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be provided with a cell phone equipped with a special response template. 
They would be called at five randomly specified times during their waking 
hours on each of 30 consecutive days. In response to each call, participants 
respond to up to four simple questions: 

(1) Have you been speaking to anyone in the past 5 minutes? [Y IN; If N, 
terminate] 

(2) How many people were native speakers of English? [1 2 3 4 5 6 
more] 

(3) How many people were native speakers of Spanish? [1 2 3 4 5 6 
more] 

(4) How many were native speakers of some other language? [1 23 456 
more] 

Brief « 3 min) daily participation would generate up to 150 responses 
to questions 2--4, which could then be used to estimate percentage of L2 
use, the percentage of L2 input from native English speakers, the percent­
age of L2 input likely to be foreign-accented, and the percentage of L2 
input likely to be Spanish-accented . Response validity could be ascer­
tained by assuring that some calls occurred in contexts in which partici­
pants could be observed directly. Quality of input might be assessed 
quantitatively by occasional recordings, obtained via the cell phone, of 
simple sentences produced by the participants' interlocutors. 

If a substantial number of p articipants were tested, the MATCHED SUB­

GROUP TECHNIQUE (e.g. Flege et al., 1999) could be used to control for 
expected confounds between L2 use and other variables. For example, 
child immigrants usually have less schooling in the home country than 
adult immigrants do, and may have less fully developed L1 phonetic 
systems when they begin learning an L2. This, taken together with their 
less frequent L1 use, ensures greater L1 attrition by child than adults 
immigrants (Kopke, 2004). However, individual differences exist in 
terms of how well the Ll is maintained and how often the L2 is used. 
This pattern makes it theoretically possible to identify, within a larger 
sample, subgroups of participants who have been matched for L1 profi­
ciency and AOA but differ in L2 use, or subgroups matched for L2 use 
and AOA who differ in L1 proficiency. 

The procedures just outlined wilt alas, require substantial resources. 
This brings us to another factor that may be indirectly responsible for an 
underestimation of the importance of L2 input. As first discussed by Flege 
(1987), theoretical commitment to the view that most variation in L2 
speech learning can be explained by the Cri tical Period hypothesis seems 
to have impeded the search for other potential sources of variation in L2 
learning. Researchers who are dogmatically committed to the Critical 
Period hypothesis might be unwilling to commit the resources needed to 
properly evaluate the role of L2 input. The same would hold true for 
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researchers who are strongly committed to other hypothesised predictors 
of L2 learning such as the state of development of L1 phonetic categories 
(e.g. Flege, 2003) or age-related changes in the cognitive processes that are 
relied on in L2learning (e.g. DeKeyser, 2000). 

In sum, more and better research will be needed to determine it as 
some claim, input is relatively unimportant in L2 learning. To adequately 
assess the role of L2 input, the input that learners of an L2 actually receive 
must be assessed more accurately. Measuring L2 input may be impossible, 
but better estimates of L2 input can and must be obtained. Doing this will 
require the expenditure of :mbstantial resources (time, money, creativity). 
For this to happen, researchers must first decide to give L2 input a chance to 
explain variation in L2 learning. 
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