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This article is well written and the quality of interactions are illustrated and analyzed in useful ways, so that you will get a better sense for exactly what we mean when we say “negotiation of meaning.” The study is similar to Pica, Young & Doughty (1987), one of the other optional studies this week, because it investigates whether premodified input and interactionally modified input are equally effective in pushing interlanguage development. However, the present study was designed and conducted about a decade after Pica et al. published theirs, and therefore there are several new interesting elements that show how this area of SLA research has progressed: (1) instead of only measuring benefits for comprehension, this study concentrates on measuring benefits for acquisition directly; (2) in addition to comparing premodified and interactionally modified input, this study also had a group that observed the interactions without participating in them directly (which is a common situation in the classroom, when teacher-student exchanges dominate and the rest of the students simply observe); (3) instead of measuring immediate benefits only, Mackey made an effort to look at the effects of interaction in delayed post-tests, one week after the treatment and a month later; also, the treatment was more intense, involving 3 consecutive sessions (Tuesday through Thursday) and 3 different information-gap tasks in each session (story completion, picture sequencing, and picture drawing).

So, Mackey (1999) asked herself:


Will pre-modified input

or




 

Will interactionally modified input

lead to ( ( more acquisition
or

Will watching interactionally modified input

Before reading: 

(1) Look at the example below, from Mackey (1999), and write a short explanation to rationalize differences in the opportunities for learning that arise in the premodified input example and in the interactionally negotiated input example. Remember, the notions of pushed output and noticing the gap are very important in this argument, so try to use the two concepts and look for evidence that the learner involved in the interaction may have engaged in either or both processes.

INPUT & NEGOTIATION (examples from Mackey, 1999)


(from Mackey, 1999, p. 559 and 560)

Scripted/pre-modified:

More proficient speaker:
Do you have a gun in your picture? A gun is like a weapon. A gun shoots bullets.

Interactionally negotiated: 

Learner:



And one more weep weep this picture.

More proficient speaker:

Huh?

Learner:



Another one like gun to shoot them weep weepon.

More proficient speaker:
Oh ok yeah I don’t have a second weapon though so that’s another difference.

(2) Although the article is well written, you will find the presentation of results is somewhat confusing (pp. 571-575). Here is some help for when you start reading the Results section: 

Mackey looks at her data in three different ways. (1) First, she examined how many individuals in each condition moved from a lower stage in question formation on the pre-test to a higher stage on any of the post-tests. To look at this statistically (to see that the observed results are not an accident of chance) she uses a chi-square to compare all the individuals’ stages in one big condition [+interaction] on the pre- and post-tests against the individuals’ stages in another big condition [-interaction] on the pre-test and post-tests. (2) Then, she examined the exact quantity of advanced questions used by each group on the pre-test as opposed to the post-tests, and she compares these amounts per group in a repeated measures ANOVA (another type of statistical test). That is, Mackey here is looking not at whether an individual in a group can be labeled “Stage 5” or “Stage 3” at a given point, but exactly how many Stage 5- Stage 4 questions that one individual produced at any given point. (3) Finally, she compared each group separately in a series of ANOVAs (one for each group), to see whether within each group, the differences observed at first glance between the pre-test and each of the post-tests could be considered to be beyond chance (that is, statistically significant). If you don’t understand how each of these analyses is different from each other, don’t worry. The Discussion section will be much clearer in terms of understanding what was found!

While reading: 

As usual with empirical studies, as you read you will need to identify certain critical information: who the participants were, what exactly they were asked to do, what the researchers say they found (and what they interpret those findings to mean). Keep in mind the research question that motivated the study in the first place!

After reading:

Now that you’ve read about what potential benefits negotiation of meaning during interactions may bring, write a personal reflection as a reaction to the following quote from Mackey (1999):

When input is premodified in the context of interaction, learners seldom have occasions to misunderstand, negotiate for meaning, and produce errors; and therefore opportunities for language learning as a result of their mistakes are limited. (p. 560)
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