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Ater nany years of attentiontoinput that supplies cl assroomsecond
| anguage (L2) | earners with positive evi dence on L2 forns and f eat ures,
recent studi es have beguntoidentify and descri be t he negati ve evi dence
in“reactive” input, providedthroughinterlocutor responses to forns and
features that are used by | earners, but are not consistent wththe L2 they
are learning. The fol | ow ng study was undert aken t o conpar e t he nega-
tiveevidenceinresponsestolearnersintwo types of classroons, one cor-
tent-based, the other, grammar-based. Data were col | ected onteacher and
peer responses to | earners’ non-target producti ons duri ng si x di scussi ons
about cul ture and si x exerci ses i n sentence construction, as thesewverethe
predoninant activitiesinthe two cl assroomt ypes.

Resu ts of thestudy reved edteacher, rather thenpeer, resposes astheprin
ci pal source of negati ve evi dencein bat h ¢l assroomtypes. I nthe responses of
cort ent - based di scussi ons, therevas al owi nci dence of what vas prinarily, im
picit negati veevidence, despiteardative yhighproporti ondf | earner non-tar-
get utterances. Thi s vas because nast of thenon-target utterances vere produced
inneani ngful, nol ti-utterance texts, whi ch cou d be understood wth nini nal
interventionby teachers or peers. |'nconpari son, the granmar - based sent ence
constructi on exerci ses reveal ed a hi gher i nci dence of teacher intervenrti onand
negat i ve evi dence. Theseverel ocatedinresponsestol earners' sing e utterance,
short ansverstoteacher questions and pronpts. Inplicit negati ve evi dence a so
predoninated, but therewvas asignficant proportiondf explicit negative evi-
denceas v | .

Thed fferencesinnegati ve evi dence i nthe two cl assroomt ypes appeared to
be an out cone of the expectati ons and goal s of the di scussi on and sen-
tence construction activities, and al so suggest ed vays i n whi ch t hese ac-
tivities mght be adj usted, or enhanced, to providelearners wth negative
evi dence through the additionof interactive tasks.
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I nput and Evi dence i n Second Language Lear ni ng

second | anguage (L2) learners needinput for their learningis
fundanent al to second | anguage acqui siti on theory and | anguage

pedagogy. Research over the past two decades has addr essed
quest i ons about t he exact formand content of theinput that | earners need,
andits degrees of frequency andtimnginthelearning process. (SeeHlis
1994; Gass & Selinker 1994; Li ght bown & Spada 1999; Long 1996; H ca 1994,
and Saai n 1995 for synt heses of this work). Mre recently, newquestions
have ener ged about the i nput needed by second | anguage (L2) | ear ners.
These have f ocused on t he evi dence t hey requi re about the forns and f ea-
tures of the l2they arelearning.

Long has addressed t hese questi ons i nterns of the positive and negati ve evi -
denceavailabl eininput. By drawngfromfirst | anguage | earningtheory andre-
sear ch (i ncl udi ng Farrar 1990, 1992; Nel son 1977; and A nker 1989, for ex-
anpl €) and fromst udi es of L2 cl assroomi ntervention (such as t hose of Sada
& Li ght bown 1993; Wiite 1991; and Wi te, Sada, Li ghtbown & Ranta 1991),
he di sti ngui shed bet ween i nput that provi des positive evi dence of forns
and features that conpl y wththose of the 2, andinput that supplies nega-
tive evidence onforns and feat ures that are used by | earners, but are not
consi stent wththe L2they arelearning. (For a conprehensi ve revi ew see
Long 1996) .

Bot h posi ti ve and negat i ve evi dence can be nade avai | abl ethroughfornal rul e
instruction, granmar texts, andather rel a ed resources. Hwever, one of the nost
effecti ve vays i nwhi ch evi dence canberevea edtol earnersi s through what Long
cdled reactive input, provi dedthroughinterl ocutor responsestol earner i nprec -
sionswthinthecotext of neaningfu interaction Thisisparticdalythecasefor
negati ve evidence. Insituatingthe r questi ons and examningtheir find ngswthin
thi s perspective, Longand ot her researchers have bat h under scored t he i nport ance
of input that offers positive L2 evi dence, andshed light onthe contributions of
‘reactive input thet supplies negative evidencetothel earningprocess. (Seefor
exanpl e, areviewarticl e by Sada 1997, and resear ch of Doughty & Varel a
1998; Li ght bown 1993; Li ght bown & Spada 1997; Long, | nagaki, & Qtega
1998; Long & Robi nson 1998; Lyster 1998; Lyster & Ranta 1997; Mickey &
Phil p 1998; Qiver 1995; and agai n, Spada & Li ght bown 1993; Wi t e 1991;
and Wi te, Spada, Li ght bown & Ranta 1991).

Thissnal | sanpl erepresents al arger pod of stud es wose fi ndi ngs have shed
ligt onthed versity of evidenceavail dd eininput tol earners and ont he expanded
roleof responsestolearners asavehiclefor suchinput. They further illus-
tratethero eof neaningful interactioninthelearni ngprocess, and suggest
t he need t o exanine t he cl assroomenvi ronnent i n such terns. The fol | ow
ingsectionw | reviewthe distingui shing characteristics of positiveand
negat i ve evi dence that have been i denti fied and descri bed i nthese st udi es,
andw | illustrate howthiswork has notivated the present i nvestigati on
i nt o cl assroomresponses to | earners as sources of negati ve evi dence.



Sorces o NeeativE Evipence 1N CLassroom AcCTiVi TIES

Posi ti ve and Neget i ve Bvi dence

Accordingto Long, positivel2evidenceis foundinutterances andtexts
availableininput tolearnersduringtheir interactionwthinterlocutors. As
illustratedinF gure 1, these sanpl es of input can occur intheir aut hentic,
unaltered state, asin (1a), or they can be nodi fi ed when t hey cannot be
understood by the l earner, asillustratedin(1a) - (1e). As shownin under-
linedform individual target productions of words or phrases nmight be
extracted by interl ocutors fromtheir original utterances, and providedin
followup utterances either inisolation, asin(1b) or enbeddedin | onger
units, asin(1c). Wrds and phrases night be repeated, or rephrased, wth
pronoun substitutions, and definitions and exanpl es added to them as
showninunderlinedboldin (1c) - (1f).

Fourel
BEngl i sh L2 Lear ner NSEnglishlnterl ocutor
\Wenisthe d ass? (1) Thecl assheg s a tvo
| dof't understand (1o & tvo
(1c) At thed ass it begnsa tva
(1) It begrsat tva

(1e) It beg sexactly at twod d ock
(1) Aihedassonfilmbeg s d 2

These ki nds of adj ustnents not only assi st | earnersinthei r conprehensi on of
L2input, but a soa |l owt hemadd tional, norefocused, opportunitiestoatendto
L2 f orns vhi ch encode neani ngs and functionsintheinput. (Seea soH ca1994).
Toget her, authentic and nodi fiedinput are beli evedto provi de nuch of the posi -
tive, linguisticevidence neededfor L2 earning. Yet, as Long (1996) has poi nted
aut, suchinput isaninsufficient sorceof evidencefor learners. Frst, learners
nay not naticel2forns andfeatwresthat ared fficut, conplex, or highly sinil ar
totheir L1, evenwhenthey are encodedinnodifiedinput. Secondy, they night
not naticethed fference betweentarget versions of L2forns andfeaturesinthe
input andtheir omnerroneousinterl anguage versions of them Thisisespecialy
thecaseif they haveinterna i zed i naccurat e versi ons of L2 forns and feat ures,
especi a lythosethat arefunctiona |y adequat e for conmoni cat i ve pur poses. (See
al so Doughty & W1 | i ans 1998 and Schnidt 1990) .

Tohd plearners access, adevetud lyinterndize target versions o L2forns,
negat i ve evi dence about what is NOT'inthe L2 can be especi al |y useful .
SQuch evi dence can hel p | earners noti ce di f f erences bet ween devel oprent al
features of their interl anguage and target features of the L2 (See agai n,
Schmidt 1990 for data and di scussi on). Negati ve evi dence can keep | earn-
ers fromstabilizing erroneous, devel opnental forns and featuresintheir
i nterl anguage, or can hel p themdest abi | i ze errors shoul d such a poi nt of
stabi | i zati on have al ready occurr ed.

That negati ve evi dence can be provi ded t hrough fornal i nstruction and
correcti ve feedback has | ong been docunent ed i n cl assroomst udi es (See
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resear ch and revi ewof research i n Chaudron 1977 and 1988). Wiat is re-
narkabl e, honever, asillustratedinlLong s construct of “reactiveinput,” is
i ts abundance i n responses to | earners during conversational interaction.
Exanpl es of such responses are provi ded bel owy inHgure 2.

AsshominitdicsinFgure2 itens (29 - (&), conversati ond responses can
ofer learnersinplicit negative evi dence through st at enent s and questi ons regard-
ingthe responder’ s need for nessage conprehensi bility, clarification, andcofir-
nation. Qten, target L2versionsof errorfu words andphrases areincl uded, asis
thecasefor beginsin(2d) - (). Researchers have referredt o such responses as
signal s for the negoti ation of neani ng (See Long 1985, 1996; Gass & Varoni s
1989, 1994; and H ca 1988, 1994) and signal s for the negoti ati on of form(See
Lyster 1998, and Lyster &Ranta 1997).

Qher responses, suchas (2g) and (2n), expand or recast erroneous Ut t er ances,
rep aci ngthemwth L2 versions. They, too, dffer inglicit negetive evi dence, d ert-
inglearnerssubtlytoinpreci sionsinthe neani ngdf their nesseges, asthey recode
erroneous forns wthinthem As such, they functionquited fferently fromthe
responses of (2i) - (2k), whi ch al sorecode erroneous forns, but do sothrough
eq@ict correctionandinstructiod, netd inguisticinot.

Foure2
Engl i sh L2 Lear ner N\S Engl i sh I nter| ocut or
Thecl ass beg nontvo. (29 | ddit uderstad

(2) Vet di d you say?

(20) Wkt sthed ass?

(2d) The cl ass beg ns vinen?

(2) It beg ns viner?

() 1t beg ns at viet ti ne?

(29) Atheclassonfilmbeg s & tvo

(2n) Thedass begsa tvo

(2)) Youreedtosaythet the cl assbeg nsat tvo
(3) Youneedtoadd-stobegn

(2k) Qassissingdar. Syouneedtonakebeg nagree
vithit

Astheabove exanplesill ustrate, negative evi dence about L2 f ormand nean-
i ngcanbe nade avai | abl eto L2 | earners across arange of functional |y di verse
responses, Wthvaryingdegrees o exgicitness. Wiether sichavailadility advari a
tionarea soapparent i nthe cl assroomvas t he focus of thefol | ow ng st udy.
Thi s study ai ned t o descri be and conpar e responses of negati ve evi dence
i ntwo types of cl assroons —t hose whose under| yi ng curri cul um nateri -
al's, and activities enphasi zed L2 conmuni cat i on and acadeni c cont ent
and t hose whi ch enphasi zed t he appl i cati on of rul es and fornal accuracy.
Soeci fi ¢ concerns focused on sinil arities and di fferences i nthe cl assroons
W threspect tothe extent towhichnegative evi dence was of feredinre-
sponses tol earners’ non-target productions; was provi ded by t eachers or
peers; and was encodedinaninplicit or explicit nanner.

These concer ns wer e hei ght ened by t he current post net hod peri od of L2
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t eachi ng, i nwhi ch teachers, curricul umpl anners, and ot her | anguage edu-
cators nmight choose froma range of pedagogi cal options in guidingthe
acqui sition of L2 formand function. (See di scussi onin Kunaravadi vel u
1994 and F ca 2000) . Afurther influence was the tendency toward of fering
speci a i zed and €l ecti ve courses, particularly at theuniversity level. Quch
speci al i zati on suggest ed t hat negat i ve evi dence nay be represent ed very
differentlytolearners, dependingonthetypes of classesthey take.

Initsfocus ontheinci dence and feat ures of negati ve evi dence across two di f -
ferent types of classroomcontexts, the study was a so i nforned by t he grow ng
body of researchthat has connect ed neget i ve evi dence, cl assroomt asks, and | earn
i ng out cones. (See, for exanpl e, Doughty and Var el a 1998; Li ght bown and
Fpada 1990; Lyster 1998; Lyster and Ranta 1997; Qiver 1995, 2000). This
nadeit essentia toidentify specific classroomactivitieswthineach context
as abasi s for anal ysi s. These net hodol ogi cal natters are discussedinthe
fol I ow ng section, whi chincl udes a descri ption of the cl assroomcontexts,
participants, and cl assroomactivities of the study.

Met hod

Q assroom@nt ext s

Datafor thetwo types of cl assroomcontexts were gatheredinanintensive,
uni versity based Bngli shlanguage i nstitute. The cl asses, whi ch vere drawn from
coursesincontent and granmar, net inonetotw hour bl ocks of tinefour tofive
ti nes aveek, over a sevenweek period.

3 x content - based cl ass neeti ngs vere stud ed. Three of the cl asses f ocused on
literatureand culture, as students read and responded t o Aneri can Engl i sh
literary texts. The other three cl asses focused on fil mand Aneri can cul ture,
and used tapes of recent US noviesasitsabasisforitscontent. Their
prinary obj ective was to pronote the | earni ng of English L2 and know edge
about American cul tures. Each cont ent - based cl ass had access to a det ai | ed
curri cul umgui de, whi ch was t he out cone of efforts anmong curri cul umde-
vel opers, various courseinstructors, andlanguageinstitutedirectors. Both
theliterature and fil meurricul a enphasi zed arange of i nteracti onal activi-
ties anong t eachers and st udent s, i ncl udi ng cl ass di scussi on, di al ogue j our -
nal s, student groupwork, at hone proj ects and readi ng, andin-cl ass presen
tation. Gammar | essons were provi ded as t he t eacher s deened necessary,
bothin class, andin feedback on honework assi gnnent s.

9 x granmar - based cl ass neetings vere al so studi ed. Four of the cl asses vere
a aninternediatelevel, andtwowere at anadvanced | evel . Bothheldastheir
prinary obj ective t he under standi ng, appl i cati on, and devel opnent of rul es and
structures of English granmar. Each cl ass had access toadetailed curricu-
I umgui de, whi ch enphasi zed i nt er acti on anong t eacher s and st udent s,
usi ng grammar i n neani ngful contexts, and honework preparation for
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dassativities.
Rarticipats

There were t hree cont ent based and t hree granmar - based t eachers, al |
wthrel evant professional trai ni ng and experi ence, rangi ng fromexcepti onal
toappropriate and sufficient. Two of the content-based t eachers and two of
t he granmar - based t eacher s had speci fic trai ni ng and educationin applied
l'i ngui sti cs and experi ence w ththe curri cul umt hey were t eachi ng. The ot her
two teachers were | ess experi enced, but considered highly qualifiedtoteach
thei r respective aress.

The students were at advanced and hi ghinternedi atel evel s of Engli sh L2 de-
vel opnent. Intheliterature class, awderange of Asi an and Eiropean L1 back-
grounds and ethni cities vas represented. Sudentsinthefil mand granmar cl asses
vere predonnant | y of Asi an L1 backgrounds and ethnicities. Thereweretento
fifteenstuderts per d ass.

Resu ts of pl acenant and proficiency tests, aswel | asreports and ooservat i os
of teachers and programadnmini strators, reveal ed anoveral | | evel of conmu-
ni cative proficiency for students consi stent wththeir | evel pl acenents. De-
spitetheir overall level of conmuni cative profici ency, honever, the students
al soreveal ed grammat i cal i npreci si ons and i nconsi stenciesintheir expres-
sionof reference, nodal ity, andinfornationstructure, asseenintheir article
over -, and under - suppl i ance, i nappropri ate verb tense and aspect narki ng,
and nodal nis-sel ection. Sone of t hese i npreci si ons wer e addr essed expl i c-
itlyinthe granmar courses. |nthe content-based courses, these features
vere not enphasi zed directlyinthecurricula but were believedtobewdely
avai lableinoral and witten cl assroomi nput and coul d be addressed i n
i ndi vi dual classes if deened necessary by the i ndivi dual teacher.

Cata @l | ection

Datacal | ectionwvas carriedout through audioand videotaping. I nthe con
tent-besed cl asses, dataverecd lectedduringteacher-drectedd scussios o liter-
ary texts and fil m whi ch were based on preparat i on t hr ough honevor k readi ng
assi gnents, previewng, adre-viewng. Theactivitiesusedtogather dataonthe
o annax - besed cl asses ver e t eacher-| ed sent ence constructi onexer ci ses, of ten based
onhonevwork aswel | . They variedfromhal f tothree-fourths of each cl ass neeting
tine, asother portionsof classtinewereusedfor classroomnanagenent and, in
thecased the cotent-basedcl asses, period ctext re-read ngor filnre-viewngto
support opi ni ons and answers. Both activities were chosenas prinary units
for data col | ecti on and anal ysi s because of their frequency of occurrence,
uniformity of interactional structure, andrepeated useinthe classroons
under study, as reveal ed during several nont hs of prior cl assroomobser -
vation.

The di scussi on acti vi ty focused on exchange of infornation, opi ni ons and cul -
tural insightsintothetext or fil mcontent. These were chosen at random
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froma sanpl e of norethanthirty such activities, eachinitiated through
franmng utterances suchas, “I'dliketota kabout...” or “Let’sgoonto... .”
Thisframng utterance served as theinitia boundary for the activity. The
final boundary was narked ei ther by the end of the class neeting or ateacher
utterance suchas, “K let’snoveonto...”

The sent ence const ruct i on exerci ses requi red st udent appl i cation of spe-
cificgrammar structures to pronpts fromthe teacher or text. The purpose
of this activity was to create what were consi dered correct sentences by
fillinginthe bl anks in sentence exercises, respondingtoastinul us picture
or text, or formng sentences by type. These activities wereidentified not
only by these features, but al sointhe ways they were i ntroduced by t he
t eacher s t hrough struct uri ng renar ks such as “Your assi gnnent for today
wasto...,” “let’sgoover those,” or "Let nejust playalittleganefor a
mnute..." “S1 vant topractice...”

Dot a @odi ng and Anal ysi s

Al datafromhed scussionandexerciseactivitiesverefirst codedfor teacher
and st udent utterances. Randomsanpl es of the dat a were coded by t he resear cher
andtrai ned coders, eechwthbackgroundsinappiedlinguistics. Inter-itemrei-
abilitywas .98 for utterances, and ranged between.80and. 99, for feat ures of
negat i ve evi dence and ot her feat ures, wose operati onal i zati on, codi ng, and com
puting appear inthelist wiichfadlows.

1 Learner non-target productions: These were st udent - produced ut -
terances that didnot conformtotarget rel ationships of L2 form function,
and neani ng. Gonput at i ons wer e nade of their frequency and proportionto
thetota frequency of | earner utterances.

2  Teacher and Peer responses that fol | oned | earner non-target pro-
ductions. These were utterances that fol l oved i nmedi atel y after | earner non-
target utterances. Gonput ati ons were nade of their frequency and propor-
tiontothetotal frequency of | earner non-target utterances. Abreakdown
appearsin2a-c, bel ow

22 Teacher and Peer response utterances that suppliedinplicit nega-
tive evidencethroughind rect referencetonontarget formneaningrel ati on-
shipsinthelearner utterances that precededthem Includedinthis category
verethefaol | ow ng:

2al. Negotiationsignals: Responsesthat indicateddifficutywthclar-
ity, conprehensibility and conpl eteness of anon-target utterance, and/or
requested cl arificati onor confirnationthereof.

222 Recasts: Responses that recast a non-target utterance, simita-
neousl y nodi fyi ng one or nore non-target features, but preservi ng nessage
neani ng.

4 Teacher and Peer response utterances that suppliedexplicit nega-
tive evidencethrough direct referencetonontarget formneaningrel ati on
shipsinthelearner utterances that precededthem Includedinthis category
vere utterancesthat filledthefol | owngfunctions:
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2L Responses of corrective feedback through acorrect versionof al or
part of anon-target utterance.

22 Responses of rejectionor negative eval uationthat indicatedthat a
non-target utterancewas incorrect or not quiteright or that | earner shoul d
tryagain

28 Responses that supplied netal i nguistic infornation/expl anation,
appl i ed for exanpl e, toadescriptionand or explanati onfor anon-target
utt erance.

X Qbher response utterances fromteachers and peers, includingutter-
ances of back channel i ng, topi c continuation/swtch, agreenent, and ap-
proval .

3 (ontexts for response utterances that fol | oned | earner non-tar get
utterances, but for whi ch noresponsewas offered, i.e., contextsinwhichthe
| ear ner produced a non-target utterance and conti nued speaki ng.

Thefollowngareillustrations of the codi ng, many of whi ch have been
drawn fromt he utterances shown i n FH gure (2) above:

Foure3
Lear ner Non- Tar get Types of Uterances of Response Exanpl es
Uterance w th Negati ve Evi dence

The cl ass begi n ontwo 2a Inplicit Negative B dence:
22l NegotiationSgnal's
Sgd Ind caing Lack of | don't folow
@npr ehensi on
CaificaionSkingSgd The cl ass begi ns vhen
Qnfirnation Seking9gd Thecl ass begi ns at two?

22 Recast Theclass begins at two
2 BEqlicit Negative Bi dence:
2l Qorrecti ve Feedback You needto say that the
Uterance(s) classbeginsat two
A2 Ry ection/ Negative Yousadthet incorrectly
Bval uati onUt erance(s)
A8 Uteranceswth Suppliance CGassissingda. Syou
of Mtalingustic need t o nake begi n agree
I nf or nat i on/ Expl anati on wthit
Z Qher utterances of Response:
Back Channel uh huh
Topi c Grti nuati o Swtch So vhat are you doi ng
dter dass?
Agr eenent Yes, | knowt hat
Approval It’skindof youtol et ne
know
The cl ass begi n ontwo 3  No Response [2}

Theclassendat four.
Ater that | study [2}
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Results

Anal ysis of thedatareveal ed both sinilarities and differencesinthe
negat i ve evidence offered to |l earners i nthe cont ent - based and gr anmar -
based activities. The extent of the negative evi denceinresponsestol earners’
non-target producti ons was foundto be significantly greater duringthe gram
nar - based exer ci ses t han t he cont ent - based di scussi on. However, the pat -
ternof suppliance of negative evi dence vas essential |y the sane, as negative
evi dence was suppl i ed nore consi stently inresponses to students’ singl e
utterance productionsthantheir nul ti utterance contributions. This pattern
was nore readi |y obtai ned i nthe sentence constructionactivities of the gram
nar - based cl assroomt han t he opi ni on and refl ecti on ori ent ed di scussi ons
of the content-based cl assroom Inplicit negative evidence prevai l edinboth
types of classroomactivities. Hwever, therevas asignificantly greater pro-
portionof explicit toinplicit negative evi denceinthe granmar - based cl ass-
room Teacher responses were shown to be a significantly nore consi st ent
source of negative evidencetolearnersthantheir peers. As such, they pro-
videdinplicit negative evidenceintheformof signal s andrequests for com
prehensibilityandclarification Theseresults arefurther described and ana-
| yzed bel ow

Extent of Negati ve Bi dence

AsshomninTabl e 1, negative evi dence vas avai l abl ein 79, or 29 percent of
theresponse utterances tostudents’ non-target producti ons duri ng cont ent - based
di scussi on. Thi s figurewvas si gnificantly hi gher i nthe granmar - based exer ci ses,
where 145 or 70 percent of response utterances of fered negati ve evi dence. (X2 =
79.86, d.f.=1, p<.05). Inbathclassroomtypes, theremining, “other” responses
tostudents’ non-target producti ons di d not provi de negati ve evi dence, but were
encoded as backchannel s, acknow edgnents to conments, fol | ow up questi ons,
and topi ¢ conti nuat i on noves.

Tabel
Frequency and Proportion of Uterances wth Negati ve Evi dence i n Response
to Learners’ Non-Target Uterances

Gont ent - Based G amrar - Based Tatd's
D scussi on Exer ci ses
n  %Response n %Response n %Response
Uterances Uterances U t erances
Response U t er ances 79 29% 145 70% 24 47%
W th Negative
Evi dence
Q her Response 189 71% 61 30% 250 53%
U t erances

Total Response 268 206 474
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Uteraces

Ther e wer e nany nor e student non-target utterances thanthere were
responses of any ki nd i nthe cont ent-based di scussi ons. Thus, as shownin
Tabl e 2, of the 483 non-target utterances that the students produced during
content based di scussi on, only 268, or 55 percent of them were fol | owed by
one or nore response Ut t erances, whereas 215, or 45 percent, recei ved no
response utterances at all. nthe other hand, during sentence construc-
tion, 206, or 95 percent, of students’ non-target utterances were fol | oned
by one or nore response utterances. These di f f erences were si gni fi cant (X2
=108.37, d.f. =1, p<.05). Together wththe data on“other” responses from
Table 1, these findings indicatedthat the students recei ved a nodest anount
of negative evidence ontheir L2 non-target production duri ng cont ent - based
di scussi on and a substanti al, consi stent anount duri ng grammar - based
sent ence const ructi on.

Table?2
Frequency and Proportion of L2 Learner Non-Target Uterances wth and w t hout
fol | ow ng Response U t erances

ot ent - Based G anmar - Based Tads

D scussi on Berdses

n  %FResponse N %Response n %Response
Uterances Uterances Uteraces

Lear ner Non- Tar get

Uterances Fol | oved by

Qne or Mre Response

Ut erances 268 55% 206 95% 474 68%

Lear ner Non- Tar get

Uterances Fol | owed by

No Response

U terances 215 45% n 5% 226 32%

Total Learner Non-
Target Uterances 483 217 700

Patterns of Suppl i ance of Negati ve Bii dence

The pat terns of suppl i ance of negati ve evi dence were essenti a | y t he sane
i nthe cont ent - based di scussi on and t he gr ammar - based sent ence const r uc-
tion, inthat negative evi dence was suppl i ed nore consi stently i nmedi at el y
after students’ singleutterance answersthanduringtheir nul ti utterance
contributions. The granmar - based exer ci ses wer e far nore conduci ve t han
t he cont ent - based di scussionto singl e utterance contributionsinthat stu
dent s vere asked t o provi de short answers to sentence starters and pronpt s.
Inthe content based di scussi on, onthe other hand, they were askedto sum
nari ze stories, describe characters, and share opi ni ons and i deas.
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This contrast can be seeninExcerpts (1) and (2) as conpared w t h Ex-

Excerpt 1
Teacher
yaureadit?
(G anmar - based exer ci se)
Excerpt 2
Teacher
there' sanather conflict inthe
nother. sonethingelseis- the
nother isthinkinga
| ot about goi ng back to Chi na
isoething
(Q@rtert-besedd scussi an)
Excerpt 3

Teacher

gi ve ne a t hunbnai | —
give ne athunbnai | sketch
aah uh- huh, uh-huh

yeah yeah
yeahyesah, that’sright that'sright

(Gt ent - based di scussi on)

cerpt (3), bel ow The student’ s response to ateacher questionin a sentence
conpl etiontask inBExcerpt (1) andthe student’ s conpl eti on of ateacher
elicitationinBExcerpt (2), generatedinmedi ate, recast responses by the
teacher. The teacher request for a “thunbnai | sketch” about the novie,
“Sandand Deliver.” inExcerpt (3) ledtofluent reflectionsonthe part of
the student. The t eacher responded w t h backchannel | i ng, agreenent, and
approval . 1nsodoing, theteacher’s responses focused on nessage nean-
ing, but overl ooked i nconsi stenci es i n agreenent, tense narki ng, and noun
phr ase nor phol ogy i nthe student’ s contri buti ons.

S udent
ah | waeit
thetitleinRlishisdffeat

S udent

go back Chi na

S udent

thesecondoreis, eh, theteacher give
hi m gi ves hi menough ti ne and encour -
aged himlike Patriciasaid, theteacher
gi ve hi menough uh

spacetolet himtofeel he can do good
thet’s thenast i nportant twopa ntsfor im
and al so he pay nore attentiontouh |
nean t he teacher pay nore attentionto
Angel —he’ s one of acl osest st udents
of hi mand he he, theteacher prevents
thefighting bet ween Angel and ot her
student s t hat

xxx teacher if they woul d ask questi on
he woul d gi ve ni nety ni ne percent poi nt

11
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As shownin Tabl e 3, response utterances of negati ve evi dence wer e nuch
nore | i kel y when | earner non-target utterances occurredinsingl e, i ndepen-
dent contributions of |earners. Thus, inthe grammar-based exerci ses, whi ch
by desi gn, pronot ed producti on of singl e utterance sentence conpl eti ons,
89 percent of theresponses of negati ve evi dence occurredinre ationtosing e
i ndependent utterance contributions of students.

I n cont ent - based di scussi ons, 66 percent of responses wth negative evi -
dence occurred when | earners nade si ngl e utterance contributions. nly
18 percent of such responses occurred inthe mddl e of astudent contribu-
tionof two or nore utterances, and only 16 percent occurred at the end of a
student contributionof two or nore utterances. Asillustratedin bol df ace,
inExcerpt 4, vhichfoll ons Tabl e 3, the response to a student’s neani ngful ,
but granmatical |y non-target, text inthe content class was noretypical ly
atopicrel ated nove t han a nessage t hat of f ered negat i ve evi dence.

Table 3
Frequency and O stri buti on of Response Uterances w th Negati ve Evi dence to
Learner Non-Target Uterances in Rel ationto O scourse Gntext i n Gontent -
Based vs. @ annar - Based d assr oons

Qont ent - Based O scussi on G anmar - Based Exercises  Tads

Qntext of n Response %Response n Response  %Response  n Response

Lear ner Non- Uterances Uterances Uterances Uterances Uterances

Target Uterance wthNegative wthNegative wthNegative wthNegative wthNegative
Evi dence Evi dence Evi dence Evi dence Evi dence

| ndependent

Uterance 2 66% 129 89% 181

Ted Intid/

Medi al

Uterance 14 18% 9 6% 23

Text A na

Uterance 13 16% 7 5% 20

Tata's 79 145 224

12
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Excerpt 4

Teacher St udent
t he daught er have a pretty good but she
al so hope to get narried but shet hi nk
about her nother. sothey arevorried
each ot her you knowso t hey pretend
theythinktheyrea ly haveagood|ife

mm- h mm a that tine

mm- h mm but when the her not her go t o Chi na

back and her not her change change hi s
un thi nki ng and bei ng and t hen

uh her daughter thi nk that then she can
get narried and her not her can i ndepend
onothers

real ly?| hadavery different
poirt o view

(Grtent-besedd scussi on)

Just asthelarger, d scourse patternwhi ch extended across utt erances revea ed
apatterninresponses wth negati ve evi dence, apatternwvas a soevi dent wthin
utterances. Wt hi n cont ent - based di scussi on t here was at endency t ovard nore
freguent supp i ance of negati ve evi denceinresponsesthat fd |l oned | earner utter-
ances wth only one non-target feature conparedtothosewthtw or nore non
target features. AssshowminTabd e4, of the taa response uterances wth nega
tiveevidencetolearners nonttarget producti ons, 61 percent vere providedtout-
t erances whi ch had one non-target feature, and 39 percent were provi ded
toutterances of two or nore non-target features. This difference was si g-
nficant (=360, d.f. =1, p< ).

Table4
Frequency and O stri buti on of Response U terances wth Negative Evidencein
Rel ationto Nuner of Non-Target Featuresin Learner Uterances in Gntent - based

D scussi on

Lear ner Non- Tar get Lear ner Non- Tar get Total s

Uteranceswth 1 Uterances wth 2+

Non- Target Feature Non- Tar get Feat ures

n % N % n
Response U t er ances
W th Negative
Bvi dence 48 61% 31 39% 79
Q her Response
U terances 124  66% 65 34% 189
Total Response
U terances 172 64% % 36% 268

13
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Feat ures of Negati ve B/ dence: Inpli ci tness vs. B i ci tness:

Tabl e 5 provi des a breakdown of findingsoninplicit andexplicit nega-
tive evidence wth respect tostudents’ non-target L2 producti ons. There was
afar greater proportionof inplicit toexplicit negative evi denceinboth cl ass-
roons. As shownin Tabl e 5, there were 68 response utterances that provi ded
inplicit negative evidence during di scussi on, and 118 such utt erances dur-
i ng t he granmar - based exer ci ses. These fi gures constitut ed arespecti ve 86
and 81 percent of thetotal nuner of utterances wth negative evi dence.
Explicit negati ve evi dence constituted 14 percent of the utterances wth nega
tive evi dence i n di scussi on and 19 percent inthe exercises. No significant
differenceinthedistributionof inplicit toexplicit evidenceinthe twotypes
of activitieswas found. (X2 =.50, df=1, p>.05). Thusinplicit negative
evi dence was t he predoni nant way t o encode responses to students’ non-
target producti ons.

Table 5
Frequenci es and Proportions of Inplicit and Explicit Negative Bvi dencein
Responses to L2 Learners’ Non-Target U terances

Gont ent - Based QG amar - Based Tatd s
D scussi on Exer ci ses
n %Response n %Response n %Response

Non- Target L2 Producti ons

Response 63 86% 118 81% 186 83%
Uteranceswth

Inplicit Negative

Bvi dence

Response 11 14% 27 19% 3 17%
Uteranceswth

Explicit Negative

Bvi dence

Total 9 35% 145 65% 224  100%
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Inplicit negative evidence was supplied prinarily through signal s of
| ack of conprehensi on and confirnati onseekingsignals. Thisisillustrated

initaicsinexcerpts (5 ad(6), bel ow
Excerpt 5
Teacher

Wiat do you thi nk about this story?
Isthereanythinginterestingfor you?

ok | didn't quiteunderstad

thewnat, thep anc othes?

duR

du®

OK

(Gt ent - based di scussi on)
Excerpt 6

Teacher

huh? Gonpl et e?

(G anmar - based exer ci se)

St udent

Yes. | vant totell sonething... | think
uhinthisclubintheplayingclubsre
flects uh hunanlifeis abecause

playi ng cl ub, club, club
yeah
inthisclub

St udent
ny nansi onis nore (concrete) thanthe
horse

Recast s were found i n responses i n bot h types of activities, as shownin
italicsinexcerpts (7) through (9) bel ow Mst of therecastsincl uded repeti -
tionor segnentation of student utterances. For exanpl e, in(8) and (9) the
teacher segnents “phase of |ife” and “expensi ve,” thenrecasts themw th
the granmati cal features consistent wththe student’ starget. Excerpt (7),
hovever, isrecast as an expansi on of the student’ s utterance, astheteacher
enoeds the student’ s utterance i n a conpl ex cl ausal constructi on.

Ecerpt 7
Teacher

& yesh hetdlshnthe, un
hi's nather wil be beck soon

(@rtert -basedd soussi an)
Excerpt 8

Teacher

nmhm it coddbein“Pesesd Life.”

(Gt ent - based di scussi on)

S udent
tell's hi myour not her back soon

S udent
it seenstonelikethestory about the
phesedf lifeor

15
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BExcerpt 9
Teacher St udent
ny nansi on i s expensi ve. . . t han your
caner a

nor e expensi ve
(G ammar - based exer ci se)

Explicit negative evi dence, suppliedthroughcorrective feedback, explicit
rejection, negative eval uation, and netal i ngui sticinfornationis shownin
italicsinexcerpts (10) and (11), as the teacher provi des i nf ornati on about
correct L2 use.

Excerpt 10

Teacher Students
wh-vh-that’s the right neani ng
but what’s the right word? anybody

know? t he sonet hi ng was t oo sl ow
aditsree? (process)
itstatswthPthet’ sgood

vEreggtingthere

yeshaethet eqe s' stgs.’

anybody? tota k about the point? poi nt
no, huh-uh pace

got it?K yes

(Gont ent - based di scussi on)
Excerpt 11

Teacher S udent

report
reported on, or you cou d have
sinceit’ srecat, hesreported

(G anmar - based exer ci se)

Fnally, the granmar-based exerci ses al soreveal ed adistinctiveutter-
ance response of re-elicitation, whichwas not found during content di scus-
si on, vihereby st udents were gi ven pronpt s t o encour age conpl etion of their
nessages. Twel ve such utterances were found inthe data. Althoughthis
type of response had not been consi dered as a codi ng cat egory t he ori gi nal
franevwork for thestudy, it appearedtoserveasainplicit formof negative
evi dence. An exanpl e fromthe datais showninexcerpt (12) bel ow
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Excerpt 12
Teacher S udent
vhat di d he wote?
vhat didhe. .. wite
vhat, what wote Cervantes?
what vhat did CGervantes wite?

(@ anmar - based exer ci se)
Teachers and Reer s as Sources of Negat i ve Bi dence:

Asreveal edinTabl e 6, negative evidenceto students’ non-target produc-
tions was providedinafar greater anount fromteachers than peers. As
shown i n Tabl e 6, teachers supplied 78 of the 79 response utterances wth
negat i ve evi dence duri ng t he cont ent - based di scussi on, and 87%o0f such
utt erances duri ng granmar - based exer ci ses. The pattern of teacher don -
nance heldfor al | “other” responses to students’ non-target productions as
vel |, al t hough peer responses were nore apparent inthis category, consti-
tuting 12 percent of thetota responses inthe content-based di scussi ons and
7 percent i nthe grammar exerci ses. Thus, inthe content-based cl assroom
peers respondedtotheir cl assnates’ non-target utterances, but didnot todo
so W th negat i ve evi dence. | nthe grammar - based cl assroom where suppl i -
ance of appropriate forns was the focus of the exercise, peers didsonore
readily, althoughstill not tothe sane degree as theteacher.

Theseresultsareverylikelyrelatedtotheteacher-1ed designandinpl e-
nentation of bothactivities of the study. They al so suggest that peers nay
not have per cei ved t hensel ves as hel pful or necessary as a source of nega-
tiveevidencefor thetw activities. | nopenendeddi scussions, thereis great
| atitude and redundancy i n what needs to be sai d or understood. Transn s-
si on of negati ve evi dence onfornal inconsistenciesisrequiredonly insofar
asit interferes wth nessage neani ng. G venthe expectations of preparation
and famliarity of thestudentswthfilmandstory content prior totheir
discussion, itislikeythat onlywthrespect tothecontent itsel f woul dthey
seek cl arification For thesentence construction, therates of student suppli-
ance of negati ve evi dence are hi gher. However, despite encouragenent to
focus onform they mght have believedthat the kinds of fornal precision
requi red were best nonitored by the their teachers’ know edge and trai ni ng
rather thantheir omnevol vingproficiencyinthis area
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Tad e 6
Frequenci es and D stri buti on of Teacher and Peer Response Ut erances t 0 S udent
Non-target Uterances

n %Response %ot a n  %Response  %Tlotal

Uterances Response Uterances Response
wthNegative Uterances wthNegative Uterances
Bvi dence Bvi dence

Response

Uteranceswth

Negat i ve Bvi dence

Teacher 78 99% 30% 124 87% 61%

Reer 1 1% 0% 21 13% 10%

Response Ut erances wth

Inplicit Negative Bvi dence on
Non- Tar get For m Meani ng

R ati onshi ps

Teacher 67 85% 25% 100 69% 49%
Reer 1 1% 1% 18 12% 9%
Response U t er ances

wthEpicit Negative

Bvi dence on Non- Tar get
FormMeani ng Rel at i onshi ps

Teacher 11 14% 4% 24 17% 2%
Reer 0 0% 0% 3 2% 1%
Response Ut erances wth

backchannel , topi ¢ accept ance,
topi ccontinuetion, topicswtch

Teacher 157 59% 46 22%
Reer 32 12% 15 7%
Tota Response

Uterances 268 100% 206 100%
Teacher 235 88% 170 82%
Reer 33 12% 36 18%
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Sunmary, Goncl usi ons, and | nplicati ons

The questi ons and concerns of this study aresituatedwthi nal ong stand
inglineof researchoninput tolearners asasourceof linguisticdatafor L2
learning. Mst of this research has been centered onthe ways i nwhi chinput
can be nodi fi ed t o pronot e nessage conpr ehensi bi | ity and provi de posi tive
evi dence of L2 forns and features. Inrecent years, i nput research has al so
consi dered the ways i n whi ch i nterl ocut or responses can serve as data for
L2learning. G interest have beenresponses that drawl earners’ attentionto
their i npreci si ons, and provi de negat i ve evi dence of i nconsi st enci es bet ween
forns andfeaturesintheir productionandtarget versionsinthe L2 Experi-
nental , conversational, and cl assroomcont ext s have reveal ed a vari ety of
possi bl e encodi ngs, rangi ng fromexplicit expressions of eval uati on and
correctiontoinplicit feedback throughrecasts, clarificationrequests, and
confirnati on checks.

Inligt of thediversity of interactiona contextsinwnichnegative evi dence
has been shomn to occur, andthe vari ety of ways inwhichit canbe encoded, the
present study conpereditsavai lability andencod ngs duringinteractiveactivities
intwo types of classroons, one whose curri cul a enphasi zed communi cati on of
subj ect natter content, andthe other, practice of grammatical features and
rules. Datawere coll ected duri ng teacher-1 ed di scussi on and sent ence bui | d
i ng exerci ses, as these had been shomntobethe nost typica activitiesinthe
respecti ve cl assroomt ypes.

Resuts of the study reved edthaet negeti ve evi dence vias avai | &bl einbathtypes
of activities. Hwever, the granmar-based sent ence construction activity
showed far cl oser consi steency bet ween st udents’ i npreci si ons and r esponses
of negative evi dence t han t he cont ent - based di scussi on. Duri ng cont ent -
based di scussi on, 1essthanathird of the responses of fered negati ve evi -
dence. Instead, nany student contributions, thoughfilledwth grammatical
i npreci si ons, recei ved responses of backchannel I'i ng, agreenent, and ac-
know edgnent as to their content appropriateness. Nearly fifty percent
were not givenany responseat all. Incontrast, over twothirds of there-
sponses i n the grammar - based sent ence const ruction contai ned negati ve
evi dence, and only si x percent did not recei ve aresponse. Despitethese
differences inthe extent towhi ch negative evi dence was avai | abl e, how
ever, threesimlaritieswerefoundinbothactivity types. Hrst, nost of the
negat i ve evi dence was provi ded after | earner m sproducti ons that were
one utterance | ong. Second y, negati ve evi dence vas of feredinteacher, rather
t han peer, responses. FHnal ly, nost of the negative evidencevasinplicit in
i ts encodi ng.

Thesethreefeat wres conpl y wthinteractiond optionsavail abl einnast cl ass-
roons, and suggest that it ispossiblefor | earnerstobe provi dedwth negati ve
evidence across arange of activities, wether they are as open-ended as di scussi on,
whi ch gener at es | engt hy opi ni ons, or cl ose-ended as grammar exer ci ses,
whi ch requi re speci fi c answers. These activities, however, posed concerns
wthrespect totheir restrictions oneither response datato students or out-
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put productionby them Hrst, based onthe nunber of non-target produc-
tions, itistroublingthat therewere sonany misproductions during di scus-
sionthat were fol | oned by responses of backchannel |ing, acknow edgnent ,
or agreenent, or noresponse at all. Additional |y probl enatic was that the
predonminant context for suppli ance of negative evi dence inboth activities
was thelinited, utterance-1evel productionof the students. I1nother words,
theactivities, asinpl enented, either restrictedresponses wth negative evi -
dence for the sake of | earner output or |inted producti onof output for the
sake of responses. A thevery least, this pattern suggests the needto encour-
ageincl usionof bothkinds of activitiesinclass, sincestudentswll receive
dfferent kinds of feedbackinthed fferent output conditi ors.

I'naddition, these observations suggest ed consi derati on of waysinwichthe
activities mght be nodi fiedor augnentedto pronot e responses of negati ve evi -
dencetostudents’ misproducti ons. Qewvaytodothiswu dbefor interl ocutors
torespond to students’ inprecisions wthinplicit negative evidence
throughout their lengthy text productions. It might be possibl e, for exanpl e,
to add onto or substitute t he backchannel Iing, acknow edgnent, and ot her
responses found i n t he background of thelengthy texts of Excerpts (3) and
(4) with other, unobtrusive noves whi ch suppl y negati ve evi dence. Such a
possi bilityis shown bel owas the original excerpts have been kept intact,
W t h backchannel s and cooment s used as i nsertion poi nts for responses of
negat i ve evi dence, here encoded inplicitly, asrecasts and negoti ation si g
nals, inbod Inkeepingwthresults of thestudy, thereisa soanattenpt to
recast utterances or cl auses wthrespect to utterances wth one non-target
festue

Excerpt (33)

Teacher St udent

gi ve ne a t hunbnai | —gi ve ne a

thunbnai | sket ch

agh uh-huh, uh-huh thesecodoreis, eh theteacher gvehim
g ves hi menough ti ne and encour aged hi m
likeParidasad theteacherg veh menouh
th

ah yes she gave hi menough vhat ? specetolet himtofed hecandogoodthet’s
the nost i nportant two points for hi mand
he pay nore attentiontouh | neanthe
teacher pay noreattentiontoAngel --
he' s one'of aclosest students of hi mand
he he, theteacher preventsthefighting
bet ween Angel and ot her student s t hat

XXX
yeah yeah he was one of t he cl osest teacher if they woul d askquesti on
studentstohim he woul d gi ve ni nety ni ne percent poi nt

yeshyesh, thet’srigt that'srigtif
they woul d ask questi ons he woul d
gi ve ninety nine poi nts

(Gt ent - based di scussi on)
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Excerpt (49)
Teacher St udent
the daught er have a pretty good but she
al so hopetoget narriedbut shethink

about her nother. Sothey are
vorried _each other you
knowso they pretend they thi nk t hey
red |y haveagoadlife

mm hmmyes they are worri ed about & thet tine

eachot her

mm—h mm but when the her not her go t o Chi naback
and her not her change changehisun
thi nki ng and bei ng and t hen uh her
daughter think thet then
she can get narried and her not her can
i ndepend on ot her s

rea |y?| hadavery d fferent point of

vi ew about when her not her went

back to Chi na

OR

red ly? | hadaveryd fferent pont of

viewabout it. Youthink shewants

her not her to depend on

Qhers, soshe canget narried?

(@ont ent - based O scussi on)

Snmlarly, duringsentence construction, it mght be possi bl e to encourage
text productioninanareaof prior i nprecision, includingadditiona nega-
tive evi dence noves as fol | owup. Excerpt (1) isrepeated, but enel i shedin
bad

Excerpt (1a)
Teacher St udent
ah | waeit
yaureadit? tretitleRdishisdffeat

Tel | be about it. Canyou give ne a
t hunbnai | sket ch?

(@ ammar - based exer ci se)

Inadditiontoinserting responses of negative evidence to utterances wthin
sust al ned student texts during open di scussionactivities, or buildingtexts
that can then recei ve responses i n granmar - based ones, anot her possi bi | -
ity woul d be to enpl oy cl assroomactivities that require precisionof form
and content and t hereby i nvite responses of negati ve evi dence as a neces-
sityfor their conpl eti on. @ ose-ended, i nfornation exchange tasks are es-
peci al |y conduci ve to thi s out cone. For exanpl e, students night be asked
toreconstruct ascenefromafilmor story by poolingindividua storylines,
instripstory fornat, whichneedtobe placedin order of occurrence. They
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night be askedto participateinadictog osstask, takingnotes on a passage
or scene, thenusingthenotestoca laborateinreconstructingthem As ot her
resear ch has shown (See agai n, Srain 1995) duringtheir col l aboration, there
isastrongpossibilitythat theyw!l be givenresponses of negati ve evi dence
when they have fail ed to nark appropriatetineinflections and rul es.

Because t he gr ammar - based sent ence constructi on activity generated a
good deal of negati ve evi dence i nresponse to student i nprecisions, but in
vitedlittlesusta ned speechonthe students’ parts, it nust a so be nodified
whenit isusedtopromote thisinportant di nensionof L2 1earning. Mking
such exer ci ses | ess teacher -1 ed and nore peer col | aborativeas wel | asrequir-
ing studentstojustifytheir answerstoeachother insnall groups andto
their class as awhol e, night stinul atethemto provi de responses of negative
evi dence, observe grammati cal i npreci si ons and i nconsi st enci es, and di s-
cuss themnetal i ngui stically. Smlarly, settingupactivitiesinwhicha peer
nust j ustify or expand on anot her student’s out put night al so encour age
peer attentionto msnatches of formand function and nore f eedback w th
negat i ve evi dence frompeers.

Results of the present study renmind us of theinportant role of activity
ingeneratingthe kinds of i nput needed for L2 | earning. Thetwo activity
types of the study, di scussions and grammar exer ci ses, are comnmon to a
variety of classroons, not only those of the current study. A though not
al ways enfor aced whol eheartedl y for their rol e inassisting L2 | earni ng,
t hey renai n conmon cl assroomst apl es. | ndeed t hey have nuch t o of fer
bot h | ear ner and t eacher w th respect to cl assroomcommuni cati on, prepara-
tion, and nanagenent, and w t h t hese f ewsuggest ed enhancenent s, coul d
be even nore beneficial for L21earning. As neeting students’ needs for nega-
ti ve evi dence becones recogni zed as an i nportant cl assroomconcern, nodi -
ficationof existing naterial s and adj usting of cl assroompracti cew!!| be-
cone i ncreasi ngl y necessary. The findi ngs of the present study, it i s hoped,
canbe of helpinthat regard.

Ref er ences

Chaudron, C (1977). Adescriptive nodel of di scourseinthe corrective treat nent
of learners’ errors. Language Learning, 27, 29-46.

Chaudron, C (1988). Second Language G assroons: Resear ch on Teachi ng and Lear n-
ing. NewYork: Ganbori dge Lhi versity Press.

Doughty, C &Varela, E (1998) Gonmuni cative focus onform In C Doughty &J.
Wl lians (Eds.), Focus on formin second | anguage cl assroon(pp. 114-138).
New Yor k: Canfori dge Lhi versity Press.

Doughty, C &WIlians, J. (Eds.). (1998). Focus on formi n second | anguage cl assroom
NewYork: Gantori dge Lhi versity Press.

Hlis, R (1994). The study of second | anguage acqui sition Oford: Oford Lhiversity
Fess.

Farrar, M (1990). O scourse and t he acqui si tion of grammatical nor phenes. Jour -
na of QildLanguage, 17 (3), 607-624.

Farrar , M (1992). Negative evi dence and granmat i cal nor phene acqui si ti on. Devel op-

22



Sorces o NeeativE Evipence 1N CLassroom AcCTiVi TIES

nental Psychd ogy, 28(1), 90-®B.

Gss, S &S inker, L (1994). Second | anguage acqui si tion: Anintroduct ory course
Hllsdal e, NJ: Lawence Bl baum

@Gss, S &Varonis, E (1989). Incorporated repairsinnon-native discourse. InM
Hsenstein (E.). Thedynamicinterl anguage: Ehpirica stud esinsecond|an+
guage variation (pp. 71-86). NewYork: H enumPress.

@ss, S &\aois, E (19%). Input, interaction, and second | anguage producti on. Sudi es
i n Second Language Acqui si ti on, 16, 283-302

Kunar avadi vel u, B (1994). The post net hod condi ti on: Energi ng strat egi es for second/
forei gn | anguage teaching. TESQ Quarterly, 28, 27-48.

Li ghtbown, P. (1993). Input, interacti on, and feedback i n second | anguage acaui si -
tion. Second Languege Research, 7, ii-iv.

Li ghtbown, P and Spada, N (1990). Focus on f ormand correcti ve feedback i n conmoni -
cative l anguage teaching: Efects on second | anguage | earning. Sud esin Sec-
ond Language Acqui si tion, 12, 429-448.

Li ghtbown, P. &Spada, N (1997). Learni ng Engl i sh as a second | anguage i n a speci a
schoal in Quebec. Ganadi an Mder n Language Review 53 (2), 215 355.

Li ght bown, P. & Spada, N (1999). Howl anguages are | earned. Oford, WK Oford
Ui versity Rress.

Long, M (1985). Input and second | anguage acqui sitiontheory. InS Gass &C
Mdden (Eds.) I nput i n Second Language Acqui si tion(pp. 377 - 393). Row ey,
MA: Newbury House.

Long, M (1996). Therdedf thelinguisticenviroment insecond | anguage acqui sition. In
W C Rtchie&T K Buatia(Es.), Hindoook of | anguage acqui sition (Mol . 2):
Second | anguage acqui si tion(pp. 413-468). NewYork: Acadenic Press.

Long, M &Robinson, P. (1998). Focus onform Theory, research, and practice. InC
Doughty &J. Wi lians (Eds.), Focus on formi n second | anguage cl assr oom( pp.
15-41). NewYork: Ganforidge Lhiversity Press.

Long, M, Inagaki, S &QOtega, L (1998). Theroeof inplicit negative evidencein
S A Mdel s and recasts i n Japanese and Spani sh. The Mbder n Language
Jourrd , 8, H7-37L

Lyster, R (1998). Recasts, repetition, and aniguity i n L2 cl assroomdi scour se.
S udi es i n Second Language Acqui si ti on, 20, 51-8L

Lyster, R &Rata, L (1997). Gxrectivefeedback and | earner uptake: Negotiationof form
in conmuni cati ve cl assroons. Sudi es i n Second Language Acqui si ti on, 19,
137-66.

Mickey, A &Philp, J. (1998). Gonversational interacti on and second | anguage
devel opnent: Recasts, responses, and red herrings? Mxder n Language Jour -
nal, 82, 338-3%6.

Nel son, KE (1977). Facilitating chil dren' s syntax acqui sition. Devel opnental Psy-
chal ogy, 13, 101- 107

Qiver, R (1995). Negati ve feedback i nchild N N\S conversation. Sudi esin Second
Language Acqui si tion 17, 559-482.

Qiver, R (2000). Aged fferencesinnegati aionand feedback i ncl assroomand pai rvork.
Language Learni ng, 50, 119-151.

Fica, T. (1988). Interlanguage adj ust nents as an out cone of NS N\S negoti at ed
interacti on. Language Learning, 38, 45-73.

Aca T (1994). Researchonnegatiation Wat doesit reved about second | anguage | earnt
ing condi tions, processes, and out cones? Language Lear ni ng, 44, 493-527.

Aca T (2000). TraditionandtransitioninBngish|anguage t eachi ng net hodal ogy. S/s-
tem 28(1), 1-18

Fnker, S (1989). Resolving alearnability paradox inthe acqui sition of the verb
lexicon. INM L RceandR L Shiefe busch (eds.). Theteachability of lan
guage. Baltinore: Paul H Brookes.

23



WirkiNG PapERs 1N EbucaTional  LineuisTics

Shmidt, R (1990). Therol e of consci ousness i n | anguage | earni ng. Appl i ed Li ngui s-
tics, 11, 17-46.

Soada, N (1997). Formfocussed i nstructi on and second | anguage acaui si tion: Arevi ewof
cl assroomand | abor at ory resear ch. Language Teachi ng, 29 (1), 1-15.

Spada, N &Lightbown, P. (1993). Instructi onand t he devel opnent of questionsinl2
cl assroons. Sudi es i n Second Language Acqui sition 15, 22 205-224.

Sain, M (1995). Threefunctions of output insecondlanguagelearning. InG Gk &B
Sidhdfer (Bk.), For H G Wddovson; Rrincipl es and practi ceinthe study of
language. (pp. 125-144). Oford, WK Oford Uhiversity Rress.

Wite, L (1991). Adverb placenent in second | anguage acqui sition: Sone positive
and negat i ve evi dence i n t he cl assroom Second Language Resear ch, 7, 122-
161

Wite, L, Sada, N, Lightbown, P, &Ranta, L. (1991). I nput enhancenent and L2
question fornation. AppliedLinguistics 12 416-432.

Teresa Pica is a Professor in the Language in Education Division. She holds an
M.A. in Speech Pathology from Columbia University Teachers College and a
Ph.D. in Educational Linguistics from the University of Pennsylvania. Her re-
search interests in second language and foreign language acquisition have
focused on social interaction between language learners and native speak-
ers and the role of instruction in the acquisition process.

Bruce Evans is a doctoral candidate in Educational Linguistics at the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania Graduate School of Education and research assistant with
the National Center on Adult Literacy. His research interests include education
of language minority students, adolescent second language acquisition, con-
tent-based second language learning and teaching, and Internet based instruc-
tion and testing.

Victoria Jo has a Masters degree in TESOL and is presently a doctoral student
in Higher Education Administration at the Graduate School of Education, Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania. Her current research focuses on issues involving the
economics and financing of colleges and universities, both nationally and inter-
nationally. She has taught ESL at the college level and is presently a research
coordinator at the Pension Research Council, The Wharton School.

Gay N. Washburn is assistant professor in the department of Languages,
Literatures and Linguistics at Syracuse University. She teaches graduate
courses in TESOL methodology and English as a second language for ITAs.
Research interests include performance on short-term learning tasks by long
term learners, pragmatic language use in television sitcoms, and suppliance
and use of negative evidence in classroom settings.

24



