
See discussions, stats, and author profiles for this publication at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/231897266

Input Enhancement in Instructed SLA

Article  in  Studies in Second Language Acquisition · June 1993

DOI: 10.1017/S0272263100011943

CITATIONS

515
READS

5,887

1 author:

Some of the authors of this publication are also working on these related projects:

Modular Cognition Framework (MOGUL) View project

THE MOGUL PROJECT: the Modular OnLine Growth and Use of Language framework View project

Michael A Sharwood Smith

The University of Edinburgh

90 PUBLICATIONS   2,686 CITATIONS   

SEE PROFILE

All content following this page was uploaded by Michael A Sharwood Smith on 20 April 2016.

The user has requested enhancement of the downloaded file.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/231897266_Input_Enhancement_in_Instructed_SLA?enrichId=rgreq-7de93fe611565e77652395b586363e3e-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzMTg5NzI2NjtBUzozNTI5NDc2MjA4NTk5MDRAMTQ2MTE2MDY3ODkwNw%3D%3D&el=1_x_2&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/231897266_Input_Enhancement_in_Instructed_SLA?enrichId=rgreq-7de93fe611565e77652395b586363e3e-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzMTg5NzI2NjtBUzozNTI5NDc2MjA4NTk5MDRAMTQ2MTE2MDY3ODkwNw%3D%3D&el=1_x_3&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/project/Modular-Cognition-Framework-MOGUL?enrichId=rgreq-7de93fe611565e77652395b586363e3e-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzMTg5NzI2NjtBUzozNTI5NDc2MjA4NTk5MDRAMTQ2MTE2MDY3ODkwNw%3D%3D&el=1_x_9&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/project/THE-MOGUL-PROJECT-the-Modular-OnLine-Growth-and-Use-of-Language-framework?enrichId=rgreq-7de93fe611565e77652395b586363e3e-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzMTg5NzI2NjtBUzozNTI5NDc2MjA4NTk5MDRAMTQ2MTE2MDY3ODkwNw%3D%3D&el=1_x_9&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/?enrichId=rgreq-7de93fe611565e77652395b586363e3e-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzMTg5NzI2NjtBUzozNTI5NDc2MjA4NTk5MDRAMTQ2MTE2MDY3ODkwNw%3D%3D&el=1_x_1&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Michael-Sharwood-Smith?enrichId=rgreq-7de93fe611565e77652395b586363e3e-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzMTg5NzI2NjtBUzozNTI5NDc2MjA4NTk5MDRAMTQ2MTE2MDY3ODkwNw%3D%3D&el=1_x_4&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Michael-Sharwood-Smith?enrichId=rgreq-7de93fe611565e77652395b586363e3e-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzMTg5NzI2NjtBUzozNTI5NDc2MjA4NTk5MDRAMTQ2MTE2MDY3ODkwNw%3D%3D&el=1_x_5&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/The-University-of-Edinburgh?enrichId=rgreq-7de93fe611565e77652395b586363e3e-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzMTg5NzI2NjtBUzozNTI5NDc2MjA4NTk5MDRAMTQ2MTE2MDY3ODkwNw%3D%3D&el=1_x_6&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Michael-Sharwood-Smith?enrichId=rgreq-7de93fe611565e77652395b586363e3e-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzMTg5NzI2NjtBUzozNTI5NDc2MjA4NTk5MDRAMTQ2MTE2MDY3ODkwNw%3D%3D&el=1_x_7&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Michael-Sharwood-Smith?enrichId=rgreq-7de93fe611565e77652395b586363e3e-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzIzMTg5NzI2NjtBUzozNTI5NDc2MjA4NTk5MDRAMTQ2MTE2MDY3ODkwNw%3D%3D&el=1_x_10&_esc=publicationCoverPdf


SSU, 15.165-179. Printed in the Uniled States ol America. 

I N P U T E N H A N C E M E N T IN 
I N S T R U C T E D S L A 

Theoretical Bases 

Michael Sharwood Smith 

University of Utrecht 

The concept of input to the language learner is examined with 
reference to some current theorizing about language processing and 
the idea of modular systems of knowledge. The question of what this 
can tell us about the actions taken by teachers and textbook writers is 
addressed specifically with regard to manipulating, or "enhancing," 
the input ideally so that it will affect learner knowledge and thereby 
learner behavior. The logic of the argumentation is that, in exposing 
the learner to the second language, we are engaging a whole battery 
of different processing mechanisms. Input enhancement research and 
the conclusions drawn from it have to be set within the context of a 
modular view of language and language learning. 

When we are confronted with the task of teaching a learner a second or foreign 
language, one of the first decisions to be made is what samples of the target lan
guage, that is, input, should be provided and at what moment that input should be 
given. More mundanely, we could say this is the "what do I give them in Lesson X " 
problem. 

Where no special teaching technique is being rigorously applied, one selects 
language that is structurally simple but that may also serve some basic communica
tive purpose such as "introductions" or "talking about objects in the room." More 
principled methods then differ as to whether the structural aspects of the input 
should be talked about—explained in terms of rules or principles—or whether, ac
cording to the particular ideology adopted, such comments that are directly and 
explicitly about language structure are a waste of time and, hence, out of order. In 
the vast majority of cases, such decisions are made with little or no reference to any 
theory of language learning or language processing. This is not surprising since such 
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theories, if indeed they can be said to exist at all, are in a very early stage of 
development. If whatever fledgling theories in second language research that are 
around were applied without restraint to language teaching practice, the results 
might be much worse than simply applying common sense and the fruits of practical 
experience. We should now know, however, that psycholinguistic theories are cru
cial to a proper theory of language learning. Principles for selection and gradation 
of material tend to be drawn from available linguistic descriptions and general 
educational theory giving an exaggerated impression of orderliness and scientific 
respectability. Second language (psycholinguistic) research has still to come up with 
a host of useful answers on the learning of syntax alone, that is, ignoring for the 
moment all other areas (e.g., phonology, lexis). Yet, if language teaching is to be 
scientifically based, then this is where many of the relevant answers should be 
coming from.1 

Particularly disturbing is the lack of apparent concern about how learners actu
ally process input, about the psychological complexities involved, and about the 
eager reliance on magic or common sense. That is to say, there is too much compla
cent belief in some magical, untested ideology or in a common-sense line of thinking 
that is felt to be a completely worthy substitute for a scientifically based approach. 
In this way language teaching methodology seems to be repeating the history of 
medicine and lagging a long way behind. The people who do not survive the doctor's 
prescriptions are pronounced to have been incurably ill and the people who fail to 
learn languages are pronounced to be incurably stupid. 

Luckily, there are signs of interface between the new research area of theory 
and experimentation on second language learning on the one hand and the practical 
world of language teaching on the other. This is an interface that cannot yet hold 
out much immediate promise of a scientifically based approach to manipulating, or 
"enhancing," language input in the classroom (see, e.g., Lightbown & Spada, 1990). 
The dialogue between different kinds of researchers and practitioners, however, is 
absolutely vital. 

M. Sharwood Smith (1991) looked at different kinds of input enhancement. Here 
the aim will be to examine the concept of input to the language learner, making 
reference to some current theorizing about language processing. Then, some men
tion will be made of what this can tell us about the actions taken by teachers and 
textbook writers specifically with regard to manipulating or enhancing the input so 
that it affects learner knowledge and thereby learner behavior. The thrust of the 
discussion will be to examine the theoretical basis of input enhancement. 

W H A T I S I N P U T ? 

The term input is taken from information processing. The most common meaning 
as used in second language acquisition is language data that the learner is exposed 
to, that is, the learner's experience of the target language in all its various manifesta
tions. Hence, input studies are studies of the "language bath," that is, the actual 
language that the learner is exposed to. Since learners do not take in everything, 
one key question that concerns us here is what part of that information bath actually 
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permeates the learner's mind. Another question is what are the various ways in 
which that information, which we, as outsiders, can observe, is transformed and 
used (i.e., processed) by the learner's mind. 

I n p u t P r o c e s s i n g 

Input, taken literally, is a misleading term. Because we cannot know from observa
tion alone exactly what is processed by the learner at a given moment in time, 
many utterances to which the learner is exposed may contain elements that pass by 
the learner. In other words, the samples of language in question may be registered 
on the researcher's tape recorder as having been available to the learner at a given 
time. They may also be recorded very clearly in the teacher's memory, where 
formal learning is concerned (e.g., as linguistic patterns that were explained to the 
learners by the teacher). However, whether they have been registered consciously 
or subconsciously in the learner's mind is another matter. Fragments of language 
may not even have been heard by the learner. Other fragments may have been 
marked as "unknown" and subject to interpretation by guesswork. Other fragments 
still may have been recognized and processed by the learner's current mental gram
mar. So, this means that the term input will be used, unless otherwise specified, in 
the sense of potentially processible language data which are made available, by 
chance or by design, to the language learner. That part of input that has actually 
been processed by the learner and turned into knowledge of some kind has been 
called intake (see Corder, 1982). However, this notion of processed input (intake) is 
not included in the conventional meaning of input. 

Of course, it must be said that, when interpreting and producing utterances, the 
learner makes use of nonlinguistic input such as gestures and objects in the immedi
ate environment of the recipient, to make sense of all these signals coming from 
outside. That is to say, alongside the utterances, the linguistic signals themselves, 
learners must resort to their knowledge of the world (how people and things tend to 
behave) and their perception of the situation in which communication is taking 
place. In this way a whole host of contextual cues may be used to enrich the 
information coming from the more purely linguistic signals. 

The whole notion of input, taken as it is from information-processing studies, 
implies first a processor, where the input is "put in," and second an end product, the 
result of processing. In other words, what is needed is a theory of what the processor 
is designed to create. Here, 1 used the term register. The input may or may not be 
registered. But what does this mean? What is registered, where is it registered, and 
what does this result in? An explanation of input is meaningless without a theory of 
what the registration process involves. We have, in fact, been teaching languages 
for centuries without any clear idea of the answers to these questions. 

For language teachers and language learning researchers alike, it is important to 
recognize that language proficiency either develops as a response to input or fails to 
grow despite that input. Let us assume that incoming signals have already been 
registered as sound waves or visual signals (in reading) and that this still crude 
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information is passed on for more refined processing. Such input may still be pro
cessed for meaning alone. This means that learners may be exposed to target forms 
that would in principle force them to reorganize their developmental linguistic (inter
language) system but in fact do not bring about any such change. Their develop
mental grammar may have them forming negative statements such as "I no must do 
it." Being exposed to the nativelike order—"I must not do it"—may not necessarily 
bring about a change in that system. They may have processed the utterance simply 
for meaning and not noticed and stored the different structure manifest in the 
input. More precisely, their language acquisition device (LAD) has not noticed any 
worrying aspects of the input, that is, input that should trigger a change in the 
learner's own second language system. The relevant (linguistic) structural properties 
of the utterance have not been registered by the processing system that is geared 
specifically to handle linguistic input (primary linguistic data [see Schwartz, this 
issue)). In other words, the input has not become intake for acquisition. Two exam
ples are given here (using the asterisk (*) to indicate nonnative forms): 

Learning 
Input Understanding (intake for acquisition) Output 
1 must not do it yes no *I no must do it 
I ran home yes no *l runned home 

The learner has assigned a meaning to must not (postauxiliary negation) and ran 
without registering the discrepancy between these forms and the forms that would 
have been generated by his or her own system. We might imagine they are treated 
as errors in the same way as a native speaker would successfully interpret another 
native speaker's utterance where there was a slip of the tongue or pen. Where the 
linguistic form is not processed at all, the meaning can still be recovered by other 
routes (e.g., through the [nonlinguistic] processing of contextual clues). 

Given these two basic possibilities, that is, processing input for meaning and 
processing input for acquisition, it is necessary to have a good idea of what process
ing for acquisition involves. What makes the LAD ready to receive certain input at 
certain times, and what makes it appear to ignore a vast mass of evidence and 
continue, obstinately, as it were, to operate with a system that is in contradiction 
with the target norms as manifest in the input? This also requires us to be specific 
about what is actually acquired, in other words, to have nothing less than a theory 
of language proficiency. Furthermore, language proficiency incorporates a complex 
of skills and knowledge that any theory of language learning must have a lot to say 
about. 

If a given sample of input leads to development in the learner's cognitive system, 
what might that entail?. For most common-sense views as well as some theoretical 
accounts, this involves, at the very least, a distinction between knowledge and the 
ability to activate that knowledge in real time, that is, millisecond by millisecond in 
response to various demands. To discuss this distinction, 1 will use terminology 
derived in part from Chomsky's (1965) familiar but much misunderstood compe
tence/performance distinction and in part from Bialystok's (1987) distinction be
tween analysis of knowledge and control of processing—what I call competence 
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versus control. In addition, one should make a clear distinction, in a manner not 
entirely in agreement with Bialystok's discussions on this issue, between various 
kinds of intuitive knowledge, inaccessible to conscious introspection, and meta
knowledge, that is, knowledge that does involve conscious introspection. These two 
types of knowledge, or mental representation (cognitive structure), will be treated 
here as quite distinct and not as different ends of a continuum. This is in no way an 
eccentric and idiosyncratic view and is in line with Karmiloff-Smith's (1986) views 
with regard to first language development and to the recent ideas expressed by Ray 
Jackendoff (1987) in his book Consciousness and the Computational Mind. Second 
language researchers may also be reminded of Krashen's (1976) monitor hypothesis, 
which involved a rigid separation between conscious and subconscious learning, 
although some of the conclusions he drew from his hypothesis are not the ones that 
will be drawn here. 

A final comment is important here, namely, that the competence/control distinc
tion works for both speaking/writing and listening/reading. This means that some
one might have expanded their knowledge by acquiring a new word or structure 
but still be in the process of gaining full receptive control (fast, efficient listening) as 
well as full productive control (fast, efficient speaking). This means that, without 
further specification, acquired can have a minimal meaning, that is, the meaning 
of an expansion or alteration of the current knowledge (interlanguage grammar). 
Alongside the new or altered knowledge come varying degrees of receptive and 
productive control. In fact, in this model one should distinguish between acquiring 
knowledge and acquiring control as well as between acquiring control over, say, 
speaking and over listening (see M. Sharwood Smith, 1986). 

K n o w l e d g e a n d " R u l e s " 

What do we really mean when we say someone "knows Danish"? In point of fact, 
knowing a language takes on a number of different meanings. The handiest way of 
capturing the psychological idea of knowledge is to see it as a type of mental 
organization. Since someone knows Danish, there must be something in that per
son's head that corresponds to an obvious knowledge of some Danish. Even though 
we are quite unaware of exactly which parts of the physical brain handle that 
knowledge, we do know that at least some of the language system we call Danish is 
"represented" in the complete mental system. In the same way, if you post a letter 
and hear later that it has reached its destination in, say, Armenia, you can safely 
assume there must be a functioning postal system even though you have little idea 
of how it actually works (e.g., the post offices, the routes, the mode of transport). It 
is best to think of linguistic knowledge as a systematized body of mental representa
tions underlying the learner's language use, irrespective of whether those mental 
representations coincide with those of a mature native speaker of the language in 
question and irrespective of how and where they are located in the physical brain. 

The essential insight here is the fact that knowledge is a system that the language 
learner builds up on the basis of exposure to the language; where that exposure 
(input), limited as it may be, leads to the formation of some systematized beliefs 
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about the language, some of which may deviate from the native-speaker norms, we 
can talk of learner knowledge. Knowing does not, then, necessarily involve knowing 
the native-speaker norms. So, if a learner regularly produces goed where native 
speakers produce went, we take this as evidence of learner knowledge that happens 
to deviate from native-speaker knowledge. We do not classify it as a lack of knowl
edge but, rather, as different knowledge. 

The preceding non-norm-oriented use of the term knowledge should help us get 
away from the notion of a language learner's linguistic behavior as being simply 
composed of a combination of two things, errors and nonerrors, where errors means 
deviations from the native-speaker norms. Knowing Danish is not necessarily know
ing native-speaker Danish. It is simply possessing a Danish system of some sort, 
something that people recognize as a type of Danish however they might disapprove 
of it. Indeed, this psycholinguistic use of the term precludes the notion of knowledge 
as somehow existing in the atmosphere just waiting to be sucked up from outside. 
This misconception is, I would argue, encouraged by the use of terms such as 
internalize, as in "the learner internalized rules." To reiterate a point made in an 
earlier paper (M. Sharwood Smith, 1991), the truth of the matter is that the learners 
do not take in the rule: There are no rules floating about to be grabbed and swal
lowed up. They take in—rather internalize—examples of the rule that they use to 
"crack the code." So they in fact create or re-create rule systems on that basis. The 
only thing that is internalized is raw data (input), which, as the term raw indicates, 
must be processed by the learner and turned into mental representations, that is, 
knowledge of some sort. Saying that systematic learner behavior reflects an internal
ized rule is as unhelpful as saying that the patterns on a maple leaf are internalized 
sunshine and internalized rain. Sunshine and water were certainly needed to make 
the maple leaf grow like that, but the internal structure of the leaf is not at all 
determined by the sunshine. This is to an important extent determined biologically, 
long before the maple leaf gets its first welcome drop of rain or ray of sunshine. In 
the same way, a medicine acts upon existing biological mechanisms to create a 
hopefully predictable and beneficial result. Language input may seem to us to be 
more complex than rain or sunshine or even medicine, but it is ineffective without 
some degree of a preexisting programming to make sense of it. In fact, with regard 
to this preexisting system, it should be added that current generative linguistic 
theory has virtually dispensed with the idea of rules in grammar anyway. This 
means that the learner is often seen not as a creator of rules but, rather, as someone 
who uses input to fill out, tune, or reset an already existing set of linguistic principles 
and parameters. In other words, whichever way you look at it, the traditional notion 
of a grammar as a set of linguistic rules to be learned is misleading. 

M e t a k n o w l e d g e 

In Jackendoff's (1987) book, he talks about the way in which we may introspect 
about what we know, and he draws a clear distinction, which I accept, between the 
inaccessible processes that produce ideas and the ideas themselves, which are the 
objects of our conscious deliberations. Hence, if we want to consult what we know 
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about Danish, we produce a sample utterance for silent inspection. The way that 
the Danish sentence is produced remains totally inaccessible to us: Our conscious 
processes merely take as the basis the outcome of those subconscious sentence-
producing processes, that is, a phonological sentence string. In this way we have the 
impression that we are consciously manipulating the language and the rule system, 
but in fact we are relying on the end product of entirely inaccessible processes. It is 
as though you issue a series of commands to yourself, to your mind, and the mind 
then goes off to execute the tasks without revealing anything about where or how it 
does it. You wait patiently for the result, and then you issue further commands as 
appropriate. Whether the commands are obeyed is beyond your control. The system 
does what it can for you and no more. As Jackendoff maintains, no activity of the 
mind is conscious: We engage various processes, or computations, and are aware 
only of their outcome (as states of mind rather than "computational" activities) 
(Jackendoff, 1987, pp. 45-46). In this way the role of awareness is vastly reduced 
from that which we might otherwise assume to be the case. At most we are aware 
of a succession of states. Furthermore, as far as conscious introspection itself is 
concerned, this is taken care of by a separate language introspection processor. This 
is different from other specialized processors such as the grammatical processor, the 
phonological processor, the pragmatic processor, and so forth. 

We can say that in most normal everyday language use we are not especially 
aware of following rules; we even select many of the words automatically. We are 
more concerned with expressing our thoughts and understanding what people are 
saying. It is possible, however, to shilt our attention to the sounds, letters, words, 
and constructions we are using. A good term for this is going into the (slow, analytic, 
introspective) meta mode. The mode usually adopted for fast, spontaneous language 
use would be the (faster, unreflecting) sub-meta or default mode. 

Metalanguage and its associated adjective metalinguistic refer to ways in which 
language and particularly the language system is seen and exploited as an object of 
conscious attention. 

To create metaknowledge we need a metalanguage with which we can organize 
our reflections into a system of explicit rules and principles. Hence, a linguist or 
language teacher when drawing attention to the formal properties of a language 
(or interlanguage) will employ metalanguage, a set of terms to talk about it—for 
example, 

These verbs all take the preposition of. 

Hence, metalinguistic awareness is the awareness of language as an object: It may 
appear spontaneously in children who know nothing of such terms as verbs and 
prepositions but who try to exploit what they are aware of, for their amusement, by 
creating rhymes and linguistic jokes (word play). 

Looking at things from a developmental point of view, Karmiloff-Smith (1986) 
sees metalinguistic awareness as an optional final step, qualitatively different from 
previous steps in the acquisition of linguistic competence. Young mother tongue 
learners may reorganize their perceptions of some structural area of the language 
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in order to represent it in such a way as to be open to conscious awareness. This 
does not replace previous representations, it would seem, but, as I described just 
now, provides an optional extra over and above the subconscious grasp of the rule 
system in question. 

Metalinguistic awareness may be deliberately nurtured during formal education 
and refined by means of analytic activities such as parsing sentences and finding 
synonyms for words. In this case a descriptive terminology, a metalanguage, must 
be developed by the teacher/linguist [synonym being one example), and these terms 
may be used to create formulae, in other words, rules or principles for formally 
expressing the observed regularities of the language system. Such formalization of 
metalinguistic awareness we may call metalinguistic knowledge. So, preschool chil
dren may be metalinguistically aware when they make a play on words, but they 
need metalinguistic knowledge to explain why it is a joke. They get this kind of 
knowledge during formal education from the moment they learn to count the num
ber of syllables there are in a particular word. In the same way learners learning a 
dead language such as Latin or Greek may acquire a vast metalinguistic knowledge 
of the language without having all that much in the way of competence in the sense 
of that once possessed by ancient Greeks or Romans. There are simply no ancient 
Roman or ancient Greek native speakers around. Translating from or into the dead 
language would seem to be a metalinguistic activity par excellence, although we 
cannot absolutely rule out some intuitive grasp of these languages simply by virtue 
of being exposed to continuous written texts where these are designed primarily to 
convey messages rather than demonstrate a grammatical rule (for a discussion of 
more modern ways of teaching classical languages, see J . Sharwood Smith, 1977). 

It is still an open question as to how much conscious awareness of the formal 
properties of language, and hence instruction based on inducing this awareness, 
actually helps the development of spontaneous language use (see Rutherford, 1987; 
Rutherford & Sharwood Smith, 1985; M. Sharwood Smith, 1980, 1991). In any case 
it is useful to talk of metalinguistic ability as something that involves a scale of 
knowledge ranging from the fairly primitive kind that very young children have, 
more easily captured by the term awareness, to what the literary scholar and espe
cially the creative writer has, not forgetting the highly sophisticated technical knowl
edge possessed by descriptive and theoretical linguists when they talk about lan
guage structure. 

( P r o c e s s i n g ) C o n t r o l 

Turning now to what we do with the knowledge we possess, how we activate it, it is 
necessary to distinguish between the information system, knowledge that remains 
even when we are sleeping, as it were, and the activities undertaken to make that 
information work for us millisecond by millisecond in actual message production 
and message interpretation. 

Following Bialystok (1987), the term control will be used here (standing for on
line processing control). This will be used to refer to the productive and receptive 
control possessed by the language user over the knowledge he or she has of various 
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aspects of the linguistic system. Associated terms, perhaps more familiar to many, 
would be skill (as opposed to knowledge), degrees of fluency, and automaticity. 
Hence, hesitant linguistic behavior may be attributed to a lack of relevant knowl
edge, but it also might be attributed to the actual possession of the relevant knowl
edge without fluent control over that knowledge. I may know how to say, "Look 
out, there's a car coming!" but I may not have sufficient control over that knowledge 
to shout it out suddenly and spontaneously—not that this will be much consolation 
to the relatives of the dear departed, perhaps less familiar with such fine psycholin
guistic distinctions. 

Controlling means getting hold of and assembling the relevant information, that 
is, processing it for various different purposes. Low control over knowledge means 
that knowledge is available but can be accessed only under optimal conditions, that 
is, the accessing and on-line manipulation process requires more-than-average time 
or freedom from distraction. The notion of processing control allows us to separate 
out those factors of language ability that we want to call knowledge and those factors 
that have to do with deployment of knowledge in actual performance millisecond by 
millisecond. 

As already suggested, control refers to both performance involving reception 
(listening and reading) and performance involving production (speaking and writing) 
(see Bialystok & Sharwood Smith, 1985). However, since control is always control of 
something, in terms of actual performance control is very strongly implicated in the 
everyday use of the term proficiency. To be proficient in a language includes the 
idea of being able to efficiently control what you know. Someone who knows some
thing but cannot control it efficiently in, say, normal conversation would not, in this 
everyday sense, be thought of as being proficient in that language. The everyday 
use of the term competence, unlike Chomsky's use of it, also has this implication. 

To get a better idea of the difference between knowledge and control, one may 
think of knowledge itself as knowing, say, that a library has two floors, that there 
are two sections in that library, and that the fiction section is on the first floor and 
the nonfiction is on the second floor (see Bialystok & Sharwood Smith, 1985). This 
knowledge stays with us whatever we are doing. What we do with that knowledge 
is a very different thing. Control has to do with the ability to use knowledge to 
perform a whole range of specific tasks such as efficiently "getting two fiction books 
and three nonfiction books out of the library." The same knowledge, in other words, 
may be accessed and combined in many different ways. Hence, getting knowledge 
is different from getting control. Knowing the makeup of a library, that is, how it is 
organized, is one thing. Using the library swiftly and effectively is another. The 
same goes for the mental language system, which is at the disposal of the language 
user. Knowing a word or structure is different from knowing how to produce or 
understand it efficiently. 

It is important to appreciate that control of processing involves all kinds of pro
cessing and, with respect to language processing, involves both the meta mode, 
where the introspection processor (following Jackendoff, 1987) is operational, and 
the sub-meta mode, where the learner is not continuously attending consciously to 
the various steps in processing. Hence, we can distinguish between learners who, 
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while communicating a message, are assembling morphological structure with rela
tive lack of fluency and learners who, when given an additional task to attend to 
some formal property, are performing this task with relative lack of fluency. In other 
words, control is a dimension of both modes. Take a recent study by VanPatten 
(1990), for example. Subjects at different levels of proficiency were asked to perform 
a number of tasks involving the simultaneous reading for meaning and reading to 
identify some formal aspect of the message, lexical item, definite article, or verb 
morpheme. VanPatten was interested in establishing the effect of forcing subjects 
into what I call the meta mode while performing a task that otherwise might require 
no conscious attention to form. To the extent that the advanced subjects were able 
to do rather well when asked to count the occurrences of a lexical item at the same 
time as they strove to understand the text itself, we can say one of two things. One 
possibility is their processing for meaning was highly efficient; they had high control 
over the appropriate processing mechanisms such that this freed up processing 
space for attending to form. Alternatively, we can say that their processing for 
meaning was average but they were highly skilled at (i.e., had a high degree of 
control over) the introspection processes aimed at identifying and counting the 
target form. The direction of VanPatten's research question was the former. It is, 
indeed, generally thought that conscious introspection is a relatively laborious pro
cess and that it is serial in nature (i.e., proceeds from one step to the other and not 
swiftly, with tasks done concurrently, in parallel). Therefore, where a decline in 
performance is identified by the researcher when comparing performance with a 
meta task to performance with no meta task, then it is the metalinguistic activity 
that is seen as eating into the time to be devoted to processing for meaning, hence, 
VanPatten's interpretation of the reported results for the less advanced learners 
indicating a drop in comprehension with increasing metalinguistic demands rather 
than a drop in metalinguistic activity because of increasing demands on processing 
for meaning. One could equally study introspective processing itself and document 
the decreasing efficiency with which subjects were able to perform the metalinguis
tic task as the processing-for-meaning tasks were made more demanding. 

The main point here is that we can see that the two types of processing are 
different and that one can have different degrees of knowledge and different degrees 
of control in either mode. Also, it would be a mistake to associate metalinguistic 
operations, the activities of Jackendoffs conscious introspective processor, with la-
boriousness per se. Skilled writers and orators may achieve high degrees of control 
when performing metalinguistic tasks (see also Bialystok, 1987). However, the fact 
that all native speakers, by definition, acquire high degrees of control over compe
tence and only some experts can perform complex metalinguistic tasks such as 
translation, poetry, and after-dinner speeches, apparently without great effort, would 
lend further weight to the different nature of the two types of knowledge or at least 
the different status of the processing mechanisms designed to access and manipulate 
them. One might also add the observation here that to be categorized as a native 
speaker does not involve much metalinguistic prowess, so for a second language 
learner, becoming a native speaker does not imply acquiring metalinguistic knowl-
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edge. Its inclusion in a standard teaching program can only be justified if it can be 
proved that it has a facilitative effect on the development of non-metaknowledge or 
skill. 

M o d u l a r i t y 

As suggested earlier—and this is pretty uncontroversial stated in general t e rms-
language learner behavior does not reflect a single, albeit complex, system but a 
battery of quite different systems each obeying different principles. For example, 
learning how to assemble complex syntactic structures is driven by one system, 
while learning how to match words from available resources to particular situations, 
speaking appropriately as well as accurately, is driven by quite another system. 
Treating the language user as a battery of sometimes quite independent systems is 
called the modular approach (see Fodor, 1983, for a classic example). This requires 
us to redefine more precisely what we mean by LAD. This term was much used in 
the 1970s and is really a cover term for all the various language mechanisms in the 
mind that are supposed to be responsible for creating a grammar from the language 
experience that a learner, notably the young first language learner, undergoes. One 
implication here is a modular one in that the LAD is supposed to be "special," that 
is, different from what drives the learning of other skills and areas of knowledge. 
Using the term LAD also has the advantage of focusing on the process of language 
development without involving the idea that the learner is consciously and intention
ally controlling every aspect of learning. With the LAD, learning just "happens"; it 
does not require any real conscious planning or instruction. The LAD itself, however, 
must also be modular if language involves a complex of sometimes highly distinct 
and separate subsystems. This means that input into the LAD must be input that is 
split up and processed by separate, modular systems. The morphology is analyzed 
by the morphological system, the pragmatics by a pragmatic system, and so on. 
Some systems are guided by the inborn constraints on language structure, whereas 
others are not. In other words, if the L in LAD truly means language and not just 
grammar or crucial aspects of grammar, then the automatic association between 
LAD and rich innate structure must be dropped (see Chomsky, 1980, on pragmatic 
competence). In addition, there is this suggestion by Jackendoff (1987) that there is 
such a thing as a language introspection processor which is specifically geared to 
make available to conscious awareness aspects of language form. This, at least, is 
the message that comes from the literature oh cognition and language processing. 
Putting it mildly, the complexity of what the human mind is able to do with and 
without conscious thought is awe inspiring. 

Summary 

The logic of what has been said so far when we are considering the possible effects 
of directing the learner's attention to specific aspects of the input is, then, that 
we should assume that we are engaging a whole battery of different processing 
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mechanisms. As the language is presented to the learner, in the normal course of 
events at any rate, the subset of signals that might have been registered in some 
way can then be.divided as follows: 

1. those that are fleetingly registered in short-term memory and then lost without any 
further analysis; 

2. those that are interpreted by just any available processors that will yield an interpreta
tion, such as those involving inferencing using real-world knowledge; and 

3. those that are registered by the learning device as violating the learner's current language 
system and therefore triggering some sort of restructuring of that system. 

This still leaves open the role of the introspective processor and, on analogy with 
number 3, we may assume that if the learner is already attending to form, then 
some signals will conform to the learner's current metalinguistic beliefs and some 
signals will not. If any contradiction is noticed, this may serve to trigger a reformula
tion of the learner's current metalinguistic account of the language in question. 
Some assume, suggest, hope, and pray that it will also trigger a change in the 
learner's underlying intuitions about the language, their competence. We now know 
that this is an empirical question. 

I N P U T E N H A N C E M E N T V E R S U S C O N S C I O U S N E S S - R A I S I N G 

Teachers and textbook writers often feel the need to direct the learner's attention in 
particular directions, and when they want to draw the learner's attention to some 
aspect of the target language, they resort to various techniques. The most obvious of 
these is simply providing an example and explicitly discussing the relevant structural 
properties—for instance, pointing out that gegen, a German preposition, takes a 
particular case ending, namely, the accusative case. This kind of "attention-drawing" 
activity is referred to in my earlier work (M. Sharwood Smith, 1980) as conscious
ness-raising. I have now switched to the term input enhancement. The difference 
between these two terms is what they assume regarding the input/intake dichotomy. 
Consciousness-raising implies that the learner's mental state is altered by the input; 
hence, all input is intake. Input enhancement implies only that we can manipulate 
aspects of the input but make no further assumptions about the consequences of 
that input on the learner. To be absolutely clear, this is teacher-induced or externally 
induced input enhancement. I previously discussed input enhancement in second 
language learning (M. Sharwood Smith, 1991), that is, how certain features of lan
guage input to learners become salient. I suggested that there are different ways of 
making input salient and different ways in which such salience may affect the learn
er's knowledge and performance in the second language. 

I n p u t S a l i e n c e : R e s e a r c h a n d I m p l i c a t i o n s f o r T e a c h i n g 

The term consciousness-raising, at least as I used it in my 1980 paper (see also 
Rutherford, 1987; Rutherford & Sharwood Smith, 1985), denotes a deliberate focus 
on the formal properties of language with a view toward facilitating the development 
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of second language knowledge. This focus can be initiated by the teacher or it can 
be self-initiated by the learner. 

Recently, a number of studies have looked at the effect of corrective feedback, in 
essence a form of consciousness-raising. In these investigations, second language 
theory rather than teaching methodology per se has been used as the general 
context in which research is conducted. One way of categorizing different types of 
induced salience is by using the negative/positive dichotomy, which is part and 
parcel of learnability theory. Positive input enhancement would simply make more 
salient certain correct forms in the input. Negative input enhancement would flag 
given forms as incorrect, thus signaling to the learner that they have violated the 
target norms. Another dimension would be the degree of elaboration involved (a 
term I used in my 1980 paper). Color coding, say, case marking or gender distinctions 
in the definite article, or boldfacing given types of construction would be an unelabo 
rated form of salience, with no appeal to metalinguistic knowledge. The oral equiva
lents to this would presumably be special stress and intonation and use of gesture. 
Pointing out and explaining a construction using metalinguistic terminology would 
be a highly elaborate form of enhancing the input. It would require that the learner 
be trained in the appropriate concepts and terms, and the time taken to do this 
would have to be justified by a corresponding facilitation in learning. These various 
categories and levels of input enhancement may form the basis of controlled experi
mentation. 

Input enhancement can, it would seem, come in many different forms. In the 
Tomasello and Herron (1988, 1989) investigations, for example, the idea was to 
capitalize on the learners' own analogizing tendencies and artificially induce interlin
gual overgeneralization or first language transfer errors. Learners would then be 
confronted with their own production, which would then be marked as incorrect. In 
learnability terms they are made to generate their own negative evidence with a 
little help from their teacher. The tactic adopted assumes a hypothesis-testing model 
of learning that crucially requires the learner to know what is not possible as well as 
what is possible. Corrective feedback is vital, in other words. The input was accord
ingly enhanced with error flags, and the effectiveness of the technique, to the extent 
that it was demonstrated in these experiments, was supposed to be largely due to 
the fact that the learners had not simply been told what was incorrect with input 
from the teachers but led up the garden path, into error, and produced their own 
examples. This implies that self-generated input has a privileged status. The use of 
such techniques raises important questions about processing that need to be ad
dressed by the experiments. It also raises questions about the learning device and 
the character of the linguistic input. Learning lexical aspects of second language 
may be driven by hypothesis formation and negative evidence. Other areas of 
second language may not. 

Other input enhancement techniques aimed at providing error flags on given 
forms and construction include nonlinguistic signals such as when the teacher gasps 
or makes a funny face on hearing an error, an apparently effective technique in the 
Montreal experiments (see, e.g., Lightbown & Spada, 1990). 
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C O N C L U S I O N 

One conclusion we can draw when considering available models of processing and 
the different kinds of linguistic input enhancement used by teachers and researchers 
is that a considerable volume of research has yet to take place before we can hope 
to compete meaningfully with the LAD. The LAD, after all, does a pretty good job 
highlighting different aspects of the input in its own fairly unfathomable way and, as 
a result, causes development to take place. The modest successes and failures logged 
so far by people pioneering research into this area definitely provides us with a 
challenge, and the most logical place to start is in areas where learners have appar
ently reached a learning plateau or fossilized. The form such experiments take, 
however, needs to be informed by current theories about the nature of attention 
and consciousness, Jackendoff s (1987) study proving a prime example. This means 
a serious interdisciplinary component to the research. 

Another conclusion is that input enhancement research and its results must be 
set within the context of a modular view of language and language learning: We 
should refrain from generalizing across modules. Imagine, for example, that the 
Tomasello and Herron (1988, 1989) results, if generally accepted as valid, were 
immediately generalized across all areas of second language. This would be an 
unwarranted implication but one that is quite likely to be made given the fuzzy 
view of the learning device that many people have. Finally, language teachers need 
to be involved in this kind of research not only, for practical reasons, because, as 
Spada and Lightbown's (this issue) "rogue teacher" data suggest, they may already 
be intuitively producing input enhancement that is effective and, hence, theoreti
cally interesting. 

N O T E 

1. lib unfortunately beyond the scope of this paper to analyze all the various language teaching methods 
currently to use In the tight of Ideas discussed in this article. 
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