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Abstract 
This study is an attempt to compare the reading comprehension ability of two 
groups of intermediate adult EFL Iranian students on two reading passages (one 
narrative and the other expository) under two input conditions: linguistically 
modified input, characterized by both lexical and syntactic modifications, and 
interactionally modified input with no linguistic modifications but with 
opportunities for interaction with the teacher. The results of the study revealed that 
the students who were allowed to seek clarification by asking questions understood 
the texts better than the students who had read the modified version of the texts. 
The conclusions drawn from the findings of this study are twofold: they lend 
empirical support to Long’s Interaction Hypothesis, and recommend the use of 
authentic reading materials, accompanied by classroom interaction. 
Keywords: Interaction, interaction hypothesis, interactional modifications. 

  تعديالت تعاملي بر درك مطلب خواندن ثيرأت

  زاده ساسان بالغي
   تهراندانشگاهگروه زبان و ادبيات انگليسي، 

  چكيده
يكي (آموزان سطح متوسط ايراني از دو متن  هدف از اين پژوهش بررسي ميزان درك مطلب خواندن دو گروه از زبان

آموزان متن را به صورت تعديل شده از لحاظ  گروه اول از زبان. باشد در دو قالب متفاوت مي) يحيروايي و ديگري توض
گروه دوم همان متن را به صورت اصلي . واژگاني و دستوري خوانده، به سواالت درك مطلب بعد از آن پاسخ دادند
 خود تعامل ايجاد كرده و نكات مبهم متن را خوانده ولي قبل از پاسخ دادن به سواالت اين فرصت را داشتند تا با معلم

هاي صحيح به سواالت روشن ساخت كه گروه تعامل از  بررسي تعداد پاسخ. از اين طريق مورد بحث قرار دهند
نتيجه اين تحقيق از دو جهت حائز . دارتري نسبت به گروه ديگر برخوردار بود ميانگين نمره باالتر و در عين حال معني

هاي ساده نشده  كند و دوم اينكه استفاده از متن ييد ميتأاول اينكه فرضيه تعامل را از منظر جديدي . دباش اهميت مي
  .كند هاي آموزش زبان توصيه مي همراه با تعامل را در كالس

   .فرضيه درونداد، فرضيه تعامل، تعديالت تعاملي: ها كليدواژه

________________________________________________________ 
* Ph.D. Candidate in Teaching English as a Foreign Language from University of Tehran, 
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Introduction 

It is a widely accepted fact that in order to learn a language, one must receive 
the necessary data. In acquiring their first language, children receive a large 
quantity of L1 data from their parents and the surrounding environment. In 
learning a second language, the majority of learners receive the L2 data from 
language classes. Two main sources of input, i.e. the teacher and the textbook, 
provide them with this data. Regardless of where the input comes from, it 
should be acknowledged that input must exist for second language acquisition 
to take place. Without input, there is no output. An ongoing debate, however, 
in this respect is concerned with what kind of input aids comprehension and 
hence is optimal for SLA. Krashen (1985, 1987, 1988), for instance, argues that 
optimal input is that which has been made comprehensible through 
simplification and with the help of contextual factors. Building on this view and 
expanding it, Long (1983, 1985, 1996) admits that comprehensible input is a 
necessary condition for SLA; however, he states that interaction and negotiation 
of meaning play a more crucial role in comprehensibility of input than mere 
simplification. These two positions will be examined further below.  

 
Krashen’s Input Hypothesis 

The Input Hypothesis is the central hypothesis of Krashen’s Monitor Model. 
According to Krashen (1987), language acquisition occurs when an individual 
understands input that contains structures which are slightly beyond his or her 
current level of competence. In other words, if an individual is at stage or level 
i, the input that he or she should receive and understand should contain i+1. 
This suggests that if an individual is at stage 3, the input that he or she receives 
should not contain i+5, i.e. structures belonging to stage 5 or beyond. 
According to Krashen (1987), optimal input for language acquisition has the 
following characteristics.  

a. It is comprehensible. 
b. It is interesting and / or relevant. 
c. It is grammatically sequenced. 
d. It must be in sufficient quantity. 

Of the four characteristics mentioned above, the first one is more relevant to 
the focal point of this paper consequently it will be addressed below.  

As Krashen (1987:63) puts it, comprehensibility is the most important input 
characteristic. “It amounts to the claim that when the acquirer does not 
understand the message, there will be no acquisition. In other words, 
incomprehensible input, or noise will not help”. Krashen attributes the apparent 
failure of educational radio and TV programs in teaching foreign languages to the 
fact that the input these programs provide to the learners is nothing but noise. 

My own children watched programs such as Ville Allegre faithfully for years, 
and acquired about as much as I did: They could count from one to ten in 
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Spanish and recognize a few words such as casa and mesa! The 
comprehensibility requirement predicts that TV would, in general, be 
somewhat more successful than radio as a language teacher, but that even 
TV would be inadequate in beginning stages. (1987:63)  

How can input become comprehensible to language learners? Krashen 
offers two solutions to this problem: first the use of context by the learner and 
second the provision of simplified input by the teacher. 

According to Krashen, learners can benefit from three sources of 
contextual information to make sense of the incoming input. These contextual 
clues are extra-linguistic information (pictures and realia), the learner’s 
knowledge of the world and the learner’s previously gained linguistic 
competence. Thus, for example, it is possible for a learner who does not 
know the passive structure to make sense of the sentence John was robbed of 
his money by the criminal simply because according to his or her knowledge 
of the world the act of robbery is committed by criminals. This sentence 
could, of course, be made more comprehensible with the aid of pictures and 
by employing the learner’s previously acquired knowledge with respect to the 
meaning of the preposition by. 

The second way in which input becomes more comprehensible is to 
simplify it. Hatch (1979) summarizes the characteristics of the simplified input 
as follows: 

a. slower rate and clearer articulation, 
b. more use of high frequency vocabulary and fewer idioms, and 
c. syntactic simplification aided by shorter sentences. 

Does this then mean that teachers should consciously simplify their 
speech when they address their students? Should they be preoccupied with 
using simpler vocabulary and shorter sentences? The answer to these 
questions according to Krashen (1987: 65) is “no” because “we make these 
adjustments automatically when we focus on trying to make ourselves 
understood”.  

In brief, Krashen’s Input Hypothesis attaches too much importance to the 
role of comprehensible input in second language acquisition. Long’s position 
will be examined in the next section in this respect.  

 
Long’s Interaction Hypothesis  

The Interaction Hypothesis is an extension of the Input Hypothesis. Long (1983, 
1985) acknowledges that simplification and context do have a role in making 
input comprehensible; however, he adds that interactional modifications play a 
more significant role in comprehensibility of input, which in turn facilitate the 
process of language acquisition. In other words, Long’s argument maintains that 
interactive input is a more crucial factor than non-interactive input in SLA. 
Some of the interactional modifications which are frequently mentioned in the 
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literature are clarification requests, confirmation checks, comprehension checks 
and self-repetitions (Ellis, 1990).  

It should be noted, however, that in recent years several other terms have 
been used to refer to these interactional modifications. Pica (1994: 494), for 
instance, used the term negotiation “to characterize the modification and 
restructuring of interaction that occurs when learners and their interlocutors 
anticipate, perceive, or experience difficulties in message comprehensibility.” 
Long (1996: 418) has more recently specified this term as negotiation for 
meaning as:  

… the process in which, in an effort to communicate, learners 
and competent speakers provide and interpret signals of their own 
and their interlocutor’s perceived comprehension, thus providing 
adjustments to linguistic form, conversational structure, message 
content, or all of three, until an acceptable level of understanding is 
achieved.  

These interactional adjustments, irrespective of the name used to describe 
them, have motivated a number of intriguing studies in recent years (Ellis et al., 
1994; Gass and Varonis, 1994; Loschky, 1994; Mackey, 1999; Pica et al., 1987). 

These studies compare the effect of three types of input on either aural 
comprehension or second language development of ESL learners. These three 
types of input are as follows. 

1. Baseline input, which refers to unmodified input, i.e. input that native 
speakers hear when listening to other native speakers. 

2. Premodified input, which refers to input that has been simplified to make 
it more comprehensible to the second language learners.  

3. Interactionally modified input, which refers to the input that has been 
modified and thus elaborated as a result of negotiation for meaning. 

As mentioned earlier, many studies have so far lent support to the 
advantages of interactionally modified input over simplified input. One of these 
studies is Pica et al. (1987), which reveals that there is a link between 
interactional modifications and increased listening comprehension. The 
participants in this study, who were 16 nonnative speakers (NNSs) of English, 
were asked to listen to a native speaker (NS) give directions for choosing and 
placing 15 items on a small board illustrated with an outdoor scene in two 
different input conditions. One group listened to a linguistically modified 
version of the script, with decreased complexity and increased quantity and 
redundancy. The second group listened to the same script without linguistic 
premodification, but with opportunities for interaction with the native speaker. 
The findings of the study revealed that “comprehension was best assisted when 
the content of the directions was repeated and rephrased in interaction; 
however, reduction in linguistic complexity in the premodified input was not a 
significant factor in NNSs’ comprehension” (Pica et al., 1987: 737). 
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The study  

The present study resembles the studies mentioned above in that it aims to look 
into the degree of comprehensibility of interactionally modified input. It differs 
from them, however, in that it examines the nature of this sort of input 
produced through reading a text rather than listening to a set of instructions. 
This, in fact, is a departure from the previous studies. Thus, this study addresses 
the following research question:  

Does interactionally modified input facilitate reading comprehension more 
than linguistically modified input as it does in listening comprehension?  

 
Method 
Subjects 

The subjects for this study included 39 female EFL Iranian students who were 
studying English at a pre-TOEFL course at the Iran Language Institute (ILI). Their 
language proficiency was an average of 450 measured on an actual TOEFL 
scale. The subjects were all adults, mostly university students, with an average 
age of 25. Two classes were randomly selected from the central branch of the 
ILI, one of 19 students, and the other of 20 students. 

 
Materials and Procedures 

Two reading comprehension texts were used in this study, one with a narrative, 
and the other, an expository, rhetorical structure. They were taken from Fowler 
(1984) and Broukal (2002). The texts were at the instructional level. This was 
determined through administration of a cloze which was made with each 
passage. The mean score for the first text was 46 and the second 51. The texts 
were presented to the students in two different linguistic environments. The first 
linguistic environment was characterized by input that had been modified by 
employing more frequently used words and avoiding complex grammatical 
structures such as reduced adjective and adverbial clauses. The following boxes 
provide two examples of such simplifications (see the Appendices). 

Baseline:    For some time the Princess had been aware that the Queen, Though 
still extremely fond of her, had been increasingly critical of her 
behavior. 

Simplified:  for some time the Princess had been aware that the Queen, Though 
she was still extremely fond of her, had been increasingly critical of 
her behavior. 

 

Baseline:   but felt obliged to point out that no English monarch had borne a 
double name in the past. 

Simplified:  but felt obliged to point out that no English monarch had borne a 
double name in the past. 
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The second linguistic environment was characterized by opportunities for 
interaction between the teacher and the learners in which the learners were 
allowed and encouraged to initiate interaction to seek clarification. This sort of 
interaction has come to be known as negotiation. It is a type of “interaction that 
occurs when learners and their interlocutors anticipate, perceive, or experience 
difficulties in message comprehensibility" (Pica, 1994: 494). 

In this study, the subjects in the first group (G1) received the input in the first 
linguistic environment (linguistic modifications) and then answered five 
multiple-choice questions related to each reading passage. The first two items 
for each passage were interpretation questions, the second two items were 
inference-making questions and the last item was a question of 
cohesion/coherence. They were given a total time of thirty minutes to read the 
texts and answer the questions.  

The subjects in the second group (G2) received the input in the second 
linguistic environment, i.e. through interaction and negotiation of meaning. 
These subjects were presented with the original version of the text and 
answered the same reading comprehension questions; however, they were 
encouraged to ask questions about the meaning of the unknown words, 
phrases, and structures. These procedures were carefully explained to the 
classroom teacher who did as follows. First, he handed the reading texts out 
and asked the students to read each one in ten minutes. Then he gave them 
another five minutes to ask questions about the meaning of unfamiliar words 
and phrases with which they had difficulty with. This was the most important 
part of the experiment in which negotiation of meaning, in its true sense, was 
created as a result of a collaborative attempt between the teacher and the 
students. Finally, after this period of interaction, he handed the comprehension 
questions out and gave the students another ten minutes to answer them.  

 
Results 

The means for the two groups are presented in the following table. A 
comparison of the two means through a t-test revealed a significant difference 
between them: t=2.48, p < 0.05. This suggests that the students who had 
received the input through interactional modifications had comprehended the 
reading texts better than the students who had received it through linguistic 
modifications. 

Group 1 (n=20) M SD 

Linguistic modifications 8 2.55 

Group 2 (n=19) 

Interactional modifications 
9.89 1.94 
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Conclusions 

Although the small number of participants means that it is difficult to generalize 
from the results of this study, the conclusions are significant in three ways. First, 
they lend additional empirical support to Long’s claim that interaction and 
negotiation of meaning facilitate the process of comprehension more effectively 
than linguistic simplification. It was mentioned earlier that the previous studies 
of this type were concerned with oral input, i.e. they examined this issue 
through listening comprehension tasks. This study, however, supports Long’s 
Interaction Hypothesis from a new perspective.  

Second, they suggest that if reading input is to become optimally 
comprehensible, there should be abundant interaction between the teacher and 
the learners, which in turn gives rise to negotiation of meaning. This new 
manner of making input more comprehensible no longer entitles teachers to 
the sole prerogative of asking questions; rather, it advises them to permit the 
learners to ask questions which serve to clarify and confirm the challenging 
input. 

Finally, the findings of this study promote the widespread use of authentic 
reading materials in both EFL and ESL classes. Authentic reading texts have 
often been criticized on the grounds that they are difficult for learners and thus 
provide them with incomprehensible input, which is often discouraging. 
However, as it was shown in this study, it is quite possible to make authentic 
texts, which are beyond the competence level of the learners comprehensible 
through interactional modifications. As Nuttall (1996) rightly argues authentic 
texts not only encourage the use of text attack skills, but also exhibit 
characteristics of true discourse, which are not found in simplified texts. 
Therefore, they should be widely used by employing appropriate instructional 
techniques.  
 

Appendix A (The Original Narrative Text) 

For some time the Princess had been aware that the Queen, though still extremely fond 
of her, had been increasingly critical of her behavior, and that she strongly disapproved 
of the way she and the Prince had spent so much time traveling about when they should 
have been quietly awaiting the birth of a baby who might have been expected to enter 
the world weighing more than three and three-quarter pounds. 

The Queen's letters to her daughter had recently been full of complaints about her 
daughter-in-law's failure to improve her mind and her son's thoughtlessness. "She never 
reads," the Queen wrote. "I fear her education has been much neglected and she cannot 
either write, or, I fear, speak French well." Nor did she write English well, though she 
seemed to spend half her time writing letters. Even worse than this, she was deaf and 
everyone noticed it, which was a "sad misfortune". 

Now that the baby was born, there was further trouble over his name.  The 
grandmother insisted that there could be no question of his not being called Albert, with 
Victor as a second name; and she told her youngest daughter, the six-year-old Princess 
Beatrice, who in turn told Lady Macclesfield, that this had been decided.  "I felt rather 
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annoyed," he complained to the Queen, "when told that you had settled what our little 
boy was to be called before I had spoken to you about it.  " Nor did the Prince 
altogether approve of the Queen's suggestion that all his descendants must bear the 
names of either Albert or Victoria, generation after generation for ever, and that when he 
himself succeeded to the throne he should be known as "King Albert Edward".  
Against his will, he agreed that there was "no absolute reason why it should not be so," 
but felt obliged to point out that no English monarch had borne a double name in the 
past. 

In the end, however, the Queen had her way and the baby's first two names were 
Albert Victor, with Christian added in compliment to his maternal grandfather and 
Edward after the Queen's father, the Duke of Kent. From then on his parents knew him 
as Eddy, though the Queen did not. And as if upset by the disagreements which his 
christening had produced, the baby "roared all through the ceremony"; while the 
mother, so the Queen noted, "looked very ill, thin and unhappy".  

 
Appendix B (The Modified Narrative Text) 

For some time the Princess had been aware that the Queen, though she was still 
extremely fond of her, had been increasingly critical of her behavior, and that she 
strongly disapproved of the way she and the Prince had spent so much time traveling 
about when they should have been quietly awaiting the birth of a baby who might 
have been expected to enter the world weighing more than three and three-quarter 
pounds. 

The Queen's letters to her daughter had recently been full of complaints about her 
daughter-in-law's failure to improve her mind and her son's thoughtlessness. "She never 
reads," the Queen wrote. "I fear her education has been much neglected and she cannot 
either write, or, I fear, speak French well." Nor did she write English well, though she 
seemed to spend half her time writing letters. Even worse than this, she was deaf and 
everyone noticed it, which was a "sad misfortune". 

Now that the baby was born, there was further trouble over his name.  The 
grandmother insisted that there could be no question of his not being called Albert, 
with Victor as a second name; and she told her youngest daughter, the six-year-old 
Princess Beatrice, who in turn told Lady Macclesfield, that this had been decided.  
"I felt rather annoyed," he complained to the Queen, "when I was told that you had 
settled what our little boy was to be called before I had spoken to you about it."  
Nor did the Prince altogether approve of the Queen's suggestion that all his children 
must have the names of either Albert or Victoria, generation after generation for ever, 
and that when he himself succeeded to the throne he should be known as "King 
Albert Edward".  Against his wish, he agreed that there was "no absolute reason why 
it should not be so," but felt obliged to point out that no English ruler had had a 
double name in the past. 

In the end, however, the Queen did as she liked and the baby's first two 
names were Albert Victor, with Christian added in compliment to his maternal 
grandfather and Edward after the Queen's father, the Duke of Kent. From then on 
his parents knew him as Eddy, though the Queen did not. And as if upset by the 
disagreements which his christening had produced, the baby "roared all through 
the ceremony"; while the mother, so the Queen noted, "looked very ill, thin and 
unhappy".  
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Appendix C (Comprehension Questions) 

1. What was the Princess's greatest defect in the Queen's eyes?  
 (A) She could not speak French. 
 (B) She never read books. 
 (C) She was obviously deaf. 
 (D) She wrote too many letters. 

2. Why was the Prince annoyed with his mother? 
 (A) She wanted his son to be called Albert. 
 (B) She announced that the matter was already decided.  
 (C) She told one of the court ladies about her plans for her grandson. 
 D) She insisted on speaking to him about the little boy's names. 
 

3. Why did the Prince argue with her mother? 
 (A) He did not think the name of Albert was appropriate for a king. 
 (B) No English king had ever been called Albert. 
 (C) He did not see why his parents' names should always be used in the family.  
 (D) He thought the laws of the country prevented a king from having two names. 

4. What did the parents do in the end? 
 (A) They only gave the baby the names the Queen wanted. 
 (B) They always called the baby Eddy in the Queen's presence. 
 (C) They took no notice of the Queen's wishes at home.  
(D) They were unhappy at the christening because they had not been allowed to 

choose the names. 

5. Where can the following sentence be added to the text?  
When the news reached the father, he was not in the least pleased. 

 (A) 1 
 (B) 2 
 (C) 3 
 (D) 4 
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