize the TL system pri-
marily by using either a top-down proceesing, & knowledge-governed
gystem characterized by a step-by-step progression in which output from
one level acts as input for the next; or a bottom-up processing, an input-
governed system characterized by a serial movement of information
from the lower to the higher levels. It is now believed that language
learning is governed by interactive processing in which multiple oper-

ations occur simultaneously at multiple levels, drawing evidence from
multiple sources. z
Given the two criteria mentioned above, the proposed interactive
framework of intake processing assumes that input, intake factors, and
intake processes play a coordinated role in conetraining or facilitating
12 development. Language processing is considered essentially inter-
active, involving intake factors and intake processes which operate in
parallel and simultaneous ways, shaping and being shaped by one an-
other,
The proposed interactive framework consists of input, intake fac-
tors, & ceniral processing unit (CPU), and output. The CPU includes lin-
guistic processes of grammaticalization and language transfer, and cog-
nitive processes of inferencing, structuring, and restructuring.

As Figure 5 indicates, intake processing is activated when input
information enters the CPU either directly or through one or more in-
take factors. One can speculate that the basic properties of naturally en-
dowed formal universals, as well as other linguistic/cognitive kmowl-
edge/abilities that adult learners bring to bear on L2 development initi-
ate the process of language construction. At this early stage, intake pro-
cessing appears to operate at several layers, some of which may depend
heavily on temporary, limited-capacity, working-memory systems
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which in turn involve to a lar
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At this stage, an important task of fhe CPU. isto Fadllii:f:rh;ap;is;
sure on working memory systems by coding the u]l:on:::dging e
according to certain organizational‘ schemas, Such a ntati:ms i
probably & precursor to fully estabhshe‘d mental repfeseh 2 le,&m o’
gisted by the intake process of inferencm'g. Infefv;-.tx;ﬁu;f“l @] rTgma Amors
derive working hypotheses about sy'ntacnc, sem:{n d(:i'jt.io m!:l e
pects of the TL. Positive evidence in the (‘orm& a ) e
and negative evidence in the form of feedback k;:m ;mehems
of the TL, make the learners reject or reﬁn_e working hypot " ‘working
¥ "the process of inferencing constitutes a dem Bt
hypotheses, the process of structuring constitutes ah faafgrgthe e
representations. As we learn from schema th?.ory, tth ef i ek
and refinsment of working hypotheses, the swifter ; 111. ey
tal representations and the greater the chgnoeslacedm‘:y e
working-memory systems being purged and rep o o
long-term memory schemes. Memory achfemas arer m e g
ing incoming information, retrieving pfevmusly atore e }ha;t, Y
; gt atching mental representations {McClelland, ume
Eha: Ie;gllz'r;aaearch Group, 1986}, This tra.naititfn from working ;r;e;::rri
gystems to permanent memory schemas i critical tl)ecau;et,] cazn g
from schema theorists, language use requires that‘ mftutems i
as phonemes, morphemes, words, phrases, synt.acmﬁmmm; ko)
Jiscourse units be abstracted and atore;l ::el l::x}:: :;r:: s
ted eycles of rejection an ‘ ‘
ses, anlzet?;: consczrduction of memory schemats medz:j:c% bgh;n::;i 1;;;:
articularly by the process of structuring, resull in )
cessiS,i? mental representations of the TL, thereby c?nsxder y in o
fmmlezmem’ ability to gain control over the prope?tiea and grmcu:;sr 2
L e, Aoy o ol s e
ions is talen care of either by furthe -
fit:fslnz::lr?c‘:i;e learning or by the activation of t_he pmce;:st t;i; :zﬁ;t;
turing. Restructuring represents a process of quick mmgma i
that cclmld result in incidental learning where%_:y c:}rlnplax e
unclear language problems are teased out, paving the way
decmmﬁ:}im;t&:: f;:iempxicessea is constrained nuf;'me:relly biftil:le
availability/recognizability of linguistic input and tﬁ: :fttefl'ph:yarmws
take factors but also by the role played by Ieame;a c:; . }11)6 1”5 Ths irems
counecting input and output (Figure 5) suggest tha 9 imgai-fant
terminal point; it is rather a part in a cycle ;erv;ng e
source of input data for the ]earr}er, thereby a%eg} ing
development {(Swain, 1985; Schmidt & _Frota, 1 6). R
In explaining intake processing, the inter Lidiitior
roposed here incorporates several aspects of paralle : Sl
grozessingﬁ at both micro and macro levels. At the micro level,
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processing is considered to involve g large number of paralle],
simultaneous, and interacting processes such as perception, syniactic
parsing, and semantic interpretation, and the selection of whatever
information is relevant and useful, be it phonological, syntactic,
semantic, or pragmatic. The development of some syntactic rules, for
example, often depends on the development of a rule in some other
domain, say a phonological or lexical rule, or vice versa (Ard & Gass,
1987; Klein, 1930). Fallowing the connectionist perspective, the intake
processing network is seen as & continual strengthening or weakening of
interconnections in response to examples encountered in the input data,
and experience in using the developing system.

At the macro level, the framework posits a criss-cross interplay
among intake factors on the one hand, and between them and intake
processes on the other. Most of the intake factors appear to interweave
and interact with each other in a synergic relationship where the whole
is greater than the sum of the parts. To draw an analogy, the intake fag-
tors function much like the subsystems of our ecological syatem in the
sense that each subsystem operates to influence, and to be influenced by,
the other. How the learner seeks, recognizes, attends to, and controls
the input data depends to a large extent on the synergy of intale factors,

The interactive framework also suggests that the linguistic input
is not processed linearly, proceeding step-by-step from one intake factor
through another, or from one intake process through another. Instead,
the entire operation is seen as interactive and parallel, responding si-

multaneously to all available factors and processes at a given point of
time. In other words, nene of the intake factors by itself seems to be a
prerequisite for another to be petivated, but all are considered co-
requisites. The precessing of input data is never consistent; it varies ac-
cording to varying degrees of influence brought to bear on it by unstable
and as yet unknown configurations of intake factors and intake pro-
cesses. Different intake factors and processes take on different statuses
in different “ecological conditions,” thereby significantly affecting learn.
ers’ working hypotheses about the TL and their stratogies for learning
and using it. The configuration also varies widely within an individual
learner st different times and situations of learning, and also among

learners, thereby accounting for wide varigtions in degree of attain-
ment.

Conclusion

This paper explored the concepts of intake, intake factors, and
intake processes in order to interpret the factors and processes
facilitating adult L2 development in formal contexts. It has been argued
here that any framework of intake processing must be capable of
including multiple intake factors known to play a role in L2
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development, and that it must reflect the interactive, parallel, and
gimultaneous nature of intake processes. Accordingly, this paper
attempted to design an interactive framework by synthesizing
theoretical and empirical insights derived from intervelated dirciplines
such as second languaga acquisition, cognitive psychology, information
processing, schema theory, and parallel distributed processing.

In addition 4o input and output, the interactive framework of in-
take processes presented here consista of 2 cluster of intake factors (In-
dividual, Negotiation, Tactical, Affective, Knowledge and Environmen-
tal factors) and intake processes (linguistic processes of
grammaticalization and language transfer, and cognitive processes of
inferencing, structuring, and restructuring), Interweaving and inter-
acting in a synergic relationahip, each intake factor shapes and is
shaped by the other. The interactive nature of intake factors and intake
processes suggests that input can be successfully converted into intake
if, and only if, the intake factors and processes are eptimally favorable
and if the ecnsistent absence of one or & combination of these constructs
may result in partial learning,

The interactive framework presented here casts doubts zbout the
nature and scope of current research in L2 development. For the past 25
years, we have been focusing mostly upon narrowly circumscribed re-
gearch problems within each intake variable, accumulating an impres-
sive array of unrelated and unrelatable findings which, by the very na-
ture of investigation, can allow only a limited and limiting view of L2
development. 1f, as this paper emphasizes, several intake factors facili-
tate the course of L2 development; if these factors are mutually depen-
dent; if they shape and are shaped by each other; and if they are con-
stantly acted upon by intake processes which are interactive, parallel,
and simultaneous, then it is imperative that we reframe our research
agenda by focusing on the synergic relationships between and within in-
take factors and processes in order to find, as anthropologist Gregory
Bateson would say, “the pattern that connects.”

Notes

1. To avoid the conceptual connotations attached to aequisition and
learning, 1 use the theory-neutral term development, which indicates
that L2 knowledge cannot be easily dichotomized as acquired/learned or
implicit/explicit.

2. Unlike the proponents of intake as product or intake as process,
Boulouffe (1986, p. 258) treats intake as a dual construct having both
product and process components; “Intake as & process originates in the
speaker’s intent, and the learner's learning strategies initiate a debate

Intake Factors and Intoke Processes %

between assimilation and accomm

sult of intake as a process.” ifcon. Tobaigis produsk s thy e

131;;‘.{@“2: ::mdfzﬁﬁty fnstead of competence and performance which
; y in various contexts. Knowledge rofers
3:;::?;2 knowing the lm.lg-u_age, and ability refers to fhe ep:.:t?é:}:;‘
Seing Imigﬂ.mb1 ge. Ta mvdxcat.e that knowledge and ability are not
s yFﬂepara' ) dwhotqmtes, I vse knowledge/ability as a compound
term. For an m—@epth discussion on this issue, see the 1989 th i
issue of Applied Linguistics, 10 (2). ' —

4. The intringic-extringic a i
! pproach is not new to L2 research, Sch
5&;\;90%1:20 t;ae of téugc :;lppr:ach from time to time. Recently, cB:if::
: &8, AN midt (1991); and van Lier (1991 o e
used or suggested the use of this approach. (1993 have either

5. The general idea of parallel, simul i
) of p ’ taneous, multiple proces -
gested in the connectionistPDP mode! s useful for interﬁretingﬁﬁe
g:nceﬁ?‘mg. However, some of the other tenets of the PDP model may not
tatp;i‘ 1cf1ble to adult lLZ development. For instance, the model (a)y;iues
:: vir:, n‘:;:;g ;iw;ol:ni ;lglportant intake factors such as affective factors
) acts that may influence intake proc and ,
with some form of tabulz rasa, which woul b disal] i
vith som 3 d seem to disall i
linguistic abilities as a driving f h % (om0 G
o
1080, for ettt oy g force in L2 development (see Gasser,
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