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The present study investigates the effects of motivation and structured input on
the acquisition of English past tense regular forms. The role of motivation in the
positive effects generated by processing instruction has been investigated in one
previous study (Farhat & Benati, 2018). However, more research is needed to
generalize the initial findings to a different language, language background,
processing problem, and age. In addition, the present study measures the effects
of the practice component of processing instruction, as no explicit information was
given to the participants of this classroom experiment. The Academic Motivation
Scale (AMS) questionnaire was used to capture different variables that influence
motivation in order to create two different groups (highly- and nominally-
motivated). In this experimental study, 43 native Chinese secondary school-age
learners (L1 Mandarin) were assigned to three groups: a highly-motivated group
(n = 16), a nominally-motivated group (n = 14), and a control group (n =13). The
two instructional groups received structured input activities, which lasted for two
hours. The control group received no instruction. A one-sentence-level
interpretation test was used in a pre-test and post-test design to measure
instructional effects on the interpretation of sentences containing past tense
forms. The results indicated that both instructional groups improved equally from
the pre-test to the post-test. Both groups outperformed the control group, which
received no instruction on the target form. Structured input was shown to be the
main factor for learners’ improvement in performance regardless of their level of
motivation.
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BACKGROUND

The Input Processing Theory and the Redundancy Principle

VanPatten’s theory of input processing (VanPatten 1996, 2004, 2007, 2015a) in second
language acquisition frames the research questions and procedures used in the current
investigation. One of the overarching principles of input processing is the so-called Primacy of
Meaning Principle. The Primacy of Meaning Principle asserts that when L2 learners are engaged
in communicative, meaningful interchanges, they are primarily concerned with meaning. That is,
“..learners are driven to look for the message or communicative intent in the input” (VanPatten,
2004, p. 7). According to the input processing theory, second language (L2) learners attend to
grammatical forms in the input to connect one form to one meaning at a time. Research has
repeatedly uncovered the varying conditions under which learners successfully make meaning
from the input (VanPatten, 2015a). One of these conditions, influencing correct tense
assignment, is the presence or absence of temporal adverbials in the input sentences.

The Lexical Preference Principle argues that if grammatical forms express a particular
meaning, that specific meaning can also be encoded lexically (making that grammatical marker
redundant). If this is the case, L2 learners will prefer to initially process lexical items before
grammatical items if they both encode the same semantic information (VanPatten, 2007).

A great number of grammatical features encodes some kind of semantic information (e.g.,
English verbal inflection —ed encodes the past, as in watched). The same semantic notion is,
however, also expressed in a sentence by lexical items such as temporal adverbs (e.g., in English
yesterday). Given, as postulated, that L2 learners are driven to process content words before
anything else, they would therefore attend to lexical temporal references of pastness before
verbal inflections (past tense -ed). In other words, L2 learners tend to mark tense lexically before
they mark it morphologically.

Overall, languages have ways of encoding and thus signalling the same information in
multiple ways, and we refer to this as the natural redundancy of languages. The background
research in support of the Lexical Preference Principle has been focused on tense assignment
(Benati, 2019; Lee et al., 1997; VanPatten & Keating, 2007). The main result generated from this
research is that the factor influencing correct tense assignment is the presence or absence of
temporal adverbs in the input (VanPatten, 2007).

The Preference for the Nonredundancy Principle is highly related to the Lexical Preference
Principle. According to this principle, L2 learners are more likely to process nonredundant
meaningful grammatical markers before they process redundant meaningful markers. A
grammatical marker might well have semantic value but other sentence elements might make it
redundant. Again, the presence of a lexical item would make the grammatical marker redundant
and cause a delay in the ability of L2 learners to make accurate form-meaning connections.

Structured Input: Characteristics and Empirical Evidence

The pedagogical model derived from the input processing theory is called processing
instruction (VanPatten, 1996). The main aim of processing instruction is to intervene in the
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processes L2 learners use to get data from the input and help them process input more
accurately. Processing instruction consists of two main components: (1) L2 learners are given
explicit information on a particular processing principle that may negatively affect their picking
up of forms/structure during comprehension, and (2) L2 learners are pushed to process forms
through structured input activities.

During structured input, L2 learners are pushed to process the target form or structure
through activities in which the input is manipulated in particular ways to make L2 learners
dependent on the form or the structure to get meaning. Given that L2 learners are driven to
process content words before anything else, they tend to rely on lexical temporal references to
process tenses rather than verbal inflections, for example. L2 learners prefer to mark tense
lexically before they mark it morphologically and therefore a delay in processing grammatical
forms would occur. In structured input activities, lexical items are removed from the input so as
to facilitate and ensure that L2 learners make appropriate form-meaning mappings.

Prior studies have measured the effects of processing instruction and its components.
VanPatten and Oikennon (1996) measured the effects of the three components of processing
instruction (explicit information vs. structured input activities vs. full processing instruction) on
the acquisition of object pronouns in Spanish. Three groups were compared. One received only
explicit information, the other structured input activities, and the third both components (full
processing instruction). The main findings from this study revealed that the gains made (on both
the interpretation and production sentence-level tests) by both the processing instruction group
and the structured input activities group were greater than the group receiving only explicit
instruction on the targeted form. The main outcomes of this study revealed that the structured
input component was responsible for learners’ gains.

Benati (2004a, 2004b) replicated this study by comparing the effects of processing
instruction, structured input activities, and explicit information on the acquisition of the Italian
future tense and Italian gender agreement. In both studies, the results confirmed that the
structured input activities component was responsible for L2 learners’ improved performance.

Wong (2004) found positive results for structured input activities when she compared the
effects of processing instruction, structured input activities, and explicit information in the
acquisition of the French negative plus indefinite article. The addition of explicit information in
the processing instruction treatment did not cause improvement.

The main finding of the line of research teasing out the three components of processing
instruction has confirmed that the structured input component is responsible for the changes in
the learners’ ability to interpret sentences containing the feature under investigation. Structured
input as the main component of processing instruction is an effective pedagogical intervention
that has consistently demonstrated significant improvement in L2 learners’ performance on both
interpretation and production tests (VanPatten, 2015b).

The effects of structured input have also been compared to other pedagogical
interventions (see the full review of this line of research in Benati & Lee, 2010, 2015, and Benati,
2019) using a variety of languages (e.g., Arabic, French, German, Italian, Japanese, Spanish), and
linguistic features (e.g. word order, passive and causative constructions, tense markers, aspectual
markers, mood with an expression of doubt) affected by different processing principles,
populations (groups and individuals from different L1s), and contexts. Overall, the findings from
this line of research demonstrate that structured input activities provide L2 learners with
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opportunities to process forms and structures in a target language more efficiently than other
pedagogical interventions (e.g., meaning-output-based instruction, textual enhancement, input
flood).

More recently, the online effects of structured input have also been measured using eye-
tracking (Benati, 2020) and self-paced reading tests (see the full review of these studies in Benati,
2021). This new line of inquiry is limited to three empirical studies. The use of online testing to
measure the effects of structured input is very much in its infancy; however, this new branch of
investigation might offer the possibility of more fine-grained information and analysis about
moment-by-moment sentence comprehension and might even be a way to better measure
implicit knowledge.

Structured Input and Motivation

Motivation is one of the individual difference factors which has attracted much attention
in second language acquisition from both a socio-psychological and a cognitive perspective.
Motivation can be defined as the willingness to learn, and scholars in this field (Ryan, 2019) have
been attempting to associate motivation with successful language acquisition.

According to Gardner (2001), we should distinguish between (1) integrative and (2)
instrumental motivation. Integrative motivation refers to L2 learners’ efforts and desire to be
part of the target language culture. Instrumental motivation instead refers to L2 learners’ desire
to learn a language for educational or economic purposes.

Only a few empirical studies have investigated the question of whether or not motivation
might have an effect on the results generated by structured input/processing instruction.
Abbasian and Minagar (2012) carried out a study comparing the effects of processing instruction
and dictogloss in developing grammar ability and motivation among EFL learners. Results from
this study suggested that both instructional interventions were significantly beneficial to the
development of English grammar ability. A positive correlation between highly motivated
participants and the effectiveness of dictogloss instruction was found in this study. However, this
was not the case for processing instruction.

Farhat and Benati (2018) provided empirical evidence of the effectiveness of processing
instruction no matter the level of motivation of the learners. The main findings from the study
conducted by Farhat and Benati (2018) indicated that both groups (nominally motivated vs.
highly motivated) benefited equally from processing instruction when measured by
interpretation and production sentence-level tests.

Motivation and Research Questions in the Present Study

Although the relationship between motivation and processing instruction has been
explored in two previous empirical studies, the results are not conclusive and need to be
generalised to a different population, a different linguistic feature, and a different processing
principle. In view of the limitations of the existing data and intending to measure the
effectiveness of structured input, this study attempts to address the following question: Do L2
learners benefit from structured input activities in equal measure, regardless of their motivation?
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The current study builds upon the work of Farhat and Benati (2018) and seeks to
investigate the relative effects, at the sentence level, of structured input on one linguistic item
of the English verbal system (the past tense regular form -ed) among two groups with different
motivational levels. The main contributions of the present research to the ongoing debate on the
possible role of motivation in the effects generated by structured input are:

1. to investigate the effectiveness of structured input activities on the acquisition of
English past tense forms no matter the level of motivation of L2 learners.

2. to generalize previous findings to a different population (secondary school learners),
language background (Mandarin as L1), language feature (English regular past tense
forms), and a combination of processing principles (The Lexical Preference Principle,
The Preference for Nonredundancy Principle ).

The study compares the immediate effects of structured input activities when delivered
to a group of highly- and nominally-motivated Chinese school-age L2 learners on the acquisition
of English past tense regular forms. One specific question was formulated for this study:

Do school-age L2 learners (L1 Mandarin) exposed to structured input correctly
interpret sentences that contain past tense forms in English, regardless of their level
of motivation?

RESEARCH DESIGN

Participants

In order to address the research question, a classroom experimental study was carried
out. The participants of this study were Chinese native school-age learners of English (aged 12
and 14) studying at a junior high school in China and were a balanced mixture of male and female
learners. They had little or no knowledge about the target grammatical form (the English past
tense) before the beginning of the instructional treatment. The original pool of 62 participants
was reduced to 43, as participants were included in the final pool according to the following
criteria: (a) scored below 60% of the maximum score on the pre-test, (b) attended all the phases
of the experiment, (c) scored high or low in the motivation questionnaire. All the criteria had to
be met for inclusion in the final pool. Subjects who received a middle score in the motivation
guestionnaire were excluded from this experimental study.

The final pool of participants (N=43) was divided into three groups: a highly-motivated
group (16 participants), a nominally-motivated group (14 participants), and a control group (13
participants) that received no instruction during normal class time. An academic motivation
guestionnaire (see Appendix 1) was implemented before the beginning of the instructional
period and used to form the two instructional groups (highly motivated vs. nominally motivated)
and the control group (highly motivated).
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Procedure

The Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) questionnaire (see Appendix) was used in this
experiment to measure participants’ motivation to study in school in order to form the three
groups. Vallerand and Blssonnette (1992) originally developed the AMS based on the so-called
Self Determination Theory. This theory suggests that three elements constitute motivation: (i)
intrinsic motivation, (ii) extrinsic motivation, and (iii) amotivation.

Intrinsic motivation includes the following aspects: (a) the desire to act for experiencing
the pleasure or satisfaction when learning something; (b) the desire to act for experiencing the
pleasure or satisfaction from accomplishing something; and (c) the desire to act for experiencing
some form of personal stimulation.

Extrinsic motivation can be defined as (a) the desire to act in order to acquire a sense of
importance or personal value, (b) the desire to act to avoid pressure and guilt, and (c) the desire
to accomplish acts to gain rewards. “Amotivation” refers to L2 learners who lack any motivation.

AMS consists of twenty-eight items that assess L2 learners’ motivation levels. The main
reason for using this questionnaire in this study is that it is an effective tool for capturing several
elements related to L2 learners’ motivation. The questions answered by this questionnaire
determine L2 learners’ level of motivation.

Three days before the implementation of the instructional treatment (structured input),
a pre-test was conducted to assess participants’ previous knowledge of English past tense forms.
The pre-test consisted of an interpretation sentence-level test. This test required participants to
interpret correctly whether the sentences heard referred to activities that happened in the past
or the present. As previously noted, the original pool of participants was reduced following the
established criteria. An immediate post-test was administered to the three groups at the end of
the two-hour instructional period.

The Academic Motivation Scale is one of the most widely used instruments to measure
motivational levels toward learning. The scale consisted of 28 items utilizing a seven-point Likert
scale [1-7]. Based on the mean scores obtained in the AMS questionnaire, participants were
assigned to three groups (Table 1). Individuals who scored between 2.00 and 3.25 were assigned
to the nominally motivated instructional group. Those who scored between 5.00 and 6.25 were
assigned to the highly motivated instructional group and the control group (see Table 1).
Participants who scored in the middle range (3.26—4.99) were not included in the study as they
could not be classified as highly or nominally motivated individuals.

Table 1
Motivation Scores (Mean range)

Mean range Group Number of subjects
5.00-6.25 Highly-motivated instructional group 16
2.00-3.25 Nominally-motivated instructional group 14
5.00-6.25 Control group 13

46



Applied Language Learning, Volume 33, Issue 1, 2023

The researcher, not the regular class teacher, was the instructor during the experiment.
The duration of the instructional treatment (structured input) was two hours for both groups.
The pre-post-test procedure of this experiment is displayed in Figure 1.

Figure 1
Overview of the Experiment

Motivation
Questionnaire (AMS)

Low motivated group: 16
High motivated group: 14

Treatment
(two hours)

Immediate

Pre-test post-test

Interpretation Structured Input

activities

Interpretation

Control group: 13

Target Grammatical Form

The target grammatical form for this research was English past tense regular forms. This
grammatical form was chosen because it is affected by a combination of processing principles:
The Lexical Preference Principle and The Preference for Nonredundancy Principle (VanPatten,
2004). According to the Lexical Preference Principle (VanPatten, 2004), L2 learners are likely to
process lexical items before grammatical items when both contain the same semantic
information. In the sentence Last week Daisy cleaned her room, both the lexical item Last week
and the -ed verb ending convey pastness (the idea that an activity is completed). Based on the
redundancy principle (The Preference for Nonredundancy Principle), L2 learners will first rely on
the temporal adverb last week rather than processing -ed to interpret the meaning of the
sentence (the activity happened in the past and not in the present).

In addition, this target feature was chosen because, as Benati (2005) noted, in Mandarin,
a verb has no tense form to show that something is happening, happened in the past, or will
happen in the future. Mandarin uses different lexical devices such as time adverbs or the particle
le to indicate a time frame. As a result, it is likely that L1 Mandarin learners of English would find
tenses difficult (Benati, 2005; Benati & Lee, 2008). L2 learners whose first language does not mark
tense grammatically (e.g., L1 Mandarin learners) would process past tense forms and their
meaning later than other learners whose first language marks tense grammatically (VanPatten,
2004).

Instructional Materials

One instructional packet was developed and used for this classroom experiment. The two
instructional groups received the same treatment (structured input activities), which included
both reading and listening activities. Unlike Farhat and Benati (2018), the instruction in this study
consisted of only structured input; no explicit information about the target form was provided.
Feedback was kept to a minimum, and the instructor told participants only when they were right
or wrong. No other explanation was offered. The instructor guided participants to follow the
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activities step by step and made sure that they were familiar with the words in these activities.
High-frequency words were used to facilitate overall understanding. The language used to
instruct the participants was Mandarin. The reason for this was to ensure that participants were
able to understand and were clear about what they needed to do for each activity.

In the instructional treatment, structured input activities contained seventy-four tokens.
More specifically, the treatment included six referential activities and four affective activities
which required students to listen or read to comprehend sentences containing the target feature.

Structured Input activities (Farley, 2004; Lee & VanPatten, 2003; VanPatten, 2004),
consist of referential and affective activities. Referential activities are those that have only one
correct answer for each item and L2 learners must rely on what they hear or read to make a form-
meaning connection. Affective activities refer to those in which L2 learners express their opinions
or beliefs or produce other affective responses based on their own perception and/or experience.

An example of a referential activity used in the experiment is provided in Figure 2. In this
activity, participants listened to several sentences and had to correctly interpret whether these
sentences referred to Cai Xukun’s past or present life. This superstar was chosen because he is
now very popular among young Chinese learners.

Figure 2
Referential Activity (sample)

Referential Activity: Cai Xukun: Now or in the past?

Step 1

Listen to the sentences about the life of superstar Cai Xukun and decide whether the activity is
about his past life as a student or his life now as a superstar.

STUDENT SUPER STAR
(PAST) (NOW)

1. 0 N

2. ] ]

3. [ ]

4, 0 u

5. [ ]

Activity continues in a similar fashion

Sentences heard:

1) ...joins many TV programs

2) ..wanted to be a singer

3) ...used more time to practice singing
4) ...studied in the U.S.

5) ...plays basketball with friends
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The affective activity in Figure 3 required participants to read sentences containing the
target feature and then decide whether they did the same thing on New Year’s Day of the
previous year.

Figure 3
Affective Activity (sample)

Affective Activity: New Year activities!

Step 1

Read these activities and think about whether you did the same or different things last year on
New Year’s Day.

Yes No
1. | visited my grandparents.
2. | dressed in new clothes.
3. I mailed New Year cards to friends.
4. | played with friends.
5. I enjoyed myself.

(N O B O B O
(N O B O B O

Activity continues in a similar fashion

Step 2
Compare your answers with a classmate’s to find out how many things you did that were the
same.

Structured input activities in the instructional treatment were designed to follow these main
guidelines (VanPatten, 1996):

Present one thing at a time

Keep the meaning in focus

Move from sentence to discourse

Use both written and oral input

Have learners do something with the input
Keep learners’ processing strategies in mind

ok wnNE

Assessment and Scoring

In the present experimental research, the assessment included a sentence-level
interpretation test (see sample in Figure 4). The interpretation sentence-level test was
administered pre-and post-test. In the interpretation test, vocabulary consisted of high-
frequency words to minimize participants’ difficulty in processing. The interpretation assessment
test consisted of 20 audio sentences, of which 10 conveyed pastness (verbs with
-ed) and 10 were distractors (present tense verbs). These audio recordings were recorded by the
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same native-language instructor to make sure they were consistent and were played only once
at a normal pace. Participants received 1 point for every correct response and O points for an
incorrect answer. The maximum possible score was 10 points and the minimum score was 0
points. Distractors were not scored in the analysis (forms in the present). Participants had the
option to check Not Sure if they were not sure of the answers (these items were not scored).

Figure 4
Interpretation Test (sample)

Interpretation test
Listen to the sentences and decide whether the action happened yesterday or today.

YESTERDAY RIGHT NOW NOT SURE
[Sentences heard by the students]
1. | walk to school.
2. | talked with my brother.
3. | cooked a dinner.
4, | buy beautiful clothes.
5. | finished my homework.

The directions for the interpretation test were created in such a way to be easily
understood by the participants, thereby utilizing the terms “yesterday” for past tense and “right
now” for non-past tense. Only the sentences with past tense forms were scored. The raw scores
for each assessment were submitted to an analysis of variance with repeated measures where
the independent variable was the instructional treatment (structured input) and the dependent
variable was the assessment of that treatment (interpretation test).

RESULTS

A one-way ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) was used on the pre-test scores. This analysis
showed that no significant differences were found between the highly-motivated group (M=1.38;
SD=0.455), the nominally motivated group (M=1.42; SD=0.655), and the control group (M=1.28;
S$D=0.365) before instruction (F (2, 43) = 1.084 p = .194). Any differences found after the
treatment can only be ascribed to the effects of that instructional treatment. Table 2 shows the
means of the three groups in the sentence-level interpretation tests (pre-test, post-test). The
means indicate an improvement for both structured input groups but not for the control group.

A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted on the raw scores of the sentence-level
interpretation test. Treatment (structured input highly-motivated group, structured input
nominally-motivated group, control group) was the between-subjects factor, while Time (pre and
post-tests) was the within-subjects factor. The results of the statistical analysis showed a
significant main effect for Treatment (F (2, 43) = 17.213, p = .001); a significant main effect for
Time (F (2, 43) =19.690, p =.001); and significant interaction between Treatment and Time (F (2,
43) = 13.129, p =.001).

50




Applied Language Learning, Volume 33, Issue 1, 2023

A post hoc Tukey test was carried out on the raw scores of the interpretation test to show
possible contrasts among the three groups. The results of this analysis indicated that the effects
of the Treatment were due to the following contrasts: the two structured input groups performed
significantly better than the control group (S| highly-motivated = SI nominally-motivated > control
group (p =.001)). The scores of the two structured input groups were not significantly different
from each other (p = .528).

The statistical analysis indicated that both instructional groups improved significantly and
equally from pre-test to post-test no matter the level of motivation of participants. The control
group, on the other hand, did not show a significant difference in pre-test and post-test scores.

Table 2
Sentence-Level Interpretation Data (Mean and SD)

Pre-test (0-10) Post-test (0-10)
Groups n
Mean SD Mean SD
SI highly-motivated 16 1.38 0.455 6.41 1.021
SI nominally-
. 14 1.42 0.655 6.45 1.120
motivated
Control 14 1.28 0.365 1.23 1.023

Note: S| = structured input
DISCUSSION
Main Findings

The results of this experimental study reveal that both structured input groups improved
equally and obtained similar gains from pre-test to post-test after receiving their treatment. The
pre-test mean scores of the three groups were similar, indicating that the groups were equal
before the beginning of the instructional period (see Table 2). After the end of the treatment, the
mean scores for the highly-motivated and nominally-motivated structured input groups
increased to just over 50% from pre-tests to post-tests. The control group did not improve from
the pre-test to the post-test. The mean scores suggest that both instructional groups improved
equally from pre- to post-test. The statistical analysis ANOVA and the post hoc analysis confirmed
that both structured input groups performed equally and better than the control group.

The main research question that guided this investigation was: Do school-age L2 learners
(L1 Mandarin) exposed to structured input correctly interpret sentences that contain past tense
forms in English no matter their level of motivation?

The statistical analysis of pre- and post-test scores showed no significant differences
between groups, but significant effects in terms of instruction (structured input vs. no
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instruction) and time (pre- vs. post-test). Both instructional groups (highly-motivated and
nominally-motivated) improved no matter their level of motivation. The control group made no
improvement and motivation was not considered a key element in the results generated by this
study.

The structured input treatment helped participants in both groups equally in processing
and correctly interpreting new regular past tense forms. Structured input positively affects the
way L2 learners process English past tense forms. In the case of this study, the target form is
affected by The Lexical Preference Principle and The Preference for Nonredundancy Principle.
This study shows that school-age L2 learners (L1 Mandarin) exposed to structured input can learn
to interpret correctly sentences containing past tense forms in English no matter their level of
motivation. In addition, the main findings from this study build on previous research in this field
by demonstrating that motivation does not affect the positive results generated by structured
input among a population with a different background (Mandarin L1), age (school-age secondary
school learners), acquiring a different grammatical form (English past tense forms).

Implications

Overall, the main findings from this study make several theoretical and pedagogical
contributions.

First of all, the main results from this study contribute directly to the discussion on the
crucial role that input processing plays in second language acquisition. The scores on the pre- and
post-tests further demonstrate that L2 learners rely on a combination of processing principles to
process forms such as the English past tense. Subsequently, structured input activities are an
effective pedagogical intervention, no matter the level of motivation of the L2 learners, to help
learners to become better processors of input.

Secondly, the main findings from this study reaffirm the importance of input-based
practice as a key pedagogical tool for grammar instruction. Structured input provides an effective
option for teaching grammar when linguistic features such as past tense forms are affected by
processing problems. Grammar instruction should not be viewed as the explanation and practice
of grammatical forms but as a pedagogical intervention to facilitate the processes and strategies
used by L2 learners during input processing. Structured input practice does not intend to pour
knowledge into L2 learners’ heads, but rather to assist certain processes which can aid the growth
of learners’ internal language system. L2 learners receiving structure input can make appropriate
meaning connections (in the case of this study by processing English past tense forms correctly).
In this respect, a subsequent pedagogical implication of this study is that acquiring grammar
requires L2 learners to process meaning-bearing input first. A coherent approach to grammar
instruction takes L2 learners from processing a grammatical feature in the input to accessing the
feature from the internal language system to create output.

Thirdly, the findings from this study provide support to several hypotheses previously
formulated within the processing instruction/structured input research framework (Benati & Lee,
2008; Benati & Lee, 2010; Benati & Lee, 2015). The results obtained in this study lend further
support to the so-called Age Hypothesis (Benati & Lee, 2008). Structured input is just as effective
an intervention with young learners as it is with older learners. Our results, with secondary
school-age L2 learners, confirmed previous research (Benati, 2019) demonstrating the
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effectiveness of structured input activities with learners of different ages, no matter the level of
motivation of those learners. The results obtained in this study in using native speakers of other
languages than English (Mandarin L1) also support the so-called Native Language Hypothesis
(Benati & Lee, 2008). Structured input is 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 Mandarin to the current list of languages
in which the effectiveness of structured input practice has been observed.

Limitations and Further Research

As with all empirical research, the present study is limited in several ways. While the
positive outcomes in this study have been underscored, we acknowledge certain limitations.
Firstly, the lack of a delayed post-test (due to practical reasons) is a methodological limitation.
Further research should measure the durability of the structured input treatment among L2
learners with different levels of motivation.

Secondly, the number of participants in this study was relatively small. Therefore more
research needs to be conducted in the future with a larger population to generalize these initial
findings.

Thirdly, the present study measures motivation and offline effects of structured input on
the acquisition of English past forms. Future research should investigate the effects of this
pedagogical intervention and motivational factors with the linguistic features of other languages
that might be affected by similar processing principles, among different populations (e.g., L1s,
language backgrounds) and using online measurements (e.g., eye-tracking and self-paced reading
tests) to measure language processing.

Fourthly, future research should consider a longer instructional period to see whether
structured input practice might have further beneficial effects in improving the accuracy of
processing of forms/structures among L2 learners.

Finally, future studies measuring structured input and motivational factors should use
two motivation questionnaires to make the measurement of motivation more accurate in
capturing different and additional aspects of it. For example, the Attitude Motivation Test Battery
(AMTB) questionnaire could be added.

CONCLUSION

The results from this study indicate that academic motivation as an individual difference
does not seem to have an impact on the positive effects generated by structured input. Previous
research investigating a possible correlation between structured input and motivation is limited
and more research is needed within this field of inquiry. From the data collected in this study,
structured input alone is beneficial for school-age learners’ (L1 Mandarin) interpretation and
effective processing of English past tense forms (affected by a combination of processing
principles) regardless of learners’ level of motivation.
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APPENDIX

Academic Motivation Scale

Your name &4 °F
WHY DO YOU GO TO SCHOOL?

Using the scale below, indicate to what extent each of the following items presently corresponds to one of the
reasons why you go to school.

IR b5 2
TR, R R4 B SRR b 54 BRI AL
1 FRGERATER, & FRHATER", T R GERA,

1SR 2 RS 3 BRI G 4 AT S RIS 6 A 7750050

1. Because | need at least a middle school degree in order to find a high-paying job later on.

RAFBDFE-ADRLER, XL FREHE i T4,

2. Because | experience pleasure and satisfaction while learning new things.

RIAFAE S 8 4 O [R] B RE AR SR B P AR FR 2.

3. Because | think that a middle school education will help me better prepare for the career | have chosen.
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RIAFIAA P22 20m 55 B 3R B A st o0 TRERAH RO BR WU A hr vE

4. Because | really like going to school.

KATERIMREI L,

5. Honestly, | don't know; | really feel that | am wasting my time in school.

ERWE, PRFNE; WEA DGR LEOEEIRENE,

6. For the pleasure | experience while surpassing myself in my studies.

AT A P A R TR BRI PR,

7. To prove to myself that | am capable of completing my middle school degree.

3k H CAEA B CA RE D Se kg gl

8. In order to obtain a more prestigious job later on.

AT LUEIRAG— 0 A R TAE,

9. For the pleasure | experience when | discover new things never seen before.

AT HEERAMR DI HEDR, TP ARREIRITR,

10. Because eventually it will enable me to enter the job market in a field that I like.

KA 22 i R RELE T AT B SRAY U s W 1757,

11. Because for me, school is fun.

KA TR, AEARA R,

12. | once had good reasons for going to school; however, now | wonder whether | should continue.

WL B E R B2 AR, BETRANFE RIS & NIz 4R 4L,

13. For the pleasure that | experience while | am surpassing myself in one of my personal accomplishments.

AT RAETAA A Bt Bk B T RS AT AR S A P AR,

14. Because of the fact that when | succeed in school | feel important.

KA S FAE ARG R IR, FRTEAG H R E

15. Because | want to have "the good life" later on.

K9 A BLUE A “SR A I AETE”

16. For the pleasure that | experience in broadening my knowledge about subjects which appeal to me.

A TERBERERR B AR, FRFTARRBIRPR,

17. Because this will help me make a better choice regarding my career orientation.
K1 2R X4 W] DA BY) 3 BT A i3 B AR O BR W J5 [v,
18. For the pleasure that | experience when | am taken by discussions with interesting teachers.

T ABAA BRI S8, AT IEI R PR,
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19. | can't see why | go to school and frankly, | couldn't care less.

BAHABEAMLZE B, HAR, H S MARTET,

20. For the satisfaction | feel when | am in the process of accomplishing difficult academic activities.

AT FAE TR A ME R RIS B RO R TR sz 2 A IR

21. To show myself that | am an intelligent person.

AT IAE A CUEAEE N ERAR A,

22. In order to have a better salary later on.

AT LUEA HAFRIH K,

23 Because my studies allow me to continue to learn about many things that interest me.

RIS S RELE TR AR BRA AR 2 BRSO F 1

24Because | believe that my middle school education will improve my competence as a worker.

IR FARE BeHy 2 20 R 1 ) TERE

25. For the "high" feeling that | experience while reading about various interesting subjects.

0T AL R B RSP RSB0 B AR

26. 1 don't know; | can't understand what | am doing in school.

TAHNE; A ATAE AR 20

27. Because middle school allows me to experience a personal satisfaction in my quest for excellence in my studies.

AT AT AR RS RIB R B ORI,

28. Because | want to show myself that | can succeed in my studies.

RIAFARE R REE 2 > EEGRLD),
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