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Abstract  
 
The present study investigates the relative effects of structured input and textual 

enhancement on the acquisition of the Italian subjunctive of doubt.   This investigation builds 

upon the work carried out within the processing instruction research framework in the 

attempt to measure discourse-level (interpretation) and a self-paced reading effects of the 

two instructional treatments. 

 

The theoretical and empirical original contributions of this study are twofold:  

 

- to compare and contrast structured input and textual enhancement on the acquisition of 

Italian subjunctive forms. The rationale for this comparison is to shed further light into the 

role of noticing and processing in second language acquisition;  

-  to measure the instructional effects of structured input and textual enhancement when 

measured through an interpretation discourse-level test and a self-paced reading test. These 

tests are a more reliable measurements of in-depth processing. 

Based on these two main aims, two parallel studies were conducted and a set of six research 

questions were formulated. 

In the first study (Chiuchiù and Benati, 2021), to compare the effects of structured input and 

textual enhancement, the following research questions were formulated:  

Q1: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement interpret 
sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a sentence-level 
interpretation test?  

Q2: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement produce 
sentences containing Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a sentence-level production 
test? 

Q3: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement interpret 
discourse containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a discourse-level 
interpretation test? 

Q4: Would the effects of the two instructional treatments be maintained over a period of two 
weeks? 

Thirty-six Chinese subjects learning Italian in Hong Kong University were randomly 

assigned to three groups a) structured input (n=14); b) textual enhancement (n=12); c) 
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control group (n=10). Neither instructional treatments included explicit information. The 

main results from the sentence (interpretation and production) and discourse-level 

(interpretation) offline tasks indicated that it was only the structured input group who helped 

participants to interpret the Italian subjunctive of doubt when measured by sentence-level 

and discourse-level tests. Regarding the production test, participants in the structured input 

group demonstrated that the ability to produce sentences containing the Italian subjunctive 

of doubt. The participants in the textual enhancement group did not. The positive effects of 

structured input practice were maintained over a two-week period.   

The second study (Chiuchiù and Benati, 2020) investigates the effects of structured 

input and textual enhancement on the acquisition of the Italian subjunctive of doubt using a 

self- paced reading test. The main questions of this study are:  

Q1: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement demonstrate 
sensitivity to violations of the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a self-paced 
reading test?  

Q2: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement demonstrate 
the ability to comprehend sentences containing the subjunctive of doubt?  

Eighteen Chinese (L1) subjects learning Italian in a private school were randomly 

assigned to two instructional groups: structured input (n = 9); and textual enhancement (n = 

9). Neither instructional treatments included explicit information. The main results from the 

self-paced reading task indicated that only the structured input group showed higher 

sensitivity to violations, and this group improved from pre-test to post-test in the ability to 

comprehend sentences containing the target feature under investigation. 

The results from offline (interpretation sentence and discourse) and online tests (self-paced 

reading) demonstrated that structured input helped learners to build an implicit knowledge 

of the language via intake facilitation. In contrast, similar effects were not found in the 

textual enhancement group.  

 

Findings from this study contribute to the discussion regarding the role of input processing 

in second language acquisition. Results emphasize the positive effect of structured input in 

facilitating the intake of the grammatical form under investigation via effective form-

meaning connection. In addition, study provides further evidence of the impact of structured 

input on production.  Findings from this study reaffirm at pedagogical level the importance 
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of structured input practice as a type of focus on from more congruent with a communicative 

approach to language teaching.  
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Introduction  
 
Background to this study 

The current study is grounded in the Input Processing Theory (VanPatten, 1996, 2004, 

2015a) and investigates the acquisition of the Italian subjunctive of doubt forms. The Italian 

subjunctive is affected by a combination of processing problems which makes the processing 

of this feature at input level quite complex. At a theoretical level, this study contributes to 

the overall debate around the role of instruction in terms of investigating the relationship 

between the type of instruction learners are exposed to and how they process linguistic data.  

VanPatten (1996) has originally argued that a pedagogical intervention called ‘processing 

instruction’, helps L2 learners to process information via comprehension practice. This type 

of focus on form is effective by providing learners with a more direct route to convert input 

to intake (VanPatten, 2015b).  

The effects of processing instruction have been investigated in a number of empirical studies 

measuring different linguistic features, languages and using a variety of populations (Benati 

2019).  

The general findings of this research have demonstrated that L2 learners receiving this 

pedagogical approach benefit in their ability to process input (interpretation tasks at sentence 

and discourse level, self-paced reading and eye-tracking tasks) as well as being able to access 

the target feature when performing production tasks (written and oral at both sentence and 

discourse-level).  

One line of research within the processing instruction research framework has researched 

which of the components within processing instruction is the causative factor for its 

beneficial effects. The main findings within this branch of research showed that it is the 

structured input activities component that is the main variable for the positive effects of 

processing instruction.  

The current study also responded to the call for more research measuring the role of 

structured input practice using online tests. Most of the research in processing instruction 

and structured input involved experiments making use of offline tests such as pencil and 

paper interpretation and production of sentence-level tasks.  
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This study, in addition to sentence-level (interpretation and production) tests, uses a 

discourse-level interpretation test and a self-paced reading test to measure in depth-

processing and implicit knowledge more closely. This experimentation investigates the 

effects of structured input compared to textual enhancement when measured through a 

combination of offline and online measurements. 

 

Aims of this study 
 
This current study builds upon the work carried out within the processing instruction 

research framework. The study seeks to investigate the relative effects, through a discourse-

level (interpretation) and a self-paced reading task, of structured input and textual 

enhancement on one linguistic feature of Italian: namely the subjunctive of doubt. 

 

The main contributions of the present research to the ongoing debate on the effects of 

structured input and textual enhancement on second language acquisition are the following:  

- to compare and contrast two instructional treatments (structured input vs. textual 

enhancement) on the acquisition of Italian subjunctive forms. Isolating the effects of the two 

treatments could provide better insights into the role of noticing and processing in second 

language acquisition;  

-  to measure the effects of the two treatments using an interpretation discourse-level task 

and a self-paced reading test. Both tasks are more reliable measurements of in-depth 

processing and no previous research has addressed this specific line of investigation. 

Based on these two main aims and with the specific intent of comparing the effects of 

structured input and textual enhancement on the acquisition of Italian subjunctive of doubt 

forms, two parallel studies were conducted and a set of six questions were formulated:  

Q1: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement interpret 

sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a sentence-level 

interpretation test? 

Q2: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement produce 

sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a sentence-level 

production test? 
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Q3: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement interpret 

discourse containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a discourse-level 

interpretation test? 

Q4: Would the effects of the two instructional treatments be maintained over a period of two 

weeks? 

 

Q5: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement demonstrate 

sensitivity to violations of the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a self-paced 

reading test? 

Q6: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement demonstrate 

the ability to comprehend sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt? 

 

Corpus of the research  
 

The thesis follows a logical progression and it is organised as follows.  

In chapter one, the input processing theory is presented and discussed. The two main 

principles and sub-principles of the theory are examined, and some of the evidence in support 

for these principles is briefly reviewed.  

In chapter two, the characteristics of the processing instruction pedagogical intervention will 

be presented. In particular, the guidelines to develop structured input activities will be 

highlighted and samples provided.  

In chapter three, empirical studies comparing the relative effects of processing 

instruction/structured input and input enhancement/textual enhancement will be reviewed. 

The theoretical and pedagogical characteristics of input enhancement and textual 

enhancement as an input-based pedagogical intervention will be presented. The main 

contributions for the present study derived from this branch of research will be outlined. 

 

In chapter four, empirical studies measuring the discourse effects of processing instruction 

and structured input practice alone will be reviewed. Research measuring discourse effects 

used both interpretation and production tasks. The second part of the chapter presents a 

review of recent research carried within this framework utilising online measures such as 

eye-tracking and self-paced reading tasks. At the end of this chapter, the major research 
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questions in this study will be presented and the contributions of the present study to the 

ongoing debate will be discussed.  

 

In chapter five, the main objective is to describe the design used to measure the relative 

effects of structured input and textual enhancement on the acquisition of the forms of the 

Italian subjunctive of doubt. Sentence-level (interpretation and production) and discourse-

level (interpretation) tasks were used in this first study. An overview of the study will be 

provided and the following key component of the study will be described: the target 

linguistic feature; the participants; the instructional materials; the procedure to collect data 

(pre-post-test design); the statistical analysis. The result of the first pilot studies will also be 

presented. 

 
The aim of chapter six is to describe the experimental design of the second study. This study 

investigated the online effects of structured input and textual enhancement using a self-paced 

reading test. An overview of the study will be provided and the following key components 

will be described: target linguistic feature; the participants; the instructional materials; the 

procedure to collect data (pre-post-test design); the statistical analysis. The findings of an 

experimental pilot will also be presented.  

 
In chapter seven, the statistical analysis used in the two studies to address specific questions 

will be presented. The results are shown in two main sections. Study one will report on the 

results of the first study, measuring the effects of structured input and textual enhancement 

on both sentence-level (interpretation and production tests) and discourse-level 

(interpretation). One-way ANOVA was conducted on the raw scores on all tests in this study 

to assess whether there were statistically significant differences among the class means of 

any of the pre-tests. A two-way repeated measures ANOVA with one between subject factor 

and one within subject repeated measures factorial design (text x instruction) was used for 

all post-tests. 

A post-hoc test was used to measure possible statistical differences between each treatment.  

Study two will report online results of the second study measuring the effects of structured 

input and textual enhancement. A self-paced reading was adopted in this study to measure: 

reading times of critical regions showing a violation and reading times of comprehended 
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forms not showing a violation (i.e. correct forms in sentences preceding comprehension 

questions correctly answered, and targeting the Italian subjunctive of doubt). T-tests were 

used to compare the performance of two experimental groups on the self-paced reading tests. 

A summary of the results is presented at the end of each section.  

 

Chapter eight discusses the general findings of the present study in light of previous research 

and draws some conclusions and implications on the results of this experimentation. This 

empirical study carried out two collections of data measuring the effects of two pedagogical 

interventions on the acquisition of the Italian subjunctive of doubt forms. Sentence-level and 

discourse-level tests, and a self-paced reading test were used. Limitations of this research 

will be addressed, and suggestions for further research offered.  

Chapter One: The Theory of Input Processing 
 
1.1 Introduction 
In this chapter, VanPatten’s input processing theory (1996, 2015a) is explained. This theory 

is captured as a set of processing strategies that second language (L2 henceforth) learners 

use when processing input. These two processing strategies are the so-called: Primacy of 

Meaning Principle; and The First Noun Principle. The Primacy of Meaning Principle 

suggests that L2 learners tend to process words before grammatical forms. They would tend 

to use lexical information and not morphological information to determine overall temporal 

reference, for example, and would not be able to make form-meaning connections. The First 

Noun Strategy argues that L2 learners tend to process sentences by assigning the role of 

subject or agent to the first noun they encounter (VanPatten, 2004:18). This might cause a 

number of problems in terms of causing the learner to misunderstand the meaning of the 

sentence, and therefore delaying acquisition.  Empirical evidence in support of the two 

principles will be briefly reviewed in this chapter. The chapter provides the theoretical 

background underpinning the work done in my thesis.  

1.2 The Input Processing Theory  
In all contemporary theories of second language acquisition (VanPatten, Smith and Benati, 

2019) input is considered necessary for language development. Input can be defined as the 

language we hear or read, and has a communicative intent. However, when second language 

learners are exposed to language input, only a small proportion of that input is actually taken 

in. This new reduced amount of input processed by L2 learners is called intake. Second 
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language acquisition research has investigated why learners process only a reduced part of 

the input they are exposed to. The Input Processing Theory (VanPatten 1996, 2004, 2007, 

2015a) has attempted to address the following questions:  

- Why is the input processed by L2 learners reduced?  

- Why would L2 learners process some elements of the input and not others? 

At the heart of the input processing theory is the concept of the brain as a central processor 

of information and of the human being as a limited capacity processor. The brain can only 

process a limited amount of information (VanPatten, 1996) and this is due to a number of 

constraints: working memory; level of accessibility to stored knowledge and attentional 

capacity. VanPatten (1990, 1996) has carried out empirical studies to determine what part of 

the input L2 learners process and why. Intake is the part of the input that it is actually 

processed by L2 learners. As part of this research, he looked at the processing strategies that 

L2 learners can use to cope with the amount of information they are exposed to in the input. 

Part of VanPatten’s research focuses on establishing how L2 learners can store information 

and the level of attention required to process input successfully. The role of attention is 

important from an input processing perspective. Slobin (1985) argued that the only linguistic 

materials that can be acquired and can certainly attract L2 learner’s attention are the ones 

noticed and held in memory. Schmidt (1990) argues that L2 learners must pay attention to a 

linguistic form in the input in order to acquire it. Tomlin and Villa (1994) defined the 

construct of attention by identifying three components: (a) alertness, which constitutes 

learners’ readiness to deal with incoming stimuli; (b) orientation, which is the specific 

aligning of attention to a stimulus; (c) detection, which is the process of selecting and 

engaging in a particular piece of information. In the input processing theory, detection is a 

key sub-process of attention as it constitutes the process by which data is registered in 

working memory, and it is what makes a particular piece of data available for further 

processing. It is not enough that L2 learners simply attend to data. Data must be detected for 

acquisition to take place. VanPatten (1996: 17) argued that the central issue in second 

language acquisition is ‘‘how learners’ internal processors allocate attentional resources 

during online processing. The question is what causes certain stimuli in the input to be 

detected and not others”. 

This input processing theory is mainly concerned with what linguistic data L2 learners attend 

or do not attend to during comprehension. It also deals with the reasons as to why L2 learners 

might attend to certain features in the input instead of others. Input processing research has 
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specifically investigated the conditions under which L2 learners make form-meaning 

connections. According to VanPatten (1996) a form-meaning connection is made when L2 

learners are able to map a form to its meaning. For instance, in a sentence such as plays 

tennis with Paul, learners must be able to connect the inflection -s- with the fact that someone 

else (a third person) is doing the action now in the present (as opposed to the past). L2 

learners must be able to tie plays with the fact that the action takes place now.  Form-meaning 

connections constitute the mapping learners make between a form and its meaning.  

A different processing problem relates to the fact that L2 learners tend to process elements 

in the sentence based on their positions in the sentence. In the sentence John was kissed by 

Jane, L2 learners parse the first element they encounter in the sentence as the subject of the 

sentence.  

They interpret the sentence as if it were John who kissed Jane. Misunderstanding the 

sentence has a direct negative effect on acquisition.  

Input processing theory (see Figure 1 below) consists of two sub-processes: making form-

meaning connections; and parsing. Making form-meaning connections is the process in 

which L2 learners tag a form to its meaning. Parsing is the projection of a syntactic structure 

onto an utterance as L2 learners hear it. 

 

Figure 1 Input Processing Theory 

Input Processing Theory  

making form-meaning 
connections

The process in which L2 
learners tag a form to its 

meaning

The Processes 

parsing syntactic structures

The projection of a syntactic 
structure onto an utterance as 

L2 learners hear it
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Based on these two sub-processes the two overarching processing principles used by L2 

learners to decode input are:  

• The Primacy of Meaning Principle (Principle 1): Learners process input for meaning 

before they process it for form. (Van Patten, 2007:117) 

• The First Noun Principle (Principle 2.1): Learners tend to process the first noun or 

pronoun they encounter in a sentence as the subject/agent (VanPatten, 2007:123) 

 
1.3 The Primacy of Meaning Principle and its sub-principles 
 
The Primacy of Meaning Principle argues that during input processing, L2 learners initially 

direct their attention towards the detection of content words to understand the main meaning 

of an utterance. L2 learners tend to focus their attention on content words in order to 

understand the message of the input they are exposed to. In doing so, they do not process the 

grammatical form, and consequently fail to make an appropriate form-meaning connection. 

L2 learners use content words as building blocks of meaning as they have limited attentional 

resources and they need to allocate those resources accordingly.  

 

In the Primacy of Meaning Principle, VanPatten (1996) argues that learners are primarily 

directed by their mind/brain to process input for meaning. When we hear someone talking 

or watching a program on TV or listening to the radio, we tend to make a natural effort to 

understand the message conveyed. The Primacy of Meaning Principle is further subdivided 

into six sub-processing principles (see Table 1) that examines the interplay between various 

linguistic and cognitive processes during language comprehension. The main elements 

generated by these sub-principles are: content words; lexical preference, redundancy and 

meaningfulness; resources; and location. 

 

The Primacy of Content Words Principle: Learners process content words in the input 

before anything else.  

The Lexical Preference Principle: If grammatical forms express a meaning that can also 

be encoded lexically (i.e., that grammatical marker is redundant), then learners will not 

initially process those grammatical forms until they have lexical forms to which they can 

match them.  
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The Preference for Non-redundancy Principle:  learners are more likely to process non-

redundant meaningful grammatical markers before they process redundant meaningful 

markers.  

The Meaning-Before-Non-meaning Principle: learners are more likely to process 

meaningful grammatical markers before non-meaningful grammatical markers. 

The Availability of Resources Principle: for learners to process either redundant 

meaningful grammatical forms or non-meaningful forms, the processing of overall 

sentential meaning must not drain available processing resources. (VanPatten 2004b: 14) 

The Sentence Location Principle:  learners tend to process items in the initial position of 

a sentence before those in final position and those in medial position. (VanPatten 2007: 

125) 

 
Table 1 Principle 1 Sub-principles (adapted form VanPatten, 2004:14) 

  

The Primacy of Meaning Principle, which indicates that L2 learners are driven to look for a 

message in the input before they look at how that message is grammatically encoded, is 

consistent with the observation of others researchers such as Sharwood-Smith (1993) who 

suggests that L2 learners’ attention is directed towards meaning when they are processing 

input. The question is: when L2 learners are trying to extract meaning from the input, which 

aspects of the input will aid them? The answer is that L2 learners will be directed towards 

the detection of content words in order to grasp the meaning of an utterance.  

Content Words 

VanPatten’s theory (1996) makes a distinction between content words and function words. 

This distinction is based on the fact that content words and function words make a different 

contribution in terms of helping L2 learners to process meaning. Content words seem to be 

more instrumental in processing input for meaning. Content words, such as nouns, verbs, 

adjectives and adverbs, are those words that represent major lexical categories as opposed 

to functional words (such as articles, auxiliaries, demonstratives, quantifiers, prepositions, 

pronouns and conjunctions), or minor lexical categories.   
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Sometimes informational content is encoded grammatically as well as lexically. For 

example, when the same meaning is encoded [grammatically and lexically], L2 learners tend 

to ignore the grammatical item.  

 

(1) Ho comprato due macchine (I bought two cars) 

 

In the example above, the quantifying adjective due (two) signals plurality as does the noun 

inflection -e (macchine) in Italian. The most economical and efficient way for learners to get 

meaning is to process words and to skip the grammatical item. In this example, L2 learners 

may process the qualifying adjective due (which encodes the meaning ‘more than one’) and 

skip the noun inflection e which in Italian also indicates more than one.  

VanPatten (1990) investigates the role of content words in second language acquisition.   He 

discovered that processing content words is crucial in comprehending the meaning of the 

input we are exposed to, no matter the presence of other elements in the sentence. The same 

evidence was supported by a subsequent study carried out by Bransdorfer (1991) on the 

Spanish copular verbs ser and estar.  

Bernhardt (1992) conducted a study investigating the use of a variety of reading processing 

strategies. L2 learners of German in this study focused their attention on content words to 

comprehend sentences in a text. This study made use of an eye-tracker to track the behaviour 

of native and non-native learners. The study clearly indicated that native readers focused on 

content words far more frequently than inexperienced non-native readers did. L2 learners 

tend not to process word final morphology. The findings from this study supported the view 

that during comprehension, L2 learners rely on content words to process the meaning of the 

passage. It is crucial that L2 learners’ attention is on content words during language 

processing and not on other elements such as grammatical features as otherwise learners 

might lose focus and processing can be delayed.  The first principle in VanPatten’s theory 

of input processing states that L2 learners are driven to look for the message in the input 

before they look at how the message is grammatically encoded.  

Lexical Preference 



 

 
 

11 

Semantic information in a given language is often signalled in a number of ways causing 

what we call ‘redundancy’. VanPatten’s input processing theory deals with redundancy in 

terms of sheading some light on how L2 learners process language that contains verbal and 

lexical items, sometimes encoding the same information. The Lexical Preference Principle 

asserts that L2 learners prefer processing lexical items [The word, part of a word or group 

of words, i.e. the basic building block of a language’s lexicon/vocabulary] to grammatical 

items (e.g. morphology) for semantic information.  

(2) Ieri ho parlato con Paul (Yesterday I spoke to Paul) 

In the case of verbal inflection, the Italian verbal inflection -ato encodes the past tense, as in 

parlato (talked). The same semantic notion is also expressed in Italian by words such as ieri 

(yesterday) or l’anno passato (last year). According to the Lexical Preference Principle, L2 

learners would first process content words before grammatical items if both express the same 

message.  The temporal references of ‘pastness’ in this case will be processed before verbal 

inflections that also encode pastness in Italian. That is, L2 learners in this case, would attend 

to, or are likely to process the lexical temporal references of ‘pastness’ (i.e. the word ‘ieri’-

‘yesterday’- and ‘anno passato’-‘last year’) before verbal inflections of past tense (i.e. ‘ato’).  

The Lexical Preference Principle is well-researched in both empirical studies (Musumeci, 

1989; Lee, Cadierno, Glass and VanPatten, 1997) and research measuring the acquisition of 

tense (Bardovi-Harlig, 1992). Musumeci (1989) carried out a crosslinguistic study in which 

she examined L2 learners’ ability to assign tenses at sentence-level under certain conditions. 

She predicted that L2 learners receiving a lexical marker of tense in the input would perform 

better than a group which did not. She also predicted that the presence of absence of a 

temporal adverb would be the main factor for L2 learners to assign tenses accurately. 

Overall, her results proved that the main factor determining correct tense assignment was 

the presence or absence of the lexical item across three different languages (Italian, French, 

Spanish) and verbal morphology (present, future and past).  

The empirical study carried out by Lee, Cadierno, Glass and VanPatten (1997) reports on 

the effects of providing L2 learners of Spanish with two types of discourse-level input, one 

listening passage in which temporal adverbs were present and one in which they were absent. 

The findings from this study revealed that the group who received the lexical item in the 

passage performed better in terms of recognising the temporal reference of an event 

compared to the other group who received verbal inflection only.  
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Lee (1999) conducted an experiment on the use of the Lexical Preference Principle with 

learners of Spanish using a qualitative measurement (think aloud technique). One group 

received a passage containing lexical items expressing a temporal reference to read, a second 

group read the same version of the passage without temporal references.   As Lee (1999: 53) 

put it, “when subjects have adverbs, they use them [to comprehend temporal reference].  

Those in the +adverb condition only sporadically refer to verb forms.”  

 

Rossomondo (2007) also made use of a qualitative measurement (introspective think aloud 

protocols) to measure the use of the same processing strategy by two groups of L2 learners 

of Spanish. The first group read a passage containing future tense forms in Spanish 

accompanied by a lexical temporal reference. The second group received the same version 

of the passage with only the verbal forms and without any temporal reference. The results 

were similar to the ones obtained in previous research, namely that the presence of a lexical 

temporal marker had a detrimental effect in learners’ comprehension of the passage. Overall, 

empirical evidence on L2 learners’ assignment of tense demonstrated that the presence or 

absence of lexical items might affect learners’ processing of tense. Learners prefer 

processing lexical items to grammatical items (e.g. morphology) for semantic information.  

 

Redundancy and Meaningfulness 

VanPatten (1996: 24) suggests that ‘‘it is the relative communicative value of a grammatical 

form that plays a major role in determining the learner’s attention to it during input 

processing and the likelihood of its becoming detected and thus part of intake’’.  

Formal features of a second language from a learner’s perspective, differ in their 

communicative value, which could be either high or low.  “Communicative value refers to 

the relative contribution a form makes to the referential meaning of an utterance and is based 

on the presence or absence of two features: inherent semantic value and redundancy within 

the sentence-utterance.” (VanPatten 1996: 24). This meaningful versus nonmeaningful 

morphology principle was positively supported by Bransdorfer (1989) who investigated the 

learners’ ability to process meaning and form simultaneously in the preposition de or the 

definite article la in Spanish. 
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Inflections on adjectives in romance languages show a low communicative value because 

they lack inherent semantic value being redundant. The Preference for Nonredundancy 

Principle is related to the Lexical Preference Principle.  In Italian, both bello and bella mean 

beautiful. Consider the noun phrase la bella figlia (the beautiful daughter). The -a does not 

carry any inherent semantic value in this phrase as the noun it modifies is grammatically 

feminine. Additionally, gender markings on adjectives are often a redundant marking.  The 

gender marking on bella is the third feminine marker in the string and this makes the 

grammatical marker highly redundant.  

Being nonmeaningful as well as redundant contributes to the processing problems facing 

second language learners. If L2 learners do not need a particular element in the sentence in 

order to process the sentence for its meaning, they skip that element and do not process it.  

In the case of the Italian subjunctive of doubt forms for example, the subjunctive is made 

non-meaningful and redundant by elements contained in a sentence (the main clause). The 

verb in the main clause (expressing doubt or certainty) would determine whether indicative 

or subjunctive is used in the subordinate clause. The two sentences below would explain this 

concept.    

(3) Non sono certo che Paolo possa venire stasera 

 I am not sure whether Paul can come tonight  

 Sono certo che Paolo viene stasera  

 I am sure that Paul is coming tonight 

 

The expression of doubt non sono certo triggers the subjunctive form possa. The expression 

of doubt sono certo triggers the indicative form viene.  

 

Resources 

Learners tend not to allocate resources to nonmeaningful and redundant forms. VanPatten 

(1990) showed that L2 learners can be directed to attend to key lexical items without loss of 

propositional content when processing input, but cannot be directed to attend to grammatical 

markers without loss of propositional content. The evidence has been supported by a 
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subsequent study carried out by Bransdorfer (1991) of the Spanish copular verbs ser and 

estar. “Comprehension for learners is initially quite effortful in terms of cognitive processing 

and working memory. This has consequences for what the input processing mechanisms will 

pay attention to.  At the same time, learners are limited capacity processors and cannot 

process and store the same amount of information as native speakers can during moment-

by-moment processing.” (VanPatten 2007: 116).   

To capture this loss to comprehension when focused on nonmeaningful form, The Input 

Processing Theory proposes the Availability of Resources Principle.  The principle states 

that comprehending overall sentential meaning cannot be overly effortful if learners are also 

to process redundant meaningful grammatical forms or nonmeaningful forms.  

Lee (1999) stated that “…comprehension strategies of low comprehenders may circumvent 

processing text for form. It is an interesting paradox to consider that learners’ attempts to 

manage their comprehension has the less than desirable effect of dislocating from their 

attention key aspects of the input.” (Lee 1999: 57).  

Location 

The Sentence Location Principle argues that L2 learners would process elements of a 

sentence in the initial position and final position before elements in the medial position 

(VanPatten 2004). In a sentence below in Italian, Penso che Gaia sia una bravissima 

insegnante (I think that Gaia is a good teacher), the easiest forms to process are those located 

in the initial position (Penso) within a sentence. The second easiest forms to process are 

those in the sentence-final position (una bravissima insegnante). The most difficult forms to 

process are those that occur in sentence-medial position (sia). If L2 learners do not process 

elements in the medial position, the consequence is that they do not process input accurately 

and the amount of intake is reduced.  

(4) Penso che Gaia sia una bravissima insegnante (I think that Gaia is a very good teacher) 

 There is also evidence supporting the Sentence Location Principle. Barcroft and VanPatten 

(1997) strongly suggest that location increases saliency, which in turn increases ability to 

process elements in the sentence.  

To summarize so far, we have discussed one of the two major principles of VanPatten’s 

theory and the six sub-principles that fall out from the discussion of the primacy of meaning 

when learners are engaged in processing.  These principles, when taken together, help us 
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understand under what conditions learners make form-meaning connections as well as why 

they might make only some connections and not others.  There are a number of linguistic 

features that L2 learners need to process in the language input that are affected by the 

Primacy of Meaning Principle and its sub-principles: tense markers when adverbials of time 

are present; tense markers; subject-verb agreement when explicit subjects are present; 

aspectual markers when adverbials of aspect are present; mood when expressions of 

uncertainty or emotion are present; gender agreement; case markers; and plurality among 

others.  

 

1.4  The first Noun Principle and its sub-principles 
 
The First Noun Principle argues that L2 learners ‘process the first noun or pronoun they 

encounter in a sentence as the subject or agent of that sentence’ (VanPatten, 2004:15). This 

processing strategy would lead L2 learners to misinterpret the meaning of an utterance and 

cause delay in acquisition. The input processing theory asserts that L2 learners tend to assign 

the role of subject or agent to the first noun they encounter in the input string, as is found in 

the case of languages with a typologically canonical word order (e.g. SVO for Italian and 

SOV for Japanese for example), other word orders are also permissible.  

 

In Italian, object-verb-subject structures are possible as illustrated below.  

 

(4) Ci mancano molti libri    ‘To us, several books are missing’ 

(5) Mi vide Paul                  ‘Paul saw me’    

(6) Si alza     ‘She/he is getting up’ 

 

The pronoun ci (in 4) does not mean ‘we’ but ‘to us’. The sentence literally means ‘To us, 

several books are missing’. In (5), mi is not a subject, the sentence means ‘Paul saw me’. In 

(6), si does not mean ‘he’ or ‘she,’ but it is a reflexive pronoun indicating that the person is 

getting himself or herself up.  

The consequences of not parsing these structures correctly is delay in the acquisition of the 

syntactic language system.  
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The First Noun Principle indicates that L2 learners rely on the first noun they encounter 

when parsing syntactic structures. Passive constructions in many languages are sometimes 

misinterpreted because of the use of the First Noun Principle.  

(7) Alessandro viene baciato da Bernadette ‘Alessandro is kissed by Bernadette’ 

L2 learners would misinterpret the sentence above as if it were ‘Alessandro who kissed 

Bernadette’. The meaning of the sentence is actually that ‘Bernadette kissed Alessandro’. In 

figuring out who did what to whom, L2 learners rely on word order. Therefore, they assign 

the role of subject to the first element they encounter in the sentence (Alessandro). This leads 

to a misinterpretation of the sentence and subsequent delay in acquisition.  

Empirical research in support of the First Noun Principle demonstrates that both L1 (Slobin 

1966), Ervin-Tripp 1974; Nam 1975) and L2 learners (Lee 1987; LoCoco 1987; VanPatten 

1985) are affected by this processing strategy. VanPatten states, “…this particular principle 

may have a variety of consequences in a variety of languages.  It is not just that learners may 

get word order wrong, it is also that they may not process case markings for some time, will 

have difficulties with the pronoun system in some languages, and so on.” (VanPatten 2004: 

16). VanPatten and Wong (2004) conducted a study investigating how learners of French 

process faire-causatif sentences affected by the First Noun Principle. In addition to French, 

the use of the First Noun Principle has been documented in a variety of languages: English 

(Gass 1989); German (LoCoco 1987); Japanese (Benati and Lee 2010); Spanish (Lee 1987; 

VanPatten 1984).  

This processing principle can be overridden by two other processes, which are attenuating 

factors for the use of the First Noun Principle. These sub-principles (see Table 2) might 

influence the way L2 learners parse sentences correctly and attenuate their use of the First 

Noun Principle. L2 learners do not automatically use the First Noun Principle to assign 

grammatical and semantic roles. They are sensitive to several factors that attenuate their use 

of this processing strategy: lexical semantics, event probabilities. 

The Lexical Semantics Principle: learners may rely on lexical semantics, where possible,  

instead of the First Noun Principle to interpret sentences. (VanPatten 2007: 124) 
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The Event Probabilities Principle: learners may rely on event probabilities, where 

possible, instead of the First Noun Principle to interpret sentences. (VanPatten 2007: 123) 

 

Table 2 Principle 2 Attenuating sub-principles (adapted from VanPatten 2007) 

 

Lexical Semantics 

Learners do not simply and categorically use the first noun strategy to assign grammatical 

and semantic roles.  They are sensitive to a variety of variables such as lexical semantics, 

that can attenuate L2 learners’ use of this processing strategy.  ‘The lexical semantics of the 

verb ‘kick’, for example, requires an animate agent ‘(Houston 1997). A sentence such as la 

palla è stata calciata dal bambino (the ball was kicked by the child) is unlikely to be 

misinterpreted because a ball cannot perform the action. In (8), only one ‘noun’ is capable 

of performing the action and only one interpretation is possible.  

 

(8)   La palla è stata calciata dal bambino (The ball was kicked by the child) 

 

Sentence-internal context attenuates learners’ use of the First Noun Principle for assigning 

grammatical roles. A clear context in the sentence can give L2 learners additional clues for 

processing accurately forms at sentence-level (VanPatten & Houston 1998).  

 

Event probabilities 

L2 learners do rely on the concept of probability to interpret sentences correctly. In the 

sentences below (9-10-11), both the nouns in the sentences can actually perform the main 

action. However, one interpretation is more likely than the other.  In the examples below, 

probability for the first element to be the agent is very low on the first nouns we encounter, 

and high for the second nouns. 

 

(9)    Il vestito è lavato dalla ragazza  (The dress is washed by the girl) 

(10) La lettera è scritta da Maria   (The letter is written by Mary) 
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(11) Il bambino è stato morso dal cane  (The child was bitten by the dog)  

 

Learners use event probabilities to attenuate their use and reliance on the first noun strategy.   

 

1.5 The case of the subjunctive of doubt in Italian 
 

The subjunctive, as the target feature for this study was chosen as its processing is affected 

by a combination of processing sub-principles under the Input Processing Theory. The first 

sub-principle is the The Sentence Location Principle, which indicates that L2 learners tend 

to process items in a sentence that are located in ‘initial position before those in final position 

and those in medial position’(Lee and Benati 2009). In Italian, for instance, the subjunctive 

forms are normally located in a medial position where it is least likely to be processed. In 

the utterance Non penso che parli bene italiano (I do not believe he/she speaks Italian well), 

the subjunctive inflection (the – i of parli) is in the ‘middle of the sentence and the Sentence 

Location Principle predicts that learners will overlook the subjunctive inflection because it 

is not located in a more salient position’ (Lee and Benati 2009).   

The second sub-principle that might impact in the processing of the Italian subjunctive in 

nominal clauses after expressions of doubt is the Lexical Preference Principle. It states that 

L2 learners will tend to rely on lexical items as opposed to grammatical form to get meaning 

when both encode the same semantic information. In a sentence like Non penso che canti 

bene (I do not believe that he/she sings well) the non-affirmative phrase ‘non penso’ 

expresses doubt to the learner.  L2 learners would have no need to attend to the subjunctive 

verb ending (-i in canti) because it simply re-communicates the non-affirmation already 

expressed by the lexical items in the main clause.  

Finally, the matrix clause of subjunctive sentences carry meaning, whereas the verb form in 

the dependent clause is simply triggered.  As a triggered verb form, it carries no semantic 

meaning.  The subjunctive verb form in the dependent clause can also be seen as a redundant 

nonmeaningful form. Learners face two more processing problems captured by The 

Preference for Non redundancy Principle and The Meaning-Before-Non-Meaning Principle. 

The processing principles previously described concur in placing the subjunctive among the 

forms with low communicative value, being it redundant and without inherent semantic 
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value. For the ‘processing complexity’ of this syntactic feature, it is a prime candidate for 

the use of structured input activities. The next chapters will demonstrate how structured input 

practice might facilitate the acquisition of subjunctive of doubt forms.  

 
1.6 Implications for this study 
 

The Input Processing Theory provides us with processing principles which provide an 

explanation of how L2 learners process input, what they process and what they do not. The 

various processing principles and sub-principles were originally developed by VanPatten 

(1994) to stress the link between input processing and acquisition. One of the results from 

input processing research indicates that L2 learners’ focal attention during input processing 

is on meaning, and precedence is given to non-redundant forms and forms in initial positions 

first.  

In view of the important role of input processing, the main purpose of this study is to carry 

out an investigation on the effects of two particular pedagogical interventions on how L2 

learners process linguistic data in the input. Is there a more effective ‘input manipulation 

way’ to promote second language acquisition and ensuring L2 learners attend and process 

linguistic forms in the input? 

The input processing theory and research have demonstrated that there are common 

strategies used by L2 learners in processing linguistics forms. In the case of subjunctive of 

doubt forms, this is a feature affected by multiple processing strategies.  

 

As a result of what has been covered in this chapter, some pedagogical implications for 

instruction in a processing framework can be drawn. First of all, instruction must take into 

account the psycholinguistic processes used by L2 learners through input processing. It 

should consider the processing strategies adopted by learners when processing input. 

Learners should be exposed to instruction that provides them with comprehension strategies 

to establish meaning-form connections for example.  

Pedagogical practice such as structured input activities might push learners to comprehend 

the target form. Structured input practice can affect the acquisition process as a meaning-

form focuser for complex morphology, as in the case of the use of subjunctive in romance 
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languages. Learners must be exposed to instruction that can both promote attention and 

processing. 

In the next chapters, the main characteristics of structured input practice will be presented 

and compared to another pedagogical intervention called textual enhancement. Some of the 

relevant empirical research comparing these two instructional interventions will be reviewed 

to provide the main theoretical, pedagogical and methodological justification for the present 

empirical study.  
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Chapter Two: Processing Instruction, Theory and Research 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 

In this chapter, the main characteristics and key components of processing instruction will 

be presented. What the P and the I in Processing Instruction mean will be examined. Within 

this context, the role of input processing and instruction will be discussed.  

 
2.2 Processing Instruction 
 
One of the main implications for instruction, drawn from the previous chapter in an input 

processing framework, is that it should take into account the psycholinguistic processes 

utilised by L2 learners when they process input.  Input can be appropriately altered and 

manipulated to ensure that the intake (the actual input processed) is grammatically richer.  

Processing Instruction aims “to alter the processing strategies/principles L2 learners take to 

the task of comprehension and to encourage them to make better form-meaning connections 

than they would if left to their own devices” (VanPatten 1996:60). Processing Instruction is 

an instructional focus on form intervention which helps L2 learners to process forms and 

structures in the input more accurately and appropriately. The main components of this 

pedagogical intervention and guidelines to develop structured input activities have been 

presented in a number of publications (Benati and Lee 2008, 2010; Farley 2005; Lee and 

Benati 2007a, 2007b, 2009; Lee and VanPatten 2003; VanPatten 1996, 2015b; Wong 2004, 

2005).  

 
2.2.1 The P in Processing Instruction  

Processing Instruction is a pedagogical intervention predicated on VanPatten’s theory of 

input processing (1996). It has been defined as a type of ‘focus on form’ instructional 

treatment which draws on the Input processing principles (VanPatten 1996, 2004, 2007, 

2015b). L2 learners process using internal strategies to cope with the information they are 

exposed to the input. As a result of these internal processing strategies, L2 learners might 

not be able to make correct form-meaning mappings.   

What is the P in processing instruction? The P stands for processing, and it is one of the key 

characteristics of processing instruction as it attempts to help L2 learners process input more 

accurately and appropriately by circumventing the use of default processing strategies. In 
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Processing Instruction, L2 learners would need to focus on form to get meaning in order to 

comprehend the message and make appropriate form-meaning connections. Processing is a 

different function from simply noticing a form in the input. For example, L2 learners can be 

exposed to a word and notice a difference between this word and another one. They can hear 

the word watched and notice the difference from the word watch. Processing is, in addition 

to noticing, the ability for learners to make a connection between form and meaning. In other 

words, L2 learners are able to immediately connect the ending (verbal inflection -ed) with 

concept/meaning of pastness. Processing instruction is concerned with the development of 

the mental representation of language, which is built over time through the processing of 

data from the input and it is coupled with the internal mechanisms of the learner.  

Processing Instruction is an input-based pedagogical intervention to grammar instruction but 

it is different from textual enhancement. In textual enhancement, a feature is enhanced in the 

input with the intention of ensuring L2 learners notice that feature. In processing instruction, 

the input is restructured grammatically so that there is a guarantee for learners to make a 

proper mapping between form and meaning, and parse syntax accurately.  

Processing instruction is assessed through interpretation and self-paced reading tests. This is 

because processing instruction does not promote the development of skills but the 

development of mental representation. In processing instruction research, rules should not 

be tested (e.g.  grammaticality judgement tasks or fill-in-the-gap tasks), as the focus of our 

assessment should be directed to measure how learners process language.  

In processing instruction research, when production measures are used, they are not meant 

as a measure of production skills. Processing instruction alters the way in which the input is 

processed by L2 learners, which in turn might have an effect on their language development 

system. Processing instruction is not intended to assist in skill development, but it might help 

L2 learners access the right information (form or structure) in order to express meaning. 

In essence, the P in processing instruction makes it a pedagogical intervention to grammar 

instruction that manipulates input so that L2 learners are able to intake more language.  

 

 

2.2.2 The I in Processing Instruction 
 
The I in Processing Instruction refers to providing a type of instruction that might have a 

facilitative role. The role of instruction in second language acquisition has been debated over 
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the years, with scholars investigating its role in the acquisition of the linguistic features of 

the target language. Contemporary theories (VanPatten and Williams 2015) have also 

addressed this question by taking different positions on the nature, role and effects of 

instruction. An overall review of the main contemporary theories and current empirical 

research on the role of instruction in second language acquisition has led to the following 

conclusions: 

• Instruction does not affect the route of acquisition (i.e. acquisition orders and 

developmental sequences). There are no empirical studies showing that instruction 

alters the order/sequence of acquisition; 

• Instruction as input manipulation can facilitate language processing; 

• Instruction may have some beneficial effects (e.g. developing procedural knowledge, 

facilitating noticing and awareness) on second language acquisition. 

 

One of the questions raised by second language research is: can instruction facilitate and 

speed-up acquisition of the formal properties of a target language?  

 

Researchers have investigated the effects of a number of different instructional treatments 

(e.g. incidental focus on form, input enhancement, processing instruction, interactional and 

corrective feedback, output and collaborative tasks). Overall, the main findings from the 

empirical research conducted seem to point to two main positions: (i) instruction has a 

limited and constrained role; (ii) instruction might have some possible beneficial effects, not 

on the route but on the rate of acquisition. 

Within this context, the I in Processing Instruction would ensure that L2 learners derive 

‘good’ intake from input by engaging them in structured input (main instructional 

component of Processing Instruction) which pushes them away from the ‘default’ strategies 

they would normally use. During structured input, L2 learners’ focal attention is shifted to 

the grammatical form in the sentence. The main scope of this practice is to help L2 learners 

to circumvent the processing problems (processing principles are described in chapter one) 

used by L2 learners when exposed to input language (see Table 3 below).  
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Example of Grammatical Features/Forms Affected by 

the Primacy of Meaning Principle and Its Sub- 

Principles  

Example of Grammatical Features 

Affected by the First Noun Principle  

Tense markers when adverbials of time are present 

 

Subject-verb agreement when explicit subjects are 

present  

Aspectual markers when adverbials of aspect are 

present  

Mood when expression of uncertainty or emotion are 

present  

Subjunctive 

 

Adjective agreement 

 

Case markers  

Word order 

 

Passive constructions  

Case marker 

 

Object pronouns  

Causative form  

Table 3 Forms and structures affected by processing problems 

 

Unlike traditional instruction (L2 learners are given an explicit explanation of the rules of a 

target form/structure, and then they engage in mechanical output practice of these rules) 

where the focus of instruction is the manipulation of learners’ output, processing instruction 

aims at enriching L2 learners’ intake by providing learners with input that can be 

successfully processed. In the case of the target form investigated in this study (subjunctive 

of doubt forms in Italian), processing instruction can help L2 learners process appropriately 

the form (make correct form-meaning connections), regardless of the position of the form 

within the sentence. 

Given the emphasis on learners’ input, structured input activities (main component of 

processing instruction) offer L2 learners the opportunity to interpret form-meaning 
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relationships correctly without any practice in producing the targeted form/structure. This is 

accomplished by providing learners with many instances of the same grammatical form-

meaning relationship in the input. This is a step forward compared to simply enhancing a 

form in the input. Processing instruction involves more than simply making some forms 

salient in the input so that they might come to learners’ attention, it provides opportunities 

for processing language accurately. As emphasised by VanPatten (1996: 84) “simply 

bringing a form to someone’s attention is not a guarantee that it gets processed…for 

acquisition to happen the intake must continually provide the developing system with 

examples of correct form-meaning connections that are the result of input processing”.  

The guidelines to develop processing instruction have been described in detail in previous 

work (Farley 2005; Lee and Benati 2009; Lee and VanPatten 1995, 2003; Wong 2004, 2005). 

L2 learners need to be taught how to process input in order to better acquire the underlying 

grammar. This entails pushing L2 learners to recognise grammar in the input. From an 

instructional perspective, there are two main components of Processing Instruction: 

Component 1: Learners are given information (see example below) about a processing 

principle that might negatively affect their processing of a particular form or structure during 

comprehension. Learners are warned that they might not process a particular feature due to 

processing constraints (e.g. redundancy, communicative value, location, word order). 

The subjunctive verb is located generally in the middle of the sentence (e.g. Io non credo 

che parli bene il francese).  

 

 
ATTENZIONE  

Pay attention to the middle of the sentence!! 

Component 2: Learners are exposed to structured input activities. Structured input activities 

manipulate the input and they aim to ensure learners make form-meaning connections and 

enrich learners’ intake. Lee and VanPatten (1995:104) have produced the following 

guidelines to develop structured input activities: 

1. Present one thing at a time. 

2. Keep meaning in focus. 

3. Move from sentences to connected discourse. 

4. Use both oral and written input. 
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5. Have the learner ‘do something’ with the input. 

6. Keep the learner’s processing strategies in mind. 

(1) Forms or grammatical structures need to be presented in smaller parts and taught one 

at a time. L2 learners need to have the time to be exposed to enough input 

(comprehensible and meaningful) containing the target form to make one form-

meaning connection at a time; 

(2) L2 learners are exposed to activities in which they need to make form-meaning 

connections through structured input activities. As pointed out by Van Patten 

(1996:68) ‘‘if meaning is absent or if learners do not have to pay attention to meaning 

to complete the activity, then there is not enhancement of input processing;” 

(3) L2 learners are exposed to sentences containing the target form and must respond to 

the input in some way through exposure to referential and affective types of 

structured input activities; 

(4) L2 learners should be exposed to both oral and written input as some learners respond 

better to one type of input than the other. This is also in order to account for possible 

individual differences; 

(5) Structured input activities are developed to ensure L2 learners process the input they 

receive (i.e. agreeing or disagreeing, like or dislike, etc.) and make form-meaning 

connections. L2 learners must be engaged in processing the input sentences and must 

respond to the input sentence in some way; 

(6) L2 learners’should be exposed to input that is manipulated in such a way that we can 

circumvent the universal processing strategies used by L2 learners when they process 

language.   

There are two types of structured input activities: referential and affective. The 

characteristics of the two are outlined below: 

 

Referential activities force L2 learners to focus on a form and its meaning. There is usually 

a right or wrong answer which L2 learners need to signal. These activities are usually written 

or oral ones; 

Affective activities encourage L2 learners to interpret the message they hear or read and 

engage in activities in which they might need to express an opinion, or a belief, or other 

affective responses. According to VanPatten (1996:170), affective activities reinforce form-

meaning connections established during referential structured input activities.  
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Farley (2005) suggests that the using a combination of referential and affective activities is 

the most effective use of structured input practice. Structured input activities aim at making 

L2 learners interpret and comprehend the linguistic feature in oral and written form, and not 

producing it. Feedback is not provided during structured input practice.  

 
2.3 What makes Processing Instruction effective?  

Structured input activities can be produced to practise any grammatical form/structure for 

which there is a processing problem (affected by a processing principle). The overall scope 

of structured input activities is to affect L2 learners’ processing strategies so that learners 

will process input for both form and meaning in a more accurate way. Structured input 

practice is a key component in Processing Instruction, not only in making L2 learners 

establish the correct form-meaning connections, but also in providing communicative 

activities that encourage meaningful exchange of information.  

 
2.3.1 Structured input and the processing principles 
 
The Lexical Preference Principle 

In VanPatten’s Lexical Reference Principle (1996), it is argued that L2 learners process 

lexical items before grammatical items when both are encoded with the same meaning. In 

the case of Italian verbal morphology, the verbal inflection in the past tense -ato, as in parlato 

(spoken), encoding the idea that an action is completed (pastness), can also be expressed in 

a sentence by a temporal reference (e.g. l’anno passato last year). As L2 learners use this 

strategy as a default strategy, when they process input containing this form they will skip the 

grammatical feature as the meaning of the sentence is conveyed by the temporal marker.  

Structured input activities are designed to resolve these processing problems. They are 

constructed to allow L2 learners to circumvent non-optimal processing strategies and process 

these forms effectively. In the referential activity A below, L2 learners must process the 

language in the input to determine whether the statement they hear is referring to a present 

or past action without lexical items referring to time.   

ACTIVITY A  

Listen to each sentence and establish whether the action refers to the present or the past 

                  Present                       Past      

      1.              □                             □   
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      2.              □                             □   

      3.              □                             □      

      4.              □                             □   

      5.              □                             □   

Sentences heard by learners:  

     1. Gioco a tennis  

     2. Ho guardato la TV 

    3. Telefono a Carlo   

    4. Ho telefonato a Carlo 

 

The Preference for Non-redundancy Principle  

VanPatten (1996:24) stated that ‘‘it is the relative communicative value of a grammatical 

form that plays a major role in determining the learner’s attention to it during input 

processing and the likelihood of its becoming detected and thus part of intake’’. The term’s 

communicative value can be defined as the contribution that a form makes to the meaning 

of an utterance. Two criteria are established to determine high or low communicative value 

in a form: (a) inherent referential meaning; (b) semantic redundancy. In affective activity B 

below and referential activity C, L2 learners’ attention is to the target form to ensure L2 

learners process sentences correctly.  

 

ACTIVITY B 

Read the following statements about Cristiano Ronaldo and indicate whether it is true or 

false. 

                                                                    Vero                 Falso 

  

1. è brutto                                                        �                            � 

2. è un bravo calciatore                                   �                            � 

3. è dotato                                                        �                           � 

4. è stupido                                                      �                           � 

5. è freddo                                                        �                           � 

 

Compare your answers with a classmate: Sei d’accordo? Or Non sei d’accordo? (Do you 

agree? or Do you disagree?) And establish the following: 
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I have a positive view of Ronaldo                      I have a negative view of Ronaldo 

        

             ACTIVITY C 

             Listen to each sentence in which a person is described and determine which person is  

            described.    

 

 
            Claudia Schiffer   Brad Pitt                          

�                            � 

�                            � 

�                            � 

�                            � 

�                            � 

�                            � 

 

Sentences heard by learners: 

È bravo 

È stupida 

È biondo 

È simpatica 

È magro 

 

The Sentence Location Principle  

The Sentence Location Principle (VanPatten 1996) provides a hierarchy of processing 

saliency with regard to second language forms. In the utterance Credo che Trump sia 

pericoloso (I think that Trump is dangerous), the first element L2 learners process is the one 

in initial position (Credo).  The element that would be processed last would be the one in 

medial position (sia). L2 learners “tend to pay attention to what comes first (primacy) and 

what comes last (recency)” (Lee and Benati 2009). 

Because of the sentence location processing strategy, L2 learners will miss out in terms of 

failing to process the subjunctive forms in this case.   



 

 
 

30 

 

Activity D « Personaggi Famosi »  

You will hear the beginning part of a sentence that deals with facts and opinions about 

famous people. Based on what you hear, place a check mark by the phrase that best 

completes each statement.  

1) 
.......... è un bugiardo 

 
.......... sia un bugiardo 

2) 
.......... è un genio della regìa  

..........sia un genio della regìa  

3) 

.......... è una donna attraente 

 .......... sia una donna attraente  

4) 

.......... ha molti soldi 

......... abbia molti soldi 

 

5) 

.......... sa cantare 

.......... sappia cantare  

Sentence heard by learner:  

1. È certo che George Bush...  

2. Non penso che Tarantino....  

3. Non credo che Jodie Foster...  
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4. È sicuro che la Regina...  

5. Non penso che Celine Dion...  

In the affective activity D, L2 learners must process the forms in medial positions 

(subjunctive forms) to establish whether something is certain or not.  

 

The First Noun Principle 

VanPatten (1996, 2004) has also formulated a main processing principle in relation to syntax. 

The First Noun Principle suggests that L2 learners would assign roles to the first element 

they process in a sentence. Normally the first element is processed as the subject or agent of 

the utterance. This processing causes delay in the acquisition as comprehension is impaired. 

In the sentence Maria è baciata da Paolo (Maria is kissed by Paolo), L2 learners would 

immediately think that it is Maria who kissed Paolo.  

        Maria è baciata da Paolo 

           Paolo kisses Maria (meaning) 

 

ACTIVITY E  

As you hear sentences, please try to understand who did what to whom! 

A) Paolo              B) someone else 

A) Gianni           B) someone else  

 

Instructor’s script  

1)  Paolo ha colpito Gianni   

2)  Gianni è stato baciato da Paola 

Lee and VanPatten (1995:109) have proposed various types of structured input activities  

(binary options, matching, supplying information, selecting alternatives, see Figure 2 

below).  
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Figure 2 Structured input activity types 

 

 
2.3.2 What are the effects of structured input activities? 
 

VanPatten and Oikkenon (1996) investigated whether a combination of explicit instruction 

and structured input activities together were the main factors for acquisition to happen. Three 

groups were tested following the design used in the original study on processing instruction 

carried out by VanPatten and Cadierno (1993). The first group received only explicit 

instruction about the target feature (Spanish object pronouns). The second group received 

structured input activities only. The third group the full processing instruction treatment 

(explicit information + structured input activities). The equal gains made on both the 

interpretation and production tests by the processing instruction and the structured input 

groups were greater than the ones from the group receiving only explicit information on the 

targeted form. The main findings from this study clearly indicated that it is the structured 

input activities themselves and the form-meaning connections made during input processing 

that are responsible for the effects observed in this study. 

 

A number of classroom-based research replications have been carried out over the years to 

measure the possible individual effects of the two main components of processing 

instruction.  

Structured
Input 

Activities 

Binary 
Options 

Supplying
Information 

Selecting 
Alternatives 

Matching 
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Benati (2004a) compared the effects of the individual components (structured input and 

explicit information) versus full processing instruction on the acquisition of Italian future 

tense. Results from both the interpretation and production tests revealed that the structured 

input component is the causative factor for the good performance of the two instructional 

groups. Explicit information alone does not have any effects.   

 

Benati (2004b) carried out a second replication on the acquisition of Italian gender 

agreements. Once again, the same three groups were formed and tested. Results confirmed 

those of all previous similar studies. The structured input group and the processing 

instruction group made equal improvements in the sentence and production post-tests. Both 

groups retained their gains in a second and delayed post-testing battery. The structured input 

group also made identical gains to the processing instruction group in the oral production 

task, compared to the explicit information group.  

Wong (2004) also conducted a replication of VanPatten and Oikkenon (1996). She 

investigated the effects of processing instruction alone compared to the individual 

components, and a control group, in the acquisition of the French negative + indefinite 

articles. The scores of both the interpretation and the production showed that the structured 

input component is the main factor in determining the ability for learners to both process and 

produce the target feature under investigation. Wong (2004: 195) argued that ‘‘learners 

might be able to rely on the explicit information (EI) to help them make gains on this type 

of task. The fact that the EI group was not better than the control group, however, also 

suggests that the impact of this information was minimal’’. 

    

Sanz (2004) carried out a study to investigate the effects of structured input activities in the 

acquisition of Spanish object pronouns. The same three groups were formed, and three tests 

were used to measure the effects of the instructional treatments. An interpretation and a 

production sentence were used and, in addition, a video-retelling task was developed 

specifically for this study. The overall results indicated that structured input is the main 

variable responsible for the good performance of the participants in all of the three tests.  

 

 

Farley (2004) replicated the original study of VanPatten and Oikkenon (1996) by measuring 

the effects of structured input on the acquisition of the Spanish subjunctive of doubt. Three 

groups were used: one was exposed to processing instruction; one to structured input 
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practice; the third one to explicit information only. The results were slightly different to the 

previous ones as the statistical analyses conducted in this study were slightly different than 

the previous; the processing instruction group outperformed the structured input practice 

group both in the interpretation and the production task. One of the explanations for this 

result, was the nature of the subjunctive as a syntactical stubborn feature.  

 

Lee and Benati (2007a) measured the relative effects of structured input activities in the 

acquisition of Japanese past forms and affirmative vs. negative present forms. The same 

three groups were formed. Interpretation and production tasks were developed for this 

study. The results indicated that the structured input group was the key variable in the 

groups improving from pre to post-tests in both linguistic features of Japanese (affirmative 

and negative present tense and past tense). 

Overall, research investigating the effects of the two main components of processing 

instruction provides a clear indication that structured input practice is the main factor for 

ensuring learners process input language accurately and appropriately (making form-

meaning connections). As indicated by VanPatten (1996:126), ‘‘structured input activities 

and the form-meaning connections being made during input processing are responsible for 

the relative effects observed’’.   

 
2.4 Processing Instruction and the Subjunctive 
 

Collentine (1998) measured the effects of processing instruction and an output-oriented 

instruction on the acquisition of the Spanish subjunctive of doubt using a pre-test post-test 

procedure. The aim of the study was to test whether processing instruction is more effective 

than other instruction in helping learners to assign abstract meanings such as [doubt] or [-

referentiality] to a grammatical form. The study involved 54 participants enrolled in a second 

semester Spanish course at an American university, divided in three groups: processing 

instruction; output-oriented instruction; control. The two experimental groups were only 

distinguished by the processing mode, one through a specific type of input, the other through 

output. Analyses of covariance were conducted on scores from the pre-tests and post-tests, 

and results showed that both groups improved in production and comprehension of the 

Spanish subjunctive.  

Farley (2001a) compared the effects of processing instruction vs. meaning output-based 

instruction on the acquisition of the Spanish subjunctive of doubt. Fifty university students 
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studying Spanish at intermediate level were assigned to two groups, Processing Instruction 

and meaning output-based instruction. The material for the processing instruction treatment 

was developed following the guidelines for structured input activities (e.g. VanPatten and 

Sanz 1995; Lee and VanPatten 1995, 2003; Farley 2005). Farley’s results differed from the 

previous studies comparing processing instruction vs. traditional instruction. Both the 

processing instruction and meaning output-based instruction performed equally in the 

interpretation and the production tests. In discussing the results, Farley argued that the 

output-based instruction treatment is not a mechanical treatment but more interactive and 

communicative in nature. He argued (Farley 2001a) that the meaning output-based 

instruction treatment used in his study was not a pure output treatment as the meaning output-

based instruction is not an instruction type that is entirely input free. Participants might have 

used the output produced during the treatment as incidental input to process the subjunctive 

forms. He considered that the incidental input learners received during output practice and 

not output practice itself was responsible for learners’ performance. It must be also noticed 

that in an identical study (same structure, design and procedure) conducted by Farley (2001a) 

the results showed that although the processing instruction and meaning output-based 

instruction groups made similar gains from a pre-test to a post-test, the Processing 

Instruction group gains were maintained in a delayed post-test, whereas the effects of the 

meaning output-based instruction treatment declined. Morgan-Short and Bowden (2006) 

also show declining effects for meaning output-based instruction. 

 

In a later study, Farley (2004b) once again addressed the acquisition of the Spanish 

subjunctive with the aim of measuring the importance and role of Explicit Information in 

Processing Instruction in a pre-test and post-test procedure. Participants were students from 

a fourth semester Spanish course, divided into two groups, Processing Instruction group and 

Structured input group. Both groups received structured input activities, referential and 

affective.  The Processing Instruction group only received EI contained in a one-page 

handout that informed the participants of the connection between subjunctive inflections and 

the meaning of doubt those forms may convey and of the possible wrong processing 

strategies (Lexical Preference Principle and Sentence Location Principle) a non-native 

speaker of Spanish is likely to follow when processing the subjunctive from. Results from 

the assessment tasks showed that for the interpretation task, both groups improved from pre 

to post-test and that both groups maintained the improvement in a second post-test, with the 

Processing Instruction group showing a higher standard deviation than the Structured Input 
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group in the three phases.  Results from the study suggest that structured input is the 

necessary component in Processing Instruction that leads to form-meaning connection of the 

subjunctive, and that Explicit Information  helps learners to notice the form once the correct 

form-meaning connection is made through structured input activities.     

 

Lee and Benati (2007a) examined the online delivery of the Italian subjunctive of doubt and 

opinion. They compared both forms of delivery (classroom vs. computer) and instructional 

treatments (processing instruction vs. meaning output-based instruction). The results of the 

interpretation test revealed no significant difference in terms of mode of delivery. However, 

the processing instruction group was significantly better than the meaning output-based 

group in either mode of delivery. Processing instruction was more effective than the output-

based group in the interpretation task. The processing instruction group performed equally 

to the output-based group in the production task. 

 
2.5 Implications for this study 
 

In this chapter, we highlighted that for processing instruction to be authentic we need to 

define the ‘P’ and the ‘I’ in processing instruction and ensure that we are tackling a 

processing problem with this pedagogy. Processing Instruction is informed by the Input 

Processing theory and its main principles: (a) L2 learners process meaning before forms; L2 

learners assign syntactic roles (subject/agent) based on the first element they encounter in a 

sentence; (c) L2 learners have limited working memory capacity when they are exposed to 

language input and they need to process and store information.  

The structured input component in processing instruction addresses a processing problem, 

promotes form-meaning connections, and facilitates the development of language as mental 

representation (not rule learning). Empirical research measuring the effects of structured 

input has clearly indicated that the positive effects of processing instruction are due to 

structured input practice. Language input is restructured grammatically so that L2 learners 

must make form-meaning mappings which are the kind of vital input which feeds their 

internal and implicit language systems. This branch of research within processing instruction 

confirms a facilitating role of instruction in speeding up the rate of acquisition. More analysis 

on the role of this type of pedagogical intervention on rate of acquisition will take place in 

the following chapters, including a more in-depth analysis of the importance of 
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methodological tools used to measure the effects of instruction (online vs. offline 

measurements).  

 

Structured input practice is very effective with the subjunctive of doubt forms. Empirical 

research has demonstrated that these effects are not limited to a learner’s ability to process 

input better. In addition, structured input activities have an effect on learner’s developing 

system as learners receiving this practice are able to access the appropriate information 

during speech production.  

 
  



 

 
 

38 

Chapter Three: Review of studies comparing processing instruction 
/structured input and textual enhancement 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 

In the present chapter, empirical studies comparing the relative effects of processing 

instruction/structured input and input enhancement/textual enhancement will be reviewed. 

The theoretical and pedagogical characteristics of input enhancement and textual 

enhancement as an input-based pedagogical intervention will be presented. The main 

contributions for the present study derived from this branch of research will be outlined.  

 
3.2 The role of instruction  
 
What is the role of instruction? This was the question originally raised by Long in a seminal 

paper in the early eighties (1983). Since that seminar paper, scholars have been debating 

whether instruction makes a difference in the acquisition of language properties such as 

morphology and syntax. Contemporary theories have also addressed this question by taking 

different positions surrounding the nature, role and effects of instruction.  

 

An overall review of the main contemporary theories and current empirical research on the 

role of instruction in second language acquisition has led to the following conclusions 

(VanPatten, Smith and Benati, 2019): 

 
• Instruction does not alter the route of acquisition (i.e. acquisition orders and 

developmental sequences). There are no empirical studies showing that instruction 

alters the order/sequence of acquisition; 

• Instruction as input manipulation can facilitate language processing; 

• Instruction may have some beneficial effects (e.g. developing procedural knowledge, 

facilitating noticing and awareness) on second language acquisition. 

 
The effects of instruction are limited and constrained by natural orders of acquisition and by 

L2 learners’ readiness to acquire a particular structure (Pienemann and Lenzing 2015). If, as 

seems to be the case, there are no effects of instruction on the route of acquisition, what 

about its possible effects on the rate of acquisition? Can instruction facilitate and speed-up 

acquisition of the formal properties of a target language?  
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Researchers have investigated the effects of a number of different instructional treatments 

(e.g. incidental focus on form, textual enhancement, processing instruction). Overall, the 

main findings from the empirical research conducted seem to point to two main positions: 

(i) instruction has a limited and constrained role; (ii) instruction might have some possible 

beneficial effects, not on the route but on the rate of acquisition. However, several key 

questions (VanPatten, Smith and Benati, 2019) have been raised about how the possible 

effects of instruction are measured in second language research. Does the research on the 

effects of instruction measure explicit knowledge or implicit knowledge?  

Very often, the effectiveness of a particular instructional treatment has been measured using 

explicit knowledge tests. These kind of tests, normally measure knowledge and use of rules 

that we find in textbooks, teacher explanations and online sites.  

 

Current research on the effects of instruction is largely focused on measuring its immediate 

effects using various designs. It is not clear that instruction on formal features of language 

speeds up the rate of acquisition. However, there is some evidence that instruction as input 

manipulation can facilitate language processing (VanPatten, Smith and Benati 2019). In 

addition, instruction may have some beneficial effects (e.g. developing procedural 

knowledge, facilitating noticing and awareness) on second language acquisition. Despite 

this, there is not enough evidence to demonstrate long-term effects of instruction. Meta-

analyses studies point to positive short-term effects for instruction on grammatical properties 

of language (Norris and Ortega 2009; Spada and Tomita 2010; Goo et al. 2015; Kang, Sok, 

and ZhaoHong 2019) indicate that there is a possible short-term effect of instruction on L2 

learners’ rate of acquisition. However, the results from these meta-analyses studies need to 

be taken with caution for two main reasons:  

 
• The effects of instruction measured on the rate of acquisition is mostly about the 

development of explicit knowledge; 

• Measurements in research on the effects of instruction make use of tests that 

exclusively measure explicit knowledge.  

 

One key question that needs to be addressed is therefore: does instruction foster implicit 

knowledge?  
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There is an agreement in second language acquisition about the fact there are two different 

types of linguistic knowledge: explicit knowledge and implicit knowledge. Krashen (1982) 

distinguished between a learning system (explicit) and an acquiring system (implicit). The 

existence of a difference between implicit and explicit language knowledge is confirmed by 

brain science. Paradis (2004) sustains that explicit knowledge (conscious awareness of 

language data) is qualitatively different from implicit knowledge (unconscious set of 

computational procedures). According to Paradis (2004), explicit rules in grammar do not 

correspond to the internal and implicit mental representations our mind/brain relies on for 

language development.  

Explicit knowledge of language is defined as conscious knowledge. It is often verbalizable 

knowledge about language such as “to talk about something in the past’, add –ed sound to 

the end of the verb such as play versus played.” Implicit knowledge is defined as unconscious 

knowledge and it is not verbalizable. It is the ability to understand or supply talked and not 

talk in contexts that require the past tense in English, and to do so without a conscious effort 

to retrieve the form.  

In traditional instruction, language teachers instruct learners about something, L2 learners 

practise it, and then the teachers assess them using a paper and pencil test. There are two 

problems with this type of instruction aimed at developing explicit knowledge: (i) it does 

not correspond to the way language develops in the mind/brain; (ii) it does not correspond 

to the way learners process information.  

Language acquisition is about the development of implicit knowledge. As highlighted by 

VanPatten and Rothman (2014), language as mental representation is too abstract and 

complex to be taught and learned explicitly. In short, language is not the rules and paradigms 

that appear on textbook pages. Explicit rules and paradigm lists cannot become the abstract 

and complex system because the two things are completely different. This implication stems 

from the fact that there is no internal mechanism (at least no strong evidence) that can convert 

explicit textbook rules into implicit mental representation (VanPatten 2016).  

Instruction has an effect on fostering explicit knowledge, at least in the short-term. DeKeyser 

(2015) argues that practice in which learners deliberately focus their attention on particular 

forms might help the development of a skill. Practice of the kind used in traditional 

instruction does little to foster the development of mental representation and might help the 

development of a learning-like behaviour. VanPatten and Benati (2010:31) have argued that 
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“L2 learners clearly create linguistic systems in an organized way that seem little affected 

by external forces such as instruction and correction.” 

The acquisition of the grammatical properties of a target language is mainly implicit. L2 

learners create an abstract system (mental representation) similar to the way in which L1 

learners do. Therefore, instruction should be devised in a way that, on one hand, enhances 

the grammatical features in the input and, on the other hand, provides L2 learners with 

opportunities to focus on meaning. Scholars in second language acquisition have agreed that 

L2 learners must be exposed to input and that input must be comprehensible and meaning-

bearing in order to facilitate language development. Language that learners hear and see in 

communicative contexts forms the data upon which the internal mechanisms operate. The 

only effective way to facilitate language development (implicit knowledge) is the provision 

of good quality input.  

This view about language and language development (too abstract and complex to teach and 

learn explicitly) has clearly profound consequences for how we implement instruction in the 

language classroom. Explicit rules and paradigm lists cannot become the abstract and 

complex language system because the two things are completely different. As previously 

stated, this implication stems from the fact that there is no internal mechanism that can 

convert explicit textbook rules into our implicit mental representation system. Most 

textbooks and many teachers continue to treat language like any other subject matter. 

However, what winds up in the human mind has no resemblance to anything on textbook 

pages, or what teachers say.  

The main question is: how do we then provide effective instruction? There is a qualitative 

difference between explicit and implicit knowledge of language. Acquisition is stage-like 

and ordered. In the acquisition of any structure there are stages that all learners go through 

regardless of their L1. There is no evidence that stages can be skipped or orders can be 

altered. Language instruction might therefore have a constrained and limited role. Instruction 

might help L2 learners to develop a good level of attainment particularly if opportunities to 

natural exposure are given. Instruction has a facilitative role when it is used for linguistic 

features, which are not too distant from the learner’s current level of language development. 

It might have a facilitative role in helping L2 learners to pay selective attention to form and 

form-meaning connections in the input. Although the route of acquisition cannot be altered, 

instruction might in certain conditions speed up the rate of acquisition and develop greater 
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language proficiency. What are the conditions that might facilitate the speed in which 

languages are learned? A first condition is that L2 learners must be exposed to sufficient 

input. A second condition is that L2 learners must be developmentally ready for instruction 

to be effective. A third condition is that instruction must take into consideration how L2 

learners process input. For the research on the effects of instruction to make advances, it 

needs to consider ways in which to assess implicit knowledge along with a consideration of 

what implicit knowledge actually is. 

 
3.2 Input enhancement 
 
There is an agreement among scholars (VanPatten, Smith and Benati 2019) that L2 learners 

benefit from being exposed to input that is comprehensible and meaningful. Input must be 

manipulated to facilitate L2 learners to make form-meaning connections as outlined by 

VanPatten (1996). A ‘focus on form’ component in instruction might help L2 learners in 

terms of speeding up acquisition. Long (1991) has defined ‘focus on form’ as a type of 

instruction which involves a focus on form and a focus on meaning.  A focus on form 

requires a focus on form and a focus on meaning. Long and Robinson (1998: 23) further 

defined focus on form “…as an occasional shift of attention to linguistic code features - by 

the teacher and/or one or more students - triggered by perceived problems with 

comprehension or production.” More recently, he has described (Long 2015: 317) focus on 

form as a pedagogical procedure that ‘‘involves reactive use of a wide variety of pedagogic 

procedures to draw learners’ attention to linguistic problems in context, as they arise during 

communication”. As well-explained by Ellis (2016), focus on form has become a set of 

pedagogical interventions designed to draw L2 learners’ attention to a linguistic form in a 

communicative context. The focus on form can be either pre-planned focusing on a particular 

form or it can be incidental as L2 learners engage in meaning-based activities. During a focus 

on form intervention, the linguistic elements are dealt with either intensively (systematically) 

or extensively (incidentally), but the primary focus of the class always lies on 

communication.  

 

In the process of focusing on a particular form, attention is an important construct as it plays 

a key role. L2 learners must first notice the form in the input language for that particular 

form to go through further processing. ‘Noticing’ is a term coined by Schmidt (1990), and 

refers to L2 learners’ conscious awareness of something in the input they had not been aware 
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of before. For example, I became aware that ‘play’ is different from ‘played’. It is important 

at this point to emphasize that noticing does not entail allocating meaning to what it is 

noticed. In other words, noticing does not mean that L2 learners make a link between a 

form/word and its meaning. In the case of structured input practice, there is no attempt to 

make a form salient like it would be in the case of textual enhancement practice. With 

structured input practice, there is a clear attempt to expose L2 learners to input in a way that 

a link between form and meaning is made.  

Schmidt has argued that L2 learners require attention in order to successfully process forms 

in the input. Learners must pay attention to a form in the input and also notice it for that form 

to be processed. Schmidt’s ‘noticing hypothesis’ suggests that noticing is necessary and a 

degree of awareness is crucial for L2 learners to incorporate the new language into their 

internal system.  

If ‘noticing’ a form in the input is a key feature in language acquisition, the question is: How 

can we best facilitate the noticing of a certain form in the input? Input enhancement is an 

overall pedagogical approach to grammar instruction which indicates that a form should be 

made more noticeable to L2 learners through the input. This view suggests that L2 learners 

should, on one hand, be exposed to positive evidence (comprehensible input), and on the 

other hand, be directed to specific linguistic properties of the target language. Drawing L2 

learners’ attention to a formal property of the target language can take different forms: (a) 

enhancing the form by visually altering its appearance in the text using italics, emboldening 

and underlining that form; (b) enhancing the form verbally (oral input enhancement) by 

using special stress on the form, intonation and gestures.  

Sharwood Smith (1991, 1993) has argued that saliency is a factor affecting noticing. If a 

form is enhanced in the input, there are more chances that L2 learners might notice that form.  

The question is: is there any empirical evidence in support of this view? Empirical research 

on the effects of textual enhancement will be reviewed in the next sections of this chapter.  

 

 
3.2.1 Textual enhancement 
 

Textual enhancement (Sharwood Smith 1993) is an input enhancement type of pedagogical 

intervention in which form is made more noticeable in the input L2 Learners are exposed to. 

The target form is underlined or capitalized in a text to specifically ensure L2 learners notice 

that particular grammatical feature. Saliency is at the centre of the textual enhancement 
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pedagogical intervention given that its main purpose is to ensure L2 learners notice a form 

in the input. In this context, Leow (2001) defines enhanced input as input that has been 

altered typologically to enhance the saliency of target forms. Input enhancement is an input-

based focus on form that exposes L2 learners to comprehensible input and at the same time 

draws their attention to a specific linguistic property of the target language. Input 

enhancement varies in terms of explicitness and elaboration.  

 

One type of input enhancement focus on form type consists of modifying a text so that a 

particular target item would appear over and over again. In this way, the text will contain 

many examples of the same feature (input flood, see next section). A different type would 

consist of underlining, emboldening, italicizing or capitalizing a specific grammatical item 

(providing typographical cues) in a text (textual enhancement). Textual enhancement is 

specifically used to make particular features of written input more salient, with the scope to 

help learners notice these forms and eventually make appropriate form-meaning 

connections. The main characteristic of textual enhancement is to highlight the form in the 

text (e.g. emboldening, underlining) whilst keeping the learner’s attention on meaning. No 

metalinguistic explanation is provided during input enhancement.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

 

Textual enhancement should facilitate the ‘noticing’ of grammatical properties. In the 

examples below (Figure 3), feminine gender agreement form -a- in Italian is made textually 

more salient with the scope to help L2 learners notice these forms and eventually make 

appropriate form-meaning connections. The target form is enhanced by visually altering (see 

example below in Italian enhancing gender agreement forms) its appearance in the text (e.g. 

italicised, emboldened, underlined).  

 

Step 1. Leggi il brano (Read the text)  

La mia camera nuova è molto spaziosa. Nella mia camera c’è un tavolo grigio, un armadio 

alto e bianco e un letto ampio e comodo. La mamma ha messo una tenda leggera e un 

tappeto viola. C’è anche una libreria piena di libri.  

Step 2. Disegna la camera descritta (Draw the room described) 

Designing textual enhancement activities involves the following guidelines (Wong 2004):  
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a)  Choose a grammatical feature that L2 learners need to pay attention to;  

b)  Highlight the feature in the text using a textual enhancement technique (e.g. 

     emboldening, underlining); 

c)  Keep learners’ attention on meaning;  

d)  Do not provide any metalinguistic explanation.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Figure 3 Textual Enhancement (adapted from Wong 2004) 

 

The main advantage of textual enhancement is that if L2 learners can be exposed to more 

instances of the target form in the manipulated input, there are more chances that they will 

eventually notice the form. However, there is no guarantee that they will process the form in 

terms of making a direct form-meaning connection. Noticing and processing are two 

different constructs. Noticing refers to the fact that L2 learners might notice a form in the 

input. This notion involves some form of awareness on the part of the learner. A different 

construct is processing. With processing, we refer to the fact that a form-meaning connection 

is made.  For example, the verbal ending -ed in English is a grammatical form that encodes 

the meaning ‘pastness’ (or ‘not present’). 

 

3.2.2 Empirical studies measuring the effects of textual enhancement 

Textual enhancement is a type of focus on form that enhances the saliency of input in written 

or oral texts with a view to facilitating L2 learners’ noticing of targeted forms and thereby 

enhancing their acquisition. From a theoretical point of view, Schmidt’s (1995) noticing 

hypothesis underpins research on textual enhancement. Schmidt (1995:20) posits that 

noticing is an essential component of the learning process. 

The empirical research into the offline and online effects of textual enhancement has mainly 

been conducted to address the following:  

(a) Offline effects of textual enhancement compared to explicit instruction. 

(b) Offline effects of textual enhancement compared to other input enhancement 

types of focus on form. 

(c) Online effects of textual enhancement compared to other input enhancement 

types of focus on form. 

(a) Offline and online effects of textual enhancement compared to explicit instruction. 
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Doughty (1991) discovered that instruction had a positive effect on the rate of acquisition of 

relative clauses in English among intermediate-level English participants. Doughty 

developed two instructional treatments: one group received visual enhancement (capitalising 

and emboldening the target feature in the text) without any linguistic rule; the second group 

received metalinguistic explanation in addition to the visual enhancement. The results of this 

study showed that the two groups benefited equally from the treatment with or without the 

explicit information component.  

Alanen (1995) conducted a laboratory experiment investigating the acquisition of a 

morphological feature of a semi-artificial language. One group received an enhancement 

treatment and a second group the same treatment + rule explanation. The findings of this 

study show no advantages for L2 learners who received grammatical rules in addition to the 

enhancement treatment.  

Cintrón-Valentín and Ellis (2015) investigated the effects of different kinds of focus on form.  

Subjects were randomised into three experimental groups and were instructed on Latin verb 

morphology in one of three ways: explicit grammar instruction, typographical enhancement 

(verb inflections highlighted in red and bold), or verb pretraining with an additional 

introduction involving English translations. Eye tracking data demonstrated that 

typographical enhancement led to significantly more scrutiny of the verbs compared to a 

control group, with no differences from the more explicit treatments involving grammar 

instruction and pretraining.  

(b) Offline effects of textual enhancement compared to other input enhancement types of 
focus on form. 

Shook (1994) investigated the relative effects of textual enhancement on the acquisition of 

the Spanish present perfect tense and relative pronouns (que/quien). For this study, he 

created three groups: the first group was exposed to a reading text without any 

enhancements; the second group received the same text with enhancements; the third group 

received the same text with enhancements and explicit information. A multiple-choice form 

recognition test and a cloze form production test were used in this experiment. The main 

results of this study indicated that ‘enhancement in a text’ is a key variable in improving L2 

learners’ performance.  
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Jourdenais et al. (1995) conducted an experimental study to investigate the effects of textual 

enhancement on the acquisition of Spanish preterite and imperfect past tense forms. For this 

study two groups were compared: one group receiving an enhanced version of a text; the 

other group receiving an unenhanced version. Think-aloud techniques were used to measure 

performance, but showed no difference between the two groups. However, in a production 

test, the enhancement group produced more target forms than the other group. Overstreet 

(1998) also conducted a replication of this study and his findings point to the fact that the 

effects for textual enhancement on comprehension were minimal. One of the hypotheses he 

made was that perhaps the enhancements used in the text were too many and might have 

negatively interfered with L2 learners’ comprehension.  

White (1998) examined the effects of typographical enhancement on the acquisition of 

possessive determiners in English. Three groups receiving different treatments were created: 

the first group received a typographically enhanced input flood treatment in addition to the 

extensive reading and listening; the second group received only the enhanced treatment; the 

third group received a typographically unenhanced input flood treatment. The results showed 

that all three groups improved even if the beneficial effects were short-term.  

Leow (2001) also carried out a study measuring the relative effects of textual enhancement 

on the acquisition of Spanish formal imperative verb forms. Two groups were formed: 

enhanced group; unenhanced group. The main findings of this study indicated that the 

enhanced group did not notice more forms than the unenhanced group.  

Leow, Egi, Nuevo, and Tsai (2003) further investigated the effects of textual enhancement 

on comprehension and the acquisition of the Spanish present perfect tense and the Spanish 

present subjunctive mood. Two groups were used: one received an enhanced version of two 

passages, and the other one the unenhanced version. Participants had to perform think-aloud 

activity as they read the passage. Two multiple-choice tests were developed for this study: a 

comprehension test and a recognition test. The main results of this study showed that textual 

enhancement had very little effect on noticing.  

Wong (2002) found positive results for textual enhancement. She investigated its effects in 

the acquisition of geographical locations in French. She formed three groups: the enhanced 

group (emboldening and italicising); the no enhancement group; and the visually enhanced 
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group. The main findings of this study showed the groups that received input with the text 

enhanced performed better compared to the group receiving the unenhanced treatment.  

Simard (2009) researched the effects of textual enhancement on the acquisition of the 

English third person singular possessive determiners. An enhanced group was compared to 

a control group receiving no enhancement on the same text. Two tests were used to measure 

performance of the participants: an information transfer test; and multiple-choice recognition 

test. Results confirmed the positive effects for textual enhancement.  

Boers et al. (2017) focused on the potential capability of typographical enhancement to foster 

the learners’ sensitivity to formulaic sequences. They assigned eighty-one subjects to three 

experimental groups which read the same two texts for content: (i) enhanced group, 

(underlining) with all the targets enhanced; (ii) half of the target items enhanced; and (iii) no 

enhancement. Learning was assessed through an episodic memory test. Results highlighted 

that underlining was effective in improving the learning of formulaic language. However, 

such benefits did not extend to the unenhanced items, which suggests that typographical 

enhancement did not boost sensitivity to the formulaic dimension of the text beyond the 

enhanced items.  

(c) Online effects of textual enhancement alone or compared to other input enhancement 
types of focus on form. 

Winke (2013) investigated the effects of textual enhancement using eye-movement data on 

the acquisition of English passive forms. The overall results showed that textual 

enhancement did not have an effect on the improvement of text comprehension.  

Simard and Foucambert’s (2013) study addressed both online (eye-tracking) and offline 

(verbal reports) measures of noticing. Eye-tracking measures showed increased 

consciousness in participants when reading enhanced compared to unenhanced input. 

Issa et al. (2015) compared the effects of typographical enhancement (red colouring) and 

structured input activities on the reading and learning of Spanish direct object pronouns. 

Analysis of eye-tracking data on skipping rates showed that both interventions significantly 

improved the amount of attention paid to the target items as compared with the control group, 

with no difference between input enhancement and structured input activities.  
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Alsadoon (2015) investigated the impact of textual input enhancement on the noticing and 

intake of English vowels by Arabic L2 learners of English. An eye-tracker recorded 

participants’eye fixations during the treatment phase. Overall, main findings indicated that 

vowel blindness was significantly reduced for the experimental group who received vowel 

training in the form of textual input enhancement.  

Indrarathne and Kormos (2016) assigned their subjects to the following type of exposure to 

form: typographical enhancement (boldface; explicit instructions to pay attention to the 

enhanced words and metalinguistic explanation; typographical enhancement with explicit 

instructions; typographical enhancement without explicit instructions; unenhanced text). 

Eye-tracking showed that enhancement, even without explicit instruction for participants to 

pay attention to it, resulted in longer fixations on the target items (causative 

‘had’constructions), i.e.  it positively affected levels of consciousness.  

Lee and Révész (2020) assessed the effects of textual enhancement through an eye-tracking 

study. The target L2 construction was the use of the present perfect versus the past simple in 

reporting news. A series of mixed-effects models found textual enhancement effective in 

drawing L2 learners’ attention to and facilitating development in the use of the target 

construction.  

Overall, the findings of the research measuring the effects of textual enhancement are rather 

mixed. Input enhancement groups exposed to enhancement-embedded texts show an 

improvement in terms of ‘noticing’ forms in the input when tested after the treatment. The 

effects of textual enhancement seem to be positive, however, a number of factors might 

constrain these effects; proficiency level of the learner, the linguistic feature chosen; the 

level of development of the individual learner; and the length and type of the enhancement.  

A meta-analysis carried out by Lee and Huang (2008) failed to show clear statistical effects 

for textual enhancement, but only minimal effects for learners who received a form of 

enhancement in texts.  
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Empirical findings show more agreement when it comes to the effects of textual 

enhancement on attention allocation. Three main tools have been employed in order to 

investigate how typographical enhancement affects attention: note taking (Izumi 2002), 

think-aloud protocols (Leow et al 2003) and eye tracking (Cintron-Valentin & Ellis 2015; 

Indrarathne & Kormos 2016; Issa et al 2015; Lee and Révész, 2020; Winke 2013). The 

majority of these studies confirmed that typographical enhancement increased the amount 

of attention paid to the target items. It is important for findings on the effects of textual 

enhancement and its role in attention to be confirmed in online studies employing a more 

fine-grained measure, i.e. eye-tracking. Even if product-level tests failed to highlight new 

knowledge, eye movements measured at the process level in different studies show the 

effectiveness of textual enhancement overall in terms of the amount of attention paid to target 

items. Attention to the target feature, however, does not mean that the learners have 

successfully processed that feature in terms of making accurate and appropriate form-

meaning connections.  

 
3.3 Studies comparing processing instruction/structured input and enhanced processing 
instruction/structured input 
 
One branch of research within the processing instruction research agenda is the one which 

has investigated which factor is the most effective component in the processing instruction 

pedagogical intervention. Is it the explicit information component or the structured input 

practice? Or perhaps both components together are the causative factors in making this 

pedagogical intervention effective? Overall, the main findings from research measuring 

offline effects of structured input on the interpretation and processing of target forms has 

revealed the following:  

•  Structured input is the causative factor for the positive effects of processing instruction. 

Learners with different first languages (L1s) and backgrounds make consistent gains in 

interpretation and production tests at sentence and discourse-level;  

• The effects of structured input are consistent, durative, and measurable for different 

languages and processing problems. 
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Structured input practice improves L2 learners' ability to process language, making 

appropriate form-meaning connections and eventually affecting the developing system. A 

possible research question to address is: would enhancing structured input activities have an 

additional positive effect?  

 

Lee and Benati (2007b) conducted a study comparing enhanced vs unenhanced structured 

input activities on the acquisition of Italian gender agreement forms. Participants were 

assigned to two instructional groups: group one received structured input practice with no 

enhancement on target form; group two received the same structured input practice with 

form enhancement in the input. Both interpretation and production measurements were used 

in a pre and post-test design. The main findings from this study indicated that there was no 

difference among the two groups. The conclusion is that no matter whether structured input 

practice is enhanced or not, the actual practice does guarantee that L2 learners make correct 

form-meaning connections.  

 

Lee and Benati (2007b) carried out a second similar study comparing the effects of enhanced 

vs unenhanced structured input activities on the acquisition of Italian subjunctive of doubt 

and opinion forms. This time, participants received enhanced and unenhanced forms via two 

different modes of delivery: classroom vs computer in a laboratory setting. Groups were 

formed: two groups received enhanced (textually and aurally) structured input activities 

(classroom vs computer mode); one group received enhanced structured input practice 

(classroom mode). In both the interpretation and production sentence-level tests, the three 

groups performed the same. No matter the mode (classroom vs computer) or the delivery 

(enhanced vs unenhanced), structured input practice makes the difference in terms of 

facilitating the correct processing of forms.    

 

Lee and Benati (2007b) conducted a third study to compare enhanced and unenhanced 

structured input on the acquisition of the Italian future tense. The same experimental format 

was used with two groups (enhanced vs unenhanced) with interpretation production tests to 

measure performance. The results were similar to the previous two studies, which confirmed 

that enhanced and unenhanced structured input activities are equally effective.  

 

In a final study, Lee and Benati (2007b) used two groups (enhanced structured input vs 

unenhanced structured input) and a control group. This time the target form was the Japanese 
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past tense form. Interpretation and production test results indicated once more that both 

instructional treatments improved the learners' production and interpretation of the target 

form equally, and that their improvement was equally superior to that of the control group.  

 

3.4 Implication for this study 
 

The findings from research investigating the effects of textual enhancement are mixed. There 

is evidence for some positive effects of textual enhancement; however, some studies have 

found either no significant effects, or limited effects of textual enhancement. Overall, 

evidence showed that textual enhancement has an effect on L2 learners in terms of attention 

allocation. It is crucial to prove the positive effects of textual enhancement through 

researchers making use of online measurements such as eye-tracking, which provide a better 

tool to measure language processing. 

The research investigating the effects of enhanced and unenhanced structured input activities 

seems to indicate that it is not the enhancement that makes the difference. Structured input 

practice ensures that L2 learners make correct and efficient form-meaning connections and 

map syntactic structures, no matter whether the structured input activities are enhanced or 

not.  

Within the processing instruction research framework, there is a clear lacuna in the database 

in terms of empirical research investigating the possible effects of structured input and 

textual enhancement. 
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Chapter Four: Review of studies measuring discourse and online 
effects of processing instruction  
 
4.1 Introduction  
 

In this chapter, empirical studies measuring the discourse effects of processing instruction 

and structured input practice alone will be reviewed. Research measuring discourse effects 

used both interpretation and production tasks. The second part of the chapter presents a 

review of recent research carried within this framework, utilising online measures such as 

eye-tracking and self-paced reading tasks.  

 
4.2 Studies measuring the effects of processing instruction/structured input at discourse 
level (interpretation and production tasks) 
 

Offline effects of processing instruction have been widely investigated (Benati and Lee 

2015; Lee 2015; Benati and Schwieter 2017; Benati 2019) using a variety of languages (e.g. 

Arabic, French, German, Greek, Italian, Japanese, Russian, Spanish), linguistic features (e.g. 

word order, clitic pronouns, passive and causative constructions, tense markers, aspectual 

markers, mood with expression of doubt), populations (groups and individuals from eight 

different L1s) and contexts.  To measure the offline effects of processing instruction and 

compare it to other pedagogical interventions, two methodological designs have been used: 

pre-test and post-test (immediate and delayed) experimental design; and the so-called ‘trials-

to-criterion design’. The latter is a methodological design used to examine the possible 

effects of the treatment itself (number of trials needed for learners to correctly process 

sentences) and L2 learners’ reaction times in sentence responses.  

Among research in processing instruction, there is a large amount of data (Lee and Benati 

2009; Benati and Lee 2010; Benati 2019, forthcoming; Leeser, forthcoming) which indicates 

that L2 learners exposed to this pedagogical treatment performed better on sentence-level 

interpretation tasks than L2 learners receiving output-based instruction (e.g. mechanical 

output-based instruction consisting of paradigmatic explanations of rules followed by drill 

practice) or less mechanical output-based interventions to grammar instruction (e.g. 

structured-output tasks).  
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In addition, processing instruction seems to have positive effects on L2 learners’ ability to 

produce target forms when measured by sentence-level production tasks (oral and written). 

However, few studies have investigated whether processing instruction effects can be 

measured on discourse-level interpretation and production tasks. 

Discourse-level production tasks  

VanPatten and Sanz (1995) carried out a partial replication of VanPatten and Cadierno’s 

study (1993) to examine whether the effects of processing instruction are able to be observed 

in a variety of communicative tasks. They used two groups: one receiving processing 

instruction and, a control group. The effects of processing instruction on the acquisition of 

Spanish object pronouns were measured by a sentence-level written task, a structured 

question-answer interview, and a video narration task. The main findings of this study 

demonstrated that processing instruction is still effective even when measured on less 

controlled and discourse-type tasks. The results of this study indicated L2 learners were able 

to process information in the input, and that the information processed (form-meaning 

connections) led to a change in knowledge which was available for use in different types of 

production tasks.  

 

Cheng (2004) also investigated the effects of processing instruction on the acquisition of 

Spanish ser and estar using discourse-level production tasks. Three groups were used: 

processing instruction; traditional instruction; control. The main findings of this study 

revealed that processing instruction also had an effect (in addition to the proper 

interpretation/processing of form-meaning connections in the input) on the way L2 learners 

produced sentences at both sentence and discourse-level.  

 

Sanz (2004) carried out a study to measure the effects of processing instruction through the 

use of CALL. Two groups were enrolled in this experiment: one receiving processing 

instruction via CALL (Computer Assisted Language Learning) but no feedback: one 

receiving processing instruction via CALL with feedback. The result of interpretation and 

production tasks (sentence and discourse) showed that both groups improved equally in 

interpreting and producing correct Spanish object pronouns. Structured input practice was 

the causative factor of the performance of the participants in this study no matter the 

feedback.  
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These three empirical studies (Van Patten and Sanz 1995; Cheng 2004; Sanz 2004) provide 

clear evidence that processing instruction/structured input is an effective pedagogical 

intervention for improving both language processing and language production (sentence and 

discourse level).   

 

Discourse-level interpretation tasks  

Lee (2004:319) argued that considering that positive effects of processing instruction can be 

measured through both the interpretation and production of sentence-level tasks, and the 

production of discourse-level tasks, we can hypothesise that they can also be measured using 

discourse-level interpretation tasks. Positive results of processing instruction have been 

observed on discourse-level tasks (interpretation and production). Benati and Lee (2010) 

found positive effects of processing instruction using discourse-level interpretation tasks on 

a variety of languages and linguistic forms (e.g. English past tense and Japanese passive 

constructions). Benati and Batziou (2017, 2019) demonstrated that processing instruction 

has positive effects on discourse-level production tasks (oral and written video-based 

retellings, and oral and written structured interviews).  

Benati and Lee (2010) examined the acquisition of English, and targeted the simple past 

tense as its linguistic feature, which is formed by adding the morpheme –d to the end of 

verbs. This linguistic item is affected by the Lexical Preference Principle as learners tend to 

process lexical items before grammatical items when both encode the same semantic 

information (VanPatten 2004: 14). When they need to decode the meaning of the sentence 

they hear or read, L2 learners would use an adverb such as “yesterday” rather than the 

morpheme –d to assign past temporal reference. In this study, the researcher intended to 

determine whether L2 learners receiving PI would improve their ability to interpret the 

English past tense marker –d as measured by a discourse-level interpretation task. To make 

this determination, they compared the effects of PI to those of TI. Three groups of 

participants, numbering 29 in the final data pool, participated in this study. They were all 

native speakers of Chinese who were learning English in a Chinese primary school. The 

initial subject pool of 38 was further reduced to 29 subjects as only subjects who scored less 

than 50 percent of the maximum score on the pre-tests, both the sentence-level and 

discourse-level interpretation tasks, were included in the final data pool. Pre-tests were 

administered a few weeks prior to the beginning of the treatment. Then, subjects were 

randomly assigned to one of the following three groups: PI (n = 10), TI (n = 9), and a control 
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group (n =10). In the first group, participants were taught the English simple past tense 

marker –d using a PI treatment. The goal of PI is to help learners alter their reliance on 

lexical items (Lexical Preference Principle) so that they process the target verb morpheme 

accurately and efficiently. A second group was taught the English simple past tense marker 

–d using a traditional instruction treatment. Here, the learners received a paradigmatic 

explanation of the target feature which was followed by practice in producing the target 

feature in mechanical and meaningful output activities. The control group did not receive 

instruction on the target form during the treatment period.  

Two tests were developed for this study: one sentence-level interpretation test and one 

discourse-level interpretation test. The instructional treatment lasted approximately six hours 

for the two groups. During the treatment period, feedback on performance was limited to 

telling participants whether an answer was right or wrong. No further explanation was 

offered. The discourse-level interpretation test required learners to interpret past tense 

markers for verbs that were embedded in discourse. It consisted of a dialogue, which was 

spoken at a normal conversational speed by native speakers of English. The dialogue was 

recorded and played to the learners. No repetition was provided so the test would measure 

real-time comprehension. The dialogue contained many verbs but we selected 20 for the test. 

Ten of these were target forms in the past tense, the other ten were in the present tense. 

Neither set of verbs co-occurred with a temporal adverb or any other reference to time. 

Learners were asked to decide whether the verbs listed referred to present or past events. 

They were given one point for each correct assignment of the ten target forms (past tense 

markers). The distractors (present markers) were not scored. As in the case of the sentence-

level interpretation test the pre-test and post-test were balanced in terms of difficulty and 

vocabulary.  

The results of the statistical analysis clearly indicate that the PI group improved from pre-

test to post-test on the sentence-level interpretation test. The performance of the PI group 

was statistically significant and superior to the performance of the TI and control groups. 

The PI treatment also made a significant improvement from pre-test to post-test as measured 

by the discourse-level interpretation task. The performance of the PI group was statistically 

significant to the performance of the traditional and the control groups. These results support 

Lee’s (2004) hypothesis that PI would affect discourse-level interpretation.  
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Overall, the results of this study provided additional support for the view that PI is an 

effective instructional treatment in enhancing learners’ ability to interpret a target form when 

it is embedded in discourse. 

In an experimental study, Benati and Batziou (2017) investigated the effects of structured 

input and structured output on the acquisition of English causative forms. Sentence and 

discourse-level tasks were used. Four groups were compared: structured input; structured 

output; combination of structured input and output; control. The results of the study showed 

that L2 learners receiving structured input benefitted more than all the other groups. Benati 

and Batziou (2019) obtained a similar result in a further study looking at discourse and long-

term effects on the acquisition of the same English linguistic feature. Three groups were 

used: structured input; structured output; combination of structured input and structured 

output. The results indicated short (immediate) and long-term (after six months) positive 

effects for structured input practice on all discourse-level measurements (interpretation and 

production tasks).  

Empirical findings from these studies have indicated that processing instruction/structured 

input is an effective pedagogical intervention to improve interpretation and processing of 

linguistic features at both sentence level and discourse level. In addition, the empirical 

research demonstrates positive effects for processing instruction/structured input on 

production sentence and discourse-level (immediate and short-term effects).  

 

Research examining the effects of processing instruction and/or structured input practice 

alone should continue to investigate how L2 learners process and produce discourse 

containing different target forms in a variety of languages. 

The main findings from research measuring the effects of processing instruction/structured 

input (Benati 2019, forthcoming) have indicated that this pedagogical intervention is a very 

effective type of focus on form. Overall, main results indicate that L2 learners receiving 

processing instruction/structured input always improve in the way they interpret and produce 

target items at sentence-level and discourse-level. One branch of research within the 

processing instruction research agenda has investigated and found that the most effective 

component in processing instruction is the structured input practice component.  

 

Despite the large database, investigation in processing instruction research measured its 

effects through offline measures. Online methods such as eye-tracking and self-paced 
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reading have now been used within this research framework.  The main purpose of the use 

of more sophisticated methodological tools to measure the effects of processing instruction 

and/or structured input practice is that they might offer a more fine-grained way to measure 

language processing and implicit knowledge. 

The primary aim of processing instruction is to steer L2 learners away from input processing 

strategies that prevent them from (correctly) linking form and meaning during real time 

comprehension. Dozens of studies utilising pre-/post-test designs conducted over almost 

thirty years show that L2 learners who receive processing instruction (or structured input 

alone) make significant gains in comprehension from pre- to post-test, as measured by 

offline, sentence-level and discourse-level interpretation tasks. However, until very recently, 

processing instruction research has not included online measures of processing in pre-test 

and post-test assessments, which are needed to show that L2 learners adopt new strategies 

for processing input in real time. The use of online methods to measure the effects of 

processing instruction might offer us the possibility of more detailed information and 

analysis of moment-by-moment sentence comprehension, and even a way to better measure 

implicit knowledge.  

 
4.3 Studies using online tasks to measure the effects of processing instruction (self-paced 
reading and eye-tracking tasks) 

The use of online measurements to investigate the effects of processing instruction and/or 

structured input might offer us the possibility of more detailed information and analysis 

about moment-by-moment sentence comprehension and even a way to measure implicit 

knowledge. 

Self-paced reading studies 

Henry (2015) conducted a self-paced reading study to measure the effects of processing 

instruction and traditional instruction on the acquisition of German accusative case markers. 

Henry tested German object-first sentences, which L2 learners tend to misinterpret as 

subject-first sentences due to reliance on the First Noun Principle. He administered a 

processing instruction (and a processing instruction treatment + prosody) treatment that 

pushed learners to rely on case-marked determiners instead of word order for information 

about grammatical roles. He also included a third treatment (traditional instruction) that 

reflected more traditional grammar instruction.  
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Prior to and after instruction, participants completed a self-paced reading task in which they 

read SVO and OVS sentences phrase by phrase. Compared to learners who received 

traditional instruction, learners who received processing instruction (and processing 

instruction + prosody) had longer reading times on the critical NPs after instruction, which 

suggests that PI pushed learners to direct overt attention to NPs (presumably to attend to the 

case-marked determiners). However, reading times on case-marked NPs did not differ 

between SVO and OVS sentences, as was expected if learners were using case markings to 

override the FNP online. The main results of this study showed that the processing group 

performed better than the traditional instruction group on the comprehension task. No 

difference was found between the two groups on the self-paced reading measure.  

 

Eye-tracking studies  

Eye-tracking measurements have been introduced to research, measuring the effects of 

processing instruction and/or structured input. This methodological tool is effective at 

measuring the location and duration of eye gazes on L2 learners, while speech unfolds. 

Wong and Ito (2018) conducted two experiments that compared the effects of processing 

instruction and traditional instruction on L2 French learners’ processing of the French 

causative construction, in which the agent of a caused action appears post-verbally (literal 

translation to English: Pierre makes to make coffee to Marie) instead of pre-verbally as in 

English (Pierre makes Marie make coffee).   

Prior to and after training with processing instruction or traditional instruction, participants 

completed a visual world eye-tracking task in which they heard French causative and non-

causative (the equivalent of Pierre makes coffee for Marie) sentences and had to select via 

mouse click which of two pictures (e.g. one of Pierre making coffee for Marie or one of 

Marie making coffee for Pierre) best matched the spoken sentence.  

In Experiment 1, the instructional treatments lacked explicit information whereas in 

Experiment 2, they included it. Prior to instruction in both experiments, both groups gazed 

at the incorrect picture throughout causative sentences. After instruction, the processing 

instruction group made significantly more looks to the correct picture toward the end of 

causative sentences, with and without explicit information, whereas the traditional 

instruction group only did so when provided with explicit information. Although the authors 

expected the shift in gaze to the correct picture to begin sooner (i.e. immediately after hearing 

the second verb in the conjoined VP), the fact that a difference in gaze emerged prior to 

sentence offset strongly suggests that processing instruction affects the strategies that 
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learners use to process input in real time. This is significant considering that the processing 

instruction group only saw 24 causative sentences during training.  

 

In a pair of follow-up experiments, Ito and Wong (2019) tested whether consistency in input 

modality (i.e. auditory processing instruction training prior to the visual world task) might 

lead to an earlier shift in looks to the correct picture. They also manipulated voice familiarity 

(same vs different) across training and online tasks. Surprisingly, the auditory processing 

instruction training led to a longer delay in the use of online cues to sentence structure during 

spoken language comprehension in that looks to the correct picture did not increase until 

after sentence offset, regardless of voice familiarity. 

Lee and Doherty (2018) compared native and nonnative processing of active and passive 

sentences in Spanish. Accuracy and response time were measured in a paired picture 

matching task. After receiving processing instruction, the nonnative speakers showed no 

significant difference from the native speakers in terms of accuracy and response time. The 

behaviour of the nonnative participants became more native-like after exposure to processing 

instruction. 

Benati (2020a) contrasted structured input and traditional instruction on the acquisition of 

English causative passive forms. In this study, an eye-tracking task was used to measure the 

online effects of the two treatments. The purpose of this study was to compare the effects of 

the two instructional treatments regarding the accuracy of how they process the target forms 

in the input. An eye-tracking picture selection task was used to measure these eye-movement 

patterns. The main results of this study indicated that the structured input training did have 

a positive effect on learners’ eye movement patterns. They achieved significantly higher 

accuracy scores compared to traditional instruction groups.  

Benati (2020b) also carried out a replication of his previous study. This time, the effects of 

the two instructional treatments were measured on the acquisition of English passive forms. 

Results of the eye-tracking task revealed again that it was the structured input group who 

achieved significantly higher accuracy scores compared to the traditional. Structured input 

training is successful at causing a positive and relevant change in participants’ eye-

movement patterns. 

The initial findings of this new line of research (measuring online effects of processing 

instruction) does provide some initial evidence on the effects of processing instruction and 

structured input. Processing instruction and/or structured input alters the strategies that L2 

learners use to process input in real time. This new line of enquiry (Benati 2019, 
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forthcoming) is currently limited to five empirical studies, one principle (the First Noun 

Principle), a few target structures (object first sentences, passive and causative 

constructions), four languages (German, Spanish, English and French), and two online 

methods (self-paced tests and eye-tracking).  

 

4.4 Implications for this study 
 
Empirical research on the effects of processing instruction and structured input practice 

shows consistency. Processing instruction and structured input practice’s effects are long-

lasting, measurable in a variety of languages, forms and structures. In addition, they are 

effective with different processing problems, learners from different ages, first languages, 

and backgrounds. Considering the fact that only a minority of studies have used discourse-

level tasks, more research needs to be conducted within this framework to include discourse 

measurements.  

The current trend in processing instruction research is using online measurements such as 

self-paced reading, self-paced listening, and eye-tracking tasks should aim to examine 

moment-by-moment processing and measure whether processing instruction/structured 

input alters the strategies that L2 learners use to process input in real time. This new line of 

enquiry (Benati 2019, forthcoming) is currently limited to few empirical studies, one 

principle (the First Noun Principle), few target structures (object first sentences, passive and 

causative constructions), four languages (German, Spanish, English and French), and two 

online methods (self-paced tests and eye-tracking). This line of research (online testing) in 

processing instruction is very much in its infancy. It needs to be expanded to include a wider 

variety of input processing principles, L2s, target forms and structures, and different online 

methods to collect data.  

Future research using self-paced reading tests must examine the effects of processing 

instruction and/or structured input practice versus other input or output-based instructional 

treatments in different linguistic features and languages before we can generalise the initial 

findings.  

4.5 Research questions and hypotheses of this study  
 
This study builds upon the work carried out within the processing instruction research 

framework, and seeks to investigate the relative effects, through a discourse-level 
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(interpretation) and a self-paced reading task, of structured input and textual enhancement 

on one linguistic feature of Italian: namely the subjunctive of doubt. The main contributions 

of the present research to the ongoing debate on the effects of structured input and textual 

enhancement on second language acquisition are the following:  

 

- to compare and contrast two instructional treatments (structured input vs textual 

enhancement) on the acquisition of Italian subjunctive of doubt forms. Isolating the effects 

of the two treatments could provide better insights on the role of noticing and processing in 

second language acquisition;  

-  to measure the effects of the two treatments using an interpretation discourse-level task 

and a self-paced reading test. Both tasks are more reliable measurements of in-depth 

processing, and no previous research has addressed this specific line of investigation. 

 

Based on these two main aims, and with the specific intent to compare the effects of 

structured input and textual enhancement on the acquisition of the Italian subjunctive of 

doubt forms, two parallel studies were conducted and a set of six questions were 

formulated:  

 

Study 1  

 

Q1: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement interpret 

sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a sentence-level 

interpretation test? 

Q2: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement produce 

sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a sentence-level 

production test? 

Q3: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement interpret 

discourse containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a discourse-level 

interpretation test? 

Q4: Would the effects of the two instructional treatments be maintained over a period of two 

weeks? 

 

Study 2  
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Q5: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement demonstrate 

sensitivity to violations of the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a self-paced 

reading test? 

Q6: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement demonstrate 

the ability to comprehend sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt? 
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Chapter Five: Research design and methodology (study 1)  
5.1 Introduction 

The main objective of this chapter is to describe the design used to measure the relative 

effects of structured input and textual enhancement on the acquisition of Italian subjunctive 

of doubt forms. Sentence (interpretation and production) and discourse-level (interpretation) 

tasks were used in this first study. An overview of the study will be provided and the 

following key component of the study will be described: the target linguistic feature; the 

participants; the instructional materials; the procedure to collect data (pre-post-test design); 

the statistical analysis. The result of the first pilot studies will also be presented.  

 
5.2 Procedure  
 
In the first study, the effects of structured input and textual enhancement were compared by 

using interpretation and production tasks at sentence-level and a discourse level 

interpretation task. The main aim of this study was to determine whether the group receiving 

structured input was better than the group receiving textual enhancement group in all tasks 

used in this experiment. A control group used in this experiment did not receive any 

instruction on the target feature (the Italian subjunctive of doubt). A pre and post-test 

procedure (immediate and long-term effects) was adopted to measure the two instructional 

treatments. The duration of the instructional treatment in this first study consisted of four 

hours (two consecutive days). The two packs of materials produced by the researcher were 

balanced in terms of vocabulary and target items, and the only difference was the type of 

practice participants received (structured input vs textual enhancement practice). All 

participants signed a consent form (see Appendix A) at the beginning of the experiments. 

Consent forms were collected a week before each experiment took place. Participants were 

informed about the duration, phases and anonymous data storing procedure of the 

experiment. They were reassured that any personal data included in the consent form would 

be kept confidential and their participation in the experiment anonymous.  The consent forms 

were approved by the University of Portsmouth Ethics Committee (see Appendix I). 

 

The participants’ regular classroom instructors were trained in the use of the instructional 

material and they acted as facilitators during the experiment (see an overview of the study 
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in Figure 4). They were asked to implement the treatments and follow the instructions to the 

letter. The instructional material was delivered to the two groups via pencil and paper. In 

both instructional groups, participants were never asked to produce sentences. The control 

group received no instruction on the target features but were subject to a comparable amount 

of exposure to the target language for the same amount of time.    

Pre-tests  

(1week before instruction)  

Sentence-level tasks (Interpretation and production) 

Discourse-level interpretation task 

Instructional Period  

2 consecutive days (4 hours in total)  

Structured input only practice (SI) 

Textual enhancement (TE) 

Control (C) 

Post-tests 1  

Immediate after instruction  

Sentence-level tasks (Interpretation and production) 

Discourse-level interpretation task 

Post-tests 2  

Two weeks after instruction  

Sentence-level tasks (Interpretation and production) 

Discourse-level interpretation task 
Figure 4 Overview of study 1 

 
5.3 The target linguistic feature 

The subjunctive was chosen as the target feature for a number of reasons. Firstly, because of 

the processing principle (the Sentence Location Principle) investigated in this study. 

According to VanPatten (2002, 2004b), learners tend to process items in a sentence that are 

located in “initial position before those in final position and those in medial position” (Lee 

and Benati 2009). This processing strategy has been investigated in previous studies (Farley 

2001a, 2001b, 2004a). In Italian, the subjunctive is located in the medial position, where it 

is least likely to be processed. In the sentence Non penso che parli bene italiano (I do not 

believe he/she speaks Italian well), the subjunctive inflection (the -i of parli) is in the “middle 

of the sentence, and the Sentence Location Principle predicts that learners will overlook the 
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subjunctive inflection because it is not located in a more salient position (Lee and Benati 

2009). Secondly, because it is affected by another principle that might influence the 

processing of the acquisition of the Italian subjunctive in nominal clauses after expressions 

of doubt, the Lexical Preference Principle. This processing strategy has been investigated in 

many processing instruction studies (e.g. Benati 2001; Cadierno 1995). VanPatten (2004b) 

states that learners will tend to rely on lexical items as opposed to grammatical form to find 

meaning when both encode the same semantic information. In a sentence such as Non penso 

che canti bene (I doubt that he/she sings well), the non-affirmative phrase Non penso 

expresses doubt to the learner. Learners have no need to attend to the subjunctive verb ending 

(the -i in canti) because it simply recommunicates the non-affirmation already expressed by 

the lexical items in the main clause. Thirdly, because the matrix clause of subjunctive 

sentences carries meaning, whereas the verb form in the dependent clause is simply 

triggered. As a triggered verb form it carries no semantic meaning. The subjunctive verb 

form in the dependent clause can also be seen as a redundant non-meaningful form. Learners 

face two more processing problems captured by the Preference for Non-redundancy 

Principle and the Meaning-before-Non-meaning Principle (VanPatten 2004b). Finally, the 

subjunctive of doubt was chosen in consideration of the participants’ L1 (Chinese). In 

Chinese, there are no verbal inflections, either for person or for tense or for mode, but rather 

particles that carry the meaning of, for example, ‘pastness’. Furthermore, Chinese L2 

learners don’t possess a grammatical feature conveying subjunctive of doubt forms which 

can be transferred from their L1.  

 
5.4 The participants 

Participants in the first study were native speakers of Chinese attending a beginner’s Italian 

language course at a university in Hong Kong. Three main considerations were taken into 

account when deciding on selecting the participants for this study: (a) level of proficiency in 
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Italian; vocabulary familiarity; no previous exposure to the target feature. The original plan 

was to match the two instructional groups for various characteristics in order to increase their 

comparability. However, it was then decided to use a randomization procedure to reduce the 

effects of possible extraneous variables.  

The original pool consisted of forty-seven subjects. The sample was reduced to thirty-six 

participants as they went through a series of filters before randomization. The two main 

criteria used for participants to be included in the final data pool were: (a) subjects’ learning 

was limited to classroom instruction; (b) subjects who had had previous experience or 

linguistic knowledge of the target feature were excluded from the study. This information 

was obtained through the administration of a profile questionnaire (see Appendix B). After 

the pre-test battery, participants were randomly (drawing names out of a box) assigned to 

three groups: a) structured input (n=14); b) textual enhancement (n=12); c) control group 

(n=10). The final pool included only participants who: (i) scored less than 50% in the pre-

tests and had had no exposure to the target grammatical form; (ii) were native speakers of 

Chinese, in an age range of 18-20; (iii) participated in all the parts of the experiment; (iv) 

signed the consent form. 

 
5.5 Instructional Treatments and materials 

Considering that two instructional treatments were compared (structured input vs textual 

enhancement), two sets of materials were developed. The two packages were piloted before 

their use in the final experiment in order to obtain the right balance in terms of activity types, 

use of visuals and vocabulary. Particularly in the case of vocabulary, activities were 

constructed to ensure that it was roughly the same and contained high frequency, familiar 

words. The amount of instruction the two groups received was exactly the same. During both 

instructional treatments, participants didn’t receive any feedback on their performance and 

the target feature. The two groups received no explicit information in relation to the target 

feature. The only difference between the treatments was limited to the nature of the practice 

(structured input vs textual enhancement).  
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5.5.1 Structured input 

The set of materials for the structured input treatment (see Appendix C) was developed by 

the researcher and followed the guidelines on the creation of structured input activities 

presented by Lee and VanPatten (1995, 2003; see also VanPatten and Sanz 1995; and Farley 

2005). The structured input treatment consisted of referential and affective structured input 

activities in which participants had to respond to content sentences. In referential activities, 

learners have to identify whether the sentence was referring to someone expressing ‘doubt’ 

or ‘certainty’. Affective activities consisted of different types of tasks based on the 

informational content of the input.  

Structured input activities were developed to push L2 learners to focus on the target form 

(Italian subjunctive of doubt) to get meaning. In contrast with the textual enhancement 

treatment where the target form was highlighted in the input, structured input practice aimed 

at helping L2 learners to process the target form correctly and making appropriate form-

meaning mappings. Learners were not asked to produce sentences containing the target 

feature. They were always engaged in processing input sentences, so that they could interpret 

the meaning correctly. Structured input activities aimed at helping L2 learners not to rely on 

following processing problems affected by the subjunctive of doubt:  

The subjunctive form is in the sentence medial position, where, according to the 
Sentence Location Principle, forms are less likely to be processed.  

The subjunctive form is made redundant by the lexical meaning expressed in the 
main clause verb, as described in the Lexical Preference Principle.  

The subjunctive verb form is a redundant non-meaningful form. Learners face AN 
additional processing problems captured by the Preference for Non-redundancy 
Principle and the Meaning-before-Non-meaning Principle. 

The treatment included ten activities: three referential structured input activities, two 

affective structured input activities and five activities that combined referential and affective 

types. Referential structured input activities were designed to encourage the participants to 

process the form while extracting its meaning, focusing on the subjunctive and not relying 

on the meaning of the verb in the main clause (see sample sentence in Figure 5). The input 

was structured so that the grammatical form carries a meaning and the learners must attend 

to the form to complete the task.  
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Parliamo di personaggi famosi in Italia1 
Ascolta la registrazione.  
Sentirai l'inizio di una frase su fatti e opinioni su un personaggio famoso. Con le 
informazioni che senti, scegli la parte che completa la frase in modo corretto.  
 

Sentence heard by participants:  
Non penso che Tornatore… ( I don’t think that Tornatore…) 
Figure 5 Structured input referential activity 

Each referential activity consisted of ten sentences. Participants listened to the sentences and 

chose one of the two options, indicating either doubt or certainty. Affective structured input 

activities were also designed, not only in order to encourage the participants to process the 

form while extracting its meaning, but also to push them to interpret the form personally by 

expressing agreement or disagreement with the content expressed in the input sentences. A 

sample of an affective structured input activity is provided in Figure 6.  

Una stilista famosa in tutto il mondo: Miuccia Prada2 
 

 
Ascolta la seconda parte di alcune informazioni su Miuccia Prada. Dopo l'ascolto scegli se 
sei d'accordo oppure no.  

 

 
1 Let's talk about famous people in Italy 
Listen to the recording.  
You will hear the beginning of a sentence about facts and opinions about a famous person. Using the 
information you hear, choose the part that completes the sentence correctly. 
2 A world-famous designer: Miuccia Prada. Listen to the second part of some information about Miuccia 
Prada. After listening, choose whether you agree or disagree. 
  

 

   

 
 
() è un bravo regista.  
() sia un bravo regista.  
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Penso che Miuccia Prada  
[] Sì, sono d'accordo 
[] No, non sono d'accordo 

Figure 6 Structured input affective activity 

 
5.5.2 Textual enhancement 

A second pack was constructed to be used by the textual enhancement group (see Appendix 

D). The textual enhancement set of materials consisted of seven textually enhanced 

activities. Participants engaged in reading comprehension tasks where verbs in the 

subjunctive were enhanced. The material was developed on the basis of the guideline and 

principles for the construction of textual enhancement activities presented in Wong (2005). 

Textual enhancement is used to make particular features of written input more salient in the 

input, with the aim of helping L2 learners notice these forms and eventually make form-

meaning connections. In a textual enhancement activity, the target form is enhanced by 

visually altering its appearance in the text (e.g., italicized, emboldened, underlined). 

Designing input enhancement activities for this study based on the following guideline 

principles: (a) choose a grammatical feature learners need to pay attention to; (b) highlight 

the feature in the text using a textual enhancement technique; (c) keep learners’attention on 

meaning; (d) do not provide any metalinguistic explanation. Textual enhancement is used to 

make particular features (in the sample below, the subjunctive forms in Italian) of written 

input more salient with the aim of helping learners to notice the form and comprehend the 

meaning of the sentence/text. The target form was always enhanced by visually altering (see 

sample in Figure 7) its appearance in the text (in bold type) with the intent to make it more 

salient in the input. Only written input enhancement was provided.  

 
Vita da studenti 

Leggi i testi: descrivono uno studente cinese, uno studente italiano o tutti e due? 
Cerchia l’immagine per “Italia”,“Cina” o “Italia e Cina”. 

1. Dubito che abbia un lavoro mentre studia e credo che abbia almeno due telefoni 
e un tablet. 
Tutti i giorni viaggia in treno per circa due ore, per andare all’università e seguire le 
lezioni. All’università non penso che scriva a mano i suoi appunti, ma credo che usi 
il tablet per scrivere appunti. Ha molti amici e non credo faccia sport. So che ama 
indossare vestiti firmati e penso che ami comprare quasi tutto online. Non credo che 
vada mai in un negozio perché ogni giorno riceve a casa dei pacchi. Va a lezione 
tutte le mattine e poi, dopo i corsi, passa molte ore a giocare con i giochi elettronici. 
Non ne sono sicura, ma credo che sia figlio unico.    
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Figure 7 Textual enhancement activity 

 
5.6 Tests and scoring procedures 

To assess the effects of the two instructional treatments, a pre-tests battery was administered 

one week before the beginning of the instructional treatment. It consisted of sentence-level 

interpretation and production tests, and a discourse-level interpretation test. Immediate tests 

were administered after the instructional period ended, and delayed post-tests were 

administered after two weeks. The tests were piloted to make sure they were at the same 

level of difficulty. 

The researcher controlled the curriculum so that the learners received no further instruction 

or practice with the target feature for a period of two weeks after instruction. Participants 

were not aware of the fact that they were to be retested. This was achieved by stipulating 

with the University that the target feature was not to be taught during this period. Despite 

this, there is always a chance that learners might have been exposed to the target feature 

during normal classroom talk, although such an occurrence is equally possible across the 

groups. The tests were time-limited; however, while the interpretation tests were measuring 

real-time comprehension, the production tests were developed to elicit participants’ best 

performance. Therefore, in the case of the sentence-level production test, participants were 

allowed enough time to complete the test.  
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5.6.1 Interpretation - sentence-level test 
 
An interpretation test (aural test of sentences) was used to measure knowledge gained at 

interpreting sentences containing the target feature (see Appendix E). Pre-tests and post-tests 

were balanced in terms of difficulty and vocabulary. The sentence-level interpretation test 

contained twenty sentences in which ten sentences were target items and the other ten served 

as distractors. All sentences contained frequently used words and the vocabulary was 

familiar to the participants. Participants were asked to listen to the second part of the twenty 

sentences, namely the dependent clause, and determine which was the main clause that 

would complete the sentence correctly. Participants selected their answers from three 

options: main clause triggering the indicative form (expressing certainty), main clause 

triggering the subjunctive form (expressing doubt) and lastly, the “I am not sure” option (see 

Figure 8). The tests were recorded by an Italian native speaker and presented to the 

participants on an mp3 player. No repetition was provided so that the test would measure 

real-time comprehension and access to spontaneous competence. Participants had only a few 

seconds to establish whether the sentence was expressing certainty or doubt. In the sentence-

level interpretation test (twenty sentences), the raw scores were calculated as follows: each 

correct answer scored one point; each incorrect answer scored zero points. Only the 

subjunctive sentences were counted for a possible total maximum score of ten. 

 

 
Figure 8 Interpretatioin test sample  

You will hear the end of 20 sentences. Indicate the right start for each sentence, or if you are 
not sure, choose "I'm not sure". 1() I doubt that …. () I know that…  () I am not sure  

Sentence heard by the participants: …sia a casa dei suoi amici (is [not sure] at his 

friends’house) 

 
5.6.2 Production - sentence-level test 
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The sentence-level production test consisted of a written completion test. In each written 

production test (see Appendix F), participants were required to fill in the gaps by using the 

appropriate form (infinitive form) provided in brackets in the text. Ten verbs were target 

items (subjunctive) and ten (indicative forms) served as distractors. All the verbs were 

regular verbs, and the text contained frequently used words and familiar vocabulary items. 

Eight minutes were allocated to complete this test (see Figure 9). The production sentence-

level test was not developed to measure the effects of instruction on spontaneous 

communication as the main intent was to measure accuracy. In this test, the raw score was 

calculated as follows: each correct answer scored one point, and each incorrect answer 

scored zero points. The total possible score was ten. 

 

 
Figure 9 Production - sentence-level test 

 
5.6.3 Interpretation - discourse-level test 
 

In the discourse-level interpretation tests (see Appendix G), participants were required to 

listen to the description of a person and decide whether the twenty statements regarding that 

person were completely true, or not true. Statements were represented by twenty pictures, 

and for each picture participants were required to circle one of three options: “true” (“vero 

al 100%”), “not true” (“non vero al 100%”) and “I am not sure” (“non sono sicuro”) (see 

Figure 10). Target items were ten verbs in the subjunctive mood, represented in ten pictures. 

Each correct answer scored one point, and incorrect answers scored zero points. The highest 

possible score was ten. 
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Figure 10 Interpretation - discourse- level 

Listen to what this journalist says about him. Look at the images and, based on the text you 

hear, decide whether the images describe information that is 100% true about Donald Trump 

or not. If you are not sure, you can choose "not sure". 

 
5.7 Data analysis 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted on the raw scores of all tests collected with the pre-tests, 

to check for previous knowledge of the target form, and to establish if population among 

groups was homogeneous at the beginning of the experiment.   

A repeated ANOVA was conducted on the raw scores collected during the assessment tests. 

A Two-way repeated measures ANOVA with one between-subject factor (Treatment) and 
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one within-subject factor (Time) repeated measures factorial design (pre-vs post-test) was 

carried out on the raw scores of each assessment task. The raw scores were used as dependent 

variables and types of instruction as independent variables.  

A post-hoc test was used to measure possible differences between the instructional 

treatments. Descriptive statistics provided information about means and standard deviation 

in each of the dependent factors. An in-detail description of the analyses of results is 

provided in chapter seven.  

5.8 Pilot study  

The purpose of the pilot conducted in this study (study one), was to finalise the design and 

procedure adopted in the final experiment. The two pilots were used to test the materials for 

the two instructional treatments to ensure effectiveness and balance. They were also 

instrumental in determining the appropriateness of assessment tests in terms of ensuring 

internal validity (e.g. same difficulty of tests).  

In the experimental pilot, in which twelve subjects participated, two groups were formed 

(structured input vs textual enhancement) to compare the relative effects of the two 

instructional treatments. Participants were enrolled from the Marco Polo Turandot Program 

attending an Italian language training programme in Assisi. Marco Polo Turandot students 

are expected to reach the B1 / B2 level in Italian after a 10-11 month long Italian language 

course provided in Italy. No control group was used for this study. In this pilot study an 

attempt was made to match the groups across various individual characteristics (e.g. 

proficiency in the target language, sex, age, and so forth) in order to increase cross-study 

comparability. However, it was found that the number of variables for successfully matching 

two small groups was not practical and a randomised procedure should be used in the final 

experiment. Randomisation of sample groups obviates the need to consider individual 

variation and is the most effective way to assure group comparability. Randomisation might 

also minimise the influence that extraneous variables, such as motivation, aptitude, and 

intelligence might have on test scores. It is therefore assumed that the effects of any 

extraneous variables will affect the different groups in the same way.  

Subjects in the first pilot study were screened on certain responses to a background 

questionnaire. For subjects to be included in the data pool: their native language had to be 

Chinese; their target language learning had to be limited to classroom instruction. 
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Additionally, only those subjects who had participated in all phases of the treatment were 

included in the final data analyses. The independent variables in both studies were 

instructional treatments (structured input vs. textual enhancement).  

A pre and post-test procedure was adopted. Only sentence-level tests were used and 

consisted of one interpretation and one production sentence-level tests. The tests were 

balanced to ensure the same level of difficulty and uniformity in terms of format. Only two 

hours of instruction was administered to the two groups as it was the first time that some of 

the instructional materials were being tested.  

Considering the nature of this small-scale pilot experiment and the lack of a control group, 

no ANOVA was conducted at this stage on the pre-test/post-test scores. However, 

descriptive statistics were carried out on the pre and post-test scores of the two treatments. 

The descriptive statistics indicated that the structured input group performance increased by 

33% in the interpretation post-test and 50% in the written production post-test. The Textual 

enhancement group made small increases in both assessment tasks (11% in the interpretation 

post-test and 16% in the written production post-test. Despite the results obtained in the first 

pilot study (the structured input group outperformed the textual enhancement group in both 

sentence-level tests in this first data collection, see Appendix H), some methodological 

limitations were highlighted.  

First of all, the need to include a control group in the final experiment and to consider the 

inclusion of a delayed post-test battery was established.  

Secondly, it was noticed that two hours of instruction was not enough to have a more 

measurable impact on the acquisition of the target feature. Participants would probably need 

extra exposure to the target feature to ensure that effects of instruction can be appropriately 

measured.  

Thirdly, the use of subjects with the same L1 was deemed necessary. The exclusion of 

subjects from different L1s was essential in eliminating ‘L1 effects’ in the final experimental 

study. Despite the decision to use a randomisation procedure, it was also decided to develop 

an appropriate selection criteria which took into account a series of individual variables 

including participants’ level of proficiency and exposure to the target language.  
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Fourthly, the plan to match subjects to groups based on individual differences was 

abandoned and a randomisation procedure adopted. One of the chief concerns of any 

experiment is to ensure comparability of groups. Therefore, the randomisation procedure 

would ensure that subjects distributed to groups would equally represent the general 

population so as to permit generalisations of findings. Given that in practice it is difficult to 

assign subjects randomly to different groups, this procedure was only utilised in the final 

experiment.  

Finally, the first pilot was used to revise the materials and the assessment tests to be used in 

the final experiment. At the time of this pilot, the interpretation discourse-level assessment 

was not available; it was developed after this first study. The intent of this first pilot was to 

test the effectiveness of the materials for both instructional treatments. The two sets of 

materials (structured input and textual enhancement) were eventually balanced in terms of 

vocabulary; target items and particularly the instructional materials were similar in all 

respects except in terms of practice (processing vs. enhancing). Some of the activities were 

changed or modified as they were proven to be too difficult or too easy for the participants 

involved in this pilot.  
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Chapter Six: Research design and methodology (study 2) 
6.1 Introduction 

The first study presented in chapter five measured short and delayed effects of structured 

input and textual enhancement at sentence-level (interpretation and production) and 

discourse (interpretation). The aim of this chapter is to describe the experimental design of 

the second study. This study investigated the online effects of structured input and textual 

enhancement using a self-paced reading test. An overview of the study will be provided and 

the following key components will be described: target linguistic feature; the participants; 

the instructional materials; the procedure to collect data (pre-post-test design); the statistical 

analysis. The findings of an experimental pilot will also be presented.   

6.2 Procedure 

In the second study, the effects of structured input and textual enhancement were compared 

using a self-paced reading test. The main aim of this study was to determine whether the 

group receiving structured input was better than the textual enhancement group at 

interpreting sentences containing the target feature. The second study measured the online 

effects of the two instructional treatments using a pre-test and post-test training model (see 

overview of the study in Figure 11).  The two packs of materials produced by the researcher 

were balanced in terms of vocabulary and target items, and the only difference was the type 

of practice participants received (structured input vs. textual enhancement practice). 

Instruction lasted for two hours. Online tests were administered a week prior to the beginning 

of the instructional treatment, and immediately after the treatment. Tests were delivered to 

the groups after a brief training session consisting of practical instructions on how to 

complete the tests. Participants were tested individually using the software Paradigm.  

The current study aimed at measuring solely the reading times while reading and 

comprehending a sentence. One week after the pre-tests, the two groups received the 

instructional treatments (two hours in total). After the instructional treatment, the online 

post-test was administered. All participants signed a consent form (see Appendix A) before 

the final experiment started. Participants were informed about the duration, phases and 

anonymous data storing procedure of the experiment. As in the first study, the consent forms 

were approved by the University of Portsmouth Ethics Committee (see Appendix I). 
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Pre-tests 
1week before instruction 
3 to 5 minutes 

Self-paced reading task  

Instructional Period  

2 hours in total 

Structured input only practice (SI) 

Textual enhancement practice (TE) 

 

Post-test  
Immediate after instruction  
3 to 5 minutes 

Self-paced reading task 

Figure 11 Overview of the study 

 
6.3 The target linguistic feature 

As in the case of the first study, the subjunctive was chosen for its processing problems. 

When L2 learners process input, they are driven to look for the message (meaning), and they 

are more likely to process meaningful non-redundant grammatical forms before non-

meaningful and redundant forms. Subjunctive mood verbal morphology is a linguistic item 

that is “non-meaningful and redundant in sentences that express doubt and opinion in Italian 

and other Romance languages. L2 learners use the subjunctive mood markings on the verb 

in a subordinate dependent clause when the verb of the main clause expresses doubt or 

opinion.” (Lee and Benati 2009). That the verb form is buried in the latter part of the sentence 

presents learners with another processing problem, its location. L2 learners tend to process 

items in sentence initial position before those in final position and those in medial position. 

The following two sentences demonstrate the processing problems learners encounter with 

subjunctive mood morphology.  

(1) Dubito che Stefano sia intelligente (I doubt that Stefano is intelligent).  

(2) So che Stefano è intelligente (I know that Stefano is intelligent).  

The meaning of the verbs Dubito and So trigger the forms sia and è, respectively. Sia and è 

mean exactly the same thing, is. Finally, the position of the subjunctive verb form near the 

middle of the sentence puts it in a less preferred processing location.  
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6.4 The participants  

The participants of this second study were native speakers of Chinese attending a language 

programme in Italy. Only participants who completed all the phases of the experiment (pre-

self-paced reading test, instructional period and post-self-paced reading test) were included 

in the study.  

The final pool consisted of eighteen adult learners of Italian (18 years old and above). They 

were randomly assigned to two groups: structured input (n = 9); textual enhancement (n = 

9). The number of the participants in the study was reduced to eighteen from an original pool 

of thirty-seven based on the following criteria: (a) participants’ scores in the self-paced 

reading pre-tests; (b) only participants with no exposure to the target grammatical form 

before the beginning of the experiment; (c) only participants who were native speakers of 

Chinese were included; (d) participants who had attended all parts of the experiment.  

Participants were administered a background questionnaire (see Appendix B) in order to 

gather specific information on the characteristics of the original pool. All participants were 

informed of the nature of the experiment, the duration of the study, and the anonymity of the 

experimental procedures (e.g. data collection and storage). Participants taking part in this 

experimental study were asked to sign a consent form to meet the standard ethical issues.  

6.5 Instructional Treatments and materials 

The instructional material was the same as the two packs designed in study one. It was  

balanced in every way except for the type of practice the students received (i.e. structured 

input vs textual enhancement practice). During the instructional treatment, participants did 

not receive any feedback on their performance or the target feature. The exact same 

vocabulary (which consisted of highly frequent items) across the treatments was provided. 

An equal amount of practice with the target form in both sets of instructional materials was 

also provided. The two groups received no explicit information prior to practice regarding 

the target feature, so that the only difference between the treatments was limited to the nature 

of the practice (structured input vs textual enhancement).  

6.5.1 Structured Input 

The material for structured input treatment (see appendix C) was developed by the researcher 

on the basis of the guidelines for the construction of structured input activities presented by 
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Lee and VanPatten (1995, 2003; see also VanPatten and Sanz 1995; and Farley 2005). The 

structured input treatment consisted of referential and affective structured input activities in 

which participants had to respond to content sentences. In referential activities, learners have 

to identify whether the sentence was referring to someone expressing ‘doubt’ or ‘certainty’. 

Affective activities consisted of different types of tasks based on the informational content 

of the input.  

 Structured input activities were developed to push L2 learners to focus on the target form 

(Italian Subjunctive of doubt) to get meaning. In contrast with the textual enhancement 

treatment, where the target form was highlighted in the input, structured input practice aimed 

at helping L2 learners to process the target form correctly and making appropriate form-

meaning mappings. Learners were not asked to produce sentences containing the target 

feature. They were engaged in processing input sentences so that they could interpret the 

meaning correctly. Structured input activities aimed at helping L2 learners not to rely on 

following processing problems affected by the subjunctive of doubt: 

The subjunctive form is in the sentence medial position, where, according to the 
Sentence Location Principle, forms are less likely to be processed.  

The subjunctive form is made redundant by the lexical meaning expressed in the 
main clause verb, as described in the Lexical Preference Principle.  

The subjunctive verb form is a redundant non-meaningful form. Learners face AN 
additional processing problems captured by the Preference for Non-redundancy 
Principle and the Meaning-before-Non-meaning Principle. 

 

The treatment included ten activities: three referential structured input activities, two 

affective structured input activities and five activities that combined referential and affective 

types. Referential structured input activities were designed to encourage the participants to 

process the form while extracting its meaning, focusing on the subjunctive and not relying 

on the meaning of the verb in the main clause (see example in Figure 12). The input was 

structured so that the grammatical form carries a meaning and the learners must attend to the 

form to complete the task.  
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Parliamo di personaggi famosi in Italia.3 
Ascolta la registrazione.  
Sentirai l'inizio di una frase su fatti e opinioni su un personaggio famoso. Con le 
informazioni che senti, scegli la parte che completa la frase in modo corretto.  

 

Figure 12 Structured input referential activity  

Sentence heard by participants: È sicuro che la regina d’Inghilterra … (Is it certain that the Queen of England…) 

Each referential activity consisted of ten sentences. Participants listened to the sentences and 

chose one of the two options, indicating either doubt or certainty. Affective structured input 

activities were also designed, not only in order to encourage the participants to parse the 

form while extracting its meaning, but also to push them to interpret the form personally by 

expressing agreement or disagreement with the content expressed in the input sentences.  

A sample of affective structured input activity is provided in Figure 13. The instructional 

material for both groups was paper-based. No feedback was provided after each activity. In 

the structured input group, participants received a booklet of ten structured input reading 

comprehension tasks. For six of the ten tasks they received aural input. Participants had to 

interpret the phrases they had heard or read by choosing one out of two clauses listed as 

options in the activity.  

 
Vita da studente.   
 
Leggi le frasi. Indica se secondo te ogni frase descrive la vita tipica di uno studente.  
 
Qual è la vita tipica di uno studente?  
 
Dubito che... 
 

 
3 Let's talk about famous people in Italy 
Listen to the recording. You will hear the beginning of a sentence about facts and opinions about a famous 
person. Using the information you hear, choose the part that completes the sentence correctly.  
 

21.   

 

 
 
() è famosa in tutto il mondo.  
() sia famosa in tutto il mondo.  
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 …vada all'università in macchina  
 

() Sì, sono d'accordo 
        () No, non sono d'accordo 
Figure 13 Structured input affective activity 

 
6.5.2 Textual enhancement 

As in study one, the pack designed for the textual enhancement group (see Appendix D) 

consisted of seven textually enhanced activities. Participants engaged in reading 

comprehension tasks where verbs in the subjunctive were enhanced. The material was 

developed on the basis of the guideline principles for the construction textual enhancement 

activities presented in Wong (2005). Textual enhancement is used to make particular features 

of written input more salient, with the aim of helping L2 learners notice these forms and 

make form-meaning connections. In a textual enhancement activity, the target form is 

enhanced by visually altering its appearance in the text (italicised, emboldened, underlined). 

Input enhancement tasks designed by the researcher are based on the following guideline 

principles: (a) choose a grammatical feature learners need to pay attention to; (b) highlight 

the feature in the text using a textual enhancement technique (e.g. emboldening, 

underlining); (c) keep learners’ attention on meaning; (d) do not provide any metalinguistic 

explanation. Textual enhancement is used to make particular features (in the samples below, 

the subjunctive form in Italian) of written input more salient with the aim of helping learners 

to notice the form and comprehend the meaning of the sentence/text. The target form was 

always enhanced by visually altering (see example in Figure 14) its appearance in the text 

(in bold type) with the intent to make it more salient in the input. Only written input 

enhancement was provided.  
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Figure 14 Textual enhancement activity 

In both instructional groups, participants were never asked to produce sentences.  
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6.6 Tests and scoring procedures 
 
The present study answers the research questions by the determination and analysis of the 

time participants in each experimental group take to complete a self-paced reading task. How 

quickly individuals respond in the pre-test and in the post-test is fundamental in determining 

a participant’s change in their processing behaviour. Participants’ reaction time is calculated 

in milliseconds and provides an insight into the processing route each experimental group 

undergoes when reacting to a stimulus in a pre and post-test framework.     

The analysis of times can inform researchers of the mechanisms involved in L2 language 

processing. A higher or lower reaction time can reveal a different grade of engagement at 

the level of mental operations. When comparing pre to post-test results, a longer reaction 

time may reveal that a pedagogical intervention is more effective and captures the 

participants’ implicit knowledge of the language. Due to the nature of the task, made up of 

brief and easy stimuli and focusing on comprehension, in a self-paced reading task, 

participants are not expected to rely on their explicit knowledge. If, as in the case of this 

study, participants' reaction times increase from pre- to post-test in regions showing a 

violation, a trace of their higher sensitivity to a violation is provided.  

As pointed out by Corder (1967) learners’ errors can shed light on the learning process. In a 

self-paced reading task, participants are exposed to errors, more precisely to sentences 

showing a violation, and the participants’ reaction times offer the opportunity to measure 

their implicit language knowledge. In the present reaction times research, the participants’ 

reaction to a violation leads the researcher to address in depth the effects of structured input 

and textual enhancement. The analysis of the reaction times to violations will allow the 

researcher to measure, after the treatments for both the experimental groups, whether the 

target feature is closer to being ‘automatically activated’ (Jiang 2012: 10) or not. In a self-

paced task, participants read for comprehension word-by-word (or region-by-region), not 

the whole sentence. The analysis of reaction times in the regions of interest reveals the online 

computation of the target form.  

An online task is meant to describe the processing of the form “during the operation” 

(Swinney’s 1979: 647) of its comprehension and not comprehension at the end of the 

sentence.  
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Differently from offline tasks that examine the result of language processing, online tasks 

examine the processing itself.  

In the present study, the self-paced reading study is made up of windows presenting each 

sentence in a mixed method of presentation: phrase-by-phrase and word-by-word. Given the 

grammatical target form, a mixed presentation is more convenient than only word-by-word 

segmentation as the sentences provided are made of long sentences with both main and 

subordinate clauses. Pure word-by-word segmentation would only lead participants to press 

the button too many times, and very quickly for short words such as articles or prepositions. 

Only using phrase-by-phrase segmentation would not provide a clear insight into the 

processing of the target form. It was therefore decided to use a mixed presentation, as is used 

in several self-paced reading studies (Brysbaert & Mitchell 1996; Felser et al 2003; Ferreira 

& Henderson 1990; Jackson 2008) and display word-by-word only in the regions showing 

the target form. In this study, the way stimuli are presented is named the moving window 

condition. Just, Carpenter and Woolley (1982) compared different self-paced reading 

conditions and found that moving windows capture the most accurate duration of 

participants’gaze. Importantly, the stimuli include high frequency words, to make 

participants focus on the processing of the target grammatical form.  

Additionally, the experiment was designed with the researcher taking into consideration the 

Spill-Over Effect and the Sentence Wrap-Up Effect. As documented in self-paced reading 

research, a change in the duration of reading time may appear one word (or phrase) after the 

violation occurs. This effect is named the Spill-Over effect (Bertram, Hyona, & Laine 2000; 

Just, Carpenter, &Woolley 1982; Traxler & Tooley 2008) and therefore the analysis of the 

reaction time is conducted on the region of interest and on the following region. In self-paced 

reading research, the Wrap-Up effect (Gibson, Desmet, Grodner,Watson, & Ko 2005; Igoa, 

Carreiras, & Meseguer 1998; Jackson 2008) accounts for the observation that  participants’ 

reaction time increases when they read the region ending the sentence. Consequently, the 

reading time of the last word or phrase is not representative of the processing and should not 

be included in the analysis of the data. 

Finally, in order to check comprehension, a number of comprehension questions follow the 

stimuli and, in order to only monitor the comprehension of the target form, the possible 

answers provided were “yes”, “no” and “maybe”. A more detailed description of the 

experiment is provided in paragraph 6.6.1. 
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To assess the effects of the two instructional treatments, online tests were administered a 

week prior to the beginning of the instructional treatment and immediately after the 

treatment. Online tests consisted of sentence level interpretation tasks delivered in a self-

paced reading experiment. Tests were administered after a brief training session which gave 

practical instructions on how to complete the tests.  

Participants were tested individually using the software Paradigm. Each student sat at one 

of the two computers available for the experiment to take the test. One computer was ready 

to display set A, the other set B. Instruction was provided in Italian and Chinese on how to 

complete the test. The instruction received by participants consisted mainly in informing 

them how to use the buttons to reveal the parts of the sentences (see Figure 15). Students 

had to press the space bar to disclose the next part of the sentence and, once the last part of 

the sentence had been displayed, a further press of the space bar would display a 

comprehension question.  

Leggerai alcune parole che compongono una frase. Usa la barra spaziatrice per far scorrere 
le parole. 你会读到一些组成句子的单词。 使用空格键移动单词。  

Fai attenzione a capire il significato delle frasi perché qualche volta dovrai rispondere a 
delle domande di comprensione.  

注意理解句义，因为有时你要回答理解类问题。 usa:  

s per rispondere sì 
n per rispondere no 
f per rispondere forse 4 

用: s 表示是 n 表示否 f 表示也许  

Figure 15 Instructions 

Comprehension questions had three possible answers: yes, no, maybe. Participants were 

informed that the buttons to be used were: S, meaning sì (yes); N, meaning no (no); F, 

meaning forse (maybe).  

 
4You will read some words that make up a sentence. Use the space bar to scroll through the words. Be careful 
to understand the meaning of the sentences because sometimes you will have to answer comprehension 
questions. Press “s” to answer yes; “n” to answer no; “f” to answer perhaps 
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The test was not time-limited; participants went through the experiment at their own pace 

and they were reminded to read the sentences silently, without articulation (vocal or sub-

vocal).The study aimed at measuring solely the reading times while reading and 

comprehending a sentence. One week after the pre-tests, the two groups received the 

instructional treatments (two hours in total). Participants were provided with a booklet which 

included the tasks to be completed. After the instructional treatment, the online post-test was 

administered. 

 

Self-paced reading test  

As previously stated online measurements have recently been used to investigate L2 

learners’ intuitive and immediate reactions, mirroring their processing behaviour and the 

effects of the pedagogical interventions they are exposed to. Self-paced reading is one of the 

online research techniques applied in non-native second language research (Jegerski and 

VanPatten 2014). It measures the participants’ reaction to problems such as ambiguity and 

violations during real-time computation. Self-paced tests are administered via computer. 

Each participant reads on a computer screen parts of a sentence. Participants use a button to 

make the part of the sentence just viewed and comprehended disappear, and simultaneously 

reveal the next part. Participants are never shown the whole sentence on the screen.  

For example, participants will see on the screen the Italian ungrammatical sentence 

Immagino che il professore entra* in aula in orario initially in this fashion:  

––––– ––––– ––––– ––––– –––––  

After pressing the designed button, the first part of the sentence will be revealed:  

Immagino che ––––– ––––– ––––– –––––  

Similarly, every subsequent press of the designed button will reveal the following parts of 

the sentence and hide the previous ones:  

––––– il professore ––––– ––––– –––––  

––––– ––––– entra ––––– –––––  
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––––– ––––– ––––– in aula –––––  

––––– ––––– ––––– ––––– in orario  

After each press of the button, the software records the reading time for that part of the 

sentence. As pointed out by Marsden, Thompson and Polonsky (2018:3), ‘underlying this 

technique is an assumption that participant reaction times indicate their knowledge of and/or 

sensitivity to linguistic phenomena relative to other phenomena’.  

After revealing the last part of the sentence, the next press of the button brings onto the 

screen a comprehension question about the general content of the previous sentence 

displayed (for example: Il professore è in ritardo? Sì / No / Forse).  

Comprehension questions ensure that participants focus on the meaning of each sentence.  

The method just described was used in this study and it is known as a non-cumulative or 

moving window. It allows the researcher to target segments of the sentence showing a 

violation and collect each participant’s reading times. Parts of the sentences in a self-paced 

task are named regions. 

 

 

6.6.1 Online interpretation - sentence-level test 

In this study, the regions of interest are region 3, which shows a violation in the subjunctive, 

and the following region 4. Regions scoring higher times describe a more effortful task for 

the participant.  

Regions: 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 Immagino che\ il professore\ entra* \ in aula\ in orario.      
 

In this study, the regions of interest are region 3, showing a violation, and region 4. The 

regions of interest are the segments showing a verb in the indicative mood in a sentence 

where the subjunctive is needed. The analysis of reading times informs the researcher of the 

participants’ sensitivity to violations. In the present study, the two instructional groups’ 
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reading times were recorded before and after the treatment, in order to explore the effects of 

each pedagogical intervention. Each self-paced reading test in this study included twenty 

experimental sentences along with their comprehension questions, and twenty fillers 

followed by ten comprehension questions. Each self-paced reading test was divided into two 

sets: A and B (See Appendix M).  

As previously stated, each set was made of forty stimuli, including twenty distractors, ten 

sentences in condition (a) not showing a violation, and ten sentences in condition (b) 

showing a violation. Each experimental sentence is followed by a comprehension question 

(see example below).  

(a) Penso che \ Piero \ vada \ al lavoro \ in treno. (in set A)  

(b) Penso che \ Piero \ va* \ al lavoro \ in treno. (in set B)  

Comprehension question: Pietro lavora? Sì / No / Forse  

Participants pressed the S or N or F button on the response pad to indicate the correct 

response. Each experimental sentence in the self-paced reading task was followed by a 

comprehension question, in order to ensure that participants read the sentence for meaning. 

In each set, only half of the comprehension questions tested comprehension of the target 

form. Each test displayed ten comprehension questions, comprising five comprehension 

questions displayed in set A, and five in set B. An example of questions measuring 

comprehension is given below, for the sentence in condition (a).  

(a) Immagino che\ la banca\ sia\ aperta\ tutto il giorno.  (in set B) 
(b) Immagino che\ la banca\ è*\ aperta\ tutto il giorno. (in set A) 

Comprehension question: Oggi la banca è aperta? Sì / No / Forse 
 

The expression of doubt/opinion can be rendered in Italian by the verb in the subjunctive 

mood, or by the lexical form forse (maybe), followed by the verb in the indicative mood. 

The correct answer to the experimental sentence in condition (a) is: forse (maybe). In 

comprehension questions targeting the Italian subjunctive, forse (maybe) scored one point, 

the other answers scored zero. While participants read the sentences, the software recorded 

the reading times of each part of the sentence, in milliseconds. As Keating and Jegerski 

(2015) recommend, reaction times were analysed regarding participants’ responses to 

comprehended questions in this study. The assumption is that reading times would reveal 
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the parts of the sentences that could cause a processing problem. A self-paced reading test 

engages participants to read for meaning. If participants do not show a processing problem 

when encountering a violation, it is good evidence that the knowledge of the target feature 

is not ‘automatically activated’ (Jiang 2012:10). Jiang further argues that ‘‘there are good 

reasons to think that explicit knowledge is minimally involved in performing this task. First, 

the task focuses the participants’ attention on comprehension rather than on grammatical 

accuracy, which makes the application of explicit knowledge less relevant. Second, this 

receptive reading task does not require productive use of L2, which further removes the 

motivation for applying explicit knowledge. Finally, the emphasis on the speed of 

performance and the transient nature of input display also discourage the application of 

explicit knowledge’’ (Jiang 2012:10). 

6.7 Data analysis 

After the experiment, the reading times for regions of interest were tabulated. Data were 

trimmed, removing reading times lower than 200 milliseconds (ms) and higher than 4000 

ms. Reading times lower than 200 ms would correspond to ‘didn’t read’, while a reading 

time higher than 4000 ms would not give an insight on implicit knowledge (Henry 2015). 

Reading times of regions of interest were extracted, and the mean reading time was 

calculated for each participant, and then for each group. Then, for each group, pre-test and 

post-test reading times were compared.  

A further analysis was conducted for reaction times and the comprehension of sentences in 

condition (a). The time needed to answer comprehension questions targeting the 

grammatical feature were recorded and answers were scored. Reaction time analysis 

included only regions 3 and 4 of sentences in condition (a) that were correctly understood 

(i.e. which participants answered correctly, thus scoring one point).  

6.8 Pilot study  

The main purpose of the pilot study was to pilot the self-paced reading test to ensure the 

effectiveness of the stimuli and the effectiveness of the reaction times data collection. The 

pilot was used to test the effectiveness of the stimuli (set A and set B) in terms of length, 

location of the regions in the sentence, number of comprehension questions. Additionally, 

in order to plan the main data collection, it was fundamental to understand the average time 
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needed by each participant to complete the test and to check that the instructions were 

complete and user-friendly.   

Finally, the pilot was used to acquire more expertise in the use of Paradigm, the software 

used to deliver the experiment.  

In this pilot, the researcher developed a computerized version of the instructional treatments 

described in Paragraph 6.5. The reason for this was to include participants based in different 

countries in the main data collection. The Platform used was Moodle (see Figure 16). 

Treatments were available to participants upon being provided with personal access codes. 

To keep the studies consistent, participants in the pilot study were also attending a University 

beginners' Italian language training course under the Marco Polo Turandot scheme. Marco 

Polo Turandot students are expected to reach the B1 / B2 level in Italian after a 10-11 month-

long. Italian language course provided in Italy.  

Participants in the pilot were not distributed randomly and, due to logistical constraints, 

textual enhancement and structured input treatments were administered to existing classes. 

In the pilot, participants in any pilot study who might have had some previous experience in 

the target language, or who could practice the target language outside class, were removed. 

A pre and post-test procedure was adopted. Online pre-tests were delivered one week prior 

to the treatments. After instructional treatments were delivered via Moodle, participants were 

tested individually. Each student sat at one of the two computers available for the experiment 

to take the test. One computer was ready to display set A, the other set B. Instruction was 

provided in Italian and Chinese on how to complete the test. The instruction received by 

participants consisted mainly in informing them how to use the buttons to reveal the parts of 

the sentences. Students had to press the space bar to disclose the next part of the sentence 

and, once the last part of the sentence was displayed, a further press of the space bar would 

display a comprehension question. Each experiment done via Paradigm consisted of forty 

items, twenty experimental sentences and twenty distractors. Experimental sentences 

followed by ten comprehension questions.  (see paragraph 6.6.1 for a detailed description of 

the final assessment task). Participants completed the online pre-test in 3-5 minutes. 
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Figure 16 Referential structured input activities delivered via Moodle 

Reaction times were tabulated and comprehension questions were scored. In this pilot, the 

researcher only tabulated the reading times recorded in experimental sentences showing a 

violation, and only scored comprehension questions not exclusively targeting the 

grammatical form. 

Due to logistical constraints, a proper randomisation was impossible. Therefore data analysis 

brought about erratic results.  

The pilot was extremely informative in improving self-paced reading stimuli, 

comprehension questions, scoring procedures and instructions. After administering the pilot, 

the self-paced reading experiment was made more effective by modifying diverse contents 

and procedures. The stimuli were modified in a number of ways to be more valuable. Stimuli 

were rewritten in order to have them more similar in length. In the pilot, self-paced reading 

stimuli, being made of complex sentences, displayed sentences very much dissimilar in 

length. Sentences were to be adapted for the main data collection in order to be processed 

more easily and to have the reading times mirror the actual processing of the target form. 

Furthermore, experimental sentences were redesigned to avoid critical regions in the final 

position, where reading times are likely to be interested by the end-of-the sentence 

processing effects (Henry 2005: 88, Jiang 2012:174).  

Comprehension questions were also modified. In the pilot, they were not targeting the 

subjunctive of doubt, they were instead targeting the general comprehension of each 
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sentence. The purpose of comprehension questions in the pilot was to assure that participants 

read the experimental sentences for meaning. Comprehension questions were subsequently 

redesigned to have some questions measuring the comprehension of the grammatical form. 

In the study, it was decided not to have all the comprehension questions targeting the form, 

so as not to provide training on the target form.  

 

Immagino che\ la banca\ sia \aperta.  ( I think that the bank is open )  

 La banca è aperta? Sì/ No/Forse (Is the bank open?)  
Figure 17 Comprehension question targeting the Subjunctive 

 

The correct answer to the comprehension question is forse (maybe). In a sentence in the 

indicative form forse (maybe) expresses lexically the meaning of uncertanity.  

Both sentences express that it is not certain that the bank is open  

() immagino che la banca sia aperta 

() forse la banca è aperta 

 

Given the level of participants and their familiarity with the verbs in the indicative form, if 

all the comprehension questions were to target the grammatical form as in the sample in 

Figure 17, that would provide training on the form. The decision was then made to have half 

of the comprehension questions in the main data collection targeting the subjunctive, and 

half targeting the general meaning of the sentence. 

During the pilot, it was noticed that some participants read the stimuli aloud. In order to 

capture processing the form while reading only, it was decided to specify in the instructions 

that the test was to be completed without oral articulation of the sentences (vocal or sub-

vocal). 

With respect to the scoring, in this pilot only reading times of regions showing a violation 

were analysed. As per the assumption that if participants don’t show a processing problem 

when encountering a violation, it is good evidence that the knowledge of the target feature 

is not ‘automatically activated’ (Jiang 2012:10). After the pilot, the analysis was redesigned 

in order to include reading times of the comprehended target from (i.e. reading times of 

critical regions preceding a comprehension question targeting the form, and correctly 

answered). 

Finally, though treatments delivered via Moodle were found effective and would allow the 

researcher to increase the number of participants in the study. It was noticed that on some 
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devices it was not possible to remove the “translate” function. As a result Moodle was not 

used for the main data collection 

 

Chapter Seven: Results 
7.1 Introduction 
 
In this chapter, the statistical analysis used in the two studies to address specific questions 

will be presented. The results are shown in two main sections. Study one reports on the 

results of the first study, measuring the effects of structured input and textual enhancement 

on both sentence-level (interpretation and production tests) and discourse-level 

(interpretation). One-way ANOVA was conducted on the raw scores on all tests in this study 

to assess whether there were statistically significant differences among the class means of 

any of the pre-tests. A two-way repeated measures ANOVA with one between subject factor 

and one within subject repeated measures factorial design (text x instruction) was used for 

all post-tests. A post-hoc test was used to measure possible statistical differences between 

each treatment. 

Study two reports online results of the second study measuring the effects of structured input 

and textual enhancement. A self-paced reading was adopted in this study to measure reading 

times of critical regions and reading times of comprehension questions targeting the Italian 

Subjunctive of doubt. T-tests were used to compare the performance of two experimental 

groups on the self-paced reading tests. A summary of the results is presented at the end of 

each section.  

 
7.2 Results study 1 
 
In order to address the two research questions of study 1, a repeated ANOVA was conducted 

on the raw scores collected during the assessment tests. A two-way repeated measures 

ANOVA with one between-subject factor (Treatment) and one within-subject factor (Time) 

repeated measures factorial design (pre-vs post-test) was carried out on the raw scores of 

each assessment task. The raw scores were used as dependent variables (three levels: pre-

test, post-test, delayed post-test) and types of instruction as independent variables three 

levels: structured input, textual enhancement, control). A post-hoc test was used to measure 

possible differences between the instructional treatments. Descriptive statistics provided 

information about means and standard deviation in each of the dependent factors. 



 

 
 

96 

 
7.2.1 Interpretation - sentence-level data 
 

Data was collected for the interpretation sentence-level test to address the first question of 

the present study. The question asked was whether there would be any differences between 

the two instructional treatments at interpreting sentences containing Italian subjunctive of 

doubt. A pre-test was administered to participants before the beginning of the experiment. 

The one-way ANOVA conducted on the pre-test showed no significant differences among 

the instructional treatment means before instruction (F(2, 36) = .178,  p = .838). The means 

(see Table 4 form means and standard deviations of the three groups) indicate that only the 

structured input group seems to significantly improve from pre-test to post-test. The Control 

group did not improve and the textual enhancement group minimally improved. A repeated- 

measures ANOVA was used on the raw scores of the interpretation data.  

The statistical analysis revealed that there is a significant effect for Instruction (F(2, 36) = 

223.051, p < .000); a significant main effect for Time (F(2, 36) = 106.000, p. < .000); and 

an interaction between Instruction and Time (F(2, 35) = 483.980, p. < .000).  

Descriptive Statistics-Interpretation Sentence-Level  
 Groups Mean Std. Deviation N 

INTPRE SI .6429 .63332 14 
TE .5000 .67420 12 
C .6000 .51640 10 
Total .5833 .60356 36 

INTPOST SI 6.4286 .85163 14 
TE 1.7500 .75378 12 
C .4000 .51640 10 
Total 3.1944 2.76529 36 

INTDEL SI 6.0000 .96077 14 
TE .4167 .51493 12 
C .3000 .48305 10 
Total 2.5556 2.87297 36 

Table 4 Descriptive Statistic Interpretation Sentence level 

A post-hoc Tukey test was conducted on the raw score of the immediate post-test. The post-

hoc procedure is used to show a possible contrast among the three groups. The results 

indicated that the effect of instruction was due to the following contrasts: the structured input 
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group was significantly better than the control group (p <.000) and the textual enhancement 

group (p <.000); there was difference between the textual enhancement and the control group 

(p. <.005). In short, the structured input treatment was superior to the other two treatments 

for the interpretation sentence-level test. However, textual enhancement was better than the 

control group. 

To investigate delayed effects, a second repeated-measures ANOVA was carried out on the 

raw scores of the two post-tests. The results showed a significant main effect for Instruction 

(F (2,36) = 243.914, p< .000); no significant main effect for Time (F (2,36) = 143.404, p< 

.137); and no significant interaction between Treatment and Time (F (2,36) = 98.808, p< 

.231.). The last finding shows that the interaction (test vs. instruction) is not statistically 

significant.  

The results from the interpretation sentence-level test demonstrated that only the structured 

input group gained in their ability to interpret Italian subjunctive of doubt presented at 

sentence-level. The structured input group also maintained these gains over a period of two 

weeks. 

Figure 18 below shows graphically the performance of the three groups in the pre and post-

tests. The three groups are very similar after the pre-test. After the first post-test, the 

structured input group is clearly superior to the other two groups. However, the textual 

enhancement seems to perform better than the control group. The positive effects of 

structured input practice are maintained in the second and delayed post-test.  



 

 
 

98 

 
 
Figure 18 Interpretation sentence-level 

 
7.2.2 Production - sentence-level data 

Data were collected for the production sentence-level test to address the second question of 

the present study. The question asked was whether there would be any differences between 

the two instructional treatments at producing sentences containing Italian subjunctive of 

doubt. As in the case of the interpretation sentence-level test, statistical analyses were 

performed on the raw scores of the production test. The ANOVA conducted on the pre-test 

showed no significant differences among the instructional treatment means before 

instruction (F(2, 36) = .297,  p = .745). The means (see Table 5 for means and standard 

deviations) indicates that only the structured input group seems to significantly improve 

from pre-test to post-test. The Control group and the textual enhancement group did not 

improve. A repeated-measures ANOVA was used on the raw scores of the production data. 

The statistical analysis revealed that there is a significant effect for Instruction (F(2, 36) = 

90.883, p < .000); a significant main effect for Time (F(2, 36) = 63.309, p. < .000); and a 

significant interaction between Instruction and Time (F(2, 36) = 23.998, p < .000). 
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Descriptive Statistics-Production Sentence Level 

 Groups Mean Std. Deviation N 

PROPRE SI .4286 .51355 14 
TE .3333 .49237 12 
C .5000 .52705 10 
Total .4167 .50000 36 

PROPOST SI 4.1429 1.02711 14 
TE 1.0833 .90034 12 
C .5000 .52705 10 
Total 2.1111 1.86360 36 

PRODEL SI 3.4286 .64621 14 
TE .7500 .62158 12 
C .5000 .52705 10 
Total 1.7222 1.50449 36 

 

Table 5 Descriptive Statistics-Production Sentence Level 

A post-hoc Tukey test was conducted on the raw score of the immediate post-test. The results 

indicated that the effect of instruction was due to the following contrasts: the structured input 

group was significantly different to the control group (p <.000) and the textual enhancement 

group (p <.000); there was no difference between the textual enhancement group and the 

control group (p. <.276).   

To investigate delayed effects, a second ANOVA was carried out on the raw scores of the 

two post-tests. The results showed a significant main effect for Instruction (F (2,36) = 

232.814, p< .000); no significant main effect for Time (F (2,36) = 64.404, p< .369; and no 

significant interaction between Treatment and Time (F (2,36) = 48.309, p< .260). 

The results from the production sentence-level task demonstrated that only the structured-

group gained in their ability to produce Italian subjunctive forms of doubt presented at 

sentence-level. The structured group maintained these gains over a period of two weeks. 

Figure 19 below shows graphically the performance of the three groups in the pre and post-

tests. The three groups are very similar after the pre-test. After the first post-test the 

structured input group is clearly superior to the other two groups. However, the textual 
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enhancement seems to perform in an equal way to the control group. The positive effects of 

structured input practice are maintained in the second and delayed post-test.  

  

 
Figure 19 Production Sentence Level 

 
7.2.3 Interpretation - discourse-level data 

Data were collected for the interpretation discourse-level test to address the third question 

of the present study. The question asked was whether there would be any differences 

between the two instructional treatments at interpreting discourse containing the Italian 

subjunctive of doubt. As in the case of the sentence-level tests, statistical analyses were 

performed on the raw scores of the production test. The ANOVA conducted on the pre-test 

showed no significant differences among the instructional treatment means before 

instruction (F(2, 35) = 2.254,  p = .121). The means (see Table 6 for means and standard 

deviations) indicates that only the structured input group seems to significantly improve 

from pre-test to post-test. The control group did not improve, and the textual enhancement 

group minimally improved but was not statistically significant. A repeated-measures 

ANOVA was used on the raw scores of the interpretation discourse-level data. The statistical 

analysis revealed that there is a significant effect for Instruction (F(2, 35) = 48.086, p < .000); 

a significant main effect for Time, F(2, 35) = 29.937, p. < .000); and an interaction between 

Instruction and Time F(2, 35) = 19.145, p. < .000).  
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A post-hoc Tukey test was conducted on the raw score of the immediate post-test. The results 

indicated that the effect of instruction was due to the following contrasts: the structured input  

was significantly different to the Control group (p <.000) and the textual enhancement group 

(p <.000); there  was no difference between the textual enhancement and the control group 

(p. <.063).   

To investigate delayed effects, a second ANOVA was carried out on the raw scores of the 

delayed post-tests. The results showed a significant main effect for Instruction (F (2,35) = 

62.284, p< .000); no significant main effect for Time (F (2,35) = 45.452, p< .131); and no 

significant interaction between Treatment and Time (F (2,35) = 28.059, p< .147)  

The results from the interpretation discourse-level task demonstrated that only the structured 

input group gained in their ability to produce Italian subjunctive forms of doubt. The 

structured input group maintained these gains over a period of two weeks.  

Descriptive Statistics-interpretation discourse-level 
 Groups Mean Std. Deviation N 

INTDPRE SI .9286 .91687 14 
TE .7500 .62158 12 
C .3000 .48305 10 
Total .6944 .74907 36 

INTDPOST SI 4.4286 .93761 14 
TE 1.1667 .71774 12 
C .6000 .51640 10 
Total 2.2778 1.90655 36 

INTDDEL SI 3.7857 .69929 14 
TE .8333 .57735 12 
C .1000 .31623 10 
Total 1.7778 1.74210 36 

Table 6 Descriptive Statistics-interpretation discourse-level 

 

A post-hoc Tukey test was conducted on the raw score of the immediate post-test. The results 

indicated that the effect of instruction was due to the following contrasts: the PI was 

significantly different to the Control group (p <.000) and the TE group (p <.000); there was 

no difference between the TE and the Control group (p. <.063).   
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To investigate delayed effects, a second ANOVA was carried out on the raw scores of the 

two post-tests. The results showed a significant main effect for Instruction (F (2,36) = 

62.284, p< .000); no significant main effect for Time (F (2,36) = 45.452, p< .131; and no 

significant interaction between Treatment and Time (F (2,36) = 28.059, p< .147). The results 

from the interpretation discourse-level task demonstrated that only the structured input group 

gained in their ability to interpret Italian subjunctive forms of doubt. The SI group 

maintained these gains over a period of two weeks. Figure 20 below shows graphically the 

performance of the three groups in the pre and post-tests. The three groups are very similar 

after the pre-test. After the first post-test the structured input group is clearly superior to the 

other two groups. The textual enhancement seems to perform in an equal way to the control 

group. The positive effects of structured input practice are maintained in the second and 

delayed post-test.  

 
Figure 20 Interpretation discourse-level 

 
7.2.4 Summary of results 

In this paragraph, the results will be summarized in relation to the four research questions 

which motivated this study. The four main questions were:  

Q1: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement interpret 

sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a sentence-level 

interpretation test? 
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Q2: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement produce 

sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a sentence-level 

production test? 

Q3: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement interpret 

discourse containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a discourse-level 

interpretation test? 

Q4: Would the effects of the two instructional treatments be maintained over a period of 

two weeks? 

Based on the results presented in the previous section, the answer to the first research 

question (Q1) is positive. L2 learners in the structured input group performed better than the 

textual enhancement group at interpreting sentences containing the subjunctive of doubt.  

The statistical analysis on participants’ raw scores showed a significant main effect for 

instruction and tests. The post-hoc revealed that the structured input practice was effective 

at altering the way learners process sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt 

forms.  

As far as the second questions of this study (Q2) is concerned, the main findings from this 

study indicated that only the structured input group made gains from pre to post-test in the 

sentence-level production test. The statistical analysis on participants’ raw scores showed a 

significant main effect for instruction and tests. The post-hoc revealed that the structured 

input practice was effective at affecting learners’ developing system so that they can produce 

sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt forms.  

The answer to the third question of this study (Q3) was also affirmative. The statistical 

analysis clearly indicates that only the structured input group correctly 

comprehended/interpreted discourse containing the target feature. The post-hoc revealed that 

the structured input practice was effective at altering the way learners process discourse 

containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt forms.  

The answer to the final question (Q4) is that only the structured input group retained the 

good effects of the treatment over a period of two weeks. Overall, only participants in the 
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structured input group showed a change in their processing behavior (both sentence and 

discourse-level) and the ability to produce the target item at sentence-level in both post-tests. 

7.3 Results study 2 

In order to address the two research questions of study 2, the means and standard deviations 

(descriptive analysis) for cumulative reading times and for reaction times to comprehension 

questions were calculated; t-tests were used to compare the performance of two experimental 

groups on the self-paced reading tests.  

7.3.1 Self-paced reading data 

Reading times in region 3 and 4 

Descriptive statistics for reading times in the structured input group (Table 7) and the textual 

enhancement group (Table 8) were calculated. The sum of the reading times for each 

participant in two critical regions (regions 3 and 4) of sentences in condition (b) were 

calculated. In each sentence, the reading time for region 3 shows the time needed to read the 

verb in condition (b) (i.e. showing a violation – the verb not in the subjunctive mood, but in 

the indicative mood), and the reading time for region 4 shows the time needed to read the 

following region, possibly affected by the sensitivity to violation in region 3.  

Structured Input group 
                    Mean reading time                                       Std. Deviation                              
Pre-test            1552.15                                                      29,9538                                      
Post-test           1814.19                                                      38,2873                                       

Table 7 Descriptive statistics for cumulative reading times (structured input) 

 
 
Textual Enhancement group 
                    Mean reading time                                       Std. Deviation                               
Pre-test            1665.57                                                       37,2113                                       
Post-test           1559.17                                                       38,3727                                       

Table 8 Descriptive statistics for cumulative reading times (textual enhancement) 

Once the means for the reading times of the critical regions for each participant were 

calculated, the researcher calculated the means and standard deviation in each experimental 

group (structured input vs textual enhancement). Based on these results, the answer for the 

structured input group showed higher sensitivity to violations of the Italian subjunctive; their 

reading times increased by 17% after the treatment. In contrast, the mean for the textual 
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enhancement group reading times decreased by 6%, showing a slightly reduced sensitivity 

to violations after the treatment.  

The t-test carried out on the pre- and post-test self-paced reading results showed that for the 

structured input group the difference between the means was significant, t (9) = –2683, p = 

0.004. The difference between the means in the textual enhancement group was not 

significant, t (9) = –1263, p = 0.44.  

Based on these results, the answer to our first research question (Q1) is positive. L2 learners 

in the structured input group showed sensitivity to violations of the Italian subjunctive of 

doubt on the self-paced reading test. Figure 21 indicates that the structured input group 

increased their sensitivity to violations, whereas the textual enhancement group did not.  

 
Figure 21 SI and TE reading times for regions three and four 

In order to provide a more precise insight into the effects of the two treatments, descriptive 

statistics for reading times in the structured input group and the textual enhancement group 

were calculated for each of the two critical regions, region three and region four.  The reading 

times for each participant in regions three (Tables 9 and 10) and in regions 4 (Tables 11 and 

12) of sentences in condition (b) were calculated. The reading time for region three shows 

the time needed to read the verb in condition (b) (i.e. showing a violation – the verb not in 

the subjunctive mood, but in the indicative mood), and the reading time for region 4 shows 

the time needed to read the following region, possibly affected by the sensitivity to the 

violation in region 3.  
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Reading times in regions 3  

Structured Input group 
                    Mean reading time                                       Std. Deviation                              
Pre-test             1358.46                                                     48,1431                                      
Post-test           1338.06                                                      40,9487                                       

Table 9 Descriptive statistics for cumulative reading times (structured input) region 3 

 
Textual Enhancement group 
                    Mean reading time                                       Std. Deviation                               
Pre-test            1368.45                                                    25,1729 
Post-test           933.22                                                      13,9448                                       

Table 10 Descriptive statistics for cumulative reading times (textual enhancement) region 
3 

Reading times in regions 4 

Structured Input group 
                    Mean reading time                                       Std. Deviation                              
Pre-test             1790.59                                                      18,3176                                      
Post-test           2290.33                                                      50,4751                                      

Table 11 Descriptive statistics for cumulative reading times (structured input) region 4 

 
Textual Enhancement group 
                    Mean reading time                                       Std. Deviation                               
Pre-test             1990.45                                                      52,6912                                       
Post-test           2125.11                                                       50,9869                                     

Table 12 Descriptive statistics for cumulative reading times (textual enhancement) region 
4 

Figure 22 and 23 below show graphically that the effect in the participants’ processing 

behaviour of the target form is evident in segment four. As demonstrated by Trueswell, 

Tanenhaus, and Kello (1993) in self-paced reading studies, a change in reading times occurs 

in the region following the one where a violation occurs. In segment three, reading times of 

the textual enhancement group decreases from pre- to post-test by 27% whereas the 

structured input group reading time decreases only by 2%. In segment four, structured input 

reading time increases by 28% whereas textual enhancement group’s time only increases by 

7%. 
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Figure 22 SI and TE reading times of regions three 

 
 

 
Figure 23 SI and TE reading times of regions four 

Sentence comprehension reaction times  

The correct answers to the comprehension questions targeting the form, and following the 

sentences in condition (a) (i.e. not showing a violation – the verb in the subjunctive mood), 

were extracted and the analysis of reading times in regions three and four was conducted on 

the preceding sentences. 
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Descriptive statistics were calculated on the reading times of the comprehended target forms 

for the structured input group (Table 13) and the textual enhancement group (Table 14). The 

sum of the reaction times for each participant was calculated. Once the means of the reading 

times were calculated, the researcher calculated the means and standard deviation for each 

experimental group (structured input vs textual enhancement), and the pre-test and post-test 

reading times were compared.  

SI GROUP 
                    Mean reading time                                       Std. Deviation                              
Pre-test             2032.34                                                      72,5061                                      
Post-test           1621.52                                                      17,7812                                       

Table 13 Descriptive statistics for comprehension questions reading times (structured 
input) 

 
TE GROUP 
                    Mean reading time                                       Std. Deviation                               
Pre-test             1400.12                                                      11,4701                                       
Post-test           1375.35                                                      22,0106                                      

Table 14 Descriptive statistics for comprehension questions reading times (textual 
enhancement) 

In order to examine the results obtained for sentence comprehension, t-tests were performed 

on the structured input versus textual enhancement groups. Results indicate that the 

structured input group comprehended sentences containing the target feature better than the 

textual enhancement group. The t-test for the structured input group demonstrated that the 

difference between means was significant, t (9) = −1.349, p = 0.000. The t-test for the textual 

enhancement group showed that the difference between means was not significant, t (9) = 

−1.142, p = 0.56.  

Based on the statistical analyses presented in this section, the answer to the second research 

question (Q2) in this study is positive. L2 learners in the structured input group showed that 

their ability to interpret sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt increased in the 

self-paced reading test. The reading time taken to choose the correct answer in this group 

increased from pre- to post-test by around 20%. The textual enhancement group did not 

improve (Figure 24).  
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Figure 24 Comprehension questions reading times 

L2 learners in the structured input group processed input in a more effective way than they 

would if they had been unable to circumvent the effects of wrong processing strategies 

described in the Sentence Location Principle and the Lexical Preference Principle. 

Structured input is predicated on the model of input processing as defined by VanPatten:  

The model of input processing that informs PI attempts to delineate the major 
strategies (principles) involved in how learners parse sentences (compute basic 
structure in real time) and the problems in linking form with meaning during real-
time comprehension. (2015b:106)  

In this study, participants from the structured input group only show a change in their ability 

to process and comprehend the grammatical target form during real-time comprehension.  

7.4 Summary of results 

The two main questions of the present study were as follows.  

Q1: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement demonstrate 

sensitivity to violations of the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a self-paced 

reading test?  

Q2: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement demonstrate 

the ability to comprehend sentences containing the subjunctive of doubt?  
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Based on the results presented in the previous section, the answer to the first research 

question is positive (Q1). L2 learners in the structured input group showed sensitivity to 

violations of the Italian subjunctive of doubt on the self-paced reading test. The answer to 

the second question of this study is also affirmative. The statistical analysis clearly indicates 

that only the structured input group comprehended/interpreted correctly sentences 

containing the target feature. The reading times of the structured input group decreased from 

pre- to post-test, whereas those of the textual enhancement group did not. Overall, only 

participants in the structured input group showed a change in their processing behaviour.  

Self-paced reading is a method adopted to determine learners’ sensitivity to violations. 

Importantly, it can be used to measure underlying implicit knowledge, or lack of it. The 

present study makes use of a sophisticated research design which uses measurements (tests) 

that attempt to test implicit knowledge and not explicit knowledge. The main implications 

of the findings of this study are twofold: (1) theoretically, this study provides online evidence 

of the effects of structured input in the acquisition of the Italian subjunctive of doubt forms; 

(2) methodologically, it reiterates the importance of research measuring the effects of 

instructional treatment using online methods such as eye-tracking and self-paced tests to 

effectively and properly measure implicit knowledge. Future research can only make claims 

related to the effects of instruction, particularly on the rate of acquisition (not on the route 

of acquisition) if it adopts a method that measures implicit knowledge.  
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Chapter Eight: Discussion Limitations and Implications 
8.1 Introduction  
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the general findings of the present study in the light 

of previous research and draw some conclusions regarding the results of this 

experimentation. This empirical study carried out two data collections measuring the effects 

of two pedagogical interventions on the acquisition of the Italian subjunctive of doubt forms. 

Sentence, discourse-level tests, and a self-paced reading test were used. Limitations of this 

research will be addressed and suggestions for further research offered.   

 
8.2 Discussion of the main findings 
 
The main aim of the two parallel studies was to compare and contrast the effects of structured 

input vs. textual enhancement on the acquisition of Italian subjunctive forms with a purpose. 

This was in order to establish whether instruction has a facilitative role and if there is a more 

effective way to manipulate input. The result of this study will be discussed separately for 

each set of data collected. To contribute to the ongoing debate on the role of processing 

instruction/structured input, the first data collection included offline tests (sentence-level 

interpretation and production, and discourse-level interpretation tests). The second data 

collection measured online effects through a self-paced reading test. The self-paced reading 

test is a more reliable measurement of in-depth processing and no previous research has 

addressed this specific line of investigation (structured input contrasted to textual 

enhancement) on the acquisition of Italian subjunctive of doubt. 

 
8.2.1 Discussion of data - collection one 
 
Four main questions were formulated in the first data collection of this study: 

 

Q1: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement interpret 

sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a sentence-level 

interpretation test? 

Q2: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement produce 

sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a sentence-level 

production test? 

Q3: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement interpret 

discourse containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a discourse-level 

interpretation test? 
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Q4: Would the effects of the two instructional treatments be maintained over a period of two 

weeks? 

 

The results of the interpretation data (Q1) demonstrated that structured input practice had a 

greater effect (compared to textual enhancement) on the way L2 learners (L1 Chinese) 

interpret sentences containing Italian subjunctive of doubt forms. The statistical analysis of 

the offline interpretation test indicated that only the group exposed to structured input 

activities was able to interpret subjunctive of doubt forms correctly. The results of the 

sentence-interpretation test provide further evidence of the effectiveness of structured input 

in altering the way intermediate-level learners of Italian interpret the subjunctive. Although 

this finding is parallel to previous research measuring the effects of structured input 

(VanPatten and Oikkenon 1996; Benati 2004; Benati and Batziou 2019), it expands previous 

findings in two ways: (a) it provides new evidence of the effects of structured input on the 

interpretation of the target feature when compared to textual enhancement; (b) it provides 

additional empirical evidence on the effects of structured input on Italian subjunctive of 

doubt forms and among learners from a different first language (L1 Chinese). As said in the 

first chapter of this thesis, the Italian subjunctive was chosen as its processing is affected by 

a combination of processing principles under the input processing theory. The findings on 

the interpretation test showed that structured input activities are successful at pushing 

learners in this group to accurately interpret the target form. Structured input practice does 

affect the acquisition process as a meaning-form focuser in the case of the use of subjunctive 

of doubt forms in Italian. Learners must be exposed to structured input as it promotes 

accurate language processing. 

The results of the production data (Q2) demonstrated that structured input practice had a 

greater effect (compared to textual enhancement) on the way L2 learners (L1 Chinese) 

produce sentences containing Italian subjunctive of doubt forms. The statistical analysis on 

the sentence-level production test showed that only the structured input group was able to 

correctly produce sentences containing the target linguistic feature. The structured input 

group outperformed the textual enhancement group in the production test. It is important to 

note that the structured input group was never involved in activities in which they had to 

produce the target form. Previous research measuring the effects of structured input (see 

overview of findings in Benati 2019) has consistently demonstrated the effects of structured 

input in developing learners’ abilities to produce the target form. Structured input seems to 
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alter the way in which L2 learners process input, which in turn has an effect on their 

developing system as demonstrated by their performance in the production test. The findings 

from the production data expand previous findings in two ways: (a) they provide new 

evidence on the effects of structured input on the production of the target feature when 

compared to textual enhancement; (b) they provide additional empirical evidence on the 

effects of structured input on L2 learners’ (L1 Chinese) developing system.   

The results of the interpretation discourse-level data (Q3) demonstrated that structured input 

practice had a greater effect (compared to textual enhancement) on the way L2 learners (L1 

Chinese) interpret discourse containing Italian subjunctive of doubt forms. The statistical 

analysis of the offline interpretation test indicated that only the group exposed to structured 

input activities was able to interpret subjunctive of doubt forms correctly. The results of the 

discourse-level interpretation test provide further evidence of the effectiveness of structured 

input in interpreting the target feature when L2 learners are exposed to discourse. Although 

this finding is parallel to previous research measuring the effects of structured input on 

discourse (Benati and Lee, 2010; Benati and Batziou, 2019), the findings from the discourse-

level test provide additional knowledge in one particular way: they provide new evidence on 

the effects of structured input on the discourse-level interpretation of the target feature when 

compared to textual enhancement. The results from the interpretation discourse-level test 

provide further evidence that structured input is able to develop the processing ability of L2 

learners to interpret discourse-level target features in input.  

The final research question of the first data collection (Q4) addressed possible delayed 

effects of the two pedagogical treatments. The results of the analysis confirmed the positive 

results obtained in other studies investigating the effects of processing instruction and/or 

structured input only (Cadierno 1995; Benati 2004, 2005; Benati and Batziou 2019). The 

effects of structured input held over a two-week period for the sentence-level and discourse-

level tests administered in this study.  

 
The overall results from the first data collection of this indicated that the structured input 

instructional treatment is effective at altering a number of processing problems (non-

meaningfulness, redundancy and location) in the interpretation of sentences and discourse 

containing Italian subjunctive of doubt forms. Structured input practice is successful at 

circumventing processing constraints and ensuring L2 learners process sentences and 

discourse correctly and make appropriate form-meaning connections. The structured input 
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treatment had an effect on the way learners processed input. The textual enhancement did 

not have similar effects. In addition, structured input practice seems to have positive effects 

on the way L2 learners exposed to this instructional treatment produce sentences containing 

the Italian subjunctive of doubt forms. Overall, the results of this study clearly indicated that 

it was only the structured input that helped participants to interpret the Italian subjunctive of 

doubt when measured by sentence-level and discourse-level tests. Regarding the production 

test, participants in the structured input group demonstrated the ability to produce sentences 

containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt. The participants in the textual enhancement 

group did not. The positive effects of structured input practice were maintained over a two-

week period.   

 
8.2.2 Discussion of data - collection two 
 

Two additional questions were formulated in the second data collection of this study: 

 

Q5: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement demonstrate 

sensitivity to violations of the Italian subjunctive of doubt as measured by a self-paced 

reading test? 

Q6: Would L2 learners exposed to structured input and textual enhancement demonstrate 

the ability to comprehend sentences containing the subjunctive of doubt? 

 

The results in relation to the first question of the data collection (Q5) revealed that only the 

group exposed to structured input demonstrated sensitivity to violations of the Italian 

subjunctive of doubt as measured by a self-paced reading test. The same group was able to 

better interpret sentences containing the target linguistic feature. The structured input 

treatment had an effect on the way learners process input. The textual enhancement treatment 

did not have similar effects. Structured input activities had an impact on the participants’ 

processing behaviour, and possibly increasing their level of implicit knowledge (Benati and 

Angelovska 2016; Hulstijn 2005). The findings from the self-paced reading test provide new 

and original evidence on the effects of structured input on the Italian subjunctive of doubt 

forms when measured through online testing.     

 
In relation to the second question (Q6), the analysis indicated that only the group exposed to 

structured input showed increased reading times from pre-test to post-test. These findings 
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were obtained using a self-paced reading test for the first time within this branch of research 

investigating online effects of structured input, corroborate Lee and Benati’s (2007) findings 

that structured input is successful at altering the way L2 learners process and interpret 

sentences containing Italian subjunctive of doubt forms, and that it does so more effectively 

than textual enhancement.  

In terms of the second data collection, the results lead us to the following conclusions. 

Regarding the first research question, the results of this study clearly indicated that it was 

only the structured input group who showed sensitivity to violations of the Italian 

subjunctive of doubt when measured by the self-paced reading test. Regarding the second 

research question, participants in the structured input group demonstrated that the ability to 

interpret sentences containing the Italian subjunctive of doubt increased in the self-paced 

reading test. The reading time for choosing the correct answer in the structured input group 

increased from pre- to post-test.  

Overall, the main results from the two data collections show that structured input practice 

clearly altered the way learners processed input and this had, in the case of the first data 

collection, an effect on L2 learners’ developing system and subsequently on what learners 

could access for production. These findings are consistent with the original findings from 

VanPatten and Cadierno (1993:240): ‘‘Learners who receive instruction that attempts to alter 

input processing receive a double bonus: better processing of input and knowledge that is 

apparently also available for production’’. This view is further supported by the offline 

results from the production discourse-level tasks where learners had to produce the target 

form in a less controlled situation. While the structured treatment is successful at 

circumventing processing problems and consequently having an impact on learners’ 

developing systems, the textual enhancement treatment was not successful at producing 

positive effects (circumventing the processing problem) on learners’ performance.  

 

8.3 Implications for theory and methodology 

Overall, the main findings from the data collection carried out in this study, with six key 

questions addressed, have theoretical and methodological repercussions. The main 

theoretical and methodological implications are:  
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Firstly, the main findings of this study contribute directly to the discussion of the role that 

input processing plays (VanPatten 1996, 2015) in second language acquisition. In respect to 

this, the results of the present study provide further support for the input processing model 

in two ways: (a) emphasising the role of input processing in an attempt to account for the 

derivation of intake data. The structured input group was assisted (focus on form to get 

meaning) in attending to the input, to notice grammar and make accurate form-meaning 

connections. The results from offline (interpretation of sentence and discourse) and online 

tests (self-paced reading) demonstrated that structured input helped learners to build an 

implicit knowledge of the language via intake facilitation. No attempts were made to make 

explicit knowledge implicit knowledge; (b) linking input processing and the developing 

system, as this study provides further evidence of the impact of structured input on a 

production test. Not only are structured input activities effective in developing a learner’s 

ability to process input (at sentence and discourse level) but they also have an impact on 

their developing system so that learners can access a linguistic feature in written production 

tests (sentence-level test). Structured input altered the way L2 learners processed input and 

assisted in the development of underlying knowledge. Textual enhancement did not have an 

effect on the ability of L2 learners to produce sentences containing the target feature under 

investigation. 

Secondly, the main findings of this study contribute to the discussion on the role of 

instruction in second language acquisition (VanPatten, Smith and Benati 2009) by 

supporting the view that structured input practice can facilitate the speed of acquisition (rate 

of acquisition) of a particular feature. However, there might be some psycholinguistic 

constraints to limit its role. Structured input activities successfully push learners to 

comprehend the target form. Structured input practice can affect the acquisition process as a 

meaning-form focuser for complex morphology as in the case of the use of the Italian 

subjunctive and that of other romance languages. In the case of structured input, learners are 

exposed to instruction that can both promote attention and processing (VanPatten 2015). 

Structured input is fundamentally different from textual enhancement which promotes only 

attention to a form in the input. Structured input is predicated on (i) L2 learners ensuring 

they link one form to one meaning and (ii) the processing strategies they bring to the task of 

acquisition. Processing instruction is predicated on the input processing model, and its main 

component – structured input – is designed to facilitate acquisition because it pushes learners 

to process simultaneously form and meaning, not because of noticing the form alone. One 
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possible explanation for the results obtained in this study can then be found in the nature of 

structured input practice when compared to textual enhancement. Unlike textual 

enhancement, where the input is enhanced, structured input practice requires a simultaneous 

focus on meaning and form. Textual enhancement might have a facilitating role for L2 

learners to notice (become aware) something (‘a form’) in the input. However, there is 

nothing in the definition of ‘noticing’ related to the concept of form-meaning mappings. It 

seems that structured input practice guarantees that L2 learners make correct form-meaning 

mappings at input-level.  

Thirdly, the findings from this study provide new and original evidence of the effects of 

structured input when compared to textual enhancement. Although previous research 

investigated the effects of enhanced and unenhanced structured (Lee and Benati 2008), input 

activities showed that it is not the enhancement that makes the difference; the present study 

is the first one that compared structured input vs textual enhancement.  

Fourthly, the results from this study provide additional evidence on the short-term effects of 

structured input practice. The effects of the structured input treatment were measured and 

maintained over a period of two weeks (short-term effects). There were no immediate or 

delayed effects for the textual enhancement treatment. The effects of structured input are 

durative. In the first data collection, the performance of the structured input group from the 

immediate post-tests to the delayed post-tests (two weeks) was maintained and the effects 

did not diminish for either the interpretation (sentence and discourse) or the production tests.  

Fifthly, the findings from this study lend further support to a number of hypotheses 

formulated within the processing instruction research framework (Benati and Lee 2008; 

Benati and Lee 2010). The positive results obtained in this study lend support to the so-called 

Age Hypothesis (Benati and Lee 2008): processing instruction will be just as effective an 

intervention with young learners as it is with older learners. The main results of this study, 

with learners aged 18-20, confirmed previous research (Benati 2019) demonstrating the 

effectiveness of structured input activities in adult learners. The findings from this study 

using native speakers of languages other than English, also support the so-called Native 

Language Hypothesis (Benati and Lee 2008): PI will be effective for instilling target 

language specific processing strategies, no matter the native language of the learners. The 

present study contributes to the expansion of the Native Language Hypothesis by adding 
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Cantonese, a non-western language, to the current list of languages on which the 

effectiveness of structured input practice has been observed.  

Additionally, the present study makes a methodological contribution to the current trend of 

research in processing instruction and structured input measuring moment-by-moment 

processing. This current  line is limited to few empirical studies (Benati 2019). The current 

study makes the following contributions: (a) it does investigate a new feature of the Italian 

linguistic system, namely the subjunctive of doubt, which is affected by a combination of 

processing sub-principles derived from the Primacy of Meaning Principle (VanPatten 2015); 

(b) it provides data using a self-paced reading test. Self-paced reading is a method adopted 

to determine learners’ sensitivity to violations. Importantly, it can be used to measure 

underlying implicit knowledge or lack of it. The present study makes use of a sophisticated 

research design which uses measurements (tests) that attempt to test implicit knowledge. 

This study reiterates the importance of research measuring the effects of instructional 

treatment using online methods such as eye-tracking and self-paced tests to effectively and 

properly measure implicit knowledge. Future research can only make claims related to the 

effects of instruction, particularly on the rate of acquisition (not on the route of acquisition), 

if it adopts a method that measures implicit knowledge.  

8.4 Implications for pedagogy 

At a pedagogical level, the findings from the current study suggest the need to carry out more 

research measuring the effects of different pedagogical interventions in order to provide the 

most effective way to focus on form in the language classroom. The implications for 

pedagogy are fourfold:  

1. Structured input is an effective pedagogical intervention designed to alter processing 

problems and help learners to make accurate and appropriate form-meaning connections. 

Textual enhancement is not successful in bringing about similar effects to those brought 

about by structured input practice in interpretation (sentence and discourse) and self-paced 

reading tests. Also, structured input seems to have a greater effect on learners’ developing 

systems than textual enhancement; 

2. The findings from study reaffirm the importance of this input-based practice as a key 

pedagogical tool and make a contribution to the view that this practice should precede output 
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practice. Lee and Van Patten (1995, 2003) affirm that learners should not be pushed towards 

production until sufficient knowledge has been integrated into their developing system 

through accurate input processing. Structured input is a type of focus on form more 

congruent with a communicative approach to language teaching; 

3. The results of the study reaffirm the positive effect of structured input at the level of 

implicit knowledge. Findings confirm that one of the benefits of structured input is that it 

changes the way learners’ brains work with linguistic input. Structured input practice offers 

the possibility to develop activities that are effective and change processing behaviours 

facilitating acquisition. Results also reassert the importance of providing learners with 

comprehensible meaning bearing input in language acquisition. In the structured input 

practice, meaning is always in focus and learners were involved in activities where they had 

to respond to the informational content of the input (focus on form to process meaning). 

4. Findings from this study also challenge the concept of proficiency level and the field of 

language testing. Are language proficiency levels mirroring the actual learner’s knowledge 

of a second language? Are certification exams measuring the actual learner’s knowledge of 

a second language? Would it be advisable to add to the existing syllabi tasks aimed at 

fostering the implicit acquisition of second languages? Would it be advisable to include pilot 

assessment tasks in the certification exams capable of capturing the learner’s implicit 

knowledge?  

8.5 Limitations of the present study 

The researcher is aware of several limitations in this study.   

1. The sample size of the data collection is relatively small. A bigger size in terms of 

participants would have increased the validity of this study, especially in the second 

data collection where data trimming brought about the exclusion of many subjects 

and where, given the number of participants included in the final pool, it was decided 

not to have a control group. Having said that, the provisional results from the pilot 

studies might suggest some consistency of results. 

2. The conclusions drawn from the findings of this study were generated from a 

relatively small population. However, the similarities between the results of this 
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study and previous empirical research within this methodological research 

framework do lend validity to the overall findings of this study.  

3. The findings of the present study demonstrated some effects for structured input on 

learners’ developing systems under control situations. Further research should 

include more spontaneous production tests. 

4. Delayed post-tests were administered in the first data collection. Long-term effects 

should be re-examined as delayed effects were measured over a period of only two 

weeks.   

8.6 Suggestions for further research 

The present study has made some important theoretical, methodological and pedagogical 

contributions to this field, and it has left open questions for future research.  

Future research should examine the effects of structured input practice versus textual 

enhancement or other input-based instructional treatments and linguistic features before we 

can generalise the findings of this study.  

Future studies investigating the effects of structured input might consider the inclusion of 

explicit information and/or corrective information. The current study provides neither of 

them as it focuses on structured input only. Do learners exposed to +/- feedback or explicit 

information about the target feature perform differently?  

Future research should include a bigger sample of participants and delayed post-tests to 

better measure retention after instruction over a longer period of time (three to six-months). 

And, one question could be: Can re-exposure to structured input in between post-tests 

provide an enhancing effect? 

A possible future avenue for research using self-paced reading is the inclusion of working 

memory capacity in the inclusion criteria of the final data pool in order to more accurately 

capture the effect of the treatments. As Harrington (2004) points out:  

Individual differences in working memory capacity have been correlated with 

performance in a number of L2 areas, including global reading (Harrington & Sawyer 

1992); syntactic processing (Miyake & Friedman 1998); lexical processing (Atkins 

& Baddeley 1998); and online inferencing behaviour (Estevez & Calvo 2000). It 
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would be surprising if the same kind of relationship were not evident in input 

processing. As the IP account focuses on the initial stages of acquisition, the role of 

individual differences in capacity may be particularly manifest, as the mediating 

effects of domain knowledge are relatively small. (Harrington 1992) 

Future research in processing instruction/structured input using self-paced reading tests must 

continue to examine its effects versus other types of input or output-based instructional 

treatments in different linguistic features and languages. This is in order to measure and 

generalise the effect of this treatment on L2 learners’ implicit systems.  
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Appendices  
 
Appendix A: Information sheet and Consent form in English and Chinese 
 
 
Title of Project: Comprehension and language learning. 
 

Name and Contact Details of Researcher(s): Gaia Chiuchiù – gaia.chiuchiu@port.ac.uk  

Ethics Committee Reference Number: FHSS 2018-007  
Invitation 
I would like to invite you to take part in my research study. Taking part in the study is entirely up to you, before 
you decide I would like you to understand why the research is being carried out and what it will involve for you. 
I will go through this information sheet with you, to help you decide whether or not you would like to take part 
and answer any questions you may have. I would estimate this to take about 5 minutes. Please feel free to talk to 
others about the study if you wish. Do ask if anything is unclear. 
Besides being a language teacher here in Accademia Lingua Italiana Assisi, I’m also a PhD student at 
University of Portsmouth (UK), and I’m studying new ways of making language teaching more effective.  
 
Study Summary 
This study focuses on the comprehension of a written text, which is especially important for learners planning to 
study at Italian universities. 
 I am seeking Chinese participants who should be Italian L2 learners studying at the Accademia Lingua Italiana 
Assisi or other institutions, and should have an A2 level of proficiency in Italian. Participation in the research 
would require you to attend a session to a graded reader and listening comprehension and two testing sessions. 
It will take approximately 4 hours of your time. Sessions will be arranged in order to take place at the same or 
similar times and venues as your usual classes, and attendance to the study session will be included in the course 
attendance.  
 
What is the purpose of the study? 
 
The study is part of my PhD research project. It aims at testing the effectiveness of new language teaching 
techniques, which were designed according to psycholinguistic research findings.  
 
Why have I been invited? 
You have been invited because you are an Italian-as-a-second-language learner at the Accademia Lingua Italiana 
Assisi or other institutions and your proficiency level is equal or superior to A2.  
 
Do I have to take part?  
No, taking part in this research is entirely voluntary. It is up to you to decide if you want to volunteer for the 
study. We will describe the study in this information sheet. If you agree to take part, we will then ask you to sign 
the attached consent form, dated Jan 2018, version number 1.0 
 
What will happen to me if I take part? 
Instruction session (about 1 hr): you will be reading a graded reader in Italian and a listening comprehension; the 
text will be selected in order to be appropriate to your proficiency level and interests.  
Most of the participants will read hard copies of the text, while a small sub-sample of the participants will read 
the graded reader on a pc screen, while having their reaction time measured. If you agree to be part of this sub-
sample, please tick the box on the consent form.  
Testing session (no time constraint – approximately 1 hr): you will answer questions regarding the content of the 
text you read. The testing session will include pencil-and-paper tests and a computer-supported test.  
Your scores in these tests will NOT be part of your curricular scores.  
The testing session will take place twice: the first time right after the instruction session, and then again two 
weeks later.  
 
Expenses and payments  
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No payment will be provided for participation to the research.  
Moreover, I’ll be very grateful!  
 
What data will be collected and / or measurements taken?  
Two kinds of data will be collected:  

- scores in the pencil-and-paper and computer-supported tests; 

What are the possible disadvantages, burdens and risks of taking part?  
The sessions won’t expose you to any risk or disadvantage, as procedures will be very similar to a normal 
language class.  
What are the possible advantages or benefits of taking part? 
You will receive 10 extra points in your next “Test in itinere”. Moreover, you will attend training and testing 
sessions based on the latest language-teaching research and findings, which will be positive for your Italian 
acquisition.  
Finally, you will contribute to the building of new knowledge about the best ways to teach a foreign language.  
 
Will my taking part in the study be kept confidential? 
The raw data, which identifies you, will be kept securely by the researcher and / or their supervisor.  
The information supplied by research participants will be treated as strictly confidential. Any information 
published or disseminated will be treated in a way that guarantees the anonymity of the participants, e.g. 
personal data will be separated from the identifying details of the participant and the data collected will be coded 
before it is processed in order to enable correlation while maintaining the participants’ anonymity. 
The data will be protected against unauthorised access: it will be held in a secure location, hard copies will be 
stored in locked cabinets and electronic copies will be password-protected. Data will be transferred in a secure 
manner. Movable storage media will be protected against loss, damage, or destruction of the data. Collected data 
will be retained for ten years before it will be disposed of securely. 
Only the research student and the supervisors will have access to the data in question. 
The data, when made anonymous, may be presented to others at academic conferences, or published as a project 
report, academic dissertation or in academic journals or book. It could also be made available to any 
commissioner or funder of the research.  Anonymous data, which does not identify you, may be used in future 
research studies approved by an appropriate research ethics committee. 
What will happen if I don’t want to carry on with the study?  
As a volunteer you can stop any participation (test / instruction) at any time, or withdraw from the study at any 
time before, without giving a reason if you do not wish to. If you do withdraw from a study after some data has 
been collected you will be asked if you are content for the data collected thus far to be retained and included in 
the study. If you prefer, the data collected can be destroyed and not included in the study. Once the research has 
been completed, and the data analysed, it will not be possible for you to withdraw your data from the study. 
What if there is a problem? 
If you have a query, concern or complaint about any aspect of this study, in the first instance you should contact 
the researcher if appropriate. If there is a complaint and the researcher is not dealing with it appropriately, please 
contact the Supervisor with details of the complaint. The contact details for both the researcher and any 
supervisor are detailed on page 1. 
If the complaint remains unresolved, please contact:  

 The University Complaints Officer 
023 9284 3642 complaintsadvice@port.ac.uk 
 

Who is funding the research?  
The researcher will not receive any financial reward by conducting this study, other than their normal salary.  
Who has reviewed the study? 
Research involving human participants is reviewed by an ethics committee to ensure that the dignity and 
wellbeing of participants is respected.  This study has been reviewed by the Faculty Ethics Committee and been 
given favourable ethical opinion.  
Thank you 

     Thank you for taking time to read this information sheet and for considering volunteering for this research. If 

you do agree to participate your consent will be sought; please see the accompanying consent form.  You will 

then be given a copy of this information sheet and your signed consent form, to keep. 
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项目名称：理解能力与语言学习。 
 
研究员姓名和联系方式: Gaia Chiuchiù – gaia.chiuchiu@port.ac.uk  

伦理委员会参考编号: FHSS 2018-007  

  

  
参与邀请 

  我想邀请你参与我的研究。是否参与这项研究完全取决于你， 但在你作出决定之前，我希望能够让
你理解这项研究的背景以及它可能对你产生的影响。我将与你一起阅读此信息表，以便帮助你决定是否

愿意参与，并回答你可能遇到的所有问题。阅读本表需要大约 5分钟的时间。你可以随时与他人讨论本

研究内容。如有任何问题，请联系询问。  

  我是阿西西意大利语学院的语言教师，同时还是英国朴茨茅斯大学的在读博士生。我正在研究提高

语言教学效率的新方法。 
 
研究摘要 
本研究的重点是文本的阅读理解。阅读理解对于有意在意大利大学学习的语言学习者来说是一项非

常重要的能力。  
我正在寻找的研究对象为在阿西西意大利语学院或其他机构学习意大利语、且意大利语达到 A2水平

的中国学生。如果你决定参与我的研究，你将需要参加一次分级阅读和听力理解课程并参加两场测试。

整个过程大约需要 4个小时的时间。研究将在与常规课程相同或相似的时间和地点举行。参加上述学习

课程的时间将计入你的考勤记录中。  
 
研究目标 
 
本项研究是我博士研究项目的一部分。研究旨在测试以心理语言学研究成果为基础设计的新语言教

学技术的有效性。 
 
为什么邀请我？ 

你会收到邀请是也因为你现在是阿西西意大利语学院或其他机构的意大利语第二语言学习者，而且

你的意大利语熟练程度已经达到或高于 A2水平。 
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我一定要参与吗？ 

不，参与这项研究是完全自愿的，是否参加研究完全取决于你。 我们将在本信息表中对这项研究进

行描述。如果您同意参加，我们将要求你签署所附的同意表（同意表定稿日期为 2018年 1月，版本号

为 1.0）。 
 
如果参加，我需要做什么？ 
指导课程（约 1小时）: 你将阅读一篇分级阅读材料和听力理解，我们将选择与你的语言熟练程度和

兴趣相符合的文本。  
大多数参与者将阅读纸质文本，一小部分二级样本阅读者将在电脑屏幕上阅读分级材料，这类读者

阅读的同时，我们会测量他们的反应时间。 如果你同意参与这项二级样本研究，请勾选同意书上相应的
方框。 
测试环节（无时间限制 、约 1小时）：你将回答与你所阅读的文本内容相关的问题。你需要参与一

场用铅笔和纸的笔试及一场机考。  

研究测试中所产生的分数不会成为你课程分数的一部分。 

测试将分两次进行：第一次是在指导课程之后、第二次在两周之后。 
 
费用与支付 

参与研究不产生任何费用。  
但是，我将会非常感激！  

 
研究将收集哪些数据和/或进行哪些测量？  
研究将收集以下两种数据：  

- 纸质测试成绩和机考测试成绩；  

参与该研究可能会产生那些劣势、负担和⻛险？  

参与该研究测试不会让你面临任何⻛险或劣势，因为它与平时的普通语言课程非常相似。 

参与该研究可能会产生那些优势或福利？  

你将在下一次“中期测试”中获得额外的 10分。同时，你将参加以最新语言教学研究和成果为基础的

培训与测试，这将有益于你的的意大利语学习。 

而且，你将对外语教学最佳方法的发展作出贡献。  
 
我在这项研究工作中的参与会保密吗？ 

可以识别你本人的原始数据将由研究人员和/或其指导教授安全保管。 

研究参与者提供的信息将被视为严格保密。所有发布或传播的信息都将以保证参与者匿名的方式进

行处理，例如：参与者的个人数据将与参与者的识别信息分开发布，所收集的数据将在处理之前进行编
码，以便在保持参与者匿名的同时实现数据间的相关性。 

所有数据都将以防止未经授权访问的方式进行妥善保护。数据将被保存在安全的位置，纸质文件将
存储在上锁的文件柜中，电子副本将受密码保护保存。同时，数据将以安全的方式传输。传输数据的可

移动存储介质将受到保护，以防止丢失、损坏或破坏数据。所有收集的数据将保留十年，其后进行安全

处理。 
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只有研究员及其导师可以访问相关数据。 

数据匿名后可能会在学术会议上呈现给其他人，或作为项目报告、学术论文、学术期刊或书籍出

版。数据也可能会提供给当前研究的委任员或资助者。无法识别你身份的匿名数据，在适当的研究伦理
委员会批准之后，可能会用于未来其他研究。 

如果我不想继续参与研究怎么办？ 

作为志愿者，你可以随时停止参与任何活动（测试或指导课程），或者提前退出研究，而且，如果

你不想要的话，你可以不为此提供任何理由。如果在你退出之前，我们已经收集了一些数据，我们将会

问你是否同意我们将已收集的数据保留并使用在研究中。如果你不同意使用，我们将销毁与你相关的数

据，不将其包括在此项研究总。研究完成、数据分析完成之后，你将不能再把你的数据从研究中撤回。 

如果我有问题怎么办？ 

如果您对本研究的任何方面有疑问、顾虑或投诉意⻅，首先，你应该在适当的时候联系研究人员。 

如果研究人员未妥善处理你的投诉，请联系研究人员的指导教授，并提供投诉的详细内容。研究人员和

指导教授的详细联系方式详⻅第 1⻚。 

如果投诉仍未解决，请联系： 

 大学投诉办公室主任 

023 9284 3642 complaintsadvice@port.ac.uk 
 

谁为这项研究提供资金？ 

除了日常工资之外，研究员不会因为此项研究而获得任何金钱回报。  

谁审查了这项研究？ 

伦理委员会审查涉及人类参与者的研究，以确保参与者的尊严和福祉得到尊重。该研究已经由学院
伦理委员会审查，并获得了良好的道德评价。 

谢谢 

感谢你抽出宝贵时间阅读此信息表并考虑参与此研究的志愿服务。如果你同意参与本项研究，我们

将需要你签署所附同意书。你将获得一份本信息表和你所签署的同意书的副本，以便保留。 

 

Signing this consent form indicates that you have read this consent form (or have had it 
read to  

you), that your questions have been answered to your satisfaction, and that you voluntarily 
agree to  

participate in this research study. You will receive a copy of this signed consent form. 签

署此同意	书表示你已阅读此同意书(或他人已把内容读给你)，你的疑问都已得到满

意的答复，并且	你自愿同意参与这项研究。	你将收到此签署的同意书副本。	 
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If you agree to participate in this study, please sign your name below. 如果你同意参加这

项研究，请在此签名:  

___________________________________  

Participant’s Signature  

参与者签名	 

Date 日期:______________________________  

___________________________________  

Investigator or Designee Obtaining Consent  

研究人员或同意获取指定人	Signature  

签名	Date 日期:______________________________  
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Appendix B: Background questionnaire 

 

Background Information  

背景ᩒ料 
 

This purpose of this questionnaire is to gather information about your background in learning 
Italian  as well as bio-data. Please answer as completely as you can. 

本᧣礚ᳯ卷的目的是收集您的意大利学ԟ背景以及生物数据。᧗尽可能完整地回答。 

 

Background Information 

背景ᩒ料 

1. Name 名称: ___________________ 

 

2. Age 年Ἳ: ____ 

 

3. How many years have you been studying Italian? 你学意大利多少年了？ 

___________ 

4. How old were you when you started studying Italian ? 你几开始学ԟ意大利？ 
___________ 

5. Did you study Italian only in school 你在学校里只学鉑意大利ހ?  

(yes 是的)  (no 没有)  

6. Have you ever traveled to an Italian-speaking country? 你是否曾到鉑意大利国家旅行？ 

(yes 是的)  (no 没有)  

7.  Do you practice Italian outside of class? 你会在᧞外ᕞԟ意大利ހ？ 

(yes 是的)  (no 没有)  

8.  If you answered ‘yes’ to 7, please provide additional information by circling any of these 
responses.  I spend time outside of class talking… 
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Appendix C: Structured input materials 
 
Roberto Baggio è famoso in tutto il mondo, ascolta cosa dice di lui questa giornalista.  

 
Di ogni affermazione sentirai solo la seconda parte della frase. Completa la prima parte 
della frase scegliendo una delle due opzioni.  
1. 
() Dubito che …   
() So che … 
2. 
() Non penso che …   
() È certo che … 
3. 
() Credo che …   
() Si sa che … 
4. 
() Penso che …   
() Sono sicuro che … 
5. 
() Non penso che …   
() So che … 
6. 
() Non sono sicuro che…  
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() Sono certo che…  
7. 
() Dubito che …   
() So che … 
8. 
()  Non credo che …   
() So che …
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Parliamo di Zhang Zi Yi, un personaggio cinese molto famoso. 

 
Ascolta e rispondi alle domande con sì o no. 

 Penso che Zhang Zi Yi …           
          Sì            No 

   
9.  ()                                 ()  
10.   ()                                 () 
11.   ()                                 () 
12.   ()                                 () 
13.   ()                                 () 
14.  ()                                 () 
15.   ()                                 () 
16.   ()                                 () 
17.   ()                                 () 
18.   ()                                 ()
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Parliamo di personaggi famosi in Italia. 

Ascolta la registrazione.  

Sentirai l'inizio di una frase su fatti e opinioni su un personaggio famoso. Con le informazioni che 
senti, scegli la parte che completa la frase in modo corretto.  
19. 

   

 
 
() è un bravo regista. 
() sia un bravo regista.  

 
 

20. 

 

 
 
() è una donna attraente.      
() sia una donna attraente. 

21. 

 

 
() è famosa in tutto il mondo.                   
() sia famosa in tutto il mondo.  
 

22. 

 

 
 
() sa cantare.   
() sappia cantare. 
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23. 

 
 

 
 
 
() è ricca. 
() sia ricca. 

24. 

 

 
 
 
() ha talento.       
() abbia talento. 
 

25. 

 

 
 
 
() è ricco.         
() sia ricco. 
 

26. 

 

 
 
 
() è famoso.       
() sia famoso. 
 

27. 

 

 
 
 
() sa giocare a tennis.     
() sappia giocare a tennis. 
 

28. 

 

 
 
 
() sa suonare il pianoforte.     
() sappia suonare il pianoforte. 
 



 

 
 

150 

Lui è un cantante pop conosciuto in tutto il mondo: Jovanotti 

 

Ascolta le frasi su Jovanotti, scegli l’inizio giusto e indica se la persona che parla racconta un fatto 
certo o se parla di un'opinione.  
29. 
Non penso che () 
So che () 
     

[]fatto    []opinione 
 

31. 
Credo che  () 
Sono sicuro che  () 
    

[] fatto    []opinione 
 
 
33. 
Immagino che  () 
Si sa che  ()  
 

[] fatto    []opinione 
 
 

35. 
Ritengo che  () 
Sono certo che  () 
    

[] fatto    []opinione 
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37. 
Non penso che  () 
So che  () 
     

[] fatto    []opinione 
 
 
39. 
Penso che  () 
So che  () 
    

[] fatto    []opinione 
 
 
41. 
Non penso che  () 
So che  () 
     

[] fatto    []opinione 
 
 
43. 
Non penso che  () 
È sicuro che  () 

 
[] fatto    []opinione 

 
 
45. 
Non penso che  () 
So che  () 
    

[] fatto    []opinione 
 
 
47. 
Non penso che () 
So che  () 
     

[] fatto    []opinion
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Una stilista famosa in tutto il mondo: Miuccia Prada 

 
 

Ascolta la seconda parte di alcune informazioni su Miuccia Prada. Dopo l'ascolto scegli se sei 
d'accordo oppure no.  
 
69. Penso che Miuccia Prada  
 
[] Sì, sono d'accordo 
[] No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
70. Penso che Miuccia Prada   
 
[] Sì, sono d'accordo 
[] No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
71. Penso che Miuccia Prada   
 
[] Sì, sono d'accordo 
[] No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
72. Penso che Miuccia Prada   
 
[] Sì, sono d'accordo 
[] No, non sono d'accordo 
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73. Penso che Miuccia Prada   
 
 
[] Sì, sono d'accordo 
[] No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
74. Penso che Miuccia Prada   
 
[] Sì, sono d'accordo 
[] No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
75. Penso che Miuccia Prada   
 
[] Sì, sono d'accordo 
[] No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
76. Penso che Miuccia Prada   
 
[] Sì, sono d'accordo 
[] No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
77. Penso che Miuccia Prada   
 
[] Sì, sono d'accordo 
[] No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
78. Penso che Miuccia Prada   
 
[] Sì, sono d'accordo 
[] No, non sono d'accordo
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Conosci bene (il tuo insegnante /) la tua insegnante in Cina?  
Sentirai la seconda metà di una frase (sul tuo/) sulla tua insegnante. Prima scegli come completare 
la frase in modo corretto, poi scegli se sei d’accordo oppure no.  
 
79. 
() Dubito che ... 
() So che...        
 

[] D'accordo 
[] Non d'accordo 

 
81. 
() Sono sicuro che ... 
() Non penso che...        
 

[] D'accordo 
[] Non d'accordo 

 
83. 
() Temo che ... 
() Sono certo che...        
 

[] D'accordo 
[] Non d'accordo 

 
85. 
() Non credo che ... 
() So che...        
 

[] D'accordo 
[] Non d'accordo 

 
87. 
() Non sono sicuro che ... 
() Sono certo che...        
 

[] D'accordo 
[] Non d'accordo 

 
89. 
 
() Sono sicuro che ... 
() Non penso che...        
 

[] D'accordo 
[] Non d'accordo 

 
91. 
 
() Non penso che ... 
() Sono certo che...        
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[] D'accordo 
[] Non d'accordo 
 
93. 
() Non credo che ... 
() So che...        
 

[] D'accordo 
[] Non d'accordo 

 
95. 
() Non credo che ... 
() So che...        
 

[] D'accordo 
[] Non d'accordo 

 
97. 
() Sono sicuro che  ... 
() Non penso che...        
 

[] D'accordo 
[] Non d'accordo
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Vita da studente.   
 
Leggi le frasi. Indica se secondo te ogni frase descrive la vita tipica di uno studente.  
 
Qual è la vita tipica di uno studente?  
 
Dubito che... 
 

…faccia sport  () Sì, sono d'accordo 
       () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 

…vada all'università in macchina  () Sì, sono d'accordo 
         () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 

…dorma durante le lezioni     () Sì, sono d'accordo 
         () No, non sono d'accordo 
 

…si alzi presto la mattina  () Sì, sono d'accordo 
          () No, non sono 
d'accordo 
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…cucini per sé la sera () Sì, sono d'accordo 
       () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 

…mangi al ristorante   () Sì, sono d'accordo 
         () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
 

…abbia un lavoro  () Sì, sono d'accordo 
       () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
 

…viva a casa con i genitori  () Sì, sono d'accordo 
         () No, non sono d'accordo 
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…abbia molto tempo libero  () Sì, sono d'accordo 
          () No, non sono 
d'accordo 
 
 

…spenda molti soldi  () Sì, sono d'accordo 
         () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
B Crea il profilo dello studente ideale. 
 
Leggi ancora l’esercizio “Vita da studente” e    cerchia     tre immagini che secondo te 
 
  rappresentano le caratteristiche di uno studente ideale.
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Il buon politico secondo te. 
Leggi e indica se sei d'accordo o in disaccordo con quanto si afferma.  
 
1. Quali sono le caratteristiche di un politico modello?   
Non credo che … 

…abbia relazioni extraconiugali.     () Sì, sono d'accordo 
            () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
2. Quali sono le caratteristiche di un politico modello?   
Credo che … 

…ascolti la gente.   () Sì, sono d'accordo 
        () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
3. Quali sono le caratteristiche di un politico modello?   
Non penso che … 

 …sia disonesto.     () Sì, sono d'accordo 
         () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
4. Quali sono le caratteristiche di un politico modello?   
Non credo che … 

…faccia favori agli amici.     () Sì, sono d'accordo 
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          () No, non sono 
d'accordo 
 
5. Quali sono le caratteristiche di un politico modello?   
Non credo che … 

…dica la verità.  () Sì, sono d'accordo 
       () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
7. Quali sono le caratteristiche di un politico modello?   
Credo che … 

…abbia poco tempo per la famiglia.   
() Sì, sono d'accordo 

         () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
8. Quali sono le caratteristiche di un politico modello?   
Penso che … 

…piaccia alla gente.  
          () Sì, sono d'accordo 
          () No, non sono 
d'accordo
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9. Quali sono le caratteristiche di un politico modello?   
Non penso che … 

…rispetti la legge.       () Sì, sono d'accordo 
         () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
10. Quali sono le caratteristiche di un politico modello?   
Non credo che … 

…beva molto.  
      () Sì, sono d'accordo 
      () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
11.Quali sono le caratteristiche di un politico modello?   
Non credo che … 

…prenda decisioni da solo.  
() Sì, sono d'accordo 

       () No, non sono d'accordo 
 
 
B. Leggi ancora l’esercizio “il buon politico secondo te” e      cerchia        le tre abitudini che 
secondo te descrivono il politico ideale.   
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Diego parla del suo attore preferito, ma lo conosce davvero?  
 
A. Leggi il testo. 
 
Roberto Benigni è il mio attore preferito. Conosco tutti i suoi film e guardo spesso le registrazioni 
dei suoi spettacoli. Non conosco molto della sua vita.  So che ha circa 65 anni, non ha figli e viene da 
Castiglion Fiorentino, una piccola città del centro Italia.  Qualche volta cerco di immaginare la sua 
vita quotidiana. Penso che sia molto simpatico e che abbia sempre voglia di scherzare. Credo che sia 
molto severo al lavoro e in famiglia anche se penso che risolva ogni problema con l’allegria.  
Dubito che sappia cucinare bene e penso che sia un po’ disordinato e distratto.  
 
 
B. Leggerai la seconda parte di alcune frasi, scegli per ogni frase l’inizio giusto. 
  
 Diego sa che R.B. … Diego pensa che R.B. … 

1. … è il suo attore preferito    
2. … ha circa sessantacinque anni.   
3. … è di Castiglion fiorentino.   
4. … non ha figli.   
5. … è toscano.   
6. … sia molto simpatico nella vita reale.   
7. … abbia sempre voglia di scherzare.   
8. … risolva le situazioni difficili con la sua 

allegria. 
  

9. … sia severo in famiglia.   
10. … risolva i problemi con il sorriso.   
11. …. non cucini bene.   

 
 
C. Leggi ancora il testo e indica le affermazioni che condividi o che non condividi, sottolinea le  
 
affermazioni che condividi   e     cerchia   le affermazioni che non condividi. 
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Parliamo di superstizione.  
Sembra che Isabella sia molto superstiziosa. Leggi le affermazioni su Isabella. Sei anche tu 
come Isabella?  
 
 
Non credo che Isabella 

… cammini sotto una scala. 
 
( )  neanche io  
( )  invece io sì 
 
Non credo che Isabella 

… voglia vicino a sé un gatto nero. 
 
( ) neanche io  
( )  invece io sì 
 
Credo che Isabella 
  …. non porti mai vestiti di colore viola.  
 
( ) neanche io  
( )  invece io sì 
 
Penso che Isabella 

…  non scenda dal letto con il piede sinistro.  
 
( ) neanche io  
( )  invece io sì 
 
Penso che Isabella 

…  non resti vicino  persone o oggetti che secondo lei portano sfortuna.  
 
 ( ) neanche io  
( )  invece io sì 
  
 
Credo  che Isabella  

…  non debba iniziare un nuovo progetto di venerdì o di martedì. 
 
( ) neanche io  
( )  invece io sì 
 
Temo che Isabella 

… non viaggi mai di venerdì. 
( ) neanche io  
( )  invece io sì 
 
Immagino che Isabella  

… non esca mai di casa senza indossare un porta fortuna 
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( ) neanche io  
( )  invece io sì  
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Appendix D: Textual enhancement materials 
 

1. Il capo di una multinazionale (一家跨国公司的负责人)  

 a. Leggi il testo e indica quale informazione è vera o falsa.  
   
Mario lavora da un anno in una multinazionale. Il suo capo è un uomo efficientissimo. Penso 
che dorma pochissimo e credo che sia sempre in contatto con i colleghi di tutto il mondo. 
Non ha orari! Risponde al telefono e alle e-mail a qualsiasi ora del giorno e della notte. Abita 
fuori città e va al lavoro in treno, non penso che abbia un’automobile. Non è strano? Alcuni 
colleghi credono che non abbia nemmeno la patente. Guadagna molti soldi, quindi ha 
sicuramente la possibilità di acquistare una macchina! Forse non ha mai tempo per scegliere 
una macchina o preferisce viaggiare in treno perché così, durante il viaggio, può lavorare.   
Dicono che cucini molto bene, anche se non posso pensare quando ha il tempo per cucinare.  
 
 

1. Mario lavora da un mese in una multinazionale.         V   F  
 

2. Il suo capo è ben organizzato.    V    F 
 

3. Secondo Mario il suo capo dorme molto.     V    F 
 

4. Il capo di Mario non risponde mai alle telefonate.       V    F 
 

5. Secondo Mario il suo capo ha una Ferrari.   V   F 
 

6. Il capo di Mario va al lavoro in metro.     V   F 
 

7. Secondo i colleghi di Mario il capo non ha la carta di credito.  V    F 
 

8. Forse il capo è un bravo cuoco.     V   F  
 

   
b.   
Leggi le frasi e scegli quelle che secondo te sono vere per il tuo capo/il tuo professore/la 
tua professoressa   
          
            
    

1. Penso che il mio capo lavori sempre.      
      [] 

2. Credo che il mio capo faccia molto sport.       
      [] 

3. So che il mio capo va al lavoro in motocicletta.      
      [] 

4. Penso che il mio capo dorma molte ore.           
      [] 

5. Dubito che il mio capo cucini per sé.       
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      []  
6. So che il mio capo mangia sempre al ristorante.       

      [] 
7. Credo che il mio capo viva in una casa grandissima.    

      [] 
8. Ritengo che il mio capo abbia molto tempo libero.    

      []  
9. So che il mio capo spende molti soldi.                                                                             

      []
 
 
 
 

 
 

2. Vita di un VIP 
 

 
a. Leggi il testo. 

Essere un vip, cioè un personaggio famoso, è molto difficile perché tutti giudicano (他们都

判断) la sua vita professionale e privata. 
Credo che un vip qualche volta debba cambiare le sue abitudini se vuole avere la possibilità 

di fare cose normali come passeggiare con la famiglia o con gli amici, fare acquisiti, invitare ospiti, 
andare a tagliare i capelli o comprare vestiti. Credo che sia positivo essere famosi, ma penso che sia 
molto stressante ricevere un'opinione su tutto. 

Qualche volta cerco di immaginare la reazione di un regista famoso come Tornatore quando 
sente parlare di lui o legge i commenti sui social. “Tornatore? Non penso che sia un bravo regista!”. 
“Il suo ultimo film? Ah no, non mi piace. I suoi film sono tutti uguali!”.  
Spesso la velocità e la poca attenzione con cui parliamo dei vip è crudele.  
Anche se le opinioni sono positive, quando parliamo o scriviamo siamo troppo diretti. Non so se 
un’attrice  come Monica Bellucci sia contenta di essere nominata soprattutto per il suo aspetto fisico. 
“Monica Bellucci? Sì, penso che sia una donna molto bella, ma che non abbia talento e trovo che 
non sappia recitare”.  

Questa riflessione vale per i cantanti, gli attori, i musicisti, gli sportivi, i politici, gli uomini di 
affari e tutte le persone che hanno un profilo pubblico, indipendentemente dalla loro professione.  
       
b.  Sottolinea nel testo le situazioni secondo te positive e cerchia le situazioni negative.  
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3. Indovina chi ? 
Leggi i 10 piccoli testi:    

1. È abbastanza giovane e ha un viso simpatico. Credo che sia sposato. Non è molto alto ed è un po’ 
grasso, credo che non faccia sport e che mangi molto. Si veste in modo sportivo e non indossa mai la 
cravatta. 

 
2. Ha i capelli ricci e gli occhi azzurri.  Non sta mai fermo e ha sempre voglia di giocare. Ora sono le 

dieci di sera e penso che abbia un po’ sonno... qualche volta chiude gli occhi e mi sembra che dorma, 
poi però ricomincia a correre e a saltare.  

 
3. Il fratello di Giorgio lavora in banca, resta lì dalle 9 alle 17, dal lunedì al venerdì. Immagino che 

guadagni molto perché ogni anno compra una macchina nuova e passa le vacanze all’estero, infatti 
credo che adesso sia in Messico, con tutta la famiglia. 

 
4. Quasi ogni settimana i suoi insegnanti non sono mai contenti perché si addormenta in classe o non fa 

i compiti. Temo che Giovanni non abbia buoni voti a scuola e ho paura che debba ripetere l’anno.  
 

5. Sembra più grande della sua età, ma penso che sia in terza elementare. Di pomeriggio è sempre a casa 
e temo che passi molto tempo a giocare con la PlayStation o a guardare la televisione.  

 
6. Gianni è figlio unico, cioè non ha fratelli o sorelle. Credo che vada molto spesso al parco a giocare a 

calcio con gli amici. È una buona abitudine, perché così sta qualche ora all’aperto, fa sport e parla con 
i suoi amici.   

 
7. Fra tre anni, nel 2022,  Paola andrà in pensione e sogna di trasferirsi al mare. Si sa che Paola risparmia 

perché desidera comprare una casa al mare. Ho paura che non sia possibile realizzare il suo desiderio, 
perché le case al mare sono molto costose. 

  
8. Non credo che Martina abbia una patente internazionale, quindi temo che debba fare un esame di 

guida anche qui in Italia. L’esame non è difficile, ma Marina non è contenta perché pensa che sia 
inutile e ingiusto ripetere un esame che ha già fatto nel suo Paese.  

 
9. Conosco Paola da poco tempo, tutti i giorni prendiamo lo stesso treno per andare al lavoro. Durante il 

fine settimana, quando non lavoriamo, so che guida molte ore per fare visita ai suoi genitori. Trovo 
che sia una figlia molto affettuosa e rispettosa.  

 
10. Ha molta fantasia, nei suoi disegni c’è sempre lo spazio, il cielo e le stelle. Immagino che sogni di 

diventare un astronauta per viaggiare nello spazio e raccontare a tutti le sue avventure.  
 
 
 
 
 
Ora osserva le foto e collega ogni foto a uno dei testi precedenti:  
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4. Vita da studenti 
 
Leggi i testi: descrivono uno studente cinese, uno studente italiano o tutti e due? 

Cerchia l’immagine per “Italia”,“Cina” o “Italia e Cina”.   

1. Dubito che abbia un lavoro mentre studia e credo che abbia almeno due telefoni e un 
tablet.  
Tutti i giorni viaggia in treno per circa due ore, per andare all’università e seguire le lezioni. 
All’università non penso che scriva a mano i suoi appunti, ma credo che usi il tablet per 
scrivere appunti. Ha molti amici e non credo faccia sport. So che ama indossare vestiti 
firmati e penso che ami comprare quasi tutto online. Non credo che vada mai in un negozio 
perché ogni giorno riceve a casa dei pacchi. Va a lezione tutte le mattine e poi, dopo i corsi, 
passa molte ore a giocare con i giochi elettronici. Non ne sono sicura, ma credo che sia figlio 
unico.    

 

 

 
 
 

  
 
 
2. Abita in un appartamento con altri studenti e penso che spenda per l’affitto tutti i soldi 
che riceve dalla famiglia. Forse per questo cerca un lavoro part-time. Non può lavorare più 
di tre ore al giorno, perché deve avere tempo per studiare. Penso che abbia molte buone 
qualità e credo che con un po’ di fortuna possa trovare presto un lavoro.  
Temo però che non parli bene nemmeno una lingua straniera e, se è così, trovo che sia molto 
grave.  Purtroppo in questo Paese molti giovani non credono sia importante parlare bene una 
lingua straniera. È un vero peccato, perché così rinunciano alla possibilità di conoscere 
culture diverse e alla possibilità di lavorare o studiare all’estero. 
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3. Ha più di 35 anni,  abita con i genitori e usa l’automobile della famiglia. Non vuole 
lavorare se non avrà finito di studiare. Aiuta la famiglia nei lavori di casa ed è sempre 
disponibile quando c’è bisogno di accompagnare la sorella minore in piscina. Penso che 
rappresenti bene la maggioranza dei ragazzi della sua età. In questo momento non è facile 
per i giovani diventare autonomi e creare la propria famiglia. 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
5. Conosci Maria Bianchi? 

 
a.  Leggi il testo.  
a. .................................................... 

Ho letto un lungo articolo su Maria Bianchi, sai chi è Maria Bianchi?  Tutti 
conoscono Maria Bianchi con un nome diverso: Miuccia Prada. Miuccia Prada è lo 
pseudonimo (化名 ) di Maria Bianchi, la famosa stilista nata a Milano il 10 maggio del 1948.  
 
b. .................................................. 
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Il giornalista che scrive è un famoso esperto di moda. Il giornalista parla 
dell’importanza degli studi di Maria Bianchi, cioè i suoi studi universitari in scienze politiche 
e la formazione ricevuta alla scuola di recitazione.  
Nell’articolo il giornalista descrive bene lo stile eclettico (菊科的) di Maria Bianchi. Il suo 
stile piace molto quando entra nel mondo del lavoro, precisamente quando inizia a lavorare 
per Prada. All'inizio Maria Bianchi lavora con famosi architetti e designer di tutto il mondo.  
 
c. .................................................. 
 Il giornalista ritiene che Prada sia una stilista eccezionale e che abbia uno stile 
inconfondibile (明确). 
Sono d'accordo e inoltre credo che Miuccia Prada sia un buon esempio per i giovani, 
specialmente per le persone creative.  
Alcuni stilisti invece, non amano Miuccia Prada perché sostengono che sia poco creativa e 
che il suo stile sia troppo essenziale (最低的) e minimalista (简约).  
Tutti però credono che Miuccia Prada rappresenti bene l’Italia nel mondo e che guadagni 
molto. Questo forse è vero, infatti secondo la rivista Forbes, nel 2013 Maria Bianchi, meglio 
conosciuta con il nome di Miuccia Prada, è la terza donna più ricca del mondo.  
 
d. ................................................... 

Ritengo che Maria Bianchi sia una vera donna di successo. Ha creato uno stile unico 
grazie al talento personale e ai fortunatissimi incontri con maestri dell’architettura e del 
teatro.  
Non credo che Miuccia Prada abbia molto tempo libero, come molte altre persone di 
successo. Forse questo è la parte negativa di essere famosi.  
 
b. Collega il titolo a ogni paragrafo .  
 
Le opinioni su Miuccia Prada nel mondo.  (a)  (b)  (c)  (d) 
Chi è Maria Bianchi?           (a)  (b)  (c)  (d)  
La mia opinione su Miuccia Prada   (a)  (b)  (c)  (d)  
Lo stile di Maria Bianchi    (a)  (b)  (c)  (d)  
6. Il buon politico  
a. Leggi il testo. 
 
Alcuni studenti del Liceo Scientifico E.Fermi di Pisa,  hanno preparato delle domande e 
hanno intervistato gli abitanti per conoscere il pensiero dei cittadini sui politici.   
Le persone hanno partecipato al sondaggio (调查) e le informazioni che i ragazzi stanno 
analizzando sono molto interessanti.  Il 91% degli intervistati ritiene che il buon politico 
ascolti la gente e l’89 % che sia onesto e che rispetti la legge. 
 
Circa la metà degli intervistati (il 49%) ritiene che un buon politico non abbia relazioni 
extraconiugali (婚外). Il 30% degli intervistati crede che un buon politico non abbia 
abbastanza tempo per la sua famiglia.  
 
Solo una piccola parte degli intervistati, il 12% pensa che un buon politico non faccia favori 
agli amici.  
Solo il 5% degli intervistati ritiene che un buon politico piaccia alla gente. Solo un 
intervistato su 10 ritiene che un buon politico dica sempre la verità. 
Nessuno immagina che un politico beva molto,  prenda decisioni da solo o giochi d'azzardo.   
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b.  
 Rileggi il testo "Il buon politico" e sottolinea  le frasi con informazioni positive. 
__ 

Rileggi il testo "Il buon politico" e    cerchia   le frasi con informazioni negative. 

 

 
7. Diego parla del suo attore preferito, ma sa davvero tutto di lui ?  
 
a. Leggi il testo. 
 
Roberto Benigni è il mio attore preferito. Conosco tutti i suoi film e guardo spesso suoi 

spettacoli. Non conosco molto della sua vita. So che ha circa 65 anni, non ha figli e viene da 

Castiglion Fiorentino, una piccola città del centro Italia. Qualche volta cerco di immaginare 

la sua vita di tutti i giorni. Penso che sia molto simpatico e che abbia sempre voglia di 

scherzare. Credo che sia molto severo al lavoro e in famiglia anche se penso che risolva 

ogni problema con l’allegria.  

Dubito che sappia cucinare bene e penso che sia un po’ disordinato e distratto.  

 
 Vero o falso? 
 

1. Roberto Benigni è un amico di Diego     V F 

2. Diego preferisce guardare gli spettacoli dal vivo    V F 

3. Roberto Benigni ha circa sessantacinque anni   V F 

4. Roberto Benigni ha figli e nipoti     V F  

5. Roberto Benigni è toscano      V F 

6. Secondo Diego e Roberto Benigni è ricco    V F 

7. Roberto Benigni è severo con Diego     V F  

8. Diego prepara il caffè per Roberto Benigni    V F  
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7. Giacomo lascia la città, è una buona decisione?  

 Giacomo lavora molte ore al giorno al computer. Lavora per tanti clienti diversi e 
parla con loro su Skype o su Wechat. I suoi clienti sono in tante città, in Italia e all’estero.  
Giacomo non ha mai bisogno di incontrare i suoi clienti di persona.  
 Giacomo ha deciso di lasciare la città perché vuole abitare in campagna.  Ritiene che 
in città ci sia troppo rumore. Ultimamente Giacomo odia il rumore della città e pensa che in 
campagna possa lavorare meglio.  
Teme che l’aria inquinata della città sia un pericolo per la sua salute.  
Giacomo ha solo una preoccupazione: ha paura che in campagna il collegamento wifi non 
sia buono. Ha parlato con un tecnico esperto e spera che sappia suggerire una soluzione 
sicura al 100%. 
 Senza la sicurezza di aver un buon collegamento wifi dubito che Giacomo vada a 
vivere in campagna. Nel suo lavoro è importante rispondere rapidamente ai clienti. Lui è 
molto bravo, ha molta fantasia e in più credo che piaccia molto ai suoi clienti perché 
risponde alle domande che riceve per e-mail in poco tempo. Immagino che sappia fare 
attenzione alla sua situazione economica, ma è importante per lui continuare a lavorare 
molto.  Purtroppo al giorno d'oggi se un cliente non è soddisfatto, cerca subito un’altra 
persona per sostituire Giacomo! Giacomo non può perdere clienti perché non credo he sia 
ricco. 
È  necessario che Giacomo studi un modo sicuro per realizzare il suo progetto. 
 Credo che Giacomo sappia organizzare tutto con molta attenzione, ma sono in po' 
preoccupata per lui: spero che in futuro Giacomo non si svegli in un posto silenzioso, con 
l'aria pura,  ma senza un lavoro!  Abitare in campagna è un vantaggio per la sua salute, ma 
temo che rappresenti un pericolo per la sua situazione economica e per il suo futuro.  
 
1. Quale pensi che sia il lavoro di Giacomo?  

a) Grafico 
b) Guida turistica 
c) Parrucchiere 

 
2. Perché Giacomo vuole cambiare casa?  

a) Perché ha vinto una lotteria 
b) Perché non ama il rumore 
c) Perché ha molti clienti in campagna 

 
3. Giacomo è ricco?  

a) sì 
b) no  
c) forse 

 
4.  Per lavorare bene, Giacomo ha bisogno di … 

a) essere sempre online 
b) essere sano 
c) essere allenato 

 
5. Se un cliente non è soddisfatto del lavoro di Giacomo ... 

a) aspetta fino a quando Giacomo migliora 
b) trova una persona che lavora al posto di Giacomo 
c) scrive una lettera di protesta 
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6. La persona che scrive la lettera è ... 
 

a) una signora 
b) un signore  
c) Giacomo 
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Appendix E: Offline sentence level-interpretation test  

 Nome …..………………. Cognome……………….. 
1.  
Sentirai la fine di 20 frasi. Indica l’inizio giusto per ogni frase, oppure se non sei sicuro/a, 
scegli “non sono sicuro/a.” 
            
        
         Non sono sicuro/a 
1 () Dubito che    () So che    ()    
 
2 () Non penso che    () Sono certo che   ()  
 
3 () Credo che     () Sono certo che  ()  
 
4 () Penso che    ()  Sono convinto che  ()  
 
5 () Non sono sicuro che  ()  Sono certo che   ()  
 
6 () Dubito che    () Sono certo che   ()  
 
7 () Penso che     () So che    ()  
 
8 () Dubito che    () So che   ()  
 
9 () Non penso che   ()  Sono certo che   ()  
 
10 () Non credo che   () Sono certo che  () 
 
11 () Penso che    () Sono convinto che  () 
 
12 () Non sono sicuro che   () Sono certo che  () 
 
13 () Dubito che    () Sono certo che  () 
 
14 () Immagino che   () So che   () 
 
15 () Dubito che   () So che   () 
 
16 () Ho l’impressione che   () Sono certo che   () 
 
17 () Credo che    () Sono certo che   () 
 
18 () Penso che    () Sono convinto che  () 
 
19 () Non sono sicuro che   () Sono certo che  () 
 
20 () Immagino che    () Sono certo che   () 
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Sentences heard by participants  
Frasi ascoltate dagli studenti (10 indicativo - 10 congiuntivo) 
1. sia a casa dei suoi amici. 
2. ha una bicicletta nuova. 
3. parla bene l’inglese e il tedesco. 
4. sa dove sono le chiavi. 
5. abbia tempo per studiare. 
6. sappia nuotare bene. 
7. lavori anche il sabato. 
8. viaggia spesso in treno. 
9. telefona tutti i giorni alla sua famiglia. 
10. ascolti la musica classica. 
11. è un bravo insegnante 
12. compra un romanzo alla settimana. 
13. possa ripetere l’esame.  
14. studi danza classica da molti anni. 
15. mangi molte verdure quando è a scuola. 
16. manda agli amici molti sms  
17. torni a casa ogni giorno in autobus. 
18. incontri il professore per parlare del suo progetto 
19. vende la sua moto a 1200 euro  
20. canti nel coro della Scala di Milano.   
 
 
Appendix F: Offline sentence level production test 
 
Completa le frasi. Usa il verbo suggerito fra parentesi.  Se non sei sicuro della risposta, 
scrivi “non lo so”. 
 
So che Monica Bellucci 1._____________ (essere)  un’attrice e modella molto famosa in 
tutto il mondo. 2._____________ (essere) italiana, ma da molti anni 3._____________ 
(vivere) e 4._____________ (lavorare)  in Francia con le sue due figlie. Ho letto che 
5._____________ (viaggiare)  molto spesso e qualche volta 6._____________ (restare)  per 
lunghi periodi in Brasile. Penso che Monica Bellucci 7._____________ (essere)  una donna 
molto bella, ma non credo che 8._____________ (avere) talento. 
In Cina molte persone 9._____________ (conoscere)  Monica Bellucci grazie al film 
“Malena”, di Giuseppe Tornatore.  Penso che Tornatore 10. _____________ (essere) un 
regista molto creativo e che 11. _____________ (lavorare) con molta precisione.  Credo che 
Tornatore 12._____________ (scrivere)   velocemente la sceneggiatura (剧本) dei suoi film 
e poi penso che 13._____________ (passare) molto, moltissimo  tempo a perfezionare i testi 
fino a quando tutto è perfetto.   Non so se ha impegnato per molto tempo per la scrittura di 
Malena. In questo film, Monica Bellucci 14._____________ (interpretare) il ruolo di una 
giovane donna, che 15._____________ (soffrire) molto a causa della morte del marito e 
16._____________(dovere) riuscire a sopravvivere da sola.  
Non conosco personalmente Monica Bellucci, ma credo che grazie al suo lavoro di modella 
e poi di attrice 17. _____________ (essere) molto ricca e 18._____________ (avere)  molti 
amici importanti. Immagino che 19. _____________ (essere) una madre attenta e premurosa 
e che 20. _____________ (sapere) cucinare bene.  
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Appendix G:  Discourse level interpretation test 

Conosci Donald Trump?  

 

Ascolta cosa dice di lui questa giornalista. 
Guarda le immagini e basandoti sul testo che ascolti, decidi se le immagini descrivono 
informazioni su Donald Trump vere al 100% oppure no. 
Se non sei sicuro, puoi scegliere “Non sono sicuro”.  
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Foglio	1	 

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100%  non 100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100%  non 100%  non sono sicuro  

 100%  non 100%  non sono sicuro  
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Foglio	2	 

 

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  
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Foglio	3	 

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

	 

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  
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Foglio	4	 

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  

 

100% non100% non sono sicuro 

 

100%  non100%  non sono sicuro  
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Text heard by the participants: 

Conosci Donald Trump?  

Ascolta cosa dice di lui questa giornalista. 
Guarda le immagini e basandoti sul testo che ascolti, decidi se le immagini descrivono informazioni su 
Donald Trump vere al 100% oppure no. 
Se non sei sicuro, puoi scegliere “Non sono sicuro”.  

Foglio 1  

Donald Trump è il 45° Presidente degli Stati Uniti e penso che sia di origine tedesca. Dopo gli studi 
all’Accademia Militare di New York frequenta l’università e si laurea in economia e finanza. Dopo la laurea 
lavora nell’azienda del padre. Credo che Donald Trump sia famoso in tutto il mondo, non solo perché è un 
politico, ma anche perché è un imprenditore di successo.  

Foglio 2  

Donald Trump riceve molti consensi e molte critiche. Le persone che lo amano pensano che sia un uomo 
affermato e che abbia la forza di portare al successo tutti gli americani. Molte persone invece non lo amano, 
credono che Donald Trump sia un uomo maleducato e arrogante. Alcuni pensano anche che abbia problemi 
di salute molto gravi.  

Foglio 3  

 

Come tutti i personaggi pubblici, credo che insieme al suo staff, faccia molta attenzione a cosa pensa di lui la 
gente, cioè a cosa dicono di lui in televisione, sui giornali e soprattutto, nei social. Immagino che la mattina, 
appena si sveglia, controlli tutti i messaggi su Twitter e credo che durante la colazione scriva le sue risposte. 
È evidente che Donald Trump usa troppo spesso questi mezzi di comunicazione, ma a lui non importa.  

Foglio 4  

Donald Trump ha 72 anni e ama lo sport. Credo che giochi a golf e che segua le partite di baseball in tv. 
Sicuramente nella sua casa c’è una tv grandissima e forse un campo da golf.  



 

 
 

184 
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Appendix H: Results of Pilot 1 

Considering the nature of this small-scale pilot experiments and the lack of a control group, 

no ANOVA was conducted at this stage on the pre-test/post-tests scores. However, 

descriptive statistics were carried out on the pre and post-tests scores of the two treatments. 

The descriptive statistics (see table 15 and table 16 below) indicated that in pilot 1 the SI 

group performance increased by 33% in the interpretation task and 50% in the written 

production assessment task. The TE group made very small increases in both assessment 

tasks (11% in the interpretation task and 16% in the written production assessment task.  

Results from the interpretation and production pre-test and post-test (Pilot 1): 

  Pre-test Post-test 

Variable n Mean sd Mean sd 

SI 6 2.5 1.64 3.3 2.58 

TE 6 3 0.63 3.3 1,97 

Table 15 Means and standard deviations (pre-test and post-test) for interpretation test (minimum score = 0, maximum 
score = 10) 

 

  Pre-test Post-test 

Variable n Mean sd Mean sd 

SI 6 1.33 0.82 2.00 2,08 

TE 6 1.20 0.84 1.40 1.67 

Table 16 Means and standard deviations (pre-test and post-test) for production test (minimum score = 0, maximum score 
= 10. 
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Figure 25 Results from the interpretation and production pre-test and post-test (Pilot 1) 
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Appendix M: Self-paced reading test stimuli  
 
 
Pre-test Self-paced stimuli 

Set A 
 

Comprehension questions 

1 Credo che\ Diego\ parli \cinese bene. Diego parla catalano?   
3 Temo che\ Piero \sia \stanco.   Piero è occupato?  
5 Penso che\ l`ufficio\ è \al quarto piano. L`ufficio è al quinto piano?  Sì 

/No / Forse 
 

7 Spero che\ ci\ sia \il sole. Domani piove?  
9 È certo che\ la lezione\ cominci\ alle dieci. La lezione finisce alle 10?  

 
11 Immagino che\ la banca\ sia \aperta.   Oggi la banca è aperta?  
13 Temo che\ la macchina\ non funziona\ bene. La macchina è rotta?  
15 So che\ il professore\ insegni\ in due\ università.    Il professore insegna in tre 

università? 
17 Dubito che\ Giacomo\ gioca\ bene a tennis.   Giacomo sa giocare a Tennis?  
19 Immagino che\ Paolo\ sia a scuola\ per ritirare il 
certificato. 

Paolo lavora a scuola?  
 

21 So che\ Luca\ studi\ medicina all’università.   Luca è un medico?  
 

23 Temo che\ Mario\ abbia\ la febbre\molto alta. Mario ha la tosse?  
25 Penso che\ Piero\ va\ al lavoro in treno.  Piero lavora?  
27 Dubito che\ il bambino\ mangia\ le verdure.    Il bambino mangia la frutta?   
29 Penso che\ la professoressa\ ricordi i nomi\ dei trenta 
studenti. 

La professoressa ha dieci 
studenti?  

31 Tutti sanno che\ il Colosseo\ abbia\ molti secoli. Il Colosseo è antico?   
 

33 Credo che\ Alberto\ lavori \in un supermercato.   Alberto adesso è al 
supermercato?  
 

35 Immagino che\ il professore\ entra \ in aula in orario.      Il professore è in ritardo?  
37 Non credo\ che Piero\ abbia\ molti soldi. Piero è ricco?  
39 Non credo che\ Piero\ sia un bravo\ calciatore. 
 

Piero gioca a pallacanestro?  
 

 
DISTRATTORI 

2 Secondo Luca\viaggiare in treno\ è comodo. Luca preferisce viaggiare in 
treno?   

4 I Pearl Jam\ sono il gruppo rock\ preferito di Michele.  
6 La carta di credito\ è valida fino al 30\ marzo.   
8 Forse Mario\ torna lunedì\ in macchina. Mario torna in treno?  
10 Mario vende\ la sua automobile\ e compra\ una moto.   
12 Secondo Stefano\ pranzare al ristorante\ è scomodo  Stefano ama pranzare al 

ristorante?  
14 Mia figlia\ in questo periodo\ non mangia molto\ a  
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colazione. 
16 Secondo Alberta\ usare la banca online\ è costoso. Alberta ama usare la banca 

online?  
18 Aldo ha un orto \ dove coltiva\ molte piante.   
20 John racconta che\ abita in Italia\ da poco. John abita all’estero?  
22 Mio padre\ compra un giornale\ e lo legge tutto   
24 Nicola dice che\ preferisce vivere \ da solo. Nicola vuole vivere con la 

famiglia?   
26 Forse Gemma\ supera l’esame\ a giugno. L’esame è in inverno?  
28 Luigi non\ frequenta\ il corso di arte.   Luigi è iscritto al corso di arte?  
30 Mamma ascolta volentieri\ la musica classica\ ma non il 
Jazz. 

 

32 Nicoletta lavora\ in un museo \  da 3 anni  Nicoletta abita in un museo?  
34 Da bambino Giorgio\ ha imparato a memoria\ molte poesie.  
36 Forse Asia\ aspetta il treno\ per Napoli. Aspetta il treno per Milano?  
38 In questa regione\ ci sono molte aree verdi  
40 Molti negozi\ sono aperti\ anche la domenica.   

 
 

Set B Comprehension questions 
Credo che\ Diego\ parla\ cinese bene Diego parla catalano?   
Temo che\ Piero\è \stanco. Piero è occupato?  
Penso che\ l`ufficio\ sia\ al quarto piano.               L’ufficio è al quinto piano?   
Spero che\ c’è\ il sole. Domani piove?  
È certo che\ la lezione\ comincia\ alle dieci. La lezione finisce alle 10?  

 
Immagino che\ la banca\ è\ aperta. Oggi la banca è aperta?  
Temo che\ la macchina\ non funzioni\ bene.   La macchina è rotta?  
So che\ il professore insegna\ in due\ università.   Il professore insegna in tre 

università? 
Dubito che\ Giacomo\ giochi\ bene a tennis. Giacomo sa giocare a Tennis?  
Immagino che\ Paolo \è \ a scuola\ per ritirare il certificato.   Paolo lavora a scuola?  

 
So che \Luca\ studia \medicina all’università. Luca è un medico?  

 
Temo che\ Mario\ ha\ la febbre\ molto alta. Mario ha la tosse?  
Penso che\ Piero \vada \al lavoro in treno. Piero lavora?  
Dubito che\ il bambino\ mangi\ le verdure. Il bambino mangia la frutta?   
Penso che\ la professoressa\ ricorda \ i nomi dei trenta studenti.    La professoressa ha dieci 

studenti?  
Tutti sanno che\ il Colosseo\ ha\ molti secoli.   Il Colosseo è antico?   

 
Credo che\ Alberto\ lavora \ in un supermercato.   Alberto adesso è al 

supermercato?  
 

Immagino che\ il professore\ entri\ in aula in orario.   Il professore è in ritardo?  
Non credo\ che Piero\ ha\ molti soldi. Piero è ricco?  
Non credo che Piero è un bravo calciatore.  Piero gioca a pallacanestro?  
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DISTRACTORS 
2 Secondo Luca\viaggiare in treno\ è comodo. Luca preferisce viaggiare in 

treno?   
4 I Pearl Jam\ sono il gruppo rock\ preferito di Michele.  
6 La carta di credito\ è valida fino al 30\ marzo.   
8 Forse Mario\ torna lunedì\ in macchina. Mario torna in treno?  
10 Mario vende\ la sua automobile\ e compra\ una moto.   
12 Secondo Stefano\ pranzare al ristorante\ è scomodo  Stefano ama pranzare al 

ristorante?  
14 Mia figlia\ in questo periodo\ non mangia molto\ a 
colazione. 

 

16 Secondo Alberta\ usare la banca online\ è costoso. Alberta ama usare la banca 
online?  

18 Aldo ha un orto \ dove coltiva\ molte piante.   
20 John racconta che\ abita in Italia\ da poco. John abita all’estero?  
22 Mio padre\ compra un giornale\ e lo legge tutto   
24 Nicola dice che\ preferisce vivere \ da solo. Nicola vuole vivere con la 

famiglia?   
26 Forse Gemma\ supera l’esame\ a giugno. L’esame è in inverno?  
28 Luigi non\ frequenta\ il corso di arte.   Luigi è iscritto al corso di 

arte?  
30 Mamma ascolta volentieri\ la musica classica\ ma non il 
Jazz. 

 

32 Nicoletta lavora\ in un museo \  da 3 anni  Nicoletta abita in un museo?  
34 Da bambino Giorgio\ ha imparato a memoria\ molte poesie.  
36 Forse Asia\ aspetta il treno\ per Napoli. Aspetta il treno per Milano?  
38 In questa regione\ ci sono molte aree verdi  
40 Molti negozi\ sono aperti\ anche la domenica.   

 
 
Post-test 
Self-paced stimuli 

Set A 
 

Comprehension questions 

1 Immagino che\ la professoressa\ abbia\ una laurea.  È possibile insegnare 
senza una laurea?  
 

3 Sembra che \Alberto\ sia \un famoso \avvocato.   Alberto è un insegnante?  
5 Non penso che\ Giorgio\ sia\ famoso. 
 

Giorgio è conosciuto ?  

7 Temo che\ la studentessa non\ è\ preparata.         La studentessa ha 
studiato?  
 

9 Sembra che\ la Juve\ possa vincere lo scudetto. La Juve vince?  
11 Temo che\ Alda non\ abita\ più a Milano.    Alda lavora a Milano?  
13 Si dice che\ Luisa\ conosce\ venti lingue\ straniere.   Luisa parla dieci lingue?  
15 Non credo che\ Giorgio\ parta\ domani. Giorgio torna domani?  
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17 Spero che\ Piero\ arriva\ in tempo.  Piero sta arrivando?  
19 Temo che\ Silvio non\ capisca\ la situazione. Silvio capisce la nostra 

lingua?   
21 Ritengo che\ il medico\ ha\ ragione.  

 
Il medico sa qual è il 
problema?  

23 Sembra che\ Laura\ abbia \molti problemi.    Lara ha perso il lavoro?  
25 Credo che\ la zia\ prepari\ il pranzo\ per tutti.  La zia ha invitato tutti a 

pranzo?  
27 Suppongo che\ la lettera \è\ per Maria.   Maria ha ricevuto un 

regalo?  
29 Credo che \Ivano \ ha\ molti soldi. Ivano guadagna molto  
31 Immagino che\ Annamaria \ torna\ qui fra cinque minuti.   Annamaria torna fra un 

quarto d’ora?  
33 Penso che\ Luigi \è \in vacanza al mare. Luigi è libero?  
35 Dubito che\ lo studente\ sappia\ rispondere\ alla domanda. Lo studente conosce la 

risposta?  
37 Tutti sanno che\ Xi Jin Ping\ sia\ famoso. 
 

Xi Jin Ping è importante?  

39 Sembra che\ il direttore\ lavori\ dodici ore\ al giorno. Il direttore ha tempo 
libero?  

 
DISTRACTORS 

2 Luca\ guadagna molto\ e ogni anno\ compra un’auto 
nuova.      

Luca è ricco?  

4 Mario\ dice che\ il telefono\ è rotto.   
6 Tutti dicono che\ Aldo\ non è \simpatico. Aldo è antipatico a tutti?   
8 Ci sono\ molti turisti che\ scattano fotografie.  
10 La sua \nuova auto\ è molto costosa.  
12 Il suo amico\ sa cantare\ e ballare bene. Il suo amico è un disegnatore?  
14 Non conosco\ l’indirizzo\ della signora Rossi.    
16 La visita\ del museo\ è stata breve\ ma interessante.    La visita al museo è stata noiosa?   
18 Giacomo\ ascolta la musica\ a volume altissimo.       La musica disturba Giacomo?  
20 Le turiste\ aspettano la guida\ vicino all'entrata.  
22 Moreno non fuma\ da un anno\ e fa molto sport. Moreno ha smesso di fumare?  
24 La sorella di Alberto\ lavora per una\ compagnia 
aerea. 

 

26 L’anno scorso\ Matteo\ ha lavorato \in Australia.   Matteo è australiano?  
28 I ragazzi \ non leggono\ ma conoscono \la 
tecnologia. 

 

30 Telefono al ristorante\ e prenoto \un tavolo\ per 
stasera.   

Prenoto un tavolo per pranzo?  

32 Il film di Spielberg\ forse vincerà\ un Oscar.   Il protagonista del film si chiama 
Oscar?  

34 Ogni anno \Simona\ vince una medaglia\ alla gara 
di nuoto. 

 

36 In città\ i saldi\ iniziano il 14 gennaio\ e finiscono\ 
il 15 febbraio. 

 

38 L’orario delle lezioni\ di storia\ cambia ogni\ tre 
mesi 

Il corso è di mattina?  
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40 La prova scritta\ è divisa\ in due parti\ e dura tre 
ore 

L’esame è orale?  

 
 
 

Set B Comprehension questions 
Immagino che\ la professoressa\ ha\ una laurea  È possibile insegnare senza 

una laurea?  
 

Sembra che\ Alberto \è\ un famoso \ avvocato. Alberto è un insegnante?  
Non penso che\ Giorgio\ è\ famoso. 
 

Giorgio è?  

Temo che la studentessa non\ sia\ preparata. La studentessa ha studiato?  
 

Sembra che\la Juve\ può vincere lo scudetto. La Juve vince?  
Temo che\ Alda non\ abiti\ più a Milano. Alda lavora a Milano?  
Si dice che\ Luisa\ conosca\ venti lingue\ straniere.  Luisa parla dieci lingue?  
Non credo che\ Giorgio\ parte\ domani. Giorgio torna domani?  
Spero che\ Piero\ arrivi\ in tempo.  Piero sta arrivando?  
Temo che\ Silvio non\ capisce\ la situazione. Silvio capisce la nostra lingua?   
Ritengo che\ il medico\ abbia\ ragione. 
 

Il medico sa qual è il 
problema?  

Sembra che\ Laura\ ha \molti problemi. Lara ha perso il lavoro?  
Credo che\ la zia\ prepara\ il pranzo\ per tutti. La zia ha invitato tutti a 

pranzo?  
Suppongo che\ la lettera \sia\ per Maria.   Maria ha ricevuto un regalo?  
Credo che\ Ivano \ abbia\ molti soldi. Ivano guadagna molto ? 
Immagino che\ Annamaria\ torni\ qui \fra cinque minuti. Annamaria torna fra un quarto 

d’ora?  
Penso che\ Luigi\ sia \in vacanza\ al mare.  Luigi è libero?  
Dubito che\ lo studente\ sa\ rispondere\ alla domanda. Lo studente conosce la 

risposta?  
Tutti sanno che \ Xi Jin Ping \è \famoso. 
 

Xi Jin Ping è importante?  

Sembra che\ il direttore\ lavora\ dodici ore\ al giorno.  Il direttore ha tempo libero?  
 

DISTRACTORS 
2 Luca\ guadagna molto\ e ogni anno\ compra un’auto 
nuova.      

Luca è ricco?  

4 Mario\ dice che\ il telefono\ è rotto.   
6 Tutti dicono che\ Aldo\ non è \simpatico. Aldo è antipatico a tutti?   
8 Ci sono\ molti turisti che\ scattano fotografie.  
10 La sua \nuova auto\ è molto costosa.  
12 Il suo amico\ sa cantare\ e ballare bene. Il suo amico è un disegnatore?  
14 Non conosco\ l’indirizzo\ della signora Rossi.    
16 La visita\ del museo\ è stata breve\ ma interessante.    La visita al museo è stata noiosa?   
18 Giacomo\ ascolta la musica\ a volume altissimo.       La musica disturba Giacomo?  
20 Le turiste\ aspettano la guida\ vicino all'entrata.  
22 Moreno non fuma\ da un anno\ e fa molto sport. Moreno ha smesso di fumare?  
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24 La sorella di Alberto\ lavora per una\ compagnia 
aerea. 

 

26 L’anno scorso\ Matteo\ ha lavorato \in Australia.   Matteo è australiano?  
28 I ragazzi \ non leggono\ ma conoscono \la 
tecnologia. 

 

30 Telefono al ristorante\ e prenoto \un tavolo\ per 
stasera.   

Prenoto un tavolo per pranzo?  

32 Il film di Spielberg\ forse vincerà\ un Oscar.   Il protagonista del film si chiama 
Oscar?  

34 Ogni anno \Simona\ vince una medaglia\ alla gara 
di nuoto. 

 

36 In città\ i saldi\ iniziano il 14 gennaio\ e finiscono\ 
il 15 febbraio. 

 

38 L’orario delle lezioni\ di storia\ cambia ogni\ tre 
mesi 

Il corso è di mattina?  

 


