
Interaction 

Interaction refers to conversations between learners and others, and the Interaction Hypothesis 

focuses on how such interactions might affect acquisition. First and foremost, the Interaction 

Hypothesis believes that acquisition is input dependent; that is, like all mainstream SLA models and 

theories, the data for learners reside in the communicative language they are exposed to. The 

Interaction Hypothesis goes one step further, though, and claims that through interactions learners 

may be led to notice things they wouldn’t notice otherwise, and this noticing can affect acquisition. 

How learners are led to notice things can happen in several ways, including the following:  

• input modifications: the other speaker adjusts his or her speech due to perceived difficulties 

in learner comprehension (see caretaker speech);  

• feedback: the other speaker indicates in some way that the learner has produced something 

non-native-like. 

 

According to the Interaction Hypothesis, both input modifications and feedback can bring something 

in the input into the learner’s focal attention at a given moment, offering an opportunity to perceive 

and process some piece of language the learner might miss otherwise. Following is an interaction that 

occurred in a men’s locker room after a tennis match. Bob is the native speaker and Tom is the non-

native (of Chinese L1 background). Dave, Tom’s tennis partner, was absent that day and a substitute 

played for him. 

Bob: So where’s Dave?  
Tom: He vacation.  
Bob: He’s on vacation?  
Tom: Yes, on vacation. 

In this interaction, Tom produced a non-native sentence ‘He vacation.’ Bob responded with what is 

called a confirmation check. Using rising intonation, he wanted to see if he understood Tom correctly: 

‘He’s on vacation?’ We can deduce from the interchange that this confirmation check brought the pre- 

position ‘on’ into Tom’s focal attention, but not the contracted copular verb ’s on the end of ‘He.’ 

Hence, Tom repeats the preposition. In this episode, the confirmation check is a type of 

“conversational feedback” to the learner. As feedback, it provides information that something wasn’t 

quite right, but at the same time it is a natural part of the conversation and is not seen as error 

correction. Other such devices include comprehension checks (e.g., Do you understand?) and 

clarification requests (e.g., I’m sorry. I didn’t understand or What was that?). All such devices 

somehow move the interaction toward isolating something for the learner, again bringing that 

something into focal awareness or attention.  

Related Key Terms are negotiation of meaning, uptake, and output/ Output Hypothesis, and the 

reader is also directed to the Key Issue What are the roles of input and output in SLA? Scholars most 

associated with interaction include Susan Gass, Alison Mackey, Michael Long, and Teresa Pica, among 

others. 

 

 

 



Interlanguage 

[The relatively systematic transition from initial knowledge of a language-learner’s (near-) native 

proficiency during the process of language acquisition. Often manifested as an unstable set of 

productive characteristics, interlanguage includes the rules of both the native language and the target 

language as well as a set of rules that belongs to neither, but rather manifests universal principles 

inherent in the language-learner’s competence.] 

Interlanguage is a term coined in 1972 by Larry Selinker and was intended to describe the 

competence of L2 learners and the source of that competence. As originally conceived, the idea was 

that learners possessed a special competence (or language) that was independent of the L1 and also 

independent of the L2, even though it might show influences from both. Interlanguage is a 

systematic...whose origins are found in three basic concepts: (1) L1 transfer; (2) overgeneralization 

from L2 patterns; and (3) fossilization. According to the original tenets of interlanguage, the vast 

majority of L2 learners (95 percent) have an interlanguage. That is, they do not have and normally do 

not obtain a native-like competence. Since the early 1970s, other terms have arisen that are used 

instead of interlanguage, or as a synonym for it, including the developing system, approximative 

systems, learner language, idiosyncratic dialects, and others. All have in common that what a learner 

knows at a given time is ruled governed and systematic. Thus, it behaves like any other natural 

language.  

Interlanguage Transfer (Selinker & Gauss) 

By definition, interlanguage transfer is the influence of one L2 (using the broad sense of this term) 

over another. Interlanguage transfer raises a number of important theoretical issues. Does the 

gradually acquired knowledge of a language beyond the second make a difference in the types of 

transfer seen? How is knowledge of a prior interlanguage used (or not used) in the addition of a third, 

fourth, or fifth language? When there is evidence of interlanguage transfer, how does this relate to 

influence from the first language? Just as there exists, under certain conditions, reverse transfer from 

interlanguage back into the native language, there is a parallel set of influences from interlanguage 

back into previous interlanguages, from earlier interlanguages into newly developing ones and even 

from various interlanguages back into the native language. Most importantly for current theories of 

language transfer, based on solely two languages in the multi- lingual mind, what are the principles 

that block native language transfer in the domain of multiple language acquisition and that encourage 

(or discourage) fossilization? What principles (other than those discussed earlier) have been 

suggested for the facilitation of interlanguage transfer and the often concomitant blocking of native 

language transfer?  

In attacking a key question in this research area, Klein (1995) asked whether knowledge of more than 

one language facilitates the acquisition of additional languages within a Universal Grammar (UG) 

model of acquisition.  She tested matched groups of monolinguals (English as an L2) and 

multilinguals learning English as a third or fourth language on the acquisition of (a) lexical learning 

and (b) syntactic learning. She found that multilinguals out-performed monolinguals in both types of 

learning and concluded that multilinguals develop qualities that help trigger UG parameters. The 

qualities were metalinguistic awareness and enhanced lexical learning, as proposed by Thomas 

(1988), and a less conservative learning procedure, as proposed by Zobl (1992). For the view that 

multilinguals are better learners than monolinguals, there is both supporting evidence (e.g., Ramsay, 

1980) and nonsupporting evidence (Nayak, Hansen, Krueger, and McLaughlin, 1990). The possibility 

of transfer as a facilitation strategy (cf. Corder, 1967) is not discussed in these references but could be 



a central variable in answering this question. Other studies in multiple language acquisition could be 

reread as supporting the positive versus negative effects of interlanguage transfer in terms of mental 

structuring and organization of the bilingual lexicon. Abunuwara (1992) measured interference 

effects among Arabic L1 speakers with Hebrew and English as second languages. Her results suggest 

(a) a coordinate (independent) relation among the two nonnative languages, (b) a compound 

(interdependent) relation between the native language and the weakest nonnative language, and (c) 

an intermediate relation between the native language and the strongest nonnative language. 

Language similarity and its effects have been discussed by a number of researchers in the area of 

multiple language acquisition studies (De Angelis, 1999; Dewaele, 1998; Ringbom, 1987; Selinker and 

Baumgartner-Cohen, 1995; Stedje, 1977; Vildomec, 1963; Williams and Hammarberg, 1998). 

Vildomec (1963) made the observation, which researchers are still evaluating and testing today, that 

in early L3 production certain functors, such as prepositions, articles, and conjunctions, tend to come 

from the second language and not the native language. This may occur even when the two languages 

are not phonetically similar.  

The use of function words from a second language rather than the native language in third language 

production has also been discussed in Stedje (1977), Ringbom (1987), and Williams and 

Hammarberg (1998). Stedje (1977), who examined Finnish learners of German as a third language 

with Swedish as the second, found that function words were predominantly transferred from the 

second language rather than from the native language.  

In a study examining the data of essays written in English (L3) by Finnish students with Swedish as a 

second language, Ringbom (1987) found 187 instances of complete language switches from Swedish 

L2 and only 8 from Finnish L1; in the instances of transfer from Swedish, 67% of the lexical items 

were content words and 33% were function words. Williams and Hammarberg (1998, p. 296) 

examined instances of what they called “non-adapted language switches” (i.e., transfer without 

modification) in a two-year longitudinal study of a learner of Swedish as a third language whose 

native language was English and first interlanguage was German. An important finding was that, even 

when no direct similarity could be found, some German L2 lexical or structural features were present 

in the learner’s Swedish L3. The authors proposed that the German second language was activated in 

parallel to the third language.  

Cenoz (2001) discussed a number of factors that might influence cross-linguistic influence in general 

(e.g., age, context of use, proficiency) and provided empirical evidence on the acquisition of English 

by Spanish/ Basque bilinguals, with some dominant in one language and others dominant in the 

other. She found that linguistic distance is one factor. Basque is unrelated to Spanish or English and 

there was greater evidence of transfer from Spanish to English than from Basque to English. This was 

the case for all learners regardless of language dominance. Language distance is not the only factor. 

Age is another, with older learners show- ing more cross-linguistic influence than younger children. 

There are language-related factors as well, with more transfer of content words than function words. 

An interesting finding is that, when words in English are “foreignized,” only Spanish words are at the 

base and not Basque words.  

If the results of some of these studies could be shown to exist longitudinally, we would have evidence 

not only of the existence of interlanguage transfer but also of its persistence. If this were indeed 

shown, we could return to one crucial conclusion about theories of language transfer: theories of 

language transfer that purport to be general must include multiple language acquisition where 

interlanguage transfer is common and should in principle show that transfer effects exist 



longitudinally. It is clear that language transfer from one interlanguage to another and the principles 

blocking native language influence must be incorporated into any general theory of transfer. 

 

Motivation 

Teachers, learners and researchers will all agree that a high motivation and a positive attitude 

towards a second language and its community help second-language learning. However, when it 

comes to systematically investigating the effect of motivation on language learning, it appears that it 

is a rather difficult concept to operationalise. Everyone will agree that motivation is related to 

someone’s ‘drive’ to achieve something, but what is the exact nature of motivation and how can we 

measure it? A very influential definition is given by Gardner and Lambert (1972), who distinguish 

integrative motivation and instrumental motivation. 

Integrative motivation is based on an interest in the second language and its culture and refers to the 

intention to become part of that culture. Most research that has been done in this area investigates 

integrative motivation. Commonly, this is done by self-reporting in which learners answer a set of 

questions about their attitudes towards the second-language community, their interest in foreign 

languages and their desire to learn the second language. In a similar way to aptitude, several batteries 

were developed to measure motivation and attitude. The most influential test battery is the Attitude 

and Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) by Gardner (1985). It includes 130 items, measuring all kinds of 

factors that affect motivation and attitude, like language anxiety, parental encouragement and, of 

course, all the factors underlying Gardner’s definition of motivation. As its name implies, in the AMTB 

the learner’s attitude is incorporated into motivation, in the sense that a positive attitude is argued to 

increase motivation. The idea that attitude does not always reinforce motivation is exemplified by 

what has been called ‘Machiavellian motivation’ (Oller and Perkins, 1978): learners may strongly 

dislike the second- language community and want to learn the second language to manipulate and 

prevail over people in that community. In most cases, however, a positive attitude will strengthen 

motivation, whereas a negative attitude will negatively affect motivation. 

Instrumental motivation is based on a more practical need to communicate in the second language. In 

its purest form, this type of motivation is sometimes referred to as the ‘Carrot and Stick’ type: the 

learner wants to learn the second language to gain something ‘now’ from it. To test if this type of 

motivation affects success in second-language learning, Gardner and Macintyre (1991) awarded $10 

to students who succeeded in a vocabulary learning task. They found that learners did better when 

they were awarded, but that the extra effort ceased when the reward was taken away, indicating that 

‘eternal influences and incentives will affect the strength of the learner’s motivation’, as R. Ellis (1994: 

509) points out.  

Although researchers claim to investigate different types of motivation, it is difficult if not impossible 

to strictly separate the types. Apart from very specific studies, like the one by Gardner and MacIntyre 

(1991) mentioned in the previous paragraph, it is hard to make separate claims about these types. 

Gardner’s original definition was based on naturalistic language learning in Canada and cannot be 

simply generalised to other learning situations. For instance, a learner who learns a second language 

in a classroom situation may have an integrative motivation to learn the language, but at the same 

time an instrumental motivation to get high grades. Moreover, apart from these external types of 

motivation, a learner may also be intrinsically motivated. But whatever the exact nature of motivation 

may be, significant correlations (around 0.40) have been found between self-reported motivation 



(usually focussed on the integrative type) and success in L2 learning, which could suggest that 

motivation is one of the predictors of success in L2 learning. 

A relevant question, however, is whether success should be seen as the result or as the cause of 

motivation. In Gardner and Lambert’s definition, success is an integral part of motivation, but others 

argue that success arouses motivation: learners may like what they are good at. After all, a correlation 

does not say anything about cause and effect. Probably, motivation and success affect each other 

interactively, which points to a possible interaction between motivation and aptitude. 

In the literature on motivation, two methodological pitfalls of motivation research are regularly 

mentioned. The first is that, since motivation research is based on self-report, it cannot be 

determined what the learner’s actual effort is. The actual effort is closely related to the second point: 

short-term motivation. The questionnaires usually enquire about the learner’s goals, desires and 

attitudes in the long term, while the actual effort requires short-term motivation. The analogy with 

smoking may illustrate this: smokers may express the long-term desire to quit smoking, but will keep 

on lighting their cigarettes today. A learner may have a strong desire to learn a language, but does not 

feel like learning vocabulary items. As most motivation studies are based on self-report, no 

conclusions can be drawn about the actual (short-term) effort. 

Recent developments in motivation are outlined by Dörnyei (2001), who mentions several new areas 

of motivation: social motivation, motivation from a process- oriented perspective, a neurobiological 

explanation of motivation and task motivation. From this, it becomes clear that there is a need to 

move away from the limited traditional division into instrumental and integrative motivation. The 

new conceptualisation of motivation from a dynamic point of view seems particularly promising, as in 

the course of the acquisition process, the level of motivation will constantly change due to a wide 

range of interrelated factors. Also the research methodology has lately seen major improvements. 

Besides improved methods of analysis used in quantitative studies, more qualitative approaches 

involving thinking out loud protocols may help unravel the true nature of motivation. 

 

Performance 

Performance is a term that stands in direct contrast to competence or under- lying mental 

representation of language. Whereas these latter terms refer to implicit knowledge that speakers 

have about language, performance refers to what people do with language when communicating. A 

speaker “knows” what a language allows and disallows, even though through that person’s speech, 

one might not be able to discern the full range of allowances and disallowances. Recursion is one 

example. Recursion refers to embedding as in The horse fell; The horse that was raced past the barn 

fell; The horse that was raced past the barn that was built by Farmer McKenzie fell; The horse that 

was raced past the barn that was built by Farmer McKenzie who was killed in 2009 fell; and so on. A 

speaker knows all these sentences are possible and that theoretically one could indefinitely embed. 

However, in terms of performance, no one embeds indefinitely. Performance is limited by such things 

as working memory (how much information can be stored on a millisecond by millisecond basis), 

fatigue (resulting in slips of the tongue, errors in usage), style of language, and so on. In other words, 

there are performance factors that limit what people do with language even though they know more 

than what they can do.  

In research, the distinction between competence and performance becomes important because if the 

researcher is interested in what an L2 learner implicitly knows about language, then speech may not 



be the best indicator of that underlying competence. Just because a learner doesn’t produce 

something doesn’t mean he or she doesn’t know something. As for understanding what learners’ 

competences disallow, collected speech samples would not reveal such information. A researcher can 

only find out what learners’ competences disallow by creating tests that specifically tap that 

knowledge. 

 

Language Acquisition Device 

The Language Acquisition Device (LAD) is an older term coined by Noam Chomsky in the 1960s to 

describe an innate or biological endowment for language and language acquisition. According to 

Chomsky, children cannot possibly acquire a first language by mimicking, hypothesis testing, or 

general- izing from input data because such strategies would lead them down the wrong paths (e.g., 

wrong hypotheses) and cause delays in acquisition. What is more, Chomsky noted that the language 

to which children are exposed does not contain all the data they need to wind up with native-like 

compe- tence (see poverty of the stimulus). Yet, children are known to be rather successful at 

language acquisition with most parts of the formal properties of language in place prior to school age. 

To account for the phenomenon of rapid and successful acquisition, Chomsky said that children have 

a LAD that guides and constrains acquisition, a device that removes a lot of guess work. Since the 

1960s, Chomsky has refined his ideas and no longer speaks of LAD, but instead refers to Universal 

Grammar, an innate knowledge source that governs the shape of natural languages. 

 

Universal Grammar 

Within the linguistic tradition—at least since Noam Chomsky’s arrival on the scene in the 1950s—has 

been the idea that children do not come to the task of language acquisition as tabulae rasae. That is, 

children are not blank slates upon which linguistic data imprint themselves. They are not little 

mimics who merely repeat what they hear around them. Instead, children are seen to be active 

creators of a linguistic system and are guided by innate knowl- edge called Universal Grammar. The 

role of Universal Grammar is to constrain and guide acquisition, to limit the “hypotheses” that 

children can make about how language behaves. Universal Grammar is innate, meaning that children 

are born with Universal Grammar as part of their biological makeup. The human species is thus DNA-

coded for language. Universal Grammar consists of abstract principles as well as variations on 

principles called parameters. An example of a principle might be “All sentences must have subjects 

that have a particular structural relationship to verbs.” (The structural relationship is an abstract 

notion defined by Universal Grammar.) A parameter related to this principle might be “Languages 

may allow null subjects. If they do, then X, Y, and Z must happen. If they do not allow null subjects, 

then X, Y, and Z don’t happen.” Null subjects refers to the absence of overt subject pronouns, such as 

in Spanish, Italian, and Arabic, where a simple verb, habla, means ‘he speaks’ and no overt ‘he’ is 

needed. (We will ignore X, Y, and Z in order to not get swamped by technical details about the null 

subject parameter.) Thus, both principles and parameters account for the variation we see in the 

world’s languages. For example, let’s imagine there are 10 principles (there are more in actuality). 

Let’s further imagine that these 10 principles all have some kind of parametric variation such that 

there are a and b versions of each. This would mean that just with these 10 principles with their 2 

variations each, we can account for 2 × 2 × 2 × 2 × 2 × 2 × 2 × 2 × 2 × 2 = 1024 possible languages. If 

we take the case of sentential subjects, children are born “knowing” that languages require subjects. 



They are not born knowing, however, that the language they are learning is a null subject language or 

not a null subject language. Linguistic data they hear provide the evidence for the possibility of null 

subjects. Once the child’s grammar determines the language is null subject, X, Y, and Z are 

automatically “triggered” as additional properties of the grammar. This kind of process greatly 

reduces the time it would take to learn languages, and constrains the development of the child’s 

grammar. This is why children make only certain possible errors while not making other equally 

possible errors if they were, say, merely calculating frequencies or making hypo- theses based on 

linear word order. (See also the Key Term innatist position.) Although Universal Grammar is pretty 

much accepted as part of the child’s L1 language making capacity, its status in SLA has been hotly 

debated. Some have taken the side that it is completely available to L2 learners, others that it is not 

available at all, and still others take various middle positions. Many scholars are associated with the 

application of Universal Grammar to SLA research including Lydia White, Julia Herschensohn, Bonnie 

Schwartz, and Rex Sprouse. An excellent overview is Lydia White’s 2003 book Second Language 

Acquisition and Universal Grammar. 

 

Principles of Universal Grammar 

Universal Grammar is a set of innate constraints on language that every unimpaired human brings to 

the task of language acquisition. Included within Universal Grammar are principles. Principles are 

constraints on language that are invariant and apply to all natural human languages. An example of a 

principle is that all languages have a basic structural feature called a phrase that consists of a head 

and its complement. A head can be a lexical item, such as noun, verb, preposition, resulting in noun 

phrases, verb phrases, prepositional phrases, and so on. Thus, a man of few words is a noun phrase 

with man = head and of few words = complement. Such a principle is important because syntactic 

operations must obey structural relationships (another principle). So when a man of few words 

appears in a sentence, we cannot just move man but must move the entire noun phrase in order to 

maintain grammaticality. Thus, I saw a man of few words is questioned as Was a man of few words 

what you saw? and not *Was a man what you saw of few words? 

Some principles of Universal Grammar involve abstract notions that are too complicated to get into 

here. It is enough to say that principles apply to all languages. However, if all languages obey all the 

principles, why don’t all languages look alike? One reason is that languages may vary in how the 

principles are instantiated. For example, the fact that all languages contain the basic structural 

feature called the phrase and that syntactic operations must observe the integrity of phrases does not 

mean that all languages have phrases that are the same. A simple example will illustrate. Phrases can 

come in two basic orders: head first (head + complement) or head final (complement + head). English 

is a head first language, whereas Japanese is a head final language. Thus, for verb phrases, English 

follows verb (head) + complement (John hit the ball), while Japanese follows complement + verb 

(John the ball hit). This gives English its characteristic subject-verb-object word order, while giving 

Japanese its characteristic subject-object-verb word order. However, operations in both English and 

Japanese must observe the integrity of their phrases. Such variations are called parameters. Thus, 

languages are shaped by both invariant principles as well as parameters. When one considers all the 

possible combinations of parameters along with principles, we can see why the world’s languages 

differ, albeit within restricted ways. In SLA, principles of Universal Grammar are believed by many 

scholars to constrain and govern the development of underlying competence just as they do in first 

language acquisition. Thus, no mental representation of the L2 should violate a principle of Universal 

Grammar, even if the mental representation is not native-like. So far, this seems to be the case. 



However, where scholars disagree is on whether or not learners can get the right parameter for the 

L2 where this varies from the L1. 

 

Parameters/parameter setting 

Parameters are mostly associated with syntactic theory, specifically Chomskyan theory and Universal 

Grammar. Parameters are particular variations on a type of syntactic feature, and these features are 

finite in number. One such parameter is the null subject parameter. A null subject refers to the fact 

that verbs can appear without an explicit or overt subject, and the sentence is grammatical. For 

example, in Spanish Hablo ‘I speak’ and Habla ‘he speaks’ are allowed. In addition, Está lloviendo ‘It’s 

raining’ is allowed; in fact, it is required that weather expressions in Spanish have no equivalent of it. 

These are all grammatical sentences. In English, however, such sentences are prohibited: ‘*Speaks,’ 

‘*Is raining.’ In short, languages vary as to whether they allow null subjects or not, and linguists talk 

about the parameter being set one way or another. Spanish and Italian, for example, are null subject 

languages and thus have the parameter set to +null subjects. English and French are not null subject 

languages and have the parameter set to –null subjects. Developments in syntactic theory have led to 

increasingly abstract notions of parameters, such as +/–strong agreement, which may affect word 

order.  

In SLA, the question has been whether or not learners can “reset” para- meters to the L2 value if their 

L1 value is different. In the case of going from Spanish to English, the learner would have to reset 

from + to –null subject, while the English speaker learning Spanish would have to reset from – to 

+null subject. Resetting of parameters occurs when appropriate input data from the environment 

interact with the information contained in Universal Grammar. Research to date suggests that 

parameter resetting can occur, but it is not a given. Some scholars have argued that only certain kinds 

of para meters can be reset. And, of course, there has been discussion of the degree to which L1 

parameters are transferred into SLA from the beginning. (These topics are touched upon in the 

various sections of Key Issues, but see especially Can L2 learners become native-like?) One of the 

most widely read and cited scholars working within parametric matters in SLA (as well as Universal 

Grammar) is Lydia White, although there are many others who have examined SLA from a Universal 

Grammar framework. 

 

 

Pidginization 

[The term ‘pidgin’ is probably a corruption of the English word business, as pronounced by the 

indigenous Chinese, and designates a mixed language that arises in situations where speakers of 

different languages are unable to understand each other’s native language and, therefore, need to 

develop a common means of communication. In such situations, the structure and vocabulary of the 

individual native languages are reduced over time, in order to bring about general, mutual 

understanding. Gradually, a functional mixed language develops from the rudimentary contact 

language and is learned along with one’s native language. Pidgins developed principally in the 

European colonies during the height of European colonization. The dominant European languages 

became the primary source for vocabulary. Linguistically, pidgins are characterized by a limited 

vocabulary, a greater use of paraphrase and metaphor, a simplified phonological system, and a 



reduced morphology and syntax. It is also interesting to note, especially in view of naturalness theory 

and universals, that pidgin language systems are remarkably similar, regardless of whether they are 

related (English pidgins) or unrelated (English vs French pidgins). Pidgins that develop into full-

fledged native languages are called creoles.] 

Pidginization refers to a process by which non-native speakers develop a linguistic system in contact 

language situations to effect communication. The result is a pidgin, a linguistic system with reduced 

vocabulary and reduced grammar when compared to the two languages that come into contact to 

form it. Pidgins exist all around the world, with some of the most studied ones being in the Pacific and 

Caribbean Islands (e.g., Tok Pisin which is a pidgin in Papua New Guinea). Pidgins often exhibit 

commonalities as they develop, regardless of the languages that come into contact. Some of these 

commonalities include subject-verb-object word order, lack of relative clauses, reduction of closed 

syllables (see phonology), reduction of verbal inflections with words often taking the place of 

inflections, reduced inventory of phonemes (sounds), among others. John Schumann applied the 

concept of pidginization to SLA in the mid-1970s when he asserted that some learners, who do not 

get beyond the very basic level of acquisition, may speak a kind of pidgin as a result of two languages 

coming into contact. His famous research subject, Alberto, was an immigrant from Costa Rica who 

lived in Massachusetts but had limited contact with English speakers. During the course of 

Schumann’s research, Alberto had not advanced beyond the earliest stages of negation (e.g., no like 

beer, I no like beer, He don’t like beer) and, for example, showed evidence of nonmarking of past 

tense (e.g., Yesterday my country change the president). Schumann concluded that Alberto, compared 

to the other research subjects, showed little development over time and was speaking a pidgin-like 

version of English largely, because Alberto was engaged in the communication of purely denotative 

referential information and not integrative and expressive information. In other words, Alberto was 

not using language to become part of a society or culture, one of the aspects that Schumann claimed 

fostered pidginization. Pidginization applied to SLA hit its apex in the late 1970s and early 1980s but 

has since fallen out of favour for various theoretical and practical reasons.  

 

 


