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INTRODUCTION

Every few years, new foreign language reaching methods arrive on the scene.
New textbooks appear far more frequently. They are usually proclaimed to be
more effective than those that have gone before, and, in many cases, these
methods or textbooks are promoted or even prescribed for immediate use.
New methods and texthbooks may reflect current developments in linguistic/
applied linguistic theory or recent pedagogical trends. Sometimes %mv\ are
said to be based on recent developments in language acquisidion theory and
research. For example, one mEumomnr to teaching may emphasize the value of
having students imitate and practise a set of correct sentences while another.
emphasizes the importance of encouraging ‘natural’ communication between |
learners.

How is a teacher to evaluate the potential effectiveness of new methods? One -
:dmoﬁmmm basis for this evaluarion is, of course, the teacher’s own experience
with previous successes or disappointments. In addition, teachers who are
informed about some of the findings of recent research are better prepared to
judge whether the new proposals moH language teaching are likely to bring
about positive changes in students’ learning,

This book abouc how languages are learned has been written for second and
foreign _mDQCmmm teachers. We believe that information abour findings and
%mohmﬁnm._ views in second Hmzchmm acquisition research can rm:u teachers
evaluate claims made by rextbook writers and proponents of various language
teaching methods.

The book begins with a chapter on how children learn their first language.

This _uun_ﬁnqocnm is important because both second language research and
second ancmom teaching have been influenced by changes in our understanding
of how children acquire their first language. In mmnﬁ one of the quEmnmbm
findings of second language acquisition mmmnmanr has been that lﬁﬁm are
important similarities berween first and second language acquisition. In
Chapter 2, several theories which have been proposed to account for second
language learning are presented and assessed. Questions raised in Chaprers 1
and 2 include: Whatare some of the characreristics of language learning in the
early stages? Is language learning jusc like any other kind om _mmHEDou u;o what
extentcan ﬁrmoﬁmm ommhmﬁ language acquisicion be applied ro mmno:& language
learning? Is therea go_oﬂnm.zvﬂ determined age limit forlanguage acquisition?
How importantare imitation and practice for language _m,:.EDmu Doesiz rm:u
L0 COFTect H\zﬁmm when they make errors?



In Chapter 3, we turn our atcention to how individual learner characreristics
and different contexts for second language learning may affect success. The
discussion includes issues such as the importance of learners’ atticudes toward
the second language and its speakers, and the possibility that there is a special
apritude for language learning. The question of how the learner’s age affects
success in second language learning is also discussed.

In Chaprer 4, we review some of the research findings about second language
learners’ changing knowledge of the language and their ability to use thar
knowledge. Welookatinterpretations oflearners’ errorsand at the characreristics
of learners’ language ar different stages of development.

Chapter 5 begins with a comparison of natural and instructional environments
for second language learning. We then examine some different ways in which
classroom researchers have observed and described teaching practices in
second language classrooms. Transcriptions of ﬁmmnwmwlmﬁc&mbﬁ interactions
illustrate some of the éﬁa in which _mchmmm Hmmggq in the nwmmmnooa may
_um affected by the mwmn_i characteristics of that environment. _

In Grmwﬁmn 6, we examine five wno@o@&m for the most effective way 1o teach a

second language. For each of the mmowom&m research findings are presented
~and &Gncmmm& “This makes it possible to reflect on the type msa amount of

evidence available for assessing the effectiveness of the different approaches.

In Chapter 7, some popular views abour language learning and reaching are
critically examined in light of current research.

A Glossary provides a quick reference for a number of terms which may be
new or which have specific technical meanings in the context of language
acquisition research. Glossary words are italicized where they first appear in
the text. For readers who would like to have more detailed informarion about
some of the research, a list of sources and furcher readings is included at the
end of each chapter, and there is a Bibliography at the end of the book.

We have tried to present the information in a way which does not assume that
readers are already familiar with research merhods or theorerical issues. Each
chapter summarizes important developments in first and/or second language
acquisition research and theory. Examples and case studies are included
throughout the book to illustrate the research ideas. Many of the examples are
raken from second language classrooms. We have included a number of
activities which give readers the opportuniry to practise some of the techniques

of observation and analysis from which we have drawn the ideas presented in
this book.



Introdiction xXv

10

Languages are learned mainly through imitation.

strongly agree | _ | [ | strongly disagree

Parents usually correct young children when they make grammatical
errors.

strongly agree | _ | _ | strongly disagree

People with high [Qs are good language learners.

strongly agree | _ _ _ | strongly disagree

._.rmEOmZBvoﬁm::mnﬂo_-mzmmmo:n_. _m:mcmmmmnn:_mao:mcnnmmﬂm
motivation. : ‘

strongly agree _ _ _ _ | _ _ Mﬁﬂoum_x disagree

The earlier a second language is introduced in school programs, the
greater the likelihood of success in learning.

strongly agree . _ _ i _ | strongly disagree

Most of the mistakes which second language learners make are due to

interference from their first language.

strongly agree _ % _ _ * strongly disagree

Teachers should present grammatical rules one at atime, and learners
should practise examples of each one before going on to another.

strongly agree _ . _ ﬁ | strongly disagree

Teachers should teach simple language structures before complex ones.

strongly agree | * _ _ _ strongly disagree

Learners’ errors should be corrected as soon as they are made in arder to
prevent the formation of bad habics.

strongly agree _ _ _ _ m strongly disagree

Teachers should use materials that expose students to only those language
structures which they have already been taught.

strongly agree ! _ _ | _ strongly disagree

When learners are allowed to interact freely (for example in group or pair
activities), they learn each others’ mistakes.

strongly agree | % | w _ strongly disagree

Students learn what they are taught.

strongly agree * | _ | _ strongly disagree

vronomomumu_u_m © Oxfard University Press



Before we begin . . .

It is probably true, as some have claimed, that most of us teach as we were
taught or in a way that reflects our ideas and preferences about learning. Take
a moment to reflect on your views about how languages are learned and whar
the implications are for how they should be raught. On page xv are twelve
popular views about language learning, Think about whether you agree or
disagree with some of these views. Complete the questionnaire and keep these
ideas in mind as you read about current research and theory in second
language learning.

In the last chaprer of this book, we will return to these popular views and
examine them in the light of the research on language learning which 1s
discussed in Chapters 1-6.



LEARNING A FIRST
LANGUAGE

Language acquisition is one of the most im pressive and fascinating aspects of
- human development. We listen ‘with pleasuré to the ‘coos’ and ‘curgles’ of a
three-month-old baby. We latigh-and ‘answer’ the conversational ‘ba-ba-ba
babbling of older babies, and we share in the pride and joy of parents whose
one-year-old has uctered the first ‘bye-bye’. Indeed, learning a language is an
amazing feat—one: which has atcracred the atrention -of linguists and
psychologists for generations. How do children accomplish this? What is it
that enables a child nort only to learn words, but to put them together in
meaningful sentences? What pushes children to go on developing complex
grammatical language even though their early simple communication is
successful for most purposes?

In rthis chapter, we will look briefly ar some of the characreristics of the
language of young children. We will then consider several theories which have
been offered as explanations for how language is learned.

Milestones and patterns in development

One remarkable thing about first language acquisition is the high degree of
similarity which we see in the early language of children all over the world.
The earliest vocalizations are simply the involuntary crying that babies do
when they are hungry or uncomfortable. Soon, however, we hear the cooing
and gurgling sounds of contented babies, lying in their beds looking at bright
shapesand colours around them. Even in these early weeks and months of life,
however, infants are able ro hear very subtle differences between the sounds
of human language. In cleverly designed experiments, scientists have been
able to show that tiny babies can hear the difference berween ‘pa’ and ‘ba), for
example. And yer, it will be many months before their own vocalizations
(babbling) begin o reflect the characteristics of the different languages they
are learning. E _



By the end of their first year, most babies understand quite a few frequently
repeated words. They wave when someone says ‘bye-bye’; they clap when
someone says ‘pat-a-cake’; they eagerly hurry to the kitchen when ‘juice and
cookies’ are announced. Ar 12 months, most babies will have begun o
produce a word or two that everyone recognizes. From this time on, the
number of words they understand and produce grows rapidly. By the age of
two, most children reliably produce at least fifry different words and some
produce many many more. About this time, they begin to combine words
into simple sentences such as ‘Mommy juice’ and ‘baby fall down’. These
sentences are sometimes called ‘telegraphic’ because they often leave oursuch
things as articles, prepositions, and auxiliary verbs. We recognize them as
sentences because, even though funcrion words and grammatical morphemes
are missing, the word order reflects the word order of the language they are
hearing and the combined words have a meaning relationship berween them

~ ~which makes them more than just a list of words. Thus, for an English-

‘speaking child, ‘kiss baby’ does not mean the same thing as ‘baby kiss.
‘Remarkably, we also see evidence, even in these early sentences, that children
-are doing more than imperfectly imirating what they have heard. Their two-
and three-word sentences show signs that they are creatively combining
. words: ‘more ourside’ in a situation where the meaning seems to be ‘I want to
go outside again’ or ‘Daddy uh-oh’ which seems to mean ‘Daddy fell down’.

By the age of three-and-a-half or four years, most children can ask questions,
give commands, report real events, and create stories abour imaginary
ones—complete with correct grammatical morphemes. In fact, itis generally
accepted that by age four, children have mastered the basic structures of the
language or languages which have been spoken to them in these early years.
In addition to the evidence we have from simply ralking and listening to
children, some carefully designed procedures have been developed to explore
children’s knowledge of language. One of the best known is the so-called ‘wug
test’ developed by Jedn Berko Gleason. In this ‘test’, children are shown
pictures of imaginary creatures with novel names or people performing
mysterious actions. For example, they are told, ‘Here is a wug. Now there are
rwo of them. There are two ___." or ‘Here is a man who knows how to bod.
Yesterday he did the same thing. Yesterday, he . By completing these
sentences with ‘wugs’ and ‘bodded’, children demonstrate that they actually
know the rules for the formarion of plural and simple pastin English, not just
a list of memorized word pairs such as ‘book/books’ and ‘nod/nodded’, and
can apply these rules to words which they have never heard before.

Children’s ability to understand language and to use it to express themselves
develops rapidly in the pre-school years. Metalinguistic swareness—rthe abiliry
to treat language as an object, separate [rom the meaning it conveys—
develops more slowly. A dramatic development in meralinguistic awareness
occurs when children begin to learn w0 read. Although mertalinguistic
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awareness begins to develop well before this time, seeing words represented
by letrers on a page leads children to a new level of awareness of language as
separate from the meaning it represents. Three-year-old children can 8: you
that it’s ‘wrong’ to say &:m_f the chair’, but while they would never say ‘cake
the eat’ they will not be able to say what is wrong with it. A five-year-old on
the other hand, knows that ‘drink the chair is silly in a different way from
‘cake the eat’. Unlike a three-year-old, a child who can read comes to
understand that ‘caterpillar’ is a longer word than ‘train’ even though the
object it represents is substantially shorter! Meralinguistic awareness also
includes the discovery of such thingsas ambiguity—words and sentences that
have BCEEm meaning. This gives children access to word jokes, trick
questions, and riddles S_.:nr _&nw ~o<m o mrmﬂm with their friends and family.

a .m.&&u\ childhood ?bﬁm&&ﬁﬁ

Zmb% children, mm&m@m the majority of children in mpm 4,81& are mxwo%m to
more than one language in early childhood. Children who hear more than
one language virtually from birth are sometimes referred to as ‘simultaneous
bilinguals’, whereas those who m.n.mmd to léarn a second language later are
referred to as ‘sequential bilinguals’. There is a considerable body of research
on the ability of young children to learn more than one language in their
earliestyears. The evidence suggests that, when simultaneous bilingualsare in
contact.with both languages in a variety of sertings, there is every reason to
expect that they will progress in their development of both languages ata rate
and in a manner which are noc different from those of monolingual children.
Naturally, when children go on to have schooling in only one of those
languages, there may be considerable differences in the amount of
metalinguistic knowledge they develop and in the type and extent of the
vocabulary they eventually acquire in the two languages. Nevertheless, there
seems to be lircle support for the myth that learning more than one language
in early childhood slows down the child’s linguistic or cognitive development.

There may be reason to be concerned, however, about situations where
children are virtually cut off from their family language when they are
‘submerged’ in a second language for long periods in ear @ schooling or day
care. In anr cases, children may _unmE to lose the family language _unmomn.. they
have developed an age-appropriate mastery of the new language. This is
referred to as subtractive bilingnalism, and it can have serious negative
consequences for children from minority groups. In some cases, children
seem to continue 1o be caught between two languages: not having mastered
the second language, they have not conidinued to develop the first.
Unfortunately, the ‘solurion’ which educarors often Propose to parents is that
they should stop speaking the family language ac home and concentrate
instead on speaking the majority language with cheir children. The evidence
seems ro suggest that the opposite would be more effective. That is,

L
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parents who themselves are learners of the majority language should
continue to use the language which is most comfortable for them. The
children may evenrtually prefer to answer in the majoricy language, burarleast
they will maintain their comprehension of their family language. This also
permits the parents to express their knowledge and ideas in ways ﬁrm: are likely
to be richer and more elaborate than ﬁrm% can manage in their second
language.

There is no evidence thar a child’s brain has a limited capacity for languages
such that their knowledge of one language must shrink if their knowledge of
the other one grows. Mast minority language children do eventually master
the majority _m:mc\wq@ bur second language acquisition takes time. It may
take several years for children to know mrn MMS guage well enough to use it for
school learning with the same ease as children éro have hnmgm& the language
from birth. mﬁECm:% however, it is likely to become their preferred

IR ._mDWCQO Demographic research shows that minority languages are usually

. lost in the second generation after immigrarion. Children who rmﬁw ﬁrn _

. .omoncEQ o mmmmb multiple qucmmmm from early childhood and to

maintain them ﬁrmocqro:ﬂ their lives are fortunate indeed, and Families that
can offer this opportunity to their children should be encouraged o do S0.

bNENNQ‘N:\\,NNSNNNN hmmwm&mwwh.m.h

As children progress through the discovery of language in their eatly years,
there are predictable patterns in the emergence and development of many
features of the language they are learning. For some of these fearures, these
partterns have been described in terms of developmental sequencesor stages’. To
some extent, these stages in language acquisicion are related to children’s
cognitive development. For example, children do not use temporal adverbs
such as ‘tomorrow’ or ‘last week' correctly until they develop an adequate
understanding of time. In other cases, the developmental sequences seem to
be determined more by the gradual mastery of the linguistic elements for
expressing ideas which have been present in childrens cognitive
understanding for a long time.

Grammatical morphemes

Much research has focused on how children develop grammarical
morphemes in English. One of the best-known studies of this development
in child first language development was carried out by Roger Brown and his
colleagues in the 1960s. Hestudied the developmentof three children {whom
he called Adam, Eve, and Sarah) whose mother tongue was English. One
aspect of the research was how the children acquired 14 grammaucal

morphemes over tme. He found thac they acquired them in a remarkably
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similar sequence (Brown 1973). Below is a partial list of the grammatical
Eoﬁrmamm studied by Roger Brown, in the approximate oamw of their
acquisition by Adam, Eve, m:& Sarah.

present progressive -ing (Mommy running)
plural -5 (two books)

irregular past forms (Baby wenz)

possessive ¥ (daddy s har)

copula (Annie Zsa nice girl)

articles ‘the’ and *d’

regular past -ed (She walked)

third person singular simple present - (She runs)
Eb&:ma\ ‘be’ (He zs coming)

A n?_& who rm& mastered the mBEBman& morphemes at mwm vonmoB of the
list was sure to have mastered those at the to p, bur the reverse was: :oﬁ true.
Thus, Brown could claim there was mﬁmmbnm moh adevelo m:dmbﬂ; sequence or
order of acquisition. The children did not master the morphemes at the same
rate, however. For example, Eve had mastered nearly all the morphemes
before she was two-and-a-half years old while Sarah and Adam were still
working on them when they were three-and-a- -halfor four. The study carried
out by waoﬁﬁ was a longitudinal study, that is, he scudied the same learners
over an extended period of time.

[n other first language research on morpheme acquisition, Jill and Peter de
Villiers did a cross-sectional study (1973). They studied 21 children who were
at different ages and stages of development. They found thar children who
correctly used the morphemes which Adam, Eve, and Sarah had acquired late
were also correct in using the ones which Adam, Fve, and Sarah had acquired
earlier. Those children who accurartely used the ‘early’ morphemes, however,
had not necessarily mastered the ‘late’ ones. The children mastered the
morphemes at different ages, just as Adam, Eve, and Sarah had done, buc
again the order of their acquisition was very similar. They were similar to each
other and similar to Adam, Eve, and Sarah.

Negation

Lois Bloom’s longitudinal study of three children, Kathryn, Gia, and Eric,
included a derailed analysis of the development of negarion when they were
less than three years old. The children learned the functions of negarion very
early. That is, they learned to deny, reject, disagree with, and refuse
something. However, even though they had this awareness of how negartion
funcrions, it took some time before they learned the grammarical rules co
express these negative functions (see Bloom and Lahey 1978). The following
stages in the development of negation have been observed.



Stage 1

The child’s first negatives are usually mvwmmmmr& by the word no’, either all
alone or as che first 20& int the utrerance.

No go. No cookie. No comb hair.

Some children even adopt the word ‘any’ as a negaror, perhaps with an
accompanying shake of the head.

Any barth!
Stage 2

As utterances grow longer, and the sentence subject is included, ﬂrm negative
usually appears just vmmozw the verb:

- Daddy no comb hair.
.wuh%m.w

- At this stage, the negative element is Emmﬂ& into a more complex sentence,
“Children may add forms of the negative other than 7o, including words like
‘cairt’ and ‘don’t’. These sentences appear ro follow the correct msmrmr wmﬁmE ‘
ofattaching the negative to the auxiliary or modal verb. However, the negative
.. words do not yet vary these forms for different persons of tenses: -

Ican’tdoit. He don't want it.

Stage 4
Larer, children begin to artach the negative elemenr to the correct form of
auxiliary verbs such as ‘do” and ‘be’, and modal verbs such as ‘can”;

You didn' have supper. She doesn’t want it.
They may still have difficulty with some other fearures related o negarives.

I don’t have no more candies.

Questions

There is a remarkable consistency as well in the way children learn to form
questions in English. For one thing, there is a predicrable order in which rhe
“wh-words’ emerge (for more derails see Bloom and Lahey 1978).

“What' is generally the first wh- question word to be used. It is often learned
as part of a whole ("Wharsar?” or “Whatsit?') and it is some time before the
child [earns that there are variations of the form, such as “What is thar?’ and
“Whart are these?’

“Where” and ‘who' emerge very soon, reflecting the fact thar the child can
generally ask questions that they can already answer, questions about the here
and now. This is reinforced by the facr that adults tend o ask children | just
rnmm types of questions in the early days of language learning.
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“Why’ emerges around the end of the second year and becomes a favourite for
the nexr year or two! Children seem to ask an endless number of questions
beginning with ‘why'. Acthis age, the child does noralways seem to have avery
good understanding of the meaning of the word, bur has clearly discovered
the usefulness of this little word in getting adults to engage in conversacion.

Finally, when the child begins to understand manner and time, ‘how’ and
‘when’ emerge. In contrast to ‘what', ‘where’, and ‘who’ questions, children
somerimes ask the more cognitively difficult ‘why', ‘when’, and ‘how’
questions without fully understanding their meaning, as the following
conversation with a four-year-old clearly shows: _

Child When can we go outside?
Parent In about five minures:

OEE 1-2-3-4-5! Can we go Doﬁu

mSnm the ability to use these @cmmﬁob ioam isat _mmmﬁ mmmm% tied to childrem’s
cognitive developmentand to the types of questions which children are asked,
it is perhaps not surprising thart there is consistency in the sequence of their

acquisition. Perhaps more remarkable is the consistency in the acquisition.of .

word order in questions. This development is not based on learning new
meanings, but rather on learning different linguistic forms to express
meanings which are already clear—both to the child and to the interlocuror.

Stage 1
Children’s earliest mcnmaonm are single words or m:.:mu_n two- or three-word
sentences with rising intonation:

Cookie? Mommy book?

At the same time, of course, they may produce some correct questions—
correct because they have been learned as formulaic ‘chunks'’:

Where's Daddy? What's thai?

Stage 2
When their sentences grow longer, and they begin to ask more new questions,
o = v\

. . - [ bl
children use the word order of the declarative sentence. With: ‘yes/no
questions, they simply add rising intonarion. With w#- questions, they puta
question word at the beginning:

You like chis? I have some? Why you catch it?

At this stage, they may continue to produce the correct ‘chunk-learned’ forms
such as "What's that?” alongside their own created questions.

Stage 3
Qnm&:m:% they notice that the structure om questions is mhmmﬂm:ﬁ and begin o
_uﬂo&anm questions such as:

Can I go? Is that mine?

™~
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Bur ac this stage they may generalize that all questions are formed by putting
averb at the beginning of a sentence. Thus:

Is the teddy is tired? Do I can have a cookie?

Furthermore, at this stage, wh- questions usually retain the declarative word
order:

Why you dont have one?

The children seem to have worked out thar, in a question, some element must
appear at the beginning of the sentence, but they are not yer aware thart there
must also be some change in the internal word order of the sentence itself. We
can call this stage “fronting’, because the children place some sort of question
marker—an auxiliary verb or a wh- word—-at the front of the sentence, but
they do not yet change the order of the elements within the senrence.

Staged. .4 e _
Later, children begin to use subject—auxiliary inversion and can even add ‘do’

in sentences in which there would be no auxiliary in the declarative version of
the sentence:

Do you likeice cream?-

Even at this stage, however, it sometimes seems that they can either use
inversion or use a w/- word, but not both. Therefore, we may find inversion
in‘yes/no’ questions but notin wh- questions, except formulas such as “What's
that?” which may still be used:

Can he eart the cookie? Where | can draw chem?

rm.nahm 5

Eventually, children combine both operarions:
Why can he go our?

However, it may still be beyond their ability to carry our a third or fourth
operation, for example to negate the question as well as invert it:

Why he can’t go our?

Stage 6
Finally, when performance on questions is correct and well established, there
is still one more hurdle. When w#h- words appear in subordinate clauses or

embedded questions, children overgeneralize the inverted form and produce
sentences such as:

Idon't know why can’t he go our.
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By the age of four, most English speaking children have passed through these
&meic@_dm:ﬂ_ stages and ask questions thar are both grammarical and
appropriate. This &o& not mean that they never slip back to an earlier stage.
Overall, however, theirspeech shows that they have acquired this partof ﬂrn:‘
language.

Summary

These descriptions of early milescones and acquisition sequences for
grammarical morphemes, negatives, and questions show that we have
considerable knowledge of whar children learn in their early language
development. More controversial, however, are questions about Aow this
remarkable development takes place. Over the past fifty years, there have been
“three main Hm_mop.mcnmh approachesto mﬁu_mESa: vnrmﬁo::mm. Ebmmmﬁ mbn_
EﬁmBnDoEma approaches. L _

Theoretical approaches to wﬂu_mﬁ:bm mnmﬁ
language learning

Behaviourism: Say what I say

Behaviourisim is a psychological theory of learning which was very influential
in the 1940s and 1950s, especially in the United States. Traditional
behaviourists believed that lenguage learning is the result of imiwation,
practice, feedback on success, and habit formation. Children imirate the
sounds and patterns which they hear around them and receive positive
reinforcement (which could rake the form of praise or Emﬁ successful
communication) for doing se. Thus encouraged by their environment, they
continue to imirate and practise these momzam and patterns until they form
‘habits” of correct language use. According to this view, the quality and
quantity of the language which the child hears, as well as the consistency of
the reinforcementoffered by others in the environment, should have an effect
on the child’s success in language learning.

"The behaviourist view of how language is learned has an incuicive appeal. And
there is no doubr rhat it can offer a partial explanation of some aspects of
children’s early language learning. However, it is useful to examine actual
language data ro see how well this view accounts for the development of some
more complex aspects of their language.

The behaviourists view imirtation and pracrice as primary processes in
language development. To clarify whar is meant by these two terms, consider
the following definitions'and examples.
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Imitation: Word-for-word repetition of all or part of someone else’s ucterance.
p

Mother Would you like some bread and peanurt butter?
Katie  Some bread and peanurt butter.

Practice: Repetitive Embmmimﬂmon of form.

Michel Ican handle it. Hannah can handle ir. We can handle it.

Activity

Analysing children’s speech

Examine these transcripts from Peter, Cindy, and Kathryn, who are abourt the
same age. The transcripts are based on recordings made while the children
were playing with a visiting adult. Look for examples of imitation and
practice. ; o i _
Transcription conventions:

xxx = incomprehensible speech

... = pause
arentheses = descriprion of non-verbal.evenrs
P ‘ pe .

Peter (24 months)
(Peter is playing with a dump truck while ewo adults, Patsy and Lois, look on.)

Peter Get more.
Lois Youre gonna put more wheels in the dump truck?
Peter Dump truck. Wheels. Dump truck.

(later)

Patsy Whart happened to it (the truck)?
Peter (looking under chair for it) Lose i. Dump truck! Dump truck!

Fall! Fall!
Lois  Yes, the dump truck fell down.
Peter Dump truck fell down. Dump truck.

Peter (25 months)
(Peter, Patsy, and Lois are playing with pencil and paper.)

Peter (indicating he wants Patsy to draw} Lois. Lois too. Patsy. Lois
too!
Patsy You want me to make a car? OK.

(Patsy draws a tiny car like Lois’s.)

Patsy Oh, you want Lois to have some paper?
Peter Lotis have some paper?

(later)

Patsy Let’s see if | can draw what you draw. Draw somerhing!
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Peter Draw something!

(Unpublished data from P. M. Lightbown)

It is easy to see that Pecer imitates a grear deal. However, it should be stressed
that notall children imirtate to the extent that Peter does. Some 30—40 per cene
of Peter’s speech consists of imitations while, for some children, the rate of
imitation may be less than 10 per cent.

It is also important to note that children’s imitations are not random; they
don’t imirare everything they hear. Very detailed analyses showed that Peter
imirated new words and sentence structures until they became solidly
grounded in his language system, and then he stopped imitating these and
went on to imirate o%@. new words and structures. Thus, unlikea parrotwho
imitates the familiar and continues to repeat the same &Emm again and again,
children’s imitation is selecrive and based on whar they are currenily learning.
In other words, even when the child imitates, the choice of whart to imirate
seems to be based on manﬁrEm the child has already vmqnb to understand,

not simply on what is ‘available’ in the environment.

Cindy (24 months, 16 mm%mv

(Cindy is looking ar a picture of a carrot in a book and trying to get HUE&E
attention.)

Cindy Kawo? kawo? kawo? kawo? kawo? -

Patsy What are the rabbits eating?

Cindy They eating . .. kando?

Patsy No, that's a carror.

Cindy Carrot. (pointing to each carrot on the page) The other.
carrot. The other carror. The other carror.

{A few minutes later, Cindy brings Patsy a stuffed toy rabbir.)

Patsy What does this rabbir like to ear?
Cindy (3o ear the carrots.

(Cindy gerts another stuifed rabbir.)

Cindy He (xxx) eat carrots. The other one eat carrots. They both eat
~carrots. _

(One week later, Cindy opens the book to the same page.)

Cindy Here's the carrots. (pointing) Is that a carrot?
Patsy Yes.

Cindy (25 months, 1 day)
Cindy (playing with several dolls, one of which she calls a ‘riger’) Doll
20 10 sleep.
Patsy Does the doll want to go to sleep?
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Cindy (notanswering Patsy, bur ralking to dolls in ‘mocherly’ tones)
Okay, I rake you. Come on, Dol . . . o). Go to sleep with
the tiger (o) go to sleep. Doll wanis to go to sleep.

Patsy Does the riger want to go to sleep?

Cindy Tiger wants to go to sleep. The doll wants to go to sleep. He go
to sleep.

(Unpublished data from P. M. Lightbown)

Cindy appears to be working hard on her language acquisition. She practises
new structures in a way that sometimes makes her sound like a studentin a
foreign language classroom! Her ‘He eart carrots. The other one ear carrots.
They both eat carrots’ is reminiscent of a substitution drill. However, again it
should be stressed that notall children ,@Enammu to the extent that Cindy does
in these examples, and Cindy herself is mEncmEq more here than in some
other samples of her mwnnnr Mosti important, i its OE&% who has nromms what
she will imitate and Muamnﬂmm._ ‘ _ _

The samples of speech from wmnma mb& OE&\. would seem to lend some
support to the behaviourist explanation of language acquisition. Bur such
imiration and practice do not account for how these children learn all aspects
of their native language. Furthermore, we also need to account for the normal
language development of children who rarely imitate and practise in the way
that Peter and Cindy do in these examples. Look for examples of imitation
and practice in the following conversation between Kathryn and Lois. Who
is in charge of this conversation?

Kathryn (24 months)

Lois Did you see the toys I broughe?

Kathryn Ibringroys? Choo choo? Lois brought the choo choo train?

Lois Yes, Lois brought the choo choo rrain.

Kathryn (reaching for bag} I wanr play with choo choo train. Twant
play with choo choo train. (taking our slide) Wanrt play.
Whart's chis?

Lois Oh you know what that s,

Kathryn Putdown on floor. This. I do this.

(Kathryn puts the slide on the loor.)
Kathryn (taking our two cars of train) Do this. I want do this. {trying

to put rrain together) I do this. 1 do this.
Lois OK. You can do it. You can do it. Look Pll show you how.

(Lots puts it together.)

Kathryn (searching in box) I get more, Gera more. No more choo
choo train. Get truck. (taking our truck) Kathryn truck.
Where? Where a more choo choo train?
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Lois Inside. It’s in the box.
Kathryn A choo choo? (raking out part of train) This is a choo choo
[rain.

(Bloom and Lahey 1978}

Like Cindy, Kathryn sometimes repeats herself or produces a series of relared
‘practice’ seritences but rarely imitates the other speaker. Instead, she answers
questions or poses them. She also elaborates on the other speaker’s questions
or statements. She is very much in charge of the conversation and the activity
rmﬁmm .

Other children
Look at the following examples taken from various children in which
‘imitation does notappear to be involved. Think about how the children arrive

, .o ac the forms they produce. (These examples are from c:wmvrmrm& amﬁm

__,no:mn_”mm by P M. Lightbown and J. Rand.)

{(Note: The anm s of children are shown in years and months: for examiple, 6,10
means Six years and ten Eob&d ) .

H HA%O (6,10) HB,T_.EQJw

Dad We'll have some poppy seed bread in a lictle while.
Kyo No. I want it now.

Dad We have to waic til ic’s defrosted.

Kyo Buc 1 like it frossed.

2 Randall had alittle bump on his hand and his mother said that they'd have
to take him ro the doctor.

Randall (3,0) Why? So he can doc my lictle bump?
3 Michel (2,10) Mummy, I'm hiccing up and I can’t stop.

4 Mother Get undressed (after many repetitions)
David (3,11) I'm getting undressed.
I'm getting on dressed.
I'm getting on dressed.

I'm getting off dressed.

Numbers 1—4 are all examples of children in the process of learning the rules
of word formation and overgeneralizing them ro new contexts.

(1) Kyo recognizes the prefix de- as negating the root word, so his version of
the opposite of ‘defrosted” comes out as ‘frossed’.

(2) Randall forms the verb ‘doc’ from the noun ‘doctor’, by analogy with
farmers who farm, swimmers who swim, and actors who act.

(3) Michel hasheard many two-word verbs with 2p, such as ‘standing up’ and
‘picking up’. On thar basis, his generalization is perfectly sensible.

15
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(4) David isn't sure whar he hears. He doesn’t yet undersiand the prefix -,
After repeating whart he has heard, he analyses the sounds and concludes
that it is ‘on dressed’. Then he analyses the situation and concludes thar
this time he’s supposed to be raking things off and so he arrives at the
conclusion that he should be getting ‘off dressed’, not ‘on dressed’.

5 At Lucy’s ewelfth birchday party, toasts were proposed with grape juice in
stemmed glasses:

Father I'd like to propose a toast.
Aftera long period without roasts, David raised his glass:
David (5,1) I'd like to propose a piece of bread.

Only after all the laughter sent David slinking from the rable did the group
realize that he wasn’t joking! : : :

6 Mother Ilove %,ot topieces.
 David (4,1) Tlove you three pieces.”
Numbers 5 and 6 are examples of a child in the process of discovering the full
(or limited) meaning of the word in question, o .
(5) David is fascinarted by the rirual language which accompanies this strange
new event of lifring glasses. He is concentrating so hard on performing the
gesture and the formulaic expression ‘T'd like to propose ...” that he fails
to realize thar the word he already knows—'toast’—is not the same toast

and can be replaced with a phrase which is its near-synonym in other
contexts—a piece of bread.

(6) What does ‘to pieces’ mean anyway? At least f00 pieces would give some
indication of how much she loves me! So David increases the quantity of
love: Three pieces!

7 Randall (2,9) Are dogs can wiggle their tails?
8 Randall (3,5) You rook all the towels away because I can’t dry my hands.

Numbers 7 and § are both examples of systemaric misuse of basic sentence
construction which has not been fully acquired.

(7) Randall is in stage 3 of question formation. He has concluded that the
trick of asking questions is to put a certain word at the beginning of the
sentence—somewhar like the French esr-ce gue form. Other examples

from this stage in his development include ‘Are those are my boots?’ and
‘Arc this is hot?’

(8) He means'l can’t dry my hands because you rook all the rowels away . He
has made a mistake abour which clause comes first. Children ar this age
tend ro state events in the order of their occurrence. In this case, the rowels
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disappeared before Randall attempted to dry his hands, so that’s whar he
says first. He doesn't understand how a word like ‘before’ or ‘because’ can
change that order around.

These examples of children’s speech wBSQm us with a window on the process
oflanguage learning. Imitation and practice alone cannorexplain some of the
mou.:m Qﬁ:mm by %m children. They are not sentences that they heard from
adults. Rather, children appear to pick our patterns and then generalize them
to new contexts. They create new forms or new uses of words until they finally
figure out how the forms are used by adults. Their new sentences are usually
comprehensible and often correct.

- Thebehaviourist explanations for language acquisition offer a reasonable way
of understanding how children learn some of the regular and routine aspects
of language. Eoénéﬁ their mn@c;_ tion of the more complex grammatical

o structures of the language requires a different sort of mﬁu_mbmmos and we aﬁ:
. see below some of Hrm mmowoﬂ;m for going beyond imitation and _ummnﬁnm

Tnnatism: Its all in your mind

The linguist Noam Chomsky claims thar children are v_omom_m&_%

mﬁommm_ﬂhﬂm& for language and thar language develops in the child in just the
same way that other biological funcrions develop. For example, every child
will learn to walk as long as adequate nourishmentand reasonable freedom of
movement are provided. The child does noc have to be taught. Most children

learn to walk at abour the same age, and walking is mmmm:.&m.:% the same in all
" normal human beings. For Chomsky, language acquisition is very similar.
The environment makes a basic contribution—in this case, the availability of
people who speak to the child. The child, or rather, the child’s biological
endowment, will do the rest. This is known as the innatist position. Chomsky
propesed his theory in reaction to what he saw as the inadequacy of the
behaviourist theory of learning based on imiration and habit formation

(Chomsky 1959).

Chomsky argues that the behaviourist theory fails to recognize what has come
to be called ‘the logical problem of language acquisition”. This logical problem
refers to the fact that children come to know more abour the strucrure of their
language than they could reasonably be expected to learn on the basis of the
samples of language which they hear. According to Chomsky, the language
the child isexposed to in the environmentis full of confusing information (for
example, false starts, incomplere sentences, or slips of the tongue) and does
not provide all the informadon which the child needs. Furthermore, the
evidence seems very strong that children are by no means systemarically
corrected or instructed on language. Parental corrections of language errors
‘have been observed to be inconsistent or even non-existent for children of
‘pre-school age. When parents do correct, they tend to focus on meaning and
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noton language form, often simply repeating the child’s incorrect ucterance in
a more complere grammatical form. When parenrs do correce errors, children
often ignore the correction, continuing to use their own ways of saying things.

/ putted the plates on
the table !

You mean, | put

the plates on the
table .

No, | putted
themon all @\

According to Chomslky, children’s minds are not blank slares to be filled merely
by imitating language they hear in the environment. Instead he claims that
children are born with a special ability to discover for themselves the
underlying rules of a language system.

Chomsly originally referred to this special ability as a language acquisition
device (LAD). This device was often described asan imaginary ‘black box’ which

exists somewhere in the brain. This ‘black box, tho ught to contain all and onfy

the principles which are universal to all human languages, prevents the child

from going off on lots of wrong trails in trying to discover the rules of the
language. For the LAD to work, the child needs access only to samples of a
natural language. These language samples serve as a trigger to activate the
device. Once it is activated, the child is able to discover the structure of the
language ro be learned by matching the innate knowledge of basic grammarical
relationships to the structures of the parcicular language in the environment.
In recentwritings, Chomsky and his followers no longer use the term £AD, bur
refer to the child’s innate endowment as Universal Grammar (UG). UG is
considered to consist of a set of principles which are common to all languages.
If children are pre-equipped with v, then what they have to learn is the ways
in which their own language makes use of these principles and the variations
on those principles which may exist in the particular language which they hear

spoken around them (Chomsky 1981, ﬂoo_ﬁ 1988, White 1989).
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Chomsky drew attention to the fact that children seem to develop language
in similar ways and on asimilar schedule, in a way not very different from the
way all children learn to walk. Environmental differences may be associated
with some variation in the rare of acquisition (how quickly children learn),
bur adult linguistic comperence (the knowledge of how their language works)
is very similar for all speakers of one dialect or language. In acquiring the
intricate and complex systems that make up a Fzmﬁman young children,
whose cognitive abilities are fairly limited in many ways, accomplish
something which adulr second language learners may envy.

Here is a summary of the kinds of evidence which have been used to support
Chomsky’s innatist position:

1 Virtually all children successfully learn their native _mnmmm% ata time in
_life when they would not be éxpected tolearn .mmﬁEDm elseso complicated.

. Children who are profoundly deaf will Hmmg sign language if they are

exposed to It in infancy, and their progress in _msacmq,m acquisition is

similar to that of hearing children. Even nFEHm: i:r very limited

cognitive ability amaio_u @EH complex language systems if they are
brought up in environments in which people ralk to them and engage
them in communication.

2. Children successfully master the basic structure of their natve language
or dialect in a variery of conditions: some which would be expected to
enhance language development (for example, caring, attentive parents
who focus on the child’s language), and some which might be expected to
inhibir it (for example, abusive or rejecting parents). Children achieve
differenc levels of vocabulary, creativity, social grace, and so on, but
virtually all achieve mastery of the structure of the language spoken
around them. This is seen as support for the hypothesis that language is
somehow separate from other aspects of cognitive development and may
even be located in a different part of the brain. The term ‘modular’ is
sometimes used to represent the notion that the brain has different
‘modules’ which serve different kinds of knowledge and learning.

3 - The language children are exposed to does not contain examples (or, in
any case, not very many examples) of all the linguistic rules and patterns
which they eventually know.

4 Animals—even primates receiving intensive training from humans—
cannot learn to manipulate asymbol system as complicated as the natural
language of a three- or four-year-old human child.

5 Children seem to accomplish the complex task of language acquisition
without having someone consistently point out to them which of the
sentences ﬁrm% hear and @.o&ﬂnm are ‘correct’ and which are

‘ungrammarical’.
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One example of the kind of complex language systems which children seem
to learn wichour special guidance is the system of reflexive pronouns. This
system of pronouns has been studied by a number of linguists working from
a Chomskyan perspective.

Consider the following sentences which we have raken from a book by Lydia
White (1989). These English sentences conwain the reflexive pronoun
‘himself’. Both the pronoun and the noun it refers to (the antecedent) are
printed in izalics. An asterisk at the beginning of a sentence indicates thart the
sentence is ungrammartical.

What do children have to discover abour the relationship berween the
reflexive pronoun and its antecedene? Could they learn what they need to
_r: ow 3\ imitation of sentences they hear?

“a. John saw himself-
b. %,m:th%wmmé \&E

In (a)and ?v it looks asif the Rm@cﬁw m:.omocb must mo:oé thenounit Emm;
to. But (c) disproves this:

c.-Looking after himself bores john.
If we consider sentences such as:

d. John said that Fred liked himself-
e. *Johi said that Fred liked himself:
f. John told Bifl to wash himself.
g. *John rold Bill to wash himself:

we might conclude thar the closest noun phrase is usually the antecedent.
However, (h) shows chat this rule won’t work either:

h. fohn promised Bill to wash Aimself.

And it’s even more complicated than that. Usually the reflexive must be in the
same clause as the antecedent as in (a) and (d), but not always, as in (h).
Furthermore, the reflexive can be in the subject position in (i) but not in (j).

. John believes himself to be intelligent (non-finite clause).
*John believes that Aimself is intelligent (Anice clause).

In some cases, more than one antecedenr is possible, as in (k) where the
reflexive could refer ro either John or Bill:

k. John showed Bifl a picture of bimself.

By now, you are wao_um_um% quite convinced of the complexity of the rules
pertaining to interpreting reflexive pronouns in English. The innatsts argue

thar children could nor discover the rules about reflexive pronouns by Em_
and error, even n,, parents && &5855_9:% correct n?:n:mam errors. In facr,
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they simply do not make enough mistakes for this explanarion to be plausible
"The innatists conclude thar a child’s acquisition of these grammatical rules is
guided by principles of an innate Universal Grammar which could apply to all
languages. Children come to ‘know’ certain things about the specific language
being learned through exposure to a limited number of examples. Different
languages have different rules abour, for example, reflexives, and children seem
able to learn, on hearing some sentences, which other ones are possible and
which are zot in the language they are learning.

The biological basis for the innatist position

Chomsley’s ideas are compatible with those of the biologist Eric Lenneberg,
who also compares learning to talk with learning to Sm.:a children who mo~

medical reasons cannot move about when they are Emﬁﬁm may soon stand and.

‘walkif their. m:.oEmBm Ed noﬂmnﬂmm artheage of a year orso. Similarly, children
who can’ hear: bur. who cannot speak can nevertheless learn mm:m:mmm
understanding even complex sentences. _

The Critical Period Hypothesis

" Lenneberg ‘observed that this ability to develop ‘normal behaviours and -
knowledge in a variety of environments does not conrinue indefinitely and

thar children who have never learned language (because of deafness or extreme
isolation) cannot do so if these deprivations go on for too long. He argued that
the language acquisition device, like other biological functions, works
successfully only when it is stimulated at the right time—a time called the
‘critical period’. This notion that there is a specific and limited time period for
language acquisition is referred to as the Critical Period Hyporthesis (cpm).
Read the following case studies and think abourwhether they support the cpm.

Natural experiments: Victor and Genie

It is a:&mmﬁm_g&m@q difficult to find evidence for che Critical Period
Hypothesis, since all normal children are exposed to language at an early age
and consequently acquire language. However, history has documented a-few
mnatural experiments’ where children have been deprived of contact with
language. One of the most famous cases is that of a child called Victor. Frangois
Truffaut created a film, LEnfant sauvage (The Untamed Child), about him and

about the efforts to teach him to speak.

In 1799, a boy of about 12 years old was found wandering naked in the woods
of Aveyron in France. Upon capture, he was found to be completely wild,
apparently having had no contact with humankind. A young docror, Jean-
Marc-Gaspard Irard, devoted five years to the task of socializing Vicror and
trying to teach him language.

Alrchough Trard succeeded 1o some extent in developing Victor’s sociability,
memory, judgement, and all the funcrions of his senses, Vicror remained

unreceptive to all sounds other than those which had meaning for him in the
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forest, such as the cracking of a nur, animal sounds, or the sound of rain. He
only succeeded in speaking rtwo words, his favourite food ‘lait’ (milk) and his
governess's frequent exclamation ‘O Dien!” (Oh, God!). Moreover, his use of
'lait’ was only uttered as an excited exclamation at the sight of a glass of milk.
He never uttered the word to request milk, even though it was the one thing
he could name, and something of which he was very fond. Even when Itard
took Victor's milk away in hopes of making him ask for it, Victor never used
the word to communicare his need. Finally, Itard gave up.

Another famous case of a child who did not learn language normally in her
early years is that of Genie. Genie was discovered in California in 1970, a
13-year-old girl who had been isolated, deprived, neglected, and abused.
Because of the irrational demands of a disturbed father and the submission
and fear of an abused mother, Genie had spent more than eleven years tied to -
a chairora crib in a small, darkened room. Her facher had forbidden his wife -
andson to speak to her and had himself only growled and barked at her. She
was beaten every time she vocalized or made any kind of noise, and she had
long since resorted to complete silence. Genie was unsocialized, primitive,
and undeveloped physically, emotionally, and intellectually. Needless to say,
she had no language. . o - L R

After she was discovered, Genie was cared for and educated in the most
natural surroundings possible, and to the fullest extent possible, with the
participation of many reachers and therapists. After a brief period in a
rehabilitation centre, Genie lived in a foster home and attended special
schools. Although far from being ‘normal’, Genie made remarkable progress
in becoming socialized and cognitively aware. She developed deep personal
relationshipsand strong individual rastes and traits. Bur despite the supportive
environmentfor language acquisition, Genie’s language development has not
paralleled natural first language development. After five years of exposure to
language, a period during which a normal child would have acquired an
claborated language system, Genie’s language contained many of the fearures
of abnormal language development. These include a larger than normal gap
between comprehension and production, inconsistency in the use of
grammartical forms, a slow rate of development, overuse of formulaic and

-routine speech, and the absence of some specific’ syntactic forms and

mechanisms always present in normal grammatical development (Curtiss
1977). For discussion of further developments in Genies life, see Rymer

(1993).

Genic’s language shares features of language development exhibited by adults
with brain damage who have had to relearn language in adulthood, by
children in the earliest stage of language acquisition, and by chimps
artempring to learn language. It is the most carefully documented and tested
case of a child brought up in isolaton, allowing linguists to study the
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Although these cases appear to support the cp, it is difficult to argue char the
hypothesis is confirmed on the basis of evidence from such unusual children
and the unknown circumstances of their early lives. We cannot know what
other facrors besides biological marurity (for example, social isolation or
physical abuse) might have contributed to their inability to learn language.
For now, the best evidence for the cru is that virtually every child learns
language on a schedule which is very similar in spite of quite different
circumstances of life.

Both Vicror and Genie were deprived of a normal home environment, which
may account for their abnormal language development. There are other
individuals, however, who come from loving homes, yer do not receive
exposure to language at the usual time. H?m is Hrm case of many Eomozm&%
deaf children Sro _umﬁ rmmbam parents.

Narural meﬁm‘.:xmm&. bm@ﬁwwmxma -

Elissa Newport and her colleagues have studied &mﬁn users om American Sign
ﬁm:mzmmm (asL) who mn@EE& it as their firse language at different ages. Such
a population exists because only 5-10 per cent of the profoundly deafare born
to deaf parents, and only these children would be likely to be exposed to st
from birth. The remainder of the profoundly deaf population begin learning
asL ar different ages, often when they start attending a residential school
where sign language is used for day-to-ddy communication.

In one study, there were three distinct groups of AsL users: Native signers who
were exposed to sign language from birth, Early learners whose first exposure
to ASL began atages four to six at school, and Lare learners who first came into
contact with AsL after the age of 12 (Newport 1990).

Just like oral languages, asL makes use of grammarical markers (like -e# and
-ing in English); the only difference is thar thesé markers are indicared
through specific hand or body movements. The researchers were interested in
whether there was any difference between Native signers, Early learners, and
Late learners in the ability to produce and comprehend grammatical markers.

Results of the research showed a clear pattern. On word order, there was no
difference between the groups. Buton tests focusing on grammarical markers,
the Narive group outperformed the Early learner group who outperformed
the Late learner group. The Native signers were highly consistent in their use
of the grammarical forms. Although the other two groups used many of the
same forms as the Nartive group, they also used forms which are considered
ungrammatical by the Native signers. For example, they would omit certain
grammacical forms, oruse themin some obligarory contexts burnotin others.
The researchers conclude that their study supports the hypothesis that there
is a critical period for first language acquisition.
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We will return ro a discussion of the ¢cpH in Chapter 3 when welookat th
issue in second language acquisition.

* o
cage

Summary

The innatist position has been very persuasive in pointing out how complex
the knowledge of adult speakers is and how difficult ic is to account for the
acquisition of this complex knowledge. Some researchers, however, have
argued thar the innatists have placed too much emphasis on the ‘final stare’,
that is, the competence of adult native speakers, and not enough on the
developmental aspects of language acquisition.

A recent view of language acquisition which is attracting much artention is
connectionism. Connectionists differ mrmﬂ&\ from the ﬂwoamﬁwmu Innatists
because they hypothesize thatlanguage acquisition does not require a separare

.. module of the mind’ but can be explained in terms of learning in general.
~ Furthermore, connectionists argue that what children- ‘need to _Eos, is
~essentally available in the language they are exposed to. ‘They use computer

simulations to show thar a compurer program (relatively auncﬁvrnmﬂma
when compared to the human brain!) can ‘learn’ certain things if it is exposed

' to them often enough. The program can even generalize wﬁaw& what it has

actually been exposed to and make the same mc:&m of creative ‘mistakes’ that
children make. Linguists working in the uG framework challenge connectionists
to show thart their theory can account for complex syntax as well as for the
learning of words and grammatical morphemes, and the debate between the
proponents of these two positions promises to be lively for many years to
come.

The interactionise position: A little \q&wv from
my friends

A third theorerical view of first language acquisition focuses on the role of the
linguistic environment in interaction with the child’s innate capacities in
determining language development.

The interactionists’position is that language develops as a result of the noBEmw
58% ay berween the uniquely human characreristics of the child and the
environmentin which the child develops. Interactionists atribure considerably

more :Euoﬂ,ﬁmm to the environment than the innatists do. For mwm:ﬂ_u_m
unlike the innatists, most interactionists claim that language which is
modified to suit the capability of the learner is a crucial m_mEm:ﬁ in the
language acquisition process. They m:%rmmﬁm the importance of child-
directed mummn\u|ﬁwm language which is not only addressed to children bur
adjusted in ways that make it easier for them to understand. In addition,
interactionists are inclined to see language acquisition as similar ro and
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influenced by the acquisition of other kinds of skill and knowledge, racher
than as someching which is largely independent of the child’s experience and
cognitive development. However, interactionists represent a wide range of
theories abour the relative contributions of innate structures of the human
mind and the environment which provides the samples of the language to be
learned.

Among interactionist positions we could include those which were articulated
much easlier in this century by the Swiss psychologist/epistomologist, Jean
Piager (see Ginsburg and Opper 1969). Piaget observed infants and children
in their play and in their interaction with adults. He was able to trace the
development of their cognitive understanding of such things as object
permanence (knowing that things which are hidden from i ghrare still there),
the stability of quantities regardless of changes in their appearance (knowing
thar ten pennies spread out to form a long line are not more numerous than
ten pennies ina mmr&%_m.@ﬂmmwnm line), and logical inferencing (fguring our
which properties of a set of rods—size, weight, material, etc.—cause some
rods to sink and others to float on water). It is easy to see from this how
children’s cognitive development would partly determine -how. they use
language. For example, the use of certain terms such as ‘bigger or ‘more’
depend on the children’s understanding of the concepts they represent. The
‘developing cognirive understanding is built on the interaction berween the
child and the things which can be observed, touched, and manipulated.

Unlike the innatists, Piaget did nort see language as based on a separate
module of the mind. For him, language was one of a number of symbol
systems which are developed in childhood. Language can be used o represent
knowledge that children have acquired through physical interaction with
the environment.

A strongly interactionist view was the socioculcural theory of human mental
processing held by the psychologist Lev Vygortsky who worked in the Soviet
Union in the 1920sand 1930s (Vygorsky 1978). He concluded that language
develops entirely from social interaction. He argued that in a supporrive
interactive environment, the child is able to advance w a higher level of
knowledge and performance than he or she would be capable of
independently. Vygotsky referred to what the child could do in interaction
with another, but nort alone, as the child’s zone of proximal development. He
observed the importance of conversations which children have with adults
and with other children and saw in these conversations the origins of boch
language and thought. Vygowskys view differs from Piaget’s. Plaget
hypothesized that language developed as a symbol System o express
knowledge acquired through interaction with the physical world. For
Vygorsky, thought was essentially internalized speech, and speech emerged in
social interaction. : : _
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Child-directed speech

Many researchers have studied child-directed speech, the language which
adults use with children. We are all familiar wich the way adules frequently
modify the way they speak when addressing little children. In English, child-
directed speech involves a slower rate of delivery, higher pitch, more varied
intonation, shorter, simpler sentence patterns, frequent repetition, and
paraphrase. Furthermore, topics of conversation may be limirted to the child’s
immediate environment, the ‘here and now’, or to experiences which the
adult knows the child has had. Adults often repeat the content of a child’s
utterance, but they expand it into a grammatically correct sentence. If you -
examine the transcripts presented earlier in this chapter, you will see examples
of some of these features. For example, when Peter says, ‘Dump truck! U:Bm
ﬂnnr Falll Fall”, Lois wmmmonam“ Mwmu the m_EEu ruck fell down.’

Has she not
considered the
Effects of such

limited F:%BIEA\Q ‘cal

pa?\ﬁu

Beby go bye-tye )

Researchers working among parents and children from a variety of cultural
groups have found that the child-directed speech which was described on the
basis of studies of families in middle-class American homes is not universal.
In some societies, adults do not engage in conversation or verbal play wich
very young children: And yer these children achieve full competence in the
communiry language. Thus, it is difficult ro judge the imporrance of these
modifications which some adults make in speech addressed to children.
Children whose parents do not consistently provide such modified interaction
will still learn language; however, they may have access to modified language
when they are in the company of older siblings or other children. To the
theorist, this suggests that more important than simplification is the
conversational give-and-take in which the more proficient speaker intuitively
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responds to the clues the child provides as to the level of language he or she is
capable of processing. The importance of such interaction becomes abundantly
clear in the atypical cases where it is missing. Such is the case of Jim.

Case study: fim

Jim, the hearing child of deaf parents, had little contact with hearing/
speaking adults up to the age of three years and nine months (3,9). His only
conract with oral language was through television, which he watched
frequently. The family was unusual in that the parents did not use sign
language with Jim. Thus, although in other respects he was well cared for, Jim
did not begin his linguistic development in a normal environment in which
a parent communicated with him in either oral or sign language. Hmbm:mnm
" tests administered indicated that he was very BCnr below age level in all
aspects of language. Although he mﬂmmﬁﬁmm [0 eXPIEsS immm appro w riate to Fm
o mmm“ he cmm& EEEE cbmmmBBmEnP_ Soa o&mh - _

dS.ED%B began nob<mnmmcob& mmmmhobm withan adult, his G%Rmm:\n m_uhrzmm

began to improve. By the age of 4,2 most of the unusual speech @mﬁmgm had
- disappeared, replaced by structures more typical of Jim's age. Itis interesting
to note that Jim’s younger brother Glen did not display the same type of lag
and performed normally on language tests when he was the age at which Jim
was first tested. Glenn’s linguistic environment was different in that he had
his older brother as a conversational partner (Sachs, Bard, and Johnson

1981).

Jim showed very rapid acquisition of che structures of English once he began
to interact with an adult on a one-to-one basis. The fact that he had failed to
acquire language normally prior to this experience suggests that the problem
lay in the environment, not the child. That is, it seems cthat exposure to
impersonal sources of language such as television or radio alone is insufhcient
for the child to learn the strucrure of a particular language.

One-to-one interaction gives the child access to language which is adjusted to
his or her level of comprehension. When a child does not understand, the
adult may repeat or paraphrase. The response of the adult may also allow
children to ind ourwhen their own urrerances are understood. Television, for
obvious reasons, does not provide such interaction. Even in children’s
programs, where simpler language is used and ropics are relevant to younger
viewers, there is no immediate adjustment made for the needs of an individual

child.

Summary

We have presented three different broad theoretical approaches to explaining
firstla anguage ucquisition, each of which can be corroborared by evidence. As
we rm<m seen in the transcripes m‘oa Peterand Cindy (pages 10-12), chil %m:
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do imitate and practise, and practice can explain how some aspects of the
language such as word meanings and some language routines are learned. We
saw in the example of reflexive pronouns, however, thar imitation and
practice alone cannot account for the complexiey of the knowledge char all
children eventually atrain. The acquisition of such complex language seems
to depend on children’s possession of some knowledge which permits them to
process the language they hear and to go well beyond this and even beyond
simple generalizarions. The discussion of the interactionist position (especially
the case of Jim) showed that children who are exposed to language in the
absence of one-to-one interaction do not develop language normally.

One way to reconcile the behaviourist, innartist, and interactionist theories is
to see that each may help to explain a different aspect of children’s language
development. Behaviourist and connectionist explanations may explain the

acquisition of vocabulary and grammatical morphemes, Innatistc explanations
- seem most plausible.in explaining the acquisition of complex grammar.*
Interactionist explanations may be useful for understanding how children

relate form and meaning in language, how they interact in conversations, and
how they learn to use language appropriarely. _

Hu.ﬂrmmﬁmm.w we will begin tolook at the acquisition of second me.cmmm__m J\g
children and older learners. We will see that many of the issues raised in this
chaprer will be relevant to our discussion of second language acquisition.
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THEORETICAL
APPROACHES TO
EXPLAINING SECOND
LANGUAGE LEARNING

In this chaprer we look at some of the theories that have been proposed to
account for second language acquisition (sLa). In many ways, theories which
" have been developed for sLa are closely related to those discussed for frsc

language acquisition in Chapter 1. Thar is, some theories give primary
importance to learners’ innate characeerisrics; some mBWTmmMNn the essential
role of the environment in shaping language learning; still others seek to
\integrate learner characteristics and environmental factors in an explanation
for how second language acquisition takes place.

It is clear that a child or adult learning a second language is different from a
child acquiring a first language in terms of both personal characteristics and
conditions for learning. Questions to consider include:

I Does the learner already know a language?

k2

Is the learner cognitively marture, thart is, is he or she able to engage in
problem solving, deduction, and complex memory tasks?

[ N]

How well developed is the learner’s metalinguistic awareness? That is, can
the learner trear language as an object—for example, define a word, say
what sounds make up that word, or state a rule such as ‘add an -s to form

the plural’?

4 How extensive is the learner’s general knowledge of the world? This kind
of knowledge makes ir easier to understand language because one can
sometimes make good guesses about what the interlocutor is probably
saying even when the language carrying the message is new.

5 Is the learner nervous abour makine miscakes and soundine silly’ when
fm tw ] Vﬁ
.. ?
speaking the language?

G Does the ﬁmmnsmmm environment allow the learner to be silent in the early

4

stages of learning, or is he or she expected to speak from the beginning?

7 Isthere plenty of time available for language learning to take place, plenty
of contact with proficient speakers of the language? :
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8 Does the learner receive corrective feedback when he or she makes errors in
grammar or pronunciation, or does the listener overlook these errors and
pay attention to the message?

9 Does the learner receive corrective feedback when he or she uses the
wrong word, or does thelistener usually try to guess the intended meaning?

10 Is the learner exposed to language which is modified, in terms of speed of
delivery, complexity of grammatical strucrure, and vocabulary, so that it
matches the learner’s ability to comprehend and interact?

Activity

Learner profiles

.%mZnNH rmwmmﬁo_::ﬂ.wmﬁmmcmm_vmasmimmzomwmmm @cnmmomm ﬁﬁr ammwnnﬁ
O mrm profiles of mocn _mbmcmmn _muﬁuﬂa :

— achild Hmm:dnm 1ts mnmﬁ _Euqcmqm (L)

— achild learning a second r% 1guage (L2) informally

— an adolescent Mmmmz_:m a mmnob&, _mum:mqm ina .\mﬁxa\ \&Mhﬁahm Nmé,mmu.m
setting o

~ anadultlearninga mmnODn_ _wsm:mam informally (in the workplace oramong

friends).

Fill in the chart, giving your opinion abour the presence or absence of the
characteristics or conditions referred to in the questions above. Use the
following notation:

+=a nrmnmrﬂmzmzn which is usually present

a characteristic which is usually absent

where the characteristic or condition is sometimes present, sometimes
absent, or where you are not sure.

do

It

The discussion below summarizes our views about the profiles of these four
language learners in terms of their characreristics and the conditions in which
their learning takes place.

Learner characteristics

All second language learners, regardless of age, have by definition already
acquired at least one language. This prior knowledge may be an advantage in
the sense that the learner has an idea of how languages work. On the other
hand, as we shall see, knowledge of other languages can also lead learners to
make incorrect guesses about how the second language works and this may
cause errors which a first language learner would not make.

Young language learners begin the task of language learning withour the
benefit of some of the skills and knowledge which adolescent and adule
learners have. The first language learner does not have the same cognirive
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LI L2
Learner Child Child | Adolescent|  Adult
characteristics (informal} | (formal} | (informal)
1 knowledge of another
language

cognitive maturity

metalinguistic awareness

knowledge of the world

il Wi

nervousness about speaking

Learning conditions

6 freedom to be silent

7 ampletime

- 8 corrective feedback:
grammar and pronunciation

9 corrective feedbacle
word choice

10 modified input

Photocopiable © Oxfard University Press

maturity, metalinguistic awareness, or world knowledge as older second
language learners. Although young second language learners have begun o
develop cognitive maturity and mertalinguistic awareness, they will still have
far to go in these areas, as well as in the area of world knowledge, before they
-reach the levels already attained by adults and adolescents.

Most child learners do not feel nervous about atrempring to use the language—
even when their proficiency s quite limited, bur adules and adolescents often
find it very stressful when they are unable to express themselves clearly and
correctly. Nevertheless, even very young (pre-school) children differ in their
nervousness when faced with speaking a language they do not know well.
Some children happily chacter away in their new language; others prefer to
listen and participare silently in social interaction with their peers. Fortunarely
for these children, the learning environmenc rarely purts pressure on them to
speak when they are not ready.

Learning conditions

Younger learners, in an informal second language learning environment, are
usually allowed to be silent undl they are ready to speak. Older learners are
often forced to speak—rto meet the requirements of a classroom or o carry
out everyday tasks such as shopping, medical visits, or job interviews. Young
children in informal settings are usually exposed to the second language for

)
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many hoursevery day. Older learners, especially students in language classrooms,

- are more likely to receive only limited exposure to the second language.

One condition which appears to be common to learners of all ages—though
perhaps not in equal quantities—is access to modified inpur. This adjusted
speech style, which is called child-directed speech for first languages, is
someumes called foreigner talk or teacher talk for second languages. Many
people who interact regularly with language learners seem to have an intuitive
sense of what adjustments are needed to help learners understand. Of course,
some people are better at this than athers. We have all witnessed those painful
conversations in which insensitive people seem to think that they can make
learners understand better if they simply talk louder! Some Canadian friends
recently told us of an experience they had in China. They were visiting some
historic temples and wanred to get more information about them than they

~.could glean from their guidebook. They asked their guide some questions

about the monuments. Unfortunately, their limited Chinese and his non-
ge information. The
guide kept speaking louderand louder, but our friends understood very little.

Finally, infrustration, the guide concluded chatirwould help if these hopeless

foreigners could seethe information—so he took a stick and began writing in

the sand—in Chinese characters!

Lirfortunately , the gatire plumbing syctem
s n.\ev‘..\m..;umu wader repais, IC _Erw..u Be Tuur.r.m
1o use the public n.u;.ﬂam?nmm [Ch oAe

Situated about five b "N 7

- .W%

Exeusc me,
where teilet,
please ?

FLGKHT ARRva( ¢
IN FOR MaTiomM

Aswe saw in Chapter 1, error correction in first language acquisition rends ro

be limired to corrections of meaning—including errors in vocabulary choice.

In informal second language acquisition, errors which do not interfere with
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meaning are usually overlooked. Most people would feel they were being
impolite if they interrupred and corrected someone wha was trying to have a
conversation with them! Nevertheless, they may react to an error if they
cannot understand what the speaker is trying to say. Thus, errors of grammar
and pronunciation are rarely remarked on, but the wrong word choice may
receive comment from a puzzled interlocuror. The only place where feedback
onerror s typically present with high frequency is the language classroom. As
we shall see, however, it is not present in all classrooms.

Summary

A general theory of s1a needs to account for language acquisition by learners
with a variety of characteristics, learning in a variety of contexts. The em phasis
in this chapter is on the theories which have been proposed o explain the
' learning mechanisms which are common to all second language learners. In .

 Chapter 3, we will look at proposals for how differences among learners may |

" lead to differences in their learning success.

Behaviourism
In this section, we will discuss the impact of behaviourism on our understanding

of second language learning. Later in chis chaprer, we will discuss some more
recent theories based on cognitive psychology.

Aswe saw in Chaprer 1, behaviourists account for learning in terms of imitation,
practice, reinforcement (or feedback on success), and habit formation.
According to the behaviourists, all learning, whether verbal or non-verbal,
takes place through the same underlying processes. Learners receive linguistic
input from speakers in their environmentand they form ‘associations’ berween
words and objects or events. These associations become stronger as
experiences are repeated. Learners receive encouragement for their correce
imitations, and corrective feedback on their errors. Because language develop-
ment is viewed as the formation of habits, itis assumed that a person learning
a second language starts off with the habits formed in the first language and
that these habits interfere with the new ones needed for the second language

(Lado 1964).

Behaviourism was often linked to the Contrastive Analysis Flypothesis (can)
which was developed by structural linguists in Europe and North America.
The can predices thac where there are similarities between the first language
and the targer language, the learner will acquire rarget-language structures
with ease; where there are differences, the learner will have difhculty.

Thereisliccle doubt thata learner’s first language influences the acquisition of
a second language. However, researchers have found that not all errors
predicred by the can are acrually made. Furthermore, many of the errors.
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which learners do make are not predictable on the basis of the can. For
example, adult beginners use simple structures in the rarger language just as
children do: ‘No understand,” or ‘Yesterday I meet my teacher.” Such sentences
look more like a child’s first language sentences than like translations from
another language. Indeed, many om ﬁrm sentences Eoﬁ_zmnm by second language
learners in ﬁrm mpz% stages of development would be quite csoSEBmEn& in
their first language. 435:“ is more, some characteristics of these ﬂBRm structures
are very m:ﬁ:ﬁ across learners from a variety of backerounds, even if the
structures of their respective first languages are different from each other and
different from the targer language.

In Chapter 4, we will see that learners are reluctant to transfer certain features
of their first language to the second language, even when the rtranslation
equivalentwould be correct. All this suggests thar the influence of the learner’s
first language may not simply be a marter of the transfer of habits, buta more

‘subtle and complex process of identifying points of similarity, weighing the |

nﬁmmunm in support of some particular feature, and even Rmmnﬁ:m Qrozqr
not necessarily consciously) about whether a cerrain feature seems to ‘belong’
in the structure of the rarget F:.mcmqm

moH second Hmbacmmm acquisition,as for first _mbmcmqm mEEEﬁon the behavi-

ourist account has proven to be at best an incomplete explanation for language
learning. Psychologists have proposed new, more complex theories of learning.
Some of these are discussed later in this chaprer.

Innatism

Universal Grammar

Aswe saw in Chaprer 1, Chomsly’s theory of language acquisition is based on
the hypothesis that innate knowledge of the principles of Universal Grammar
(uG)permirtsall children to acquire the language of their environment, during
a critical period in their development. Chomsky has not made specific claims
about the implications of his theory for second language learning. Nevertheless,
some linguists working within this theory have argued thar Universal
Grammar offers the best perspective from which to understand second language
acquisition (s1a). Others argue chat, although it is a good framework for
understanding first language acquisition, UG is no longer available to guide
the acquisition of a second language in learners who have passed the crirical
period for language acquisition. In their view, this means thar second
language acquisition has to be explained by some other theory, perhaps one
of the more recent psychological theories deseribed below.

Even those who believe that UG has an important explanatory role in sta do
nort all agree ori how UG works in second language development. Some argue
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that, even if second language learners begin learning the second language after
the end of the critical Hum:o& and even %mr:d\ fail to mn_:gm noBEmmn maseery
of the targer language, there is still a logical problem of (second) language
acquisition: _nm:ﬁmm eventually know more about the language than they
could reasonably have learned if they had to depend entirely on mrm input they
are exposed to. They infer from this that ug must be available to second
language learners as well as to first language learners. Some of the theorists
who hold this view claim that the nature and availability of UG in st is no
different from thar which is hypothesized to guide first language learners.
Others argue that uG may be present and m<m;m£m €0 mnnODa language
learners, but that its exact nature has _ummz altered by the acquisition of other
_mDmCmamm.

_ _Wmmnmanrmmm working within %n UG framework also differ in their hypotheses-
- abotit how formal instruction or error correction will affect the learner’s -

“knowledge of the second language. Some E..me that, like young children,

adult second language learners neither need nor benefit from error correction

and metalinguisticinformarion. They conclude that these things change only

the mcwmmmnm; appearance of language performance and do not really affect :

the underlying systemaric knowledge of the new language (Schwartz 1993
and see the discussion of Krashen’s theory, on pages 38—40). Other ug
linguists, especially those who think that uG has been affected by the prior
acquisition of the first language, suggest that second language learners may
need to be given some explicit information about whar is #or grammarical in
the second language. Otherwise, they may assume thatsome structures of the
first language have equivalents in the second language when, in fact, they do
not. (See further discussion and an example in Chapter 4.)

Researchers who study sia from the uc perspective are usually interested in
the language competence :r:oeim&qnv of advanced learners rather than in the
simple _mbmzmmm. of early stage learners. They argue thar, while a variety of
different theories might be sufficient to explain some early language performance
(use), a theory such as UG is necessary to explain learners’ knowledge of complex
syntax. They are interested in whether the competence which underlies the
language performance of second language learners resembles the competence
which underlics the language performance of native speakers. Thus their
investigations often involve comparing the judgements of grammaticality
made by the two groups, rather than observations of acrual speaking. In doing
this, they hope to gain insight into what learners actually know about the
language, using a task which avoids ar least some of the many things which
affect the way we ordinarily uselanguage.
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Krashen's monitor model’

An innatist theory of second language acquisition which has had a very great
influence on second language teaching practice is the one proposed by
Stephen Krashen (1982). Five ‘hypotheses’ constitute what Krashen originally
called the ‘monitor model’. He claims thar research findings from a number
of different domains are consistent with these hypotheses: (1) theacquisition—
learning hypothesis; (2) the monitor hypothess; (3) the natural order hypothesis;
(4} the input hypothesis; and (5) the affective filter hypothesis.

1 Theacquisition—learning hypothesis
According to Krashen, there are two ways for adult second language learners
10 &mS&o@ knowledge of a second language: ‘acquisition’ and ‘learning’. In his
 view, we acquire as we are exposed to samples of the second Fsagqn which
* . we understand. This happens in much the same way. that &.:Eamm pick up-
their firstlan odmm?ié_% no conscious attention to _mchmmm form. We learn,
~-on the other hand, via a conscious process of study and attention to form and
rule learning.

- For Krashen, acquisition is by far the more important process. He asserts that
only acquired language is readily available for natural, luent communication.
Further, he asserts that learning cannot turn into acquisition. He cites as
evidence for this that many speakers are quite fluent without ever having
learned rules, while other speakers may ‘know’ rules but fail to apply them
when they are focusing their attention on what they want to say more than on
how they are saying it.

2 The monitor hypothesis

Krashen argues that the acquired system acts to initiate the speaker’s urterances
and is responsible for fluency and intuitive judgements about correctness.
The learned system, on the other hand, acts only as an editor or ‘monitor’,
making minor changes and polishing what theacquired system has produced.
Moreover, Krashen has specified thatlearners use the monitor only when they
are focused more on being ‘correct’ than on what they have to say, when they
have sufficient time to search their memory for the relevant rules, and when
they actually know those rules! Thus, writing may be more conducive than
speaking to monitor use, becaunse it usually allows more time for atrention to
form. He mainrains that since knowing the rules only helps the speaker
supplementwhart has been acquired, the focus of language teaching should be
on creating conditions for ‘acquisition’ rather than ‘learning’.

Itisvery difficult to show evidence of ‘monitor’ use. In any given ucterance, it
is impossible ro determine whar has been produced by the acquired system
and what is the result of monivor use. Krashen’s claim that language which is
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produced quickly and apparenty spontaneously must have been acquired
rather than learned leaves us with a somewhar circular definicion.

3 The natural order hypothesis

Krashen based chis hypothesis on the observation thar, like firse language
learners, second language learners seem to acquire the features of the rarger
language in predictable sequences. Contrary to intuition, the rules which are
easiest to state (and thus to ‘learn’) are not necessarily the first to be acquired.
For example, the rule for adding an -s to third person singular verbs in the
present tense is easy to state, butr even some advanced second language
speakers fail to apply it in rapid conversation. Further, Krashen observes that
the natural order is independent of the order in which rules have been learned
in language classes. Most of Krashen’s original evidence for this hypothesis
came mnoB the. Boﬂurﬁdm studies’, in ﬁvﬁr learners’ speech was examined -
for the accuricy of certain grammatical morphemes. While there have been
many criticisms of the morpheme studies, subsequent research has confirmed
that learners pass through sequences or stages in development. In Chaprer 4,
we will look atr some of these sequences in second language acquisition.

4 The input hypothesis

Krashen asserts that one acquires language in only one way—by exposure to
comprehensible input. If the input contains forms and structures just beyond
“the learner’s current level of competence in the language (what Krashen calls

i+ 17}, then both comprehension and acquisition will occur.

Krashen cites many varied lines of evidence for this hypothesis, most of which
appeal to intuition, but which have not been substantiated by empirical
studies. In recent years, he has emphasized the value of undirecred pleasure
reading as a source of comprehensible input. While he acknowledges that
some people who are exposed to extensive comprehensible inpur do not
achieve high levels of proficiency in the second language, he retains his
conviction that input is the source of acquisition. He points to the affective
filter hypothesis to explain lack of success érm: comprehensible inpur is
available.

5 The affective filter hypothesis

The ‘affective filter’ is an imaginary barrier which prevents learners from
iy . : . , .
acquiring language from the available input. ‘Affect’ refers to such things as
morives, needs, atritudes, and emotional states. A learner who is tense, angry,
anxious, or bored may ‘filter out’ inpur, making it unavailable for acquisition.
Thus, depending on the learner’s state of mind or disposition, the filcer limits
what is noticed and what is acquired. The filter will be ‘up’ (blocking inpur)
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when the learner is stressed, self-conscious, or unmotivated. Ir will be ‘down’
when the learner is relaxed and mouvared.

Whar makes this hypothesis attractive to practitioners is that it appears to
have immediate implications for classroom practice. Teachers can understand
why some learners, given the same opportunity to learn, may be successtul
while others are not. It also appeals incuitively to those who have tried
unsuccessfully to learn a language in conditions where they felt stressed or
uncomfortable. One problem with the hypothesis, however, is that it is
difficult to be sure thac affective factors cause the differences in language
acquisition. It seems likely thar success in acquisition may in itself contribute
to more positive motivation or, in Krashen’s terms, to a ‘lowered affective
filter’. In Chapter 3, we will discuss further the relationship between ﬁmma&mi
motivation and success in mmno:n_ language FmBEq _

\ mrﬁk her affective. mrﬁnnw

Krashen’s writing has been very influential in supporting commzunicative
language teaching (crr), particularly in North America. On the other hand,
the theory has also been seriously criticized for failing to propose hypotheses
which can be tested by empirical research. Most teachers and researchers see
much which is intuitively appealing in his views. There is litrle doubr char
communicartive language teaching, with its primary focus on using language
for meaningful interaction and for accomplishing tasks, rather than on
learning rules, has won support from many teachers and learners. Nevertheless,
it will be seen in Chapter 6 that some classroom-centred research shows that
atzention to language form may be more important than Krashen acknowledges.
We will also sce that i instruction which focuses on language an:d can be

~incorporated /S%E noaazmhnmmém language teaching.
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Recent psychological theories

I @@ FILALION PYOCEsSIig

Cognittve psychologists working in an information processing model of human
learning and performance tend to see second language acquisition as the
building up ofknowledge systems that can eventually be called on automarically
for speakingand understanding. At first, learners have to pay actendon to any
aspect of the language which they are trying to understand or produce. It is
assumed that there is a limit to the amount of information a human can pay
attention to at one time. Thus, for example, a learner at the earliest stages of
second language learning will probably pay attention to the main words ina
message and not be able to also notice the grammatical Bo_.wrmamm which are
mﬂﬂmnrm& to some of those éoﬁam Qmwmcm:%. through experience and practice,
learners become able to use certain’ parts of their _ﬂ:os;nn_qm so quickly and
automarically that they are not even aware that they are moEa ic. This frees
them to focus on other aspects of the language which, in turn, gradually
become automatic (McLaughlin 1987). The performance which will m<m:w:m=%
become automatic may originate from intentional learning, for example in
formal study, but this is not always the case. Anything which uses up our
mental ‘processing space’, even if we are not aware of it or attending to it ‘on
purpose’, isa possible source for information or skills which can eventually be
available automatically, if there has been enough practice. Note that, in this
context, ‘practice’ is not seen as something mechanical, but as something
which involves effort on the part of the learner.

- One theorist who has emphasized the role of ‘noticing’ in second language
_ mn@EmEos is Richard Schmidr. He argues that everything we come to know
about the language was first ‘noticed’ consciously. This contrases sharply with
Krashen’s views, Omno:;m Schmidt, like the cognitive psychologists, does not
assume chat there is a difference berween acquisition and learning (Schmidrt

1990).

In addicion to the development of automaticity through practice, some psycho-
logists suggest that there are changes in skill and knowledge which are due to
‘restructuring . This notion is needed to account for the observation that
sometimes things which we know and use automatcally may not be
explainable in terms of a gradual build-up of automaticity through pracrice.
They seem rather to be based on the interaction of knowledge we already have,
or on the acquisition of new knowledge which—without extensive pracrice—
somehow fits into an existing system and causes it to be transformed or
‘restructured’. This may lead to whar appear to be sudden bursts of progress
for the learner, burt it can also sometimes lead to apparent backsliding when a
systemartic aspect of learner language incorporates too much or incorporares
" the wrong things. For example, when a learner finally masters the use of the
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regular -ed ending to show past tense, irregular verbs, which had previously
been ‘practised’ correctly, may be affected. Thus, afrer months of saying I saw

a fitmy’, the learner may say ‘Tseed’ or even ‘1 sawed’, overapplying the general
rule.

Connectionisin

As seen in the discussion of first language acquisition, connectionists, unlike
innatists, see no need to hypothesize the existence of a neurological module
which is designed for language acquisition alone. Like most cognitive
psychologists, connectionists artribure greater importance to the role of the
environment than to any innate knowledge in the Jearner, arguing thatr whar

is innate is simply the ability to learn, not any specifically linguistic structure.

Connectionists argue thar learners gradually build up their knowledge of

..o language through exposure to thousands of instances of the lingtiistic fearures -

they eventually learn. Thus, while innatists see the language inpur in the
environment mainly asa ‘trigger’ to activate innate knowledge, connectionists
see the input as the principal source of linguistic knowledge. After hearing
language features in specific sitvational or linguistic contexts, over and over
again, learners develop stronger and stronger mental or neurological ‘con-
nections’ berween these elements. Eventually, the presence of one situational
or linguistic element will acrivate the other(s) in the learner's mind. These
connections may be very strong because the elements have occurred together
very frequently or they may be relatively weaker because there have been fewer
opportunities to experience them together. For example, learners might get
the subject—verb agreement correct, not because they know a rule bur because
they have heard examples such as ‘I say’ and ‘he says’ so often that each subject
pronoun activates the correct verb form.

As noted in Chapter 1, connectionist research has shown thar a learning
mechanism, simulared by a computer program, can not only ‘learn’ whar it
hears but can also generalize, even to the point of making overgeneralizarion
errors. These studies have so far dealt almost exclusively with che acquisition
of vocabulary and grammatical morphemes, that is, aspects of the language
which even innatists will grant may be acquired largely through memorization
and simple generalization. How this model of cumulative learning can lead to

knowledge of complex synracric strucrures is a question which is currendy
under investigation.

The interactionist position

Some interactionist theorists, while influenced by psychological learning
theories, have developed their ideas mainly within sia research itself, Evelyn
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Hatch (1992), Teresa Pica (1994) and Michael Long (1983), among others,
have argued thar much second language acquisition takes place through
conversational interaction. This is similar to the first language theory thar
gives great importance to child-directed speech. Michael Long’s views are
based on his observation of interactions berween learners and native speakers.
He agrees with Krashen that comprehensible input is necessary for language
acquisition. However, he is more concerned with the question of Aow input is
made comprehensible. He sees modified inceraction as the necessary mechanism
for this to take place (Long 1983). In his view, whar learners need is not
necessarily simplification of the linguistic forms but rather an opportunity to
interact with ocher speakers, in ways which lead them to adapt what they are
‘saying uncil the learner shows signs of understanding. According to Long,
there are no cases of beginning-level learners acquiring a second language
- from native-spealcer talk which has not been modified in some way. In fact, he
says, research shows that native speakers consistently modify their speech in
sustained conversation with non-native speakers.

Long infers that modified interaction must be necessary for language acquisi-
tion. This relarionship has been summarized as follows:

1 Interactional modification makes input comprehensible;
2 Comprehensible input promotes acquisition.

- Therefore,

'3 Interactional modification promotes acquisition,

-Modified interaction does notalways involve linguistic simplification. Ir may
also include elaboration, slower speech rare, gesture, or the provision ofadditional
contextual cues. Some examples of these conversational modifications are:

1 Comprehension checks—efforts by the native speaker to ensure thar the
learner has understood (for example, ‘The bus leaves ar 6:30. Do you
understand?’). .

2 Clarification requests—efforts by the learner to ger the narive speaker o
clarify something which has not been understood (for example, ‘Could
you repeat please?’). These requests from the learner lead to further
modifications by the native speaker.

3 Self-repetition or paraphrase—the native speaker repeats his or her sentence
either partially or in its entirery (for example, ‘She gotloston herway home
from school. She was walking home from school. She got lost.’).

Research has demonstrated that conversational adjustments can aid comprehen-
sion. Thereis evidence that modification which rakes place during interaction
leads ro berrer understanding than linguistic simplification or modification
which is planned in advance. While some recenrt research has shown that
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specific kinds of interaction behaviours aid learning in terms of immediate
production, more research is needed on how access to modified interaction
affects second language acquisition in the long term.

Another perspective on the role of interaction in second language acquisition
is Vygotsky's sociocultural theory of human mental processing. As we saw in
Chaprer 1, Vygotsky’s theory assumes thac all cognitive development, including
language development, arises as a resulc of social interactions berween
individuals. Extending Vygoskyan theory to second language acquisition,
Jim Lantolf and others claim that second language learners advance to higher
levels of linguistic knowledge when they collaborate and interact with
speakers of the second language who are more knowledgeable than they are,
forexample, a teacher ora more advanced learner. Critical to Vygortsky's theory

* is the notion of the zone of proximal development, the level of performance

~ which a learner is capable of when there is support from i interaction with 2.
more - advanced EHmaonEoH This may be observed in a variety, of ‘speech

“strategies used by more advanced speakers to create supportive conditions for

the second language learner to comprehend and produce language (for
example, repetition, simplification, modelling). One example of this is the

-conversation below, reported by Richard Donarto, who investigated-how

adult learners of French were able to co-construct language learning
experiences in a classroom setting.

Speaker 1 ...and thenUllsay. ..t assouvenu notre anniversaire de
mariage . . . or should I say mon anniversaire?

Speaker2 Tuas.

Speaker3 Tiras.

Speaker 1 Tit as souvenu. . . “You remembered?’

Speaker 3 Yea, but isn't thac reflexive? 7i tias.

Speaker 1 Ah, tu tas sonvenu.,

Speaker 2 Oh, it’s fu es

Speaker 1 T7ues

Speaker3 Tires, tues, ru. .

Speaker 1 7'es, tu tes

Speaker 3 7 res

Speaker 1 Tu res souvenu

(Donarto 1994: 44)

According to Vygosskyan theorises, the difference berween this perspecrive
and tharof other researchers who also view interaction as imporrant in second
language acquisition is chat sociocultural theorists assume that language
acquisition actually takes place in the interactions of learner and interlocutor,
whereas other interacrionist models assume that inpur modification provides
learners with the linguistic raw material which they will process internally m:a
ESEZ% :
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Summary

In the end, whartall theories of language acquisition are meant to account for
istheworking of the human mind. All of the theories discussed in this chapeer
and in Chaprer 1 use meraphors to represent this invisible reality. Both linguists
and psychologists draw some of their evidence from neurological research.
However, in light of the present state of technology as well as research ethics,
most of the research must be based on other kinds of evidence.

Many claims from behaviourist theory were based on experiments with animals
learning a variety of responses to laboratory stimuli. Their applicability to the
natural learning of languages by humans was strongly challenged by
psychologists and linguists alike, primarily because of the Mmm&m@cnﬁ\. of
behaviourist models to account mﬁ: mrm non_nﬁQ 5,,5?0& in mm;qgmm

Hmmoﬁbmﬁon processing mbm connectionist Hmmmmmnw often E<o_<mm nogmcﬂma
simulations or very controlled laboratory experiments where people learn a
specificset of carefully chosen linguistic features, often in an invented language.
‘Many linguists argue that this &Omm not entitle connectionists to mmumnmer to
the complexities om a normal human language learning.

In contrast, the innatists draw much of their evidence from studies of the
complexities of the proficient speaker’s language knowledge and performance
and from analysis of their own intuitions about language. Critics of this view
argue thar it is not enough to know what the final state of knowledge is and
that more attention should be paid to the developmental steps leading up to
this level of mastery.

Interactionists emphasize the role of the modification of interaction in
conversations. This helps us understand some of the ways in which learners
can gain access to new knowledge abour the language when they have support
from an interlocutor. However, critics of the interacrionist positionargue that
there is much which learners need to know which is notavailable in the inpus,
and so they pur greater Q.:murmm_m on innate principles of language which
learners can &Bﬁ. on.

Researchers and educarors who are hoping for language acquisition theories
which give them insight into language teaching practice are often fruscrated
by the lack of agreementamong the ‘experts’. But the complexities of sia, like
those of first language acquisition, representa puzzle for linguistic, psychological,
and neurological scientists which will not soon be solved. Research which has
theory development as its goal has very important long-term significance for
language teaching and learning, but agreement on a ‘complete’ theory of
language acquisition is probably, atbest, along way off. Even if such agreement
‘were reached, there would still be questions about how the theory should be
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interpreted for language teaching. Many reachers warch theory development
with interest, but must continue to teach and plan lessons and assess students’
performance in the absence of a comprehensive theory of second Janguage
learning.

There is a growing body of ‘applied’ research being carried out within these
different theorertical frameworks, as well as others. This often starts from
observarions of second language acquisidon, in both ‘natural’ or ‘instructional’
settings. The research draws on a wide range of theoretical orientations,
sometimes explicitly stated, sometimes merely implied. It may provide a more
immediarely accessible basis for teachers’ reflections about reaching. In the
following chaprers, we will look at research which has sought to explain the

processes and outcomes of second language acquisition in a variery of settings.
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FACTORS AFFECTING
SECOND LANGUAGE
LEARNING

» In Chaprter 1, 1t was muo:;m& out that all normal children, given a normal

_cmu_umbm:pmu are successful in the mn@EmEoD of En; first Hmmm:mmm This

contrasts with our experience of second. FEmCmqm _mmabm_,m éromm success
varies m_.mm?\

Many of us believe that FE‘DE}M have certain characreristics eiﬁmr me o)
more or less successful language learning. Such beliefs are usually based on .
anecdotal evidence, often our own experience or that of individual people we
have known. For example, many teachers are convinced that extroverted
learners who interact withour inhibition in their second language and find
many opportunities to practise language skills will be the most successful
learners. In addition to personality characteristics, other factors generally
considered to be relevant to language learning are intelligence, aptitude,
motivation, and attitudes. Another important factor, as suggested in our
discussion of the Critical Period Hypothesis for first language acquisition, is
the age at which learning begins.

in this chaprer, we will see whether anecdoral evidence is supported by -
research findings. To what extent can we predict differences in the success of
second language acquisition in two individuals if we have information about
their personalities, their general and specificintellectual abilities, their motiva-
tion, or their age?

Activity
Characteristics of the ‘good language learner’

It seems that some people have a much easier time of learning than others.
Rate of development varies widely among frst language learners. Some
children can string together five-, six-, and seven-word sentences at an age
when other children are just beginning to label items in their immediarte
environment. Nevertheless, all normal children evenrually master their first
language. _ . _ _
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In second language learning, it has been observed countless times thar, in the
same classroom setting, some students progress rapidly through che initial
stages of learning a new language while others siruggle along making very
slow progress. Some learners never achieve native-fike command of a second
language. Are there personal characteristics that make one learner more
successful than another, and if so, what are they?

The following is a list of some of the characteristics commonly thought to
conuribure to successful language learning. In your experience — as a second
language learner and as a teacher — which characreristics seem to you most
likely to be associated with success in second language acquisition in the
classroom? Which ones would you be less inclined ro expecr in a successful
learner?

In each case rate the characteristic as follows:

1 =Very important -
2 = Quite important
3 = Imporrant
4 = Not very important
5 = Notatall important. . .

A good language learner:

a isawilling and accurate guesser 23 4 5

=2

tries to get a message across even if specific
tanguage knowledge is lacking _

is willing to make mistakes !

a n

constantly looks for patterns in the language (
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& practises as often as possible .

f analyses his or her own speech and the speech
of others : _

[
L
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g attends to whether his or her performance
meets the standards he or she has learned I

b enjoys grammar exercises !
i begins learning in childhood i
j hasanabove-average 1Q ]

ke has good academic skills _

T
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I hasa good self-image and lots of confidence _
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Factors affecting second language learning

All of the characteristics listed above can be classified into five main categories:
motivation, aptitude, personality, intelligence, and learner preferences.
However, many of the characteristics cannot be assigned exclusively to one
category. For example, the characeeristic ‘is willing to make mistakes’ can be
considered a personaliry and/or a motivational facror if the learner is willing
ro make mistakes in order to get the message across.

Research on learner characteristics

Perhaps the best way to begin our discussion is to describe how research on
the influence of learner characteristics on second language learning has been

carried out. When researchers are interested in finding out whether an..
individual factor such as motivation affects mmnob& _m:m:mmm FE,DEm they -
" usuallyselectagroup of learners and give them a questionnaire to measure the

type and degree of their motivation. The learners are then given a test to
measure their second language proficiency. The test mD& the questionnaire are
both scored and the Rmmmmnrma performs a correlation on the two measures, to
see whether learners with high scores on the mmomnﬁng test are also more
likely to have high scores on the motivation questionnaire. If this is the case,
the researcher concludes that high levels of motivacion are correlated with
success in language learning. A similar procedure can be used to assess the
relationship berween intelligence and second language acquisition through
the use of 1Q tests.

Although this procedure seems scraightforward, there are several difficulties
with it. The first problem is that it is not possible to directly observe and
measure qualities such as motivation, extroversion, or even intelligence.
These are jusr labels for an entire range of behaviours and characrerisrics.
Furthermore, because characreristics such as these are not independent, it will
come as no surprise that different researchers have often used the same labels
to describe different sets of behavioural trairs. i

For example, in motivation questionnaires, learners are often asked whether
they willingly seek our opportunities to use their second language with native
speakers and if so, how often they do this. The assumprion behind such a
question is that learners who report that they often seek our opportunities to
interact with speakers of the second language are highly mortivared to learn.
Although this assumption seems reasonable, it is problemaric because if a
learner responds by saying ‘yes' to this question, we may assume thar the
learner has more opportunities for language wnmn&nm in informal conrexts.
Because it is usually impossible to separare these tweo factors (i.e. willingness
to interace and opporrunites to interact), some researchers have been
criticized for concluding that it is the motivation rather than the opportunity
which malkes the greater contribution to success.
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Another factor which makes it difficult to reach conclusions abour relationshi ps
berween individual learner characteristics and second language learning is how
language proficiency is defined and measured. To illustrate chis point let us
refer once again to ‘motivation’. In the second language learning literarure,
some studies report that learners with a higher level of motivation are more
successful language learners than those with lower motivarion, while other
studies report that highly motivated learners do not perform any better on a
proficiency test than learners with much less motivation to learn the second
language. One explanation which has been offered for these conflicting
findings is thar the language proficiency tests used in different studies do not
measure the same kind of knowledge. Thar is, in informal language learning
settings, highly motivated learners may be more successfil when the proficiency
tests measure oral communication skills. In other studies, however, highly
motivated learners may not be more successful because the tests are primarily
measures of meralinguistic' knowledge. Results such as these imply that

“motivation to-learn a second larigiiage may be more relared: to particular

aspects of language proficiency than ro others.

Finally, there is the problem of interpreting the correlation of two factors as
being due to a causal relationship berween them. Thar is, the fact thar two
things tend to occur together does not necessarily mean that one caused the
other. While it may be that that one facror influences the other, it may also be
the case that both are influenced by something else entirely. Research on
motivation is perhaps the best context in which to illustrate this. Learners
who are successful may indeed be highly motivated. Bur can we conclude that
they became successful because of their mortivation? It is also plausible char
early success heightened their motivation or that both success and motivation
are due to their special apritude for language learning or the favourable
context in which they are learning,

Intelligence

The term ‘intelligence” has traditionally been used to refer to performance on
certain kinds of tests. These tests are often associared with success in school,
and a link between intelligence and second language learning has somerimes
been reported. Over the years, many studies using a variety of intelligence
(1@} tests and different methods of assessing language learning have found
thar1Q scores were a good means of predicring how successful a learner would
be. Some recent studies have shown that these measures of intelligence may
be more strongly related o cerrain kinds of second language abilities than to
athers. For example, ina study with French immersion students in Canada, ic
was found thar, while intelligence was related to the development of French
second language reading, grammar, and vacabulary, it was unrelated to oral
productive skills (Genesee 1976). Similar findings have been reported in
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other studies. Whar this suggests is that, while intelligence, especially as
measured by verbal 1 tests, may be a strong factor when it comes to learning
which involves language analysis and rule learning, intelligence may play a
less important role in classrooms where the instruction focuses more on
communication and interaction.

It is important o keep in mind chat ‘intelligence’ is complex and that
individuals have many kinds of abilities and strengths, not all of which are
measured by tradirional 1Q tesis. In our experience, many students whose
academic performance has been weak have experienced considerable success
in second language learning. :

Aptitude.

. " There is evidence in'the reséarch licerature thar _mo_Eﬂ w_b&a\&c&m__m@m.mm .
“0 v exceptional ‘aptitudé’ for Janguage learning. Lorraine Obler'(1989) reports

that a man, whom she calls CJ, has such a specialized ability. CJ is a native
speaker of English who grew up in an English home. His first true experience
with a second language came at the age of 15 when he began learning French
in'school. CJ also studied German, Spanish, and Latin while in high school.
At age 20, he made a brief visit to Germany. CJ reported that just hearing
-German spoken for a short time was enough for him to ‘recover’ the German
he had learned in school. Later, CJ worked in Morocco where he reported
learning Moroccan Arabic through both formal instruction and informal
immersion. He also spent some rime in Spain and Italy, where he apparently

‘picked up’ both Spanish and Iralian in a ‘matter of weeks’. A remarkable
‘talent indeed!

Learning quickly is the distinguishing feature of aptitude. The ‘aptitude’
factor has been investigated most intensively by researchers interested in
developing tests which can be used to predict whether individuals will be
efficientlearners of a foreign language in a classroom setting, The mostwidely
used aptitude rests are the Modern Language Aptitude Test (mLaT) and the
Pimsleur Language Aptitude Battery (pr.ag). Both tests are based on the view
that aptitude is composed of different types of abilities:.

(1) the ability to identify and memorize new sounds; (2} che ability to
understand the function of particular words in sentences; (3) the ability to
figure out grammatical rules from language samples; and (4) memory for new
words. While earlier research revealed a substancial relationship berween
performance on the MLaT or pLAB and performance in foreign language
learning, these studies were conducted ar a time when second language
teaching was based on grammar translation or audiolingual methods (see
Chapter 5). With the adoption of a more communicartive approach to
reaching, many reachers and researchers came to see aptitude as irrelevant o
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the process of language acquisition. Unforrunately, this means that relatively
litele research has actually explored whether having a skill such as the “abiliry
to identify and memorize new sounds’ is advantageous when classroom
instruction is meaning-oriented rather than focused on drills or
metalinguistic explanations.

Successful language learners may not be strong in all of the components of
aptitude. Some individuals may have strong memories but only average
abilities in the other components of aptitude. Ideally, one could determine
learners’ profiles of strengths and weaknesses and use this information to
place students in appropriate teaching programs. An example of how this can
be done is described by Marjorie Wesche (1981). In a Canadian language
program for adultJearners of French, students were placed in an instructional
program which was nonm&Em with their aptitude profile and information

- about their learning mwwm:m:nmm Students who were high on analytic abilicy,

but average on memory, were. mmm_qzm& to Hmmn?:m that focused on
B.mEEmcn,L STructures, ér:m _mmgm& strong in memory but average on
msm@dn skills were placed in a'class where the ﬁnmn?:m was onmENnm mwocsm ‘
the funcrional use of the second language in specific situations. Wesche
reported 2 high level of student and teacher satisfaction when students were
matched with compartible teaching environments. In addition, some
evidence indicated that matched students were able to arrain significanty
higher levels of achievement than those who were unmarched.

While few second language teaching contexts are able to offer such choices to
their students, teachers may find that knowing the M%&Emn_ profile of their
students will help them in selecting appropriate classroom activities for
particular groups of students. Or, if they do not have such informarion, they
may wish to ensure that their teaching acrivities are sufficiently varied ro
accommodate learners with different aptitude profiles.

Personality

A number of personality characteristics have been proposed as likely to affect
second language learning, butit has not been easy to demonstrate their effects
in empirical studies. As with other research investigating the effects of
individual characteristics on second language learning, different studies
measuring a similar personaliry trait produce different results. For example,
itis often argued thatan extroverred person is well suited to language learning,.
However, research does not always support this conclusion. Although some
studies have found thar success in language learning is correlated with
learners’ scores on characteristics often associated with excroversion such as
assertiveness and adventurousness, others have found that many successful
language learners do not get high scores on measures of extroversion.
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Anotheraspect of personality which has been studied is inhibition. Ithasbeen

sugeested that inhibigon discourages risk-taking which is necessary for
progress in language learning. This is often considered to be a particular
problem for adolescents, who are more self-conscious than younger learners.
In a series of studies, Alexander Guiora and his colleagues found support for

the claim thac inhibition is a negative force, at least for second language

pronunciation performance. One study involved an analysis of the effects of
small doses ofalcohol on pronunciation (Guiora ezal. 1972). They found that
subjects who received small doses of alcohol did berter on pronunciation tests
than those who did nort drink any alcohol. While results such as these are
interesting, as well as amusing, they are not moBEmﬁm_% convincing, since the

experiments are far removed from the reality of the Qmmmnooa situation.
' Furthermore, they Bm% have more to do with performance than with learning.

0 7. We may also note, in @mmmhbmu thar when larger doses om &no?oy were
" administered, pronunciation rapidly &mﬁmﬂon:m% e :

| wonder (f &:mm.c,m ever
been told that third person

present sungular ?%Sm
bmv

Several ather personality characreristics such as self-esteem, empathy, dominance,

talkativeness, and responsiveness have also been studied. However, in general,

the available research does not show a clearly defined relationship _ummémmb
personality and second languageacquisition. And, as indicated earlier, the major
difficulty in investigating wmao:&_Q characteristics is that of identification and
measurement. >:omrmn explanation which has been offered for the mixed
findings of wmmo:mrm% studies is that personality variables may be a major
facror o:@ in the acquisition of conversational skills, notin the acquisition of
liceracy skills. The confused picture of the research on personality factors may

be due in part to the fact that comparisons are made berween studies thar
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measure communicativeability and studies that measure grammatical accuracy
or metalinguistic knowledge. Personality variables seem to be consisten tly related
to the former, but not o the latter.

Despite the contradicrory results and the problems involved in carrying out
research in the area of personality characrerisrtics, many researchers believe
that personality will be shown to have an imporrant influence on success in
language learning. This relationship is a complex one, however, in that it is
probably not personality alone, bur the way in which it combines with other
factors, that contributes to second language learning,

Motivation and attitudes

_There has been a great deal of research on the role of atritudes and motivation

anguage learning. The overall findings show that positive atticudes -

" and motivation are related to success in second language learning (Gardner
-1985). Unfortunately, the research cannort indicite precisely sow motivation

is related to learning. As indicated above, we do not know whether it is the
motivation that produces successful learning or successful learning that
enhances motivation or whether both are affécted by other factors. As noted:
by Peter Skehan (1989), the question is, are learners more highly motivated
because they are successful, or are they successful because they are highly
motivaced?

Motivation in second language learning is a complex phenomenon which can
be defined in terms of two factors: learners’ communicarive needs and their
artitudes rowards the second language community. If learners need ro speak
the second language in awide range of social situations or to fulfil professional
ambitions, they will perceive the communicative value of the second language
and will therefore be motivated to acquire proficiency in it. Likewise, if
learners have favourable attitudes rowards the speakers of the language, they
will desire more conract with them. Robert Gardner and Wallace Lambert
(1972) coined the rerms integrdative motivation to refer to language learning
for personal growth and cultural enrichment, and instrumental motivation for
language learning for more immediare or practical goals. Research has shown
that these types of motivation are related to success in second language
learning.

On the other hand, we should keep in mind thar an individual’s identity is
closely linked with the way he or she speaks. It follows that when speaking a
new language one isadopting some of the identity markers of another cultural
group. Depending on the learner’s atrirudes, learning a second language can
be a source of enrichment or a source of resentment. If the speaker’s only
reason forlearning the second language is external pressure, internal morivation
may be minimal and general artitudes rowards learning may be negarive.
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One facror which often affects motivation is the social dynamic or power
relationship between the languages. That is, members of a minority group
learning the language of a majority group may have different attitudes and
mortivation from those of majority group members learning a minority
language. Even though it is impossible to predict the exact effect of such
societal factors on second language learning, the fact that Janguages exist in
social contexts cannot be overlooked when we seek to understand the
variables which affect success in learning. Children as well as adults are
sensitive to social dynamics and power relationships.

Motivation in the classroom setting

In a teacher’s mind, motivated students are usually those who participate.

actively in class, express interest in the subject-matter, and study a great deal.

- Teachers can easily recognize characteristics such as these. They also-have.
" more opportunity to influence these characteristics than students’ reasons for

studying the second language or their attitudes toward the language and ics
speakers. If we can make our classrooms places where students enjoy coming

‘because the content isinreresting and relevant to theirage and level of ability, .

where the learning goals are challenging yet manageable and clear, and where
‘the atmosphere is supportive and non-threatening, we can make a positive
contribution to students’ motivation to learn.

Although little research has been done to investigate how pedagogy interacts
-with motivacion in second language classrooms, considerable work has been
done within the field of educational psychology. In a review of some of this
‘work, Graham Crookes and Richard Schmidt (1991) point to several areas
“where educational research has reported increased levels of motivation for
scudents in relation to ﬁm%aom_n& practices. Included among these are:

Motivating students into the lesson At the opening stages of lessons (and
within transitions), it has been observed thar remarks reachers make about
forthcoming activities can lead to higher levels of interest on the part of the
students.

Varying the activities, tasks, and materials Students are reassured by the
existence of classroom rourines which they can depend on. However, lessons
which always consist of the same routines, patterns, and formats have been
shown to lead to a decrease in attention and an increase in boredom. Varying
the activities, tasks, and marerials can help to avoid this and increase studencs’
interest levels.

Using co-operative rather than competitive goals Co-operative learning
activities are those in which students must work together in order to complere
a rask or solve a problem. These techniques have vmm: found ro increase the
mmmm‘nonm&m:nm Ommﬁammm including émi,,ﬁ ones, _u,mnmcmm every _UAHQDEE
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in a co-operative task has an important role to play. Knowing thar their ream-
mates are counting on them can increase students’ motivarion.

Clearly, cultural and age differences will determine the most appropriate way
for teachers to motivate students. In some classrooms, scudents may thrive on
competitive interaction, while in others, co-operative acrivities will be more
successful.

Learner preferences

Learners have clear preferences for how they go abourt learning new marerial.
The term ‘learning style’ has been used to describe an individual’s natural,
habitual, and preferred way of absorbing, processing, and retaining new
information and skills (Reid 1995). We have all heard people say that they
cannot learn something until they have seen it. Such learners would fall into
the group called ‘visual’ learners. Other péaple; who may be called ‘aural’
learners, scem to need only to hear something once or twice before they know

it For others, who are referred to as ‘kinaesthetic’ learners, there is a need to

add a physical action to the learning process. In contrast to these perceprually
based learning styles, considerable research has -focused on a cognitive
learning style distincrion berween fleld independent and field dependent
learners. This refers to whether an individual tends to separate details from
the general background or to see things more holistically. Another category of
learning styles is based on the individual’s temperament or personality.

‘While recentyears have seen the development of many learning style assessment
instruments, very little research has examined the interacdon berween different
learning styles and success in second language acquisition. At present, the
only learning style that has been extensively investigated is the field
independence/dependence distinction. The resules from this research have
shown thatwhile field independence is related to some degree to performance
on certain kinds of rasks, it is not a good predicror of performance on others.

Although there is a need for considerably more research on learning styles,
when learners express a preference for seeing something written or for
memorizing material which we feel should be learned in a less formal way, we
should not assume thar their ways of working are wrong. Instead, we should
encourage them to use all means available to them as they work to learn
another language. Ara minimum, research on learning styles should make us
sceptical of claims thar a particular teaching method or texcbook will suit the
needs of all learners.
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/ uess we alt hawe owr own
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Second laniguage learners are not always conscious of their individual learning

styles, but virtually all learners, particularly older learners, have strong beliefs
and opinions about how their instruction should be delivered. These beliefs
are usually based on previous learning experiences and the assumption (right |
orwrong) thata particular type of instruction is the best way for them to learn.
This is another area where little work has been done. However, the available
research indicares that learner beliefs can be strong mediating factors in their

‘experience in the classroom. For example, in a survey of international

students learning Est in a highly communicative program ar an English-
speaking university, Carlos Yorio (1986) found high levels of dissatsfaction
among the students. The type of communicative instruction they received
focused exclusively on meaning and spontaneous communicarion in group-
work interaction. In their responses to a questionnaire, the majority of
students expressed concerns about several aspects of their instruction, most
notably, the absence of attention to language form, corrective feedback, or
reacher-centred instruction. Although this study did not directly examine
learners’ progress in relation to their opinions about the instruction they
received, several of them were convinced thart their progress was negatively
affected by an instruccional approach which was not consistent with their
beliefs abourt the best ways for them to learn.

Learners preferences for learning, whether due to their learning style or to
their beliefs about how languages are learned, will influence the kinds of
strategies they choose in order to learn new material. Teachers can use this
information to help learners expand their repertoire of learning strategies and
thus develop greater flexibility in their ways of approaching language learning.
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Age of. hm&,ﬁ.&.&. 071

We now turn to a learner characteristic ofa different type: age. This characreristic
is easier to define and measure than personality, aptitude, or motivation.
Nevertheless, the relationship between a learner’s age and his or her potential
forsuccess in second language acquisition is the subject of much lively debare.

It has been widely observed that children from immigrant families eventually .
speak the language of their new communiry with native-like Auen cy, but their
parents rarely achieve such high levels of mastery of the spoken language. To
be sure, there are cases where adult second language learners have distinguished

“themselves by their exceptional performance. For example, one often sees

reference to Joseph Conrad, a native speaker of Polish who became a major
writer in the English language. Many adult second language learners become
capable of communicaring very successfully in the language but, for most,
differences of accent, word choice, or grammatical mmmﬁnnmm_,&mmbmﬁmv them
from native speakers and from second language speakers who began learniing
the language while they were very young. _ | S

One explanation for this difference is that, as in frst language acquisition,
there is a critical period for second wmbmcmmm .mn@.EmEom. As discussed in
Chapter 1, the Critical Period Hypothesis suggests that there is a time in
human development when the brain is predisposed for success in language
learning. Developmental changes in the brain, it is argued, affect the narure
of language acquisition. According to this view, language learning which
occurs after the end of the critical period may not be based on the innate
biological strucrures believed to contribute to first language acquisition or
second language acquisition in early childhood. Rather, older learners depend
on more general learning abilities — the same ones they might use to learn
other kinds of skills or informarion. It is argued that these general learning
abilities are-nor as successful for language learning as the more specific, innate
capaciries which are available to the young child. It is most often claimed that
the critical period ends somewhere around puberty, bur some researchers
suggest it could be even earlier.

Ofcourse, aswe saw in Chapter 2, irisdifficult ro compare children and adulcs
as second language learners. In addition to the possible biological differences
suggested by the Critical Period Hypothesis, the conditions for language
learning are often very different. Younger learners in informal language
learning environments usually have more rime to devote to learninglanguage.
They often have more opportunities to hear and use the language in
environments where they do not experience strong pressure to speak fluently
and accurately from the very vmmm:zwbm. Furthermore, their early imperfect
efforrs are often praised or, ar least, accepted. On the other hand, older
learners are often in situations which demand much more complex language
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and the expression of much more complicared ideas. Adults are often
embarrassed by their lack of mastery of the language and they may developa

sense of inadequacy after experiences of frustration in trying to say exactly
what they mean.

The Critical Period Hypothesis has been challenged in recent years from
several different points of view. Some studies of the second language
development of older and younger learners who are learning in similar
circumstances have shown thar, at least in the early stages of second language
development, older learners are more efficient than younger learners. In
educational research, it has been reporred that learners who began learning a
second language at the primary school level did nor fare better in the long run
than those who began in early adolescence. Furthermore, there are countless

anecdotes about older learners (adolescents and adults) who have reached .

high levels of proficiency in a second language. Does this mean that there is
no critical period for second language acquisition? ~

In the following pages, we will review some studies designed to investigate the
Critical Period Hypothesis as it relates to second language learning,

Critical Period Hypothesis: More than just accent?

Most studies of the relationship between age of acquisition and second language
development have focused on learners’ phonalogical {pronunciation) achieve-
ment. In general, these studies have concluded that older learners almost

inevitably have a noticeable ‘foreign accent’. But what of other linguistic
fearures? Is syntax (word order, overall sentence structure) as dependent on

_age of acquisition as phonological development? What abour morphology
(for example, grammatical morphemes which mark such things as verb tense
or the number and gender of nouns)? One study that arcempted to answer
these questions was done by Mark Patkowsld (1980).

Mastery of the spoken language

Marl Patkowski studied the effect of age on the acquisition of features of a
second language other than accent. He hypothesized that, even if accent were
ignored, only those who had begun learning their second language before the
age of 15 could ever achieve full, native-like mastery of that language.
Patkowski examined the spoken English of 67 highly educated immigrants to
the United States. They had started to learn English atvarious ages, butallhad
lived in the United States for more than five years. The spoken English of 15
native-born Americans English speakers from a similarly high level of
educarion served as a sort of baseline of whart the second language learners
might be trying w attain as the target language. Inclusion of the native
speakers also provided evidence concerning the validity of che research
procedures.. . _ :

61
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Alengthy interview with each of the subjects in the study was tape recorded.
Because Patkowski wanred to remove the possibility thar the results would be
affected by accent, he did nor ask the raters 1o judge the rape-recorded
interviews themselves. Instead, he transcribed fve-minute samples from the
interviews. These samples (from which any identifying or revealing information
abour immigration history had been removed) were rated by trained narive-
speaker judges. The judges were asked to place each speaker on a rating scale
from 0, representing no knowledge of the language, to 5, representing a level
of English expecred from an educated narive speaker.

The main question in Patkowskis research was: “Will there be a difference
between learners who began to learn English before puberty and those who
began learning English later?” However, in the light of some of the issues
discussed above, he also compared learners on the basis of other characreristics
and experiences which some people have suggested might be as good asage in

-predicting or explaining a learner’s evencual success in ‘mastering a second

language. For example, he looked at the relationship berween evenrual

mastery and the total amount of time a speaker had been in the United States

as well as the amount of formal ESL instruction each speaker rmm had.

The findings were n_.:?m dramaric. d&na?go out of 33 .m.cmmmnwm who had

begun learning English before the age of 15 scored at the 4+ or the 5 level. The
homogeneity of the pre-puberty learners seemed to suggest that, for this
group, success in learning a second language was almost inevitable (see Fi gure
3.1). On the other hand, there was much more variery in the levels achieved
by the post-puberty group. The majority of the post-puberty learners centred
around the 3+ level, but there was a wide distribution of levels achieved. This
variety made the performance of this group look more like the sort of
performance range one would expect if one were measuring success in
learning almost any kind of skill or knowledge.

Patkowski’s first question, “Will there be a difference berween learners who
began to learn English before puberty and those who began learning English
later?’, was answered with a very resounding ‘yes’. When he examined the
other factors which might be thought to affecr success in second language
acquisition, the picture was much less clear. There was, naturally, some
relationship berween these other factors and learning success. However, it
often turned our that age was so closely related to the other factors thar it was
not really possible to separate them completely. For example, length of
residence in the United States sometimes seemed to be a fairly good predicror.
However, while it was true that a person who had lived in the country for 15
years might speak better than one who had been there for only 10 years, it was
often the case that the one with longer residence had also arrived at an earlier
age. However, a person who had arrived in the United Scates at the age of 18
and had lived there for 20 years did not score significantly betrer than
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someone who had arrived at the age of 18 buthad onlylived there for 10 years.
Similarly, amount of instruction, when separated from age, did not predict
success o the extent that age of immigration did.

Thus, Patkowski found that age of acquisition is a very imporrant factor in
serting limits on the development of native-like mastery ofa second language
and that this limiration does noc apply only to accent. These results gave
added support to the Critical Period Hypothesis for second language acquisition.

Figure 3.1: Bar charts showing the language levels of pre- and post- -puberty learners
of English (Patkowstki 198 &
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Experience and research have shown that native-like mastery of the spoken
language is difficult to attain by older learners. Surprisingly, even the J.E:Q
to a_mDDmEmr berween grammarical and ungrammarical sentences in a
second language appears to be affected by the age facror, as we ﬁ:: see in the

. nextstudy 9&0? nson and Newport.
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Intuitions of grammaticaliry

Jacqueline Johnson and Elissa Newport conducted a study of 46 Chinese and
Korean speakers who had begun to learn English at different ages. All subjects
were students or faculty at an American university and all had been in the
United Srates for at least three years. The study also included 23 narive
speakers of English (Johnson and Newport 1989).

The parricipants in the study were given a judgement of grammaticalicy task
which tested 12 rules of English morphology and syntax. They heard
sentences on 2 tape and had to indicate whether or not each senrence was

~correct. Half of the sentences were grammatical, half were nor.

When they scored the tests, Johnson and Newport found that age ofarrivalin
the United States was a significant predictor of success on the test. When they

- grouped the learners in the same way as Patkowski, comparing those who

.. - began their intensive exposure to English beeween the ages of 3and 15 with

-those who arrived in the United States berween the ages of 17 and 39, once:

again they found thar there was a strong relationship between an earlystart to
language learning and better performance in the second language. Johnson

- and Newport noted that for those who began before the age of 15, and

éspecially before the age of 10, there were few individual differences in second
language ability. Those who began later did not have nadve-like language
abilities and were more likely to differ greatly from one another in ultimare
attainment.

This study, then, further supports the hypothesis that there is a critical period
foratraining full native-like mastery ofa second language. Nevertheless, there
is some research which suggests that older learners may have an advantage, at
least in the early stages of second language learning.

Is younger really better?

In1978, Catherine Snow and Marian Hoefnagel-Hahle published an arricle
based on a research project they had carried out in Holland. They had studied
the progress of a group of English speakers who were learning Dutch as a
second language. What made their research especially valuable was thar the
learners they were following included children as young as three years old as
well as older children, adolescents, and adulcs. Furthermore, a large number

of tasks was used, to measure different types of language use and language
knowledge.

Pronunciation was tested by having learners pronounce 80 Dutch words
twice: the first time immediarely after hearing a native speaker say the word;
the second time, a few minutes later, they were asked to say the word
represenced in a picture, withour a model o imitate, Tape recordings of the
Jearners were rated by a native speaker of Dutch on a six-point scale.
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Inan auditory discrimination est, learners saw piceures of four objects. In each
group of four there were two whose names formed a minimal pair, thatis, alike
except for one sound (an example in English would be ship’ and “sheep’}.
Learners heard one of the words and were asked to indicare which picture was

named by the word they heard.

Morphology was tested using a procedure like the ‘wug test’, which required
learners to complete sentences by adding the correct grammatical markers to
words which were supplied by the researchers. Again, to take an example from
English, learners were asked to complete sentences such as “Here is one boy.
Now there are two of them. Therearetwo .. _

The sentence repetition task required learners to repeatr 37 sentences of
increasing length and grammatical complexity.

For sentence translation, learners were given 60 sentences to translare from
English to Dutch. A point was given for each grammatical structure which
was rendered into the cotrect Dutch equivalent. :

In the sentence judgement task, learners were to judge which of two sentences
was betrer. The same content was expressed in both’ sentences, bur one
sentence was grammarically correce while the other contained errors.

‘In the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Tést, learners saw four pictures and heard
one isolated word. Their task was to indicate which picture matched the word
-spoken by the tester. :

For the szory comprehension task, learners heard astory in Durch and were then
asked to retell the story in English or Durch (according to their preference).

Finally, the storytelling rask required learners ro tell a story in Dutch, using a
set of pictures they were given. Rate of delivery of speech mattered more than
the expression of content or formal accuracy.

The learners were divided into several age groups, but for our discussion we
will divide them into just three groups: children (aged 3 ro 10), adolescents
(12 to 15 years), and adults (18 to 60 years). The children and adolescents all
atrended Dutch schools. Some. of the adults worked in Dutch work
environments, but most of their Dutch colleagues spoke English well. Other
adults were parents who did not work outside their homes and thus had
somewhat less conract with Dutch than most of the other subjects.

The learners were tested three times, at four- to five-month intervals. They
were frst tested within six months of their arrival in Holland and within six
weels of their starting school or work ina Durtch-langitage environment.
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Activity
Comparing child, adolescent, and adult language learners

Which group do you chink did best on the first test (that is, who learned
fastest)? Which group do you think was best by the end of the year? Do you
think some groups would do better on certain tasks than others? For example,
who do you think would do best on the pronunciation tasks, and who would
do best on the tasks requiring more metalinguistic awareness? Compare your
predictions with the results for the different rasks which are presented in Table
3.1. An "X’ indicates that the group was the best on the test at the beginning
of theyear (an indication of the rate of learning), and a ‘Y’ indicates the group
that did best at the end of the year (an indication of eventual artainment).

Table 3.1: Comparison of language learning at different ages

" These tests were too difficulr for child learners.

In the Snow and Hoefnagel-Hahle study, the adolescents were by far the most
successful learners. They were ahead of everyone on all but one of the tests
(pronunciation) on the first test session. Thar is, within the first few months
the adolescents had already made the most progress in learning Dutch. As the
table indicates, it was the adults who were better than the children and
adolescents on pronunciation in che first test session. Surprisingly; it was also
the adults, not the children, whose scores were second best on the other rests
at the first test session. In other words, adolescents and adults learned faster
than children in the first few months of exposure to Dutch.

By the end of the year, the children were catching up, or had surpassed, the
adules on several measures. Nevertheless, it was the adolescents who retained
the highest levels of performance overall, .

Task " 7| Child  |Adolescent | Adule |
.Hu.ﬁmncw,nmu&oz . o | ._ . Y Y ‘ vm o
Auditory discrimination XY
~Morphology - - S Xy

Sentence repetition ¥y

Sentence translation S * XY

Sentence judgement : * XY

Peabody picture vocabulary tesc XY

Story comprehension . Y X

Storytelling Y X
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Snow and Hoefnagel-Hohle concluded that their resules provide evidence
that there is no cri :n& period for language acquisition. However, their results
can be interpreted in some other ways as well:

1 Some of the tasks, (for example, sentence judgement or translation) were
too hard for young learners. Even in their native language, these tasks would
have been unfamiliar and difficult, In fact, young U:nnw native speakers to
whom the second language learners were compared also had trouble with
these tasks.

2 Adules and adolescents may learn faster in the early stages of second
language development (especially if they are learning a _mDQCmmn which is
similar to cheir first language). Young children m<m58m:% catch up and even

surpass them if their exposure to %m language takes place in contexts ﬁ%mﬁ _

- Hrm% are surrounded by the Mmbq:mmm ona am&w basis.

>&c_mm and adolescents can male considerable mb& rapid progress moémam
mastery of a second language in cotitexts where they can make use of the
Ebaquw o:m&mc_%wmma_b mon_& ﬁmaob& wmommmm_o:m._ oracademic interaction.

At ﬁ\rmﬁ age should mmnob& _mbwdmmﬂ instruction vmmrﬂu

Even people who know nothing about the critical period research are certain
that, in school programs for second or foreign language teaching, ‘younger is
better’. However, both mﬁumﬁmsnm and research mroé that oEQ _mmEnnm can
attain high, if not ‘narive’, levels of proficiency in their second language.

mﬁm%mﬁmcmm itisessential to think carefully abour the goals of an inseructional
program and the context in which it occurs before we jump to conclusions
about the necessity — or even the desirability — of the earliest possible start.

The role of the critical period in second language acquisition is still much
debated. For every researcher who holds that there are maturarional
constraints on language acquisition, there is another who considers thar the
age factor cannot be separated from factors siich as motivation, social identity,
and the conditions forlearning. They argue thatolder learners may well speal
with an accent because they want to continue being identified with their first
language cultural group, and adults rarely getaccess to the same quanticy and
mc&pa\ of language inpur thar children receive in play settings.

Many people conclude on the basis of studies such as those by Patkowski or
Newportand Johnson that it is better to begin second language instruction as
early as possible. Yer itis very important to bear in mind the context of these
studies. They deal with the highest possible level of second language skills, che
level at which a second language speaker s indistinguish mmuru ?oﬂ native
speaker. But achieving a native- Efm mastery of the mmnoz& language is nota
goal mom all second mm:nGQO F::E:q in all contexts.
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When the objective of second language learning is native-like mastery of the
target language, it is usually desirable for the learner ro be completely
surrounded by the language as early as possible. However, as we saw in
Chapter 1, early intensive exposure to the second language may enrail the loss
or incomplete development of the child’s first language.

When the goal is basic communicative ability for all students in a school
setting, and when itis assumed that the child’s native language will remain the
primary language, it may be more efficient to begin second or foreign language
teaching lacer. When learners receive onlya few hours of instruction per week,
learners who start later (for example, atage 10, 11, or 12) often catch up with
those who began earlier. We have often seen second or foreign language
programs which begin with very young learners bur offer only minimal
contact with the language. Even when students do make progress in these
early-start programs, they sometimes find themselves placed in secondary

school classes with students who have had no previous instruction. After years -

of classes, learners feel fruscrated by the lack of progress, and their motivation
to continue may be diminished. School programs should be based on realistic”
estimates of how long it takes to learn a second language. One or two hoursa

-week will not produce very advanced second language speakers, no marter

how young they were when they began.

Summary

The learner’s age is one of the characteristics which determine the way in
which an individual approaches second language learning. But the
opportunities for learning (both inside and ourside the classroom), the
motivation to learn, and individual differences in aptitude for language
learning are also important determining factors in both rate of learning and
eventual success in learning,.

In this chapter, we have looked at the ways in which intelligence, aprirude,
personality and motivational characteristics, learner preferences, and age
have been found to influence second language learning. We have learned that
the study of individual learner variables is not easy and thar the results of
research are not entirely satisfactory. This is partly because of the lack of clear
definitions and methods for measuring the individual characteristics. Irisalso
due to the fact thar these learner characreristics are not independent of one
another: learner variables interact in complex ways. So far, vesearchers know
very little about the narure of these complex interactions. Thus, it remains
difficulr to make precise prediccions about how a particular individuals
characreristics influence his or her success as a language learner. Nonetheless,
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in a classroom, a sensitive teacher, who takes learners’ individual personalities
and learning styles into account, can create a learning environment in which
vircually all learners can be successful in learning a second language.
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LEARNER LANGUAGE

In ﬁra chapter we shift our attention away from learner characteristics to the

~learner’s language itself. We examine the types of errors thatlearners make and

discuss what their errors can tell usabout their goﬁ_n&mm of thelanguage and

their wgrQ to use that knowledge. We will also look at stages and sequences

in the acquisition of particular linguistic forms, keeping in mind the role of
first language influence in second _m:m:QO _mmzzzq

Knowing more about the &naﬁ_owambﬁ of learner _mmeQO helps teachers to
assess mnmn_d:q g procedures in the light of what they can reasonably expect to
accomplish in ﬂrm classroom. As we will see, there are some characteristics of
learner language which can be quite perplexing if one does not have an overall

picture of the steps learners go through in acquiring features of the second
language.

In presenting some of the findings of sta research, we have included a number
of samples of learner language to illustrate the various research findings and
to give you an opportunity to practise analysing learner language. Of course,
teachers analyse learner language all the time. They try to determine whether
their students have Fmﬁ:m& ﬁ&mm has been taught and how closely cheir
language matches the rarget language. But progress cannot always be measured
in ﬁrmmm terms. Sometimes movement from one point in a sequence of develop-
ment to another can actually lead from apparenty correct vmﬁmﬁambnm
(sometimes based on rote _SBEN or very limited knowledge) to incorrect
performance (based on an emerging understanding of the cm&mlqu rulesor
grammatical relationships in the language being hmmamnc Thus, an increase
in error may be an indication of progress. A EE@F example of chis is irregular
verbs. Just like young children, second language learners usually _mma the
irregular past tense forms of cerrain verbs _ummohm ﬂrmimmns toapply theregular
simple past -ed marker. That means thac a learner who says ‘I v:wm& a bus
ticker’ may know more about English grammar than one who says ‘T bought
a bus ricker.”
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The concept of learner language

Aswesaw in Chapter 1, children do notlearnlanguage simply through imiracion
and practice. Instead, they produce sentences thatare not like those they have
heard. These sentences seem to be created on the basis of some internal
processes and knowledge which interact with the language they hear,
permitting them to discover the complexities of the adult language gradually.
Children’s early language seems best described as a developing system with its
own interim structure, not simply as an imperfect imitation of adulc
sentences.

In Chapter 1 we also saw thac children’s knowledge of the grammarical system
is built up in predicrable sequences. For instance, grammatical morphemes
such as the -ingof the present progressive or the -ed of the simple pastare not
mnn_;:,n& at the same time, but in sequence. m:ﬁrﬁﬁoﬁm_ the acquisition of
certain mHEdBmDnML features follows similar patterns in children in different
environments. As children continue to hear and use their language, they are
able to revise these systems in ways Srﬁr gradually develop ﬁoémam the
system of an adult.

But what aboursecond language learning? Does it evolve in similar ways? Do
second language learners develop their own language system in much the
same way as first language learners? How does instruction affect the language

acquisition of learners wheo are exposed to the language mainly in a foreign
language classroom?

Until the late 1960s, most people regarded second language learners’ speech
simply as an incorrect version of the targer language. Their errors were
believed to be the result mainly of transfer from their first language.
Contrastive analysis was the basis for identifying differences berween the first
and second language and for predicting areas of potential error. So, for
example, one might predict thata speaker of French would belikely to express
ihe idea ofbeing cold as ‘Thave cold’ in English because this would be a direct
translation of the way this meaning is expressed in French (jai froid ). And,
indeed, some errors of this type do occur in learners’ language.

As we saw in Chaprter 2, however, not all errors made by second language
learners can be explained in rerms of first language transfer alone. A number
of studies show that many errors can be explained better in terms of learners’
attempts to discover the structure of the language being learned rather than
an attempt to transfer patterns of their first language. Furthermore, some of
the errors are remarkably similar to the kinds of errors made by young first
language learners. An example in English would be the use of a regular -ed past
rense ending on an irregular verb (as in the example, ‘1 buyed a bus ticker’).
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In addirion, ithas been observed that the errors are not always ‘bi-directional.
A traditional version of the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (can) would
_predict chat, where differences exist, errors would be bi-directional, that s, for
example, French speakers learning English and English speakers learning
French would make errors on parallel linguistic features. To illustrate this, let
us examine one way in which French and English differ and how this might
be expected to lead to errors.

In English, direct objects, whether nouns or pronouns, come after the verb
(forexample, “The dogeats 7z, the dog eats #he cookie’). In French, directobjects
which are nouns follow the verb (for example, ‘Le chien mange le biscuit™—
licerally, “The dog eats the cookie’), but pronoun direct objects precede the
verb (for example, “Le chien /e mange'—literally, “The dog it eats’). The can
would predict that a native speaker of English might say: ‘Le &dmn mange /e’
‘when learning French, and chata narives vm&mmm om mmmmnr m:mrm mm% ,Zam &om
it ate’ when learning mH._m_a?

In mmnﬁu Hmmmmmnw has mroﬁﬂ that English speakers HmE‘EDq French are more
likely ro make the predicted error ﬁrmb French speakers _mmD.::m English. This
may be due to the fact that English speakers learning Frefich hear many’
examples of sentences with ms_&mn?/\mhvlogmnn word oamH (for mxmaw_m ‘Le
-~chien mange lé biscuit’). Thus they make the incorrect assumption—based
~on both the word order of their first language and information from the
second language—tharall direct objects come after the verb. French-speaking
learners of English, on the other hand, hearing and seeing no evidence that
‘English pronoun objects precede verbs, do not tend to make this error,
_ Researchers have also found that learners have intuitions that cercain fearures
~ of their first language are less likely to be transferable than others. For
example, most learners believe thar idiomatic or metaphorical expressions
cannot simply be translated word for word.

As a result of the finding that many aspects of learners’ language could not be
explained by the can, a number of researchers began to take a différent
approach to analysing learners’ errors. This approach, which developed
during the 1970s, became known as ‘error analysis’ and involved a derailed
description and analysis of the kinds of errors second language learners make.
The goal of this research was to discover what learners really know abour the
language. As Pit Corder said in a famous arricle published in 1967, when
learners produce ‘correct sentences, they may simply be repeating something
they have already heard; when they produce sentences which differ from the
target language, we may assume that these sentences reflect the learners’
current understanding of the rules and patterns of thar language. “Error
analysis’ differed from contrastive analysis in that it did notser out to predict
- errors. Racher, it sought to discover and describe different kinds of errors in
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an effort o understand how learners process second language dara. Error
analysis was based on the assumption that, like child language, second
language learner language is a system in its own right—one which is rule-
governed and predictable. .

Larry Selinker gave the name mnterlanguage to learners’ developing second
language knowledge (Selinker 1972). Analysis of a learner’s interlanguage
shows that it has some characteristics influenced by the learner’s previously
learned language(s), some characrerisrics of the second language, and some
characreristics which seem to be very general and tend to occur in all or most
interlanguage systems. Interlanguages are systemartic, bur they are also
dynamic, continually evolving as learners receive more inpur and revise their
hypotheses about the second language. In the activity thar follows, we will
look at some characteristics of interlanguage. - _

] _..LQN._S.G\ |

The Great Toy Robbery - -

The following texts were written by two learners of English, one a French-
speaking secondary school student, the othera Chinese-speaking adult learner.
In both cases, the learners saw a cartoon film entitled 7he Grems 1oy Robbery
(National Film Board of Canada). Afrer viewing the film, students were asked

to retell the story in writing, as if they were telling it to someone who had not
seen the film.

Read the textsand examine the errors made by each learner. Do they make che
same kinds of errors? In whar ways do the two interlanguages differ?

Learner 1: French first \mah&mhﬂ secondary school student

During a sunny day, a cowboy go in the desert with his horse. he has a
big hat. His horse eat a flour. In the same rtme, Santa Clause go Inacity
to give some surprises. He has a red costume and a red packet of
surprises. You have three robbers in the mountain who sees Santa Clause
with a king of glaces that it permitted us ro see ara long distance. Every
robbers have a horse. They go in the way of Santa Clause, not Santa
Clause but his pocker of surprises. Afrer they will go in a city and they
goin asaloon. [.. ] _

~ (unpublished dara from B M. Lightbown and B. Barkman)
Learner 2: Chinese first \a:.m:mhn adult

This year Christmas comes soon! Santa Claus ride a one horse open-

sleigh to sent presenc for children. on the back ofhisbody hasbig packet.
it have alot of toys. in the way he meer three robbers. Th ey want to take
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his big packet. Santa Claus no ém% and no body help, so only a way give
ﬁrmB_ then three robbers ride their horse dashing through the town.
There have saloon, they go todrink some beerand open the big packent.
They plays toys in the Bar. They meeta cow boy in the saloon.

(unpublished data from M. ]. Martens)

Many error typesare common to both learners. Both make errors of subjece—verb
agreement (for example, a cowboy go’ and ‘“three robbers in the mountain
who sees’ by learner 1 and ‘Santa Claus ride’ and ‘they plays’ by learner 2).
Such errors are clearly not due to first language interference. They reflect
learners’ understanding of the second language system itself racher than an
attempt to transfer characteristics of their first language. These are referred to
as developmental errors because they are errors which might very well be made
by.children acquiring English as their first language. mo.BnEBmm these are
errors of m@&.ﬁmxﬁabmmﬁqm that is, errors nm:mmm E\ trying to use a rule in. a
Context érmnm it does not belong, for example, the = ending on the-verb in
‘they plays’. Sometimes the errors are better described as siniplification, where
elements of a sentence are left out, for example, or where all verbs TBB the
* same form regardless of person, number, or tense. S

One can also see, especially in learner 2’s text, the influence of classroom
experience. An example is the use of formulaic expressions such as ‘one horse
open sleigh’ which is taken verbatim from a well-known Christmas song,
which has no doubi been taught and sung in the learner’s gs1. class. The vivid
‘dashing through the rown Eo“umv_% comes from the same source.

Huow. those who are familiar with the English spoken by native speakers of
French, some of the errors made by the first learner will readily be recognized
as probably based on French. Similarly, those familiar with the English of
Chinese speakers may recognize errors made by the Chinese learner as being
due to the learner’s attempt to use patterns of Chinese in English sentences.
These are called rransfer or ‘interference’ errors. It is clear, however, that it is
very often difficult to determine the source of errors. Thus error analysis has
the advantage of permitting a description of some systematic aspects of
learner language, but it does not always give us clear insights into what causes
learners to do what they do. Furthermore, as Jacquelyne Schachter pointed
outinal974article, learners sometimes avoid using certain fearures of language
which they perceive to be difficult for them. This ‘avoidance’ may lead to the
absence of certain errors, but it also leaves the analyst without information
abour the learners’ developing interlanguage. That is, the absence of
particular features will be difficult for the researcher or reacher to observe, but
this phenomenon of ‘avoidance’ may also be a part of the learner’s systematic
second language performance.

|
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Developmental sequences

Research on second language acquisition has revealed thart second language
learners, like first language learners, pass through sequences of ameiov:gm:m
Furthermore, inagiven ancmmm many of these developmental sequencesare
similar for first m:& second language learners. Even among second language
learners, these developmental sequences are similar: what is learned early by
one is learned early by others, even when they come from different firse
language backgrounds and different learning environments.

Among firstlanguage learners, this is perhaps not so unexpected because their
language learning is partly tied to their cognitive development, that s, to their
_mmgﬁm about the relationships among people, events, and objects around
them. But among second hmsmcman;mmabmwm whose experiences wich the
_msqcmn,m may vary quite widely and whose cognitive development_is

nmmmbmm&% stable, it is more remarkable that developmerital sequences are so
- “similar. Furthermore, &%ocqr learners obviously need o have op portunities
to hear or read certain &J.Emm before they begin to use them,; it is not always

the case that those features of the language which are heard most frequently

.. are easlest to learn. For example, virtually every English sentence has one or

more articles ("a" or ‘the’), butr many learners have great difficulty using these
forms correctly. Finally, although the learners’ first language does have an
influence, many aspects of these developmental stages are similar among
learners from many different first language backgrounds.

In the next section, the stages of acquisition for specific grammatical features
are presented for second language learners. In Chapter 1 we saw some
developmenral sequences for English child language acquisition of grammarical
morphemes, negarion, and questions. Researchersin second language acquisition
have examined some of these same features, as well as others.

Qﬁ&qu matic \Nm 710 NHU\QN 71es

Several studies to examine the development of grammarical morphemes have
been carried our with learners who have learned English as a second language
in a natural (non-instructional) environment. These studies were done wich
learners of differentages and from different first language backgrounds. Like
the first language researchers, the second language researchers looked at
learners’ use of grammarical morphemes such as plural, -ing, past tense, etc.
They took speech samples fromalarge number of learners at one pointin time
and scored each morpheme foraccuracy in the learners’ speech. This was done
by identifying every obligatory context for each morpheme and dividing the
number of correctly supplied morphemes by the total number that should
have been supplied in a grammatical sentence. The resulring percentage was
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treated as the accuracy score for this morpheme. These scores were then
ranked from highest to lowest, giving an accunacy order for the morphemes.

The overall results of the studies suggested an order which, while not the same
as the developmental sequence found in the first language studies, was similar
among second language learners from different first language backgrounds.
For example, most studies showed a higher degree of accuracy for plural than
for possessive; for -ingthan for -ed past. This suggests that this accuracy order
is not determined entirely by the learners’ firstlanguage. However, a thorough
review of all the ‘morphemeacquisition’ scudies suggests that the learners’ first
language hasa more important influence on acquisition sequences than some
researchers would claim. For example, learners whose first language has a
possessive -s form which resembles the English 5 (such as German) seem to

acquire this form earlier than those whose firse language has a very different
~*..way of forming the possessive (such as French or Spanish). There.are other -
* unanswered questions in the morpheme acquisition literature. For example,

. _some of the similarities and differences observed in different studies seem to

be due to the way the language samples were collected. Nevertheless, there are
some very strong pateerns of similaricy which cannot be explained by the
influence of the first language alone (see Larsen-Freeman and Long 1991). °

Negation

Another example of the interaction berween developmental sequences and
first language influence is in the acquisition of negation in English. (See
Schumann 1979 for a review of research on negation in second language
learning.) To a large extent, the acquisition of negative sentences by second
language learners follows a path that looks nearly identical to the stages we saw
in Chapter 1 for first language acquisition. What is different, however, is that
second language learners from-different first language backgrounds behave
somewhart differendy within those stages.

Stage 1

The negative element (usually ‘no’ or ‘not’) is rypically placed before the verb

or the element being negated. Often, it occurs as the first word in the

urrerance because the subjecrt of the sentence is not there.
No bicycle. No have any sand. I not like it.

‘No’ is preferred by most learners in this early stage, perhaps because it is the
negative form thar is easiest to hear and recognize in the speech they are
exposed to. Iralian and Spanish speakers may prefer no’ because it corresponds
to the negarive form in Iralian and Spanish.
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Stage 2

At chis stage, 'no’ and ‘not’ may alternare wirth ‘don’c’. However, ‘don’’ is nor
& 3y

marked for person, number, or rense and it may even be used before modals

like ‘can’ and ‘should’:

He don’tlike it. I don’t can sing.

Stage 3

Learners begin to place the negative elementafrer auxiliary verbs like ‘are’, ‘is’,
and ‘can’. But at this stage, the ‘don’’ form is still not fully analysed:

You can not go there. He was not happy. She don't like rice.

Stage 4

appear to be just like those of the targer language: =~

‘Do’ is marked for tense, person, and number, and mostinterlanguage sentences

e &om.mwuﬁ work. We didn’t have supper.

For some time, however, learners may conrinte to mark tense, person, and

number on both the wcxmmmq and the verb:
I didn’t went there. She doesn’t wants to go.

This sequence of stages is descriptive of the second language development of
most second language learners. However, although it is true chat virtually all
learners of English seem to pass through a stage of forming negative sentences
by placing ‘no’ before the verb, some learners may stay longer in thart stage
than others. If a learner’s native language forms the negative in just that way
(for example, Spanish ‘No tienen muchos libros’, “‘Noe have many books’), it
may rake longer for the learner to notice that native speakers of English do 701
form the negative in that way. Similarly, once German speakers reach stage 3
and begin to place the negative marker after the auxiliary, they may also
sometimes place it after lexical verbs (for example, German ‘Sie kommen
nicht nach Hause’, “They come not home’).

Questions

Manfred Pienemann and his colleagues have developed a framework for
describing second language question stages for learners of English from a
variety of first language backgrounds (Pienemann, Johnston, and Brindley
1988). An adapted version of the stages is shown in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1: Developmental stages for question formation (adapted from
Pienemann, Johnston, and Brindley 1988) -

Stage 1 Single words, formulae
or sentence fragments

Stage 2 Declarative word order

no inversion, no fronting:

Stage3  Fronting:

wh-fronting, no inversion:

- do-fronting:

*other-fronting;

‘Four children?’
‘Adog?”

‘It’s a monster in the right corner?’
‘The boys throw the shoes?’

“Where the lictle children are?
“What the dog are playing?’

1

Do you have a shoes on your picture?”
‘Does in this picture there is four

o .mﬂnosmcmu.

Hm the Hu_naE.m rmm two mu_mnmﬁm on 8@%

Stage4 Inversion in wh- + copula and yes/no’ questions

.wh- + copula:
auxiliary other than ‘do’ in
‘yes/no’ questions:
Stage 5 Inversion in wh- questions
inverted wh- questions with
‘do’:
inverted wh- questions with
auxiliaries ocher than ‘do’
Stage6  Complex questions

question tag:
negative question:
embedded question:

“Where is the sun?”

I3

Is there a Ash in the warer?’

‘How do you say [proche]?’

“What's the boy doing?

¢

1t’s better, isa't it?
“Why cantyou go?’
‘Can you tell me what the daie is coday?’

It is clear from this figure thatsecond language learners learn to form questions
in asequence of developmentwhich is similar in most respects to first language
question development (see Chapter 1). Even learners whose first language has
subject—awxliary inversion for L:nmao:m oo through stages of using declarative
word order and a period of ‘fronting’ in moﬂm:nq questions in msmrmw This
pattern has also been observed in the acquisition of French and German.

The developmental sequence for questions, while very similar across learners,
also appears to be affected by first language influence. For @BBEP even
wrocmr QQBNE requires subjece-verb inversion to form questions (‘Kénnen

mhm ranzen?’

, Can ﬁrmv\ &manmu ), German learners of English will pass through
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a phase of asking questions withour inversion. However, once they reach
stage 4 and ask English questions with subject—auxiliary inversion, they may
assume that subject—verb inversion is also passible. Thus, alongside correct
questions such as ‘Can I play?’ one may hear questions such as ‘Play you

baseball?’

&n&.@&u\
Learners’ questions

The questions in the chart on page 81 were asked by students in a grade 5
intensive ESL class in Quebec, Canada. The children (aged 10-12) are all
French-speaking and have little contact with English outside their English
class. In their English classes they spend most of their time in communicarive
acuvities, and their teachers rarely correct their errors or focus on specific

-points of grammar. In many ways, these students have an éxperience of their

second language which is similar to that of learners in an informal langunage
learning setting. : .

These questions were recorded while the children were playing a picrure
identification game. Their interlocuror was looking at a picture which wasa

‘duplicate of one of the four picrures which the students could see. The

children asked these questions in order to gather information which would
permic them to guess which picrure the interlocutor was holding,

Activity
More about questions

Another group of French-speaking learners from the same learning context
described in the activity above were asked to judge whether some questions
were correct or not. Most of these learners produced stage 2 and 3 questions
when they participated in the oral questions game shown above.

The task was a ‘preference task’ in which learners were presented with pairs of
questions and asked to judge whether only one or the other was correct or
whether they were both correct or both incorrect. They also had the oprion of
saying ‘I dont know.’ ‘

Some of the questions the students judged are shown in the chart on page 82.
Determine the developmental stage corresponding to each question and
whether the question is correct or nor. Remember, some stage 3 questions are
actually grammatically correct questions. Then, decide which questions you
think these learners, who produced mostly stage 2 and 3 questions, were
willing ro accept and which they rejected.
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Based on the information in Table 4.1, can you identify which stage of second
language question development each question fits into?

Learner | . Stage
I Doesadogis black and white? _
2 Where the dog is? _
3 Does the boy throw a ball? _
4 How many spot the dog has? _
5 Itis five questions? l

Lo B B
W oW bl g W
T S
L1 Lt bt Lnow
o O Oy O O

Learner 2
6 Do you see adog?
7 Do the dog has a shoe?
8 The boy throw a ball or a shoe!?
9 The ball is on the air?
10 .;m n_om :mm a rnﬁ_m mvoﬂ black? -

I_\JMMNI\J
Fio o
BN e - Y
tnh Lbn b Ln

me..:m.. w

11 Whatis the aom doing!

12 Are the children running?

13 |s the shoe on the grass? .

14 How many spots does the mom jms..mN
15 Did the dog catch the shoe?

W W oW W
A b b b
vt L
ooy O

Answer key

Learner |: Questions 1, 2, and 4 are stage 3: ‘does’ and ‘where’ and ‘how many’
appear simply to be ‘fronted’ to form a question. Question 5'is stage 2: there has
been no adjustment to the word order of a declarative sentence; only the rising
intonation identifies the sentence as a question. Question 3 is a bit tricky. It looks

- like a correct question, but it may be ‘correct for the wrong reason’. The evidence

from this learner’s other questions suggests that ‘does’ is just the form that is
placed in front of a sentence to make a question. That would make Question 3 a
stage 3 question, just like Question |. If the learner had used other forms of ‘do’ or
other auxiliaries to form yes/no questions, it would be a stage 4 question.

Learner 2: Questions 6 and 7 are stage 3: here, ‘do’ seems to have been placed at
the front of the sentence. Questions 8, 9, and 10 are stage 2.

Learner 3: Questions | | and 14 are stage 5: a wh- question with both inversion of
the subject and the auxiliary and the second verb {'doing’) placed correctly after
the subject. Questions 12, 13, and 15 are stage 4: correct subject—verb inversion in
‘yes/no’ questions. Itis clear that these questions are different from the ‘does’
questions asked by Learner | because there are several different auxiliary verbs in
the ‘yes/no’ questions.

Photocopiable @ Oxford University Press
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Question

Stage
2,3,4,5

Correct/
incorrect

Accepted/
rejected

Why do children like McDonald's?

Are you a good student?

Are the students watching TV?

Can [ take the dog outside?

Can the children speak Spanish?

O] e e

What can we watchon TV
tonight?

~d

What is your brother doing?

Vhen are you going to eat
breakfast?

9

Do the teachers like to cook?

10

Do they like pepperoni pizzal .

The teachers like to cook?

12

The children can speak Spanish!?

13

Why fish can live in water?

14

What your brother is doing?

15

Why children like McDonald's?

Answer key

Questions 2, 4, 6, 8, 10 are correct, at stages 4, 4, 5, 5, and 3 respectively. The
students overwhelmingly accepted these.

Questions 1, 3,5, 7, 9 are also correct, at stages 5,4, 5, 5, and 3 respectively. The
student overwhelmingly rejected these.

Questions t1, 12, 13, 14, and |5 are incorrect questions, at stages 2, 2, 3, 3,and 3

respectively. Students overwhelmingly accepted these.

Photocopiable ® Oxiord University Press

What can the resules of this preference task mean? If they produced mostly
stage 2 and 3 oral questions, why did students accept some srage 3 questions
and reject others? Why did they acceprsome stage 4 and 5 questions and reject
others?

One possible answer to these questions lies in the subject of each senrence.
Underline the subject of each question (‘children’ in question 1; ‘you' in
question 2, etc.). Whatdo you notice? The correct questions which the students
accepted have a pronoun subject (you, I, we, they). The correct questions
which they rejecred have a noun subjecr {children, fish, etc.). The incorrect
questions which they accepred also have noun subjects.
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Further analysis suggests that the students have begun o recognize and even
use the rule that requires inversion of the subject and anxiliary verb in English
questions. This rule is similar to the rule for question formarion in French,
their first language. However, they seem to be transferring from French a
restriction on this rule. In French, pronoun subjects but not noun subjects
can be moved to the post-verbal position. Thus, the French equivalents of the
odd numbered questionswould ot be grammaricalin French, and the students
rejected them in English. The equivalents of the even-numbered questions
and questions 11-15 would be considered acceptable in French — although
the question formula ‘est-ce que’ orinversion with an inserted pronoun might
also be added to those in questions 11-15.

This aspect of the acquisition of questions isanother example of how learners’

first rchmam interacts with &m<&o pmen ﬂi mm@;mmnmm mbnm is &;nmmmmm further

in Orﬁuﬁmh m

Relative &&&&

A number of studies have found thar second language learners first acquire
relarive clauses which refer to nouns in the subj ject and direct obj ject positions,
and only later (and in some cases, never) learn to use them to modify nouns
- in other sentence roles (for example, indirect object and object of preposition).
A summary of the observed pattern ofacquisition for relative clauses is shown

in Table 4.2. Tt is referred to as the ‘accessibility hierarchy’ and it reflects the
“ apparent ease with which learners have ‘access’ to certain strucrures in the
rarget language.

| .. Table 4.2: Accessibility hierarchy for relative clauses in English (adapred from
Doughty 1991)

Part of speech Relative clause

.m:Emnm The girl who was sick went home.

Direct object The story that I read was long,

Indirect object The man who[m] I gave the present ro was absent.
Object of wnm.mom:moz | I found the book that John was ralking abouc.
Possessive 1 know the woman whose father is visiting.
Object of comparison | The person that Susan is taller than is Mary.

Unlike the study of grammatical morphemes, negation, and questions, the
study of relarive clauses has not been principally inspired by research on child
language. The hierarchy was first described in a study of languages of the
world. Edward Keenan and Bernard Comrie (1977) found that languages
which included the scructures at the borrom of his list would also have those

83
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at the top, but the opposite was not necessarily true. Research on this aspect
of second language development has shown thar if a learner can use one of the
strucrures at the bottom of the list, he or she will probably be able to use any
that precede it. On the other hand, alearner who can produce sentences with
relative clauses in the subject or direct object positions E_: not necessarily be
able to use relatives in any other position.

Reference to past

Another type of developmental sequence has also been described. In this case,
the sequence reflects learners’ changing ability to express the same meaning,
One example of thisis the development of reference to past events. Adolescent
and adult learners often have important things to say about past events, but
their knowledge of the targetlanguagelimirs ﬂrm: ability to do this. Anumber

- ... of researchers, ovmmjzmm learners from different first Janguage backgrounds
. anddequiring a variety of second languages, have observed a wmﬂma ﬁ&hnr is

MEEM:. across learners.

In the vmmwmibmu learners with very limited language may simply- refer to

.-events in the order in which they occurred or mention a timeor place to mroé :

thar the event occurred in the past.

My son come. He work in restaurant.
January. It’s very cold.
Viet Nam. We work too hard.

Later, learners start to attach a mnmEBmznm_ morpheme which shows that the
verb is marked for the past.

The people worked in the fields.

Even after they begin marking past tense on verbs, however, learners may still
make errors such as the overgeneralization of the regular -ed ending.

She rided her bicycle.

Another aspect of learning how to refer to the past has been shown in studies
by Kathleen Bardovi-Harligand her colleagues. They found that learners are
more likely to mark past tense on some verbs than on others. For example,
learners seem to recognize the need to marlk past tense more easily in sentences
such as ‘T broke the vase’ and My sister fixed it with giue’ than in sentences
such as "She seemed happy last week’ or ‘My father belonged to a club’
(Bardovi-Harlig and Reynolds 1995).

Bardovi-Harlig has suggested that these differences are due to the kinds of
meanings expressed by the different verbs. Learners seem to find it easier to

mark past tense when referring to complered events than when referring to
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states and activities which may last for extended periods ﬁ:mrocm a clear
end-point.

Movement _ﬁrmoﬁmr developmental sequences

We have seen in this section that in second language acquisition there are
systematic and predictable stages, or sequences, of acquisition. We have seen
examples of this in the development of grammatical morphemes, negatives,
questions, relative clauses, and reference to past. Itis important to emphasize,
however, that developmental stages are not like closed rooms. Learners do not
leave one behind when they enter another. In examining a language sample
froman individual learner, one should notexpect to find all and only OAEEQ
 of behaviours from one stage. On the contrary, at a given point in time,

learners may use sentences typical of several different stages. It is mmmrmmm
~ beter to think of a'stage as being characterized by the emergence and increasing
frequency of a HuE.Dn:_E. form rather than by the disappearance of an earlier
one. Even when a more advanced stage comes to dominate in a learner’s
speech, conditions of stress or complexity in a communicativeinteraction can
cause the learner to ‘slip back’ to an earlier mﬁmmm

New ways of _ooEbm at first language influence

Researchers rejected the interpretation of contrastive analysis which made
‘transfer’ or ‘interference’ the explanacion for all of a learner’s difficulries with
the rarget language. This was no doubt due in part to the fact that contrastive
analysis was closely associated with behaviourist views of language acquisition.
In rejecting behaviourism, some researchers also discarded contrastive analysis
as a source of valuable information about learners’ language.

There is no doubr in the minds of most researchers and teachers, however,
that learners draw on their knowledge of other languages as they tuy o
discover the complexities of the new language they are learning. We have seen
some ways in which the first language interaces with developmental sequences.
When learners reach a certain stage and perceive a similarity to their first
language, they may linger longer at that stage (for example, the Spanish speaker’s
negation) or add a substage (for example, the German speaker’s inversion of
subject and lexical verbs in questions) to the sequence which, overall, is very
similar across learners, regardless of their first language. They may learn a
second language rule burt restrice its application (for example, the French
speaker’s rejection of subject—auxiliary inversion with noun subjects).

The firstlanguage may influence learners’ interlanguage in ocherways as well.
The phenomenon of ‘avoidance’ which Jacquelyne Schachter described
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appeared to be caused at least in mumam “u% learners’ mmﬂmvco: thar a feature in
the target language was so distant and different from their first language that
they ?mmm:im& not to ty it (Schachter 1974)!

Other researchers have also found evidence of learners’ sensitivity to degrees
of distance or difference and a reluctance to attempr a transfer over too great
a distance. In one very revealing study, Hikan Ringbom (1986) found that
the ‘interference’ errors. made in English by both Finnish-Swedish and
Swedish-Finnish bilinguals were most often traceable to Swedish, not
Finnish. The fact that Swedish and English are closely related languages
which actually do share many characteristics seems to have led learners to take
a chance that a word or a sentence structure that worked in Swedish would
have an English equivalent. Finnish, on the other hand, belongs to a
noBEmﬁmG\ nrm..mnmbﬁ language family. This knowledge led learners o avoid
using Finnish asa source of momm;u_m Qmummmﬁ whether their¢ own mnmﬁ wmbmzmmm E

T was mémmrmw or mEEmr

The :&?SEDW associated ﬁaﬁr &.:m perception of EBLE._J\ rmm its r:.:au

however. As we noted earlier, learners seem to know thar idiomatic or

‘metaphorical uses of words are often quite unique to a particular language.
“Eric Kellerman (1986) found that many Durtch learners of mbmrmw were

reluctant to accepr certain idiomatic expressions or unusual uses of words
such as “The wave broke on the shore’ but accepted ‘He broke the cup’ even
though both are straightforward translations of sentences with the Dutch
verb breken.

Another way in which learners” first language can affect second language

mn@EmEom 1s in making it difficul for &HB to notice that something they are
saying is absent from mrm langnage as it is used by more proficient mmmm.rnum.
Lydia White (1989) drew attention to the difficulties learners may have when
some feature of their interlanguage and their first language are based on
patterns which are very similar but not identical. When the learner’s
interlanguage form does not cause any difficulry in communicating meaning,
the learner may find it difficult to get rid of it. Lydia White gives the example
of the restrictions on adverb placement in French and English. French and
English share considerable flexibility in where adverbs can be placed in simple
sentences (see further discussion and references in Chaprer 6). However, as
the examples in Table 4.3 show, there are some differences. English, but not

French, allows SAVO order; French, but not English, allows SVAQ.

Second language learners have difficulty in both directions. It seems fairly
easy for French-speaking learners of English ro notice the new form and to
add SVAO 1o their repertoire and for m:a:m?m_umi&bm learners of French to
add SAVO, bur they have far grearer difficulty gerting rid of the form which
does not occur in the targer language. English imvmm_fﬁm learners of French
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make the SAVO error, and French-speaking learners of English make the

SVAQ error.

Currentviews of first language influence emphasize tha there isan imporrant
interaction invelving the first language (or other previously learned languages),
some universal knowledge or processes, and the sam ples of the targetlanguage
which learners encounter in the input. In Chapter 6, we will look at how
instruction and meralinguistic information may also contribure to this
interaction.

Table 4.3: Adverb placement in French and English
S= m:.E.mQ V = Verb O = Object A = Adverb

ASVO

Often, Mary drinks tea.
Souvent, Marie boit du thé.
SVOA

‘Mary drinks tea often.
Marie boir du thé souvent.

savo o
Mary often drinks tea.
*Marie souvent boit du thé.

SVAQO
*Mary drinis often tea.
Marie boir souvent du ehé,

MNote: The asterisl (*) means that the sentence is not grammatical.

Sumiman .

The focus in this chaprer has been on second language acquisition by people
who, although they may receive some instruction, also have considerable
exposure to their second language in natural settings—ac worlk, in the
schoolyard, in the supermarker, or the neighbourhood laundromat. In general,
researchers have found that learners whe receive grammar-based instrucrion
still pass through the same developmential sequences and malce the same rypes
of errors as those who acquire language in natural setrings. For example, in
some of the most extensive work on acquisition sequences, Jiirgen Meisel and
his colleagues Manfred Pienemann and Harald Clahsen found very consistent
patterns in theacquisition of German by speakers of several Romance languages
who had little or no instruction in German as a second language (Meisel,
Clahsen, and Pienemann 1981). Pienemann fater found very similar patterns
in the acquisition of German word order by speakers of English whose only
exposure to the language was in their university German classes in Australia
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(Pienemann 1989). In Chaprer 6 we will focus on the second language
acquisition of learners in classroom settings. First, however, we will lookat the
classroom itself. In Chaprter 5, we will explore the many ways in which
researchers have sought to understand the classroom environment for second
language acquisiton.
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OBSERVING SECOND
LANGUAGE TEACHING

In this chaprer we will explore different ways in ‘which researchers have
 observed and described what goes on in second language‘classrooms. Before
- we do chis, let us take a moment to reflecton the differences berween natural
and instructional language learning settings. We will then look ar transcripes
from two classrooms and try to understand what principles guide the teacher
in each case..

Comparing instructional and natural mmﬁﬁbmm
for language learning

Most people would agree that learning a second language in a natural
acquisition context is not the same as learning in the classroom. Many believe
that learning on the street is more effective. This belief may be based on the
fact that most successful learners have had exposure to the language ourside
the classroom. Whatis special about natural language learning? Can we creare
the same environment in the classroom? Should we? Or are there essential
contributions that only instrucrion and not narural exposure can provide?

Activity
Natural and instructional settings

Natural acquisition contexts should be understood as those in which the
learner is exposed to the language at work or in social interaction or, if the
learner is a child, in a school sicuation where most of the ocher children are
native speakers of the target language and where the instruction is directed
toward native speakers racher than toward learners of the language.

Traditional instructional environmensts (for example, grammar translation
and audiolingual}) are those where the language is being taught to a group of
second or foreign language learners. In this case, the focus is on the language
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icself, rather than on informarion which is carried by the language. The
teacher’s goal is to see to it that students Jearn the vocabulary and grammatical
rules of the rarget language. The goal of learners in such courses is often to pass
an examination rather than to use the language for daily communicative
interacrion.

. . i Eorsfruchiom’
Funglush h;k\m:.n%ml

The h:x..b.b...u verb, whicl
normaily Coppecrs after the

Subject, must move 4o Seatence
Ltrltiatl position ..

Communicative, content-based and task-based instrucrional environments
also involve learners whose goal is learning the language itself, but the style of
instruction places the emphasis on interaction, conversation, and language
use, rather than on learning about the language. The topics which are
discussed in communicative and rask-based instrucrional environments are
often topics of general interest to the learner, for example, how to reply to a
classified advertisement from 2 newspaper. [n content-based instrucrion, the
focusofalessonisusually on the subject-matter, such as history or mathemarics,
which students are learning through the medium of the second language. In
these classes, the focus may occasionally be on the language itself, but the
emphasis is on using the language rather than on talking abour it. The
language which teachiers use for teaching is not selecred on the basis of
teaching a specific fearure of the language, but on leading learners to use the
language in a variety of contexts. Students’ success in these courses is often
measured in terms of their ability to ‘get things done’ in the second language,

rather than on their accuracy in using cerrain grammatical features.

The chart opposite is similar to the one in Chapter 2 {page 33), in which we
compared the profiles of first and second language learners. Think abour the
characreristics of the different conrexts for second language learning. Mark a
plus (+) in the chart if the characteristic in the left-hand column istypical of
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the learning environment in the three remaining columns. Mark a minus (-)
if it is not something you usually find in that concext. Write ‘¥’ if you are not
sure. )

Characteristics

MNatural
acquisition

Traditional
instruction

Communicative
instruction

Error correction

Learning one thingata
time

Ample time available for
fearning

High ratio of native

‘speakers to learners

Variety of language and
discourse types

Pressure to speak

Access to modified input

Photocopiable ® Oxford University Press

As you look at the pattern of + and — signs you have placed in the chait, you

will probably find it matches the following descriptions.

When people learn languages at work, in social interactions, or in the playground,
their experiences are often quite different from those of learners in classrooms.

In natural acquisition settings

Learners are rarely corrected. If their interlocutors can understand what
they are saying, they do not remark on the correctness of the learners’

speech. They would probably feel it was rude to do so.

Language is not presented step by step. In natural communicative
interactions, the learner will be exposed to a wide variety of vocabulary and

STrucrures.

. The learner is surrounded by the fanguage for many hours each day. Some
of that language is addressed to the learner; much of icis simply ‘overheard’.

The learner usually encounters a number of different people who use the
rarget language proficiently. :
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Learners observe or participate in many different types of language events:
brief greetings, commercial transactions, exchanges of informarion,
arguments, instructions at school or in the workplace. They may also
encounter the written language in the form of notices, newspapers, posters,
etc.

Learners must often use their limited second language ability to respond to
questions or getinformarion. In these situations, the emphasisis on getting
meaning across clearly, and more proficient speakers tend to be tolerant of
errors that do not interfere with meaning.

Meodified input is available in many one-to-one conversations. In situ-
ations where many native speakers are involved in the conversation,
however, the learner often has difficuley getting access to language he or she
can understand. o L - s

The events and activities which are typical of traditional instruction. differ
from those encountered in nacural acquisition settings. Traditional classrooms
include grammar translation approaches in which there is considerable use of
translation activities and grammatical rules, and audiolingual approaches
where there is little use of the first Janguage but where learners are éxpecred o
learn through repetition and habit formation.

11 traditional instructional sertings

Errors are frequently correcred. Accuracy tends to be given priority over
meaningful interaction.

Inputis structurally graded, simplified, and sequenced by the teacher and
the rextbook. Linguistic items are presented and pracrised in isolation, one
item ar a time, in a sequence from what is assumed to be ‘simple’ to thar
which is ‘complex’.

Learning is ofren [imited to only a few hours a week.

The teacher is often the only native or proficient speaker thestudent comes
in contact with.

Students experience a limited range of language discourse types (often a
chain of Teacher asks a question/Student answers/ Teacher evaluares fesponse).
The written language they encounter is selected o represent specific
grammarical features rather than for irs conrent.

Students often feel great pressure to speak or write the second language and
to do so correctly from the very beginning.

Teachers often use the learners’ native language to give instructions or in
other classroom management evenrs. However, when they use the target
language, they rend to modify their language in order to ensure

-comprehension and compliance.
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Not all language classrooms are alike. The condicions for learning differ in
rerms of the physical environment, the age and motivation of che students,
the amount of time available for learning, and many other variables.
Classrooms also differ in terms of the principles which guide teachers in their
language teaching methods and techniques. Designers of communicartive
F:quam teaching programs have sought to replace some of the characreristics
of Q,&Eo:& instruction with %omm more typical of natural acquisition
contexts. The communicative approach isbased on innatistand interactionist
theories of language learning and emphasizes the communication of meaning
both berween teacher and students and among the students themselves in
group or pairwork. Grammatical forms are focused on only in order to clarify
meaning. The assumption is that learners can and must do the mmmdﬁmznm_
devel opment on their own. _

o Iz commmunicative instr HRQESN .q&ﬁ:.m,q

-« There is a limited amounit of error correction, and BmmEum is anrmmﬁmm
over form.

o Inpurtissimplified and made comprehensible by the use of contextual cues,
props, and gestures, racher than through structural grading.

e Learners usually have only limited time for learning. Sometimes, however,
subject-marrer courses taught through the second language can add time
for language learning. A good example of this is immersion courses where

most or all the subject-matter is taught to a group of students who are all
second language learners.

» Contact with proficient or nartive speakers of the language is limited. As
with traditional instrucrion, it is often only the teacher who is a proficient
speaker. Learners have considerable exposure ta the interlanguage of other
learners. This naturally contains errors which would not be heard in an
environment where the interlocutors are native speakers.

A variery of discourse types are introduced through stories, role playing
and the use of ‘real-life’ materials such as newspapers, television broadcases,

and field trips.

* There is little pressure to perform at high levels of accuracy, and there is
often a greater emphasis on comprehension than on production, especially
in the early stages of learning.

« Modified inpur is a defining fearure of this approach to instruction. The
ceacher in these classes makes every effort to speak to students in a level of
language they can understand. In addidon, other students speak
simplified language.
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Activity

Classroom comparisons: teacher—studenrt interactions

In this activity we are going to look at transcripts from two classrooms, one
using a structure-based approach ro teaching, and the other a communicative
approach. Structure-based approaches emphasize language form through
either meralinguistic instruction (for example, grammar translation) or
pattern practice (for example, audiolingual).

With each transcripe, there is a chart for you 1o check off whether certain
things are happening in the interaction, from the point of view of the teacher
and of the students. Before you begin reading the transcripes, study the
following definitions of the categories used in the grids:

1 Errors - Arethereerrors in the wm:mc_umm of either ﬁwﬂ.
IR . “teacher or the students? e

2 Error correction ‘When grammatical errors are made, are they

corrected? By whom?

3 Genuine questions . Do teachers and students ask questions to.

which they don’t know the answer in advance?

4 Digplay questions Do teachers ask questions they know the
answers to so that learners can display their
knowledge of the language (or lack of it)?

5 Negotiation of meaning Do the teachers and students work o
understand what the other speakers are saying?

What efforts are made by the teacher? By the

students?

6 Meralinguistic comments Do the teachers and studences talk zbozz
language, in addition to using it to transmit
informarion?

In the following excerpts, T represents the teacher, S represents a student.
{The classroom examples in this chapter come from unpublished data

collecred by . M. Lighthown, N. Spada, and B. Barkman.)
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Classroom A: A structure-based approach
(Students in this class are 15-year-old French speakers.)

Teacher Student

Errors

Feedback on errors

Genuine questions

Display questions

Negotiation of meaning

Zmﬁm_m:mcmman nOBijﬂ

_u_.,o_”onov_m_u_m © Oxford Cn_<m_.m,Q Press

T

HWuH g wngn o w»

W ] 0 ] OO

OXK, we finished the book—we finished in the book G:: 1,2,3.
Finished. Workbook 1, 2, 3. So today we’re going to start with Unit
4. Don't take your books yet, don’t take your-books. In 1, 2, 3 we -
worked in what tense? What tense did we work on? OK?

Past

In the past—Whar auxiliary in the past?

Did

Did (writes on board ‘1-2—3 Pasc’). Unir 4, Unic4, wee going to
work in the present, present progressive, present no:ﬂbcocm|OHQ
You don't know whar it is?

Yes

Yes? Whar is ie?
Litele bit

A licele bit

Eh?

Uh, present continuous

Present continuous? What's that?

e—n—g

I-n—g

Yes

What does that mean, present continuous? You don't know? OK,
fine. What are you doing, Paul?

Rien [nothing]

Northing?

Rien—nothing

You're not doing anything? You're doing something!
Notdoing anything,. ,

27
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You're doing something!

Not doing anything.

You're doing something—Are, are you listening to me? Are you
talking with Marc? Whart are you doing?

No, no—uh—listen—uh—

Eh?

to you

You're you're listening to me.

Yes

Oh. (writes “What are you doing? I'm liseening to %oc on &um

board)
Je—

What are you—? You're excited.
Yes S
You're playing with your eraser. (writes'I'm playing with my eraser’.

‘on the board). Would you'close ﬁrm door please, Bernard? Claude,

what is he doing?
Close the door-

He is closing the door. (writes En s closing the door’ on the board)

What are you doing, Mario?

Maoi, I listen to you.

You're listening to me.

Yes

OK. Are you sleeping or are you listening to me?
1 don™—moiti—moiti—, half and half.

Halfand half, half sleeping, half listening.

Classroom B: A communicative approach
(Students in this class are 10-year-old French speakers. In this activiey, they

.are telling their reacher and their classmates what ‘bugs’ them. They have

written ‘what bugs them’ on a card or paper which they hold while speaking.)

Teacher Student

Errors

Feedback on errors

Genuine questions

Display questions

Negortiation of meaning,

Meralinguistic comments

Photocopiable @ Oxford University Press
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It bugs me when a bee string me.

Oh, when a bee stings me.

Stings me.

Do you ger stung often? Does that happen often? The bee stinging
many times?

Yeah.

Often? (Teacher turns to students who aren’t paying atrention)
OK. Sandra and Benoit, you may begin working on a research
project, hey? (Teacher turns her attention back to “What bugs me’)
It bugs me (inaudible) and my sister put on my clothes.

Ah! She borrows your clothes? When you're older, you may
appreciate it because you can switch clothes, maybe. (Turns to

check another student’s written work) Mélanie, this is yours, I will

check.—OK. It’s good. -

It Usmm me when I'm sick and : my UBEQ. &Ommzﬁ Tn:u B?IB%IS%_, |
brothet, *cause he—me— .
' OK. You know—when (inaudible) sick, you're sick at home in bed

and you say, oh, to your _uaﬁrnn or your sister: “Would you please
get me a drink of water?’ P you know, ‘Go play in
the traffic!” You know, it’s not <mQ nice. HSEDD_

It bug me to have—

It bugs me. It bugzs me.

It bugs me when my brother takes my bicycle. Every day.

Every day? Ah! Doesn’t your bro—(inaudible) his bicycle? Could
his brother lend his bicycle? Uh, your brother doesn’t have a
bicycle?

Yeah! A new bicycle (inaudible) bicycle.

Ah, well. Talk to your mom and dad about it. Maybe negoriate a
new bicycle for your brother,

(inaudible)

He has a new bicycle. But his brother needs a new one too.

Yes!

Hey, whoa, just a minure! Jean?

Marun’s brocher has—

Martin, who has a new bicycle? You or your brother?

My brother.

And you havean old one.

(inaudible)

And your brother rakes your old one?

(inaudible) bicycle

His bicycle! How old is your brother?

March 23.

His birthday?

Yeah! .

99
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T And how old was he?

S Fourteen.

T Fourteen. Well, why dont you tell your brother thar when he takes
your bike you will take his bike. And he may have more scratches

than he figures for. OK?

Characteristics of input in the two classrooms
Classroom A

1

Errors: Very few on the part of the teacher. However the teacher’s speech
does have some peculiar characteristics typical of this type of teaching, for
anBEm the questions in statement form—often asked with dramaric
rising intonation (for example, “You don'tknow what itis?’). Ie’s hard to say
Swnmrmm mmcmm:mm make errors, because they say as little as possible,

mﬂoH correction: %mmu whenever mE&m:G &q make mm.o IS, mrn mmmn_anH reacts.

Om:c_bn ﬁcnma ons: Yes, afew, but theyare almost &émﬁ w&mﬁn_m 1o nHmmmnooE
management. No questions from the students.

U_mw_m% questions: Yes, almostall of the ﬁmmnrnm 5 @CmmDODm are of this ype..
Hbmm_..nmﬂbm? however, the students sometimes interpret nrmEm% questions
as genuine questions (T: What are you doing, Paul? S: Rien.). The teacher
wants students to produce a sentence—any sentence—in the ‘present
continuous’ burt the student worries that he’s abour to get in Q.o:Zm for
doing ‘nothing’.

Negortiation of meaning: Very little, learners have no need to paraphrase or
request clarifications, and no opportunity to determine the direction of the
discourse; the teacher is only focused on the formal aspects of the learners’
language. All the effort goes into getting students 1o produce a sentence
with the present continuous form of the verb.

Metalinguistic comments: Yes, this is how the teacher begins the lesson and
lets the students know what really marrers!

Classroom B

i

Errors: Yes, when students speak but hardly ever when the teacher does.
Nevertheless, the teacher’s speech also contains incomplete sentences,
simplified ways of speaking, and an informal speech style.

Error correction: Yes, somerimes the teacher repears what the student has
said with the correct form (for example, ‘he bugzz me’-—pointing out the
third person singular). However, this correction is not consistent or

intrusive as the focus is primarily on letting students express their
meanings.
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3 Genuine questions: Yes, almost all of the teacher’s questions are focused on
getting information from the students. The students are not asking
questions in this exchange. However, they do sometimes intervene to
change the direction of the conversation.

4 Display questions: No, because there is a focus on meaning rather than on
accuracy in grammatical form.

5 Negotiation of meaning: Yes, from the teacher’s side, especially in the long
exchange abour who has a bicycle!

6 Metalinguistic comments: No. Even though the teacher clearly hopes to
get students to use the third person -5 in the simple present, she does not
say so in these words.

Sumimnary Qn the two.classroom mdnm%ﬁ

You have no &ocvm noticed how strikingly nrmmnmuﬁ these LrAnsCripts mdB the
WO &mmmmooam are, even though the activities are both teacher-centred. In the -
transcript from classroom A, the focus is on form (i.e. grammar) and in -

classroom B, it is on meaning. In classroom A, the only purpose of the
interaction is to practise the present continuous. Alchough the teacher uses
real'classroom events and some humour to accomplish this, there is no doubt
about whart really marters here. There is no real interest in what students are

- doing, but rather in their abilicy to say it. There is a primary focus on correct

grammar, display questions, and error correction in the transeript from
classroom A.

In the cranscript from classroom B, the primary focus is on meaning,

. conversational interaction, and genuine questions, although there are some

brief references to grammatical accuracy when the teacher feels it is necessary.

Classroom observation schemes

The categories you just used in your examination of the classroom transcripts
represent some of the main features which have been used to characrerize

differences in second language teaching. Many more categories exist and

these are often combined to create a classroom observation scheme. A classroom
observation scheme can be used to describe a range of reacher and learner
behaviours. Many different observation schemes have been developed for use
in second language classrooms. They differ in several respects including the
number of categories they contain, whether they focus on qualitative or
quantitative descriptions, whether they are used throughour a lesson or on
selected samples of classroom interaction, and whether they are used by
observers while they are in the classroom or to analyse audio or video
recordings or transcripts of such recordings.
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One example of a scheme developed for second language classrooms is the
Communicative Orientation of Language Teaching (corr) Observation
Scheme (Spada and Frahlich 1995). coir has abour 70 categories, which are
divided into two parts. Part A describes reaching practicesin terms of conrent,
focus, and organization of activity types. Part B describes aspects of the
language produced by teachers and students. When using part A, the observer
can determine, for example, whether the pedagogical activiries are reacher- or
learner-centred, whether the focus is on language form or meaning, and
whether there are opportunities available for students to choose the topics for
discussion. When using part B, the observer can describe, for example, how
much (or how little) language students produce, whether their language
production is restricted in any way, the kinds of questions teachers ask, and
whether and how teachers respond to learners’ errors. _

The corr scheme and others like it have been used primarily in classroom |

“research which is intended to examine relationships between differences in

teaching practices and differences in second language learning. Observation
schemes have also been used in the training of new teachers and in the
professional development of experienced ones. The opportunity to observe
teaching (including our own) can lead to a greater understanding of the -
complexities of the teaching process as well as to more critical reflection on
our pedagogical practices. Below are some activities that may help you
think abour particular aspects of your teaching through self-observation.

Activity
Observing the kinds of questions you ask your students

Most teachers spend alarge percentage of classroom time asking questions. As
indicared on page 100, questions can be divided into two basic types: display
questions and genuine questions. The difference berween the two is that
display questions are those to which the asker knows the answer in advance,
while with genuine questions the answer is not known in advance. Examples
of both question types are:

Display question:  Are you a student?
(asked to a student in a classroom)

Genuine question: Where does your uncle worls?
(asked to a student when discussing families in class)

Teachers are well known for asking many more display than genuine
questions. Indeed, this high frequency of display questions is one of the
crucial differences berween classroom interaction and conversations in the
‘real’world. Researchers have also noted thar teachers often give students only
a fraction of a second 1o answer before they move on to another student or
answer the question themselves. ‘
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Thinkabout thekinds of questions you ask your students. What do you think
is the proportion of genuine and display nEmmﬁo:m that you ask in class? Do
you think this varies nmﬂum:mrsm on the activity type? Do you think there is an
imporrant role for display questions? 1fso, in what contexis? To determine the
kind of questions you ask in class, complete the following activity.

1 Record a teacher-fronted lesson (not group work).

2 Listen to the tape to see whether you ask more genuine versus display
questions.

3 How much time do you allow for students to answer? You may need a
stopwatch to answer this question!

4 Are there any differences in the kind of language your students mﬁomcnm
when ﬁrmv\ are asked mnmEbm versus display mznmaom%

~Basedon %OE ovmmﬂ‘mmoum do the following;

1 Design an activity which you think will lead to more genuine questions in
class. Uzznm %m mnaﬁg try 1o mEm mE&mmﬁm mcmmnmnsﬁ time to answer.

2 Record this activity.

'3 Listen to the recording and focus on the kind of language your students

produce when asked genuine questions and given more time to respond.

Inaddition ro (orinstead of ) recording your own teachin g, you mightconsider
observing and recording the class of another reacher.

‘Feedback in the classroom

As indicared above, several observation schemes Have been used in classroom
research on second language learning and teaching. Some of them, like cor,
cover a wide range of instructional practices and procedures. Others foctis on
a specific feature of classroom interaction. For example, Roy Lyster and Leila
Ranta developed an instrument which focuses exclusively on descriptions of
the different types of feedback on error provided by teachers and the scudents’
immediate responses to them (called uprake). This model was developed in
French immersion classrooms where second language students learn the target
language via subject-matter instrucrion (i.e. content-based instruction), but
it may _um used to analyse other types of second language instruction as well.

Lyster and Ranra (1997) developed their model by observing the different
types of corrective feedback provided in approximarely 20 hours of classroom
interaction in four primary French immersion classrooms. They began their
observations by using a combination of some categories from part B of the
corr scheme and other categories from models which had examined feedback
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in both first and second language learning. As they examined the different
types of feedback provided in the French immersion classrooms, they
adjusted some of the categories to At their dara, and they also developed
additional categories. This resulted in the identification of six different
feedback types. The definitions below come from the Lyster and Ranta model
(1997: 46-8). The examples come from our £sL classroom dara.

Explicit correction refers ro the explicit provision of the correct form. As the
teacher provides the correct form, he or she clearly indicates that what the
student had said was incorrect (for example, ‘Oh, you mean . . ., “You should
say ... ). .

S The dog run fastly.

T "Fasdy’ aonmm rexist. ‘Fast’ &omm not take -@ Thar’s why 1 ?nrma
@EnE%

Recasts E<om<m the reacher’s HQ_.,oﬁBaFﬂo: ofall orparte ofa a mﬁc&m:ﬁ s utterance,
minus the error. Recasts are generally implicit in ﬁrmﬂ they are not introduced
by ‘You mear’, ‘Use this word’, or “You should say.’

. 51. When you're phone partners, did you talk long time? .
T When you were phone partners, did you talk for a long time?
52 Yes, my frst one [ talked for 25 minutes
S1 Why you don’t like Mare?
T Why don't you like Marc?
S2 Idontknow, I don’tlike him.

Norte that in these examples the teacher does not seem to expect uptake from
student S1. It seems she is merely repeating the question S1 has asked S2.

Clarification requests indicate to students eicher thar their utterance has
been misunderstood by the teacher or that the utterance is ill-formed in some
way and thata repetition ora reformulation is required. A clarification request
includes phrases such as ‘Pardon me. .." Tt may also include a repetition of the
error as in ‘What do you mean by ... ?’

T How often do you wash the dishes?

S Fourteen. .

T Excuse me. (Clarification request)

S Fourteen.

T Fourteen what? (Clarification request)
S Fourteen fora week.

T Fourteen times a weelc? (Recast)

S Yes. Dinner and supper.

Metalinguistic feedback contains comments, information, or questions
relared ro the well-formedness of the student’s urrerance, withour explicirtly
providing the correct form. Meralinguistic commenrs generally indicare thar
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there is an error somewhere (for example, ‘Can you find your error?’). Also,
metalinguistic informarion generally provides either some grammatical
meralanguage that refers to the nature of the error (for example, ‘It's
masculine’) or a word definition in the case of lexical errors. Meralinguistic
questions also point to the nature of the error but attempe w elicic the
informarion from the student (for example, ‘Is it feminine?’).

S Welook at the people yesterday.
T What's the ending we put on verbs when we talk about che past?

Elicitation referstoatleast three techniques that teachers use to directly elicit
the correct form from the students. First, reachers elicit completion of their
own urtterance (for example, ‘Ifs a . . *). Second, teachers use questions to

_elicit correct forms (for example, . . . "‘How do we say x in French?’ v Hga
teachers Onnm&oum&% mmw mﬂ.&mma to HmmoHBEmR %m:. urcerance..

'S My father &wwbm Em Emﬂm
‘T Excuse me, he Qmm:m the 7?2

S Plates?

Repetition refers o ‘the teacher’s repetition, in isolation, of the student’s
erroneous urrerance. In most cases, teachers adjust their intonation so as to

highlight the error.
In this example, the repetition is followed by a recast:

S He's in the bathroom.
T Bathroom? Bedroom. He's in the bedroom.

Here the repetition is followed by metalinguistic comment and explicit
COrrection:

S Weis. ]
T We is? But it’s two people, right? You see your mistake? You see the
error? When ic’s plural it’s we are.

In their analysis of the different feedback rypes, Lyscer and Ranta found that
all teachers in the content-based French immersion classes they observed used
recasts more than any other type of feedback. Indeed, recasts accounted for
more than half of the roral feedback provided in the four classes. Repettion
was the least frequent feedback rype provided. The other types of corrective
feedback fell in berween. Below, the different feedback cypes are presented in
the order of the highest to lowest frequency. Nore, however, that some of the
feedback types occurred in combination with each other as indicared in some
of the examples above.

Recasts
Elicitation _
Clarification requests.
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Metalinguistic feedback
Explicit correction
Repetition.

When Lyster and Ranta examined the students language behaviour
immediately after receiving the different feedback types, they found that
student uptake was feast likely to occur after recasts, and much more likely to
occur when they received feedback in the form of elicitations, clarification
requests, metalinguistic feedback, and repetitions. Furthermore, elicitations
and metalinguistic feedback were more likely to lead ro a correcred form of
the original utterance. = -

Lyster has recently argued that studenss in content-based second language

_classrooms (where the emphasis is on meaning not form) are less likely to
‘notice recasts than other forms of error correction because when recasts are.
- provided students assume that the teacher is responding to the content rather

: - - thanthe form of their speech (see Lyster 1998). Indeed, the double challenge

-of making the subject-matter comprehensible and enhancing knowledge of

the second language itself within subject-marter instruction has led some to
conclude that ‘not all content teaching is necessarily good language reaching’
(Swain 1988: 68).. ,

In the next chaprer, we will examine different views about how languages are
best learned in classroom sertings and examine some of the research relevant
to these positions. This research is directly relevant to questions such as:

1 Is ‘comprehensible input’ enough for successful second language learning
to occur? ,

2 Is there evidence for the effectiveness of a focus on language form in
communicative classrooms?

3 Are some ways of drawing learners’ attention to language form more
effective than others?

Activity
Analysing classroom interaction

Before we examine these positions and the related research, read the following
three transcripts. Look for examples of some of the characteristics of
classroom interaction which have been discussed in this chaprer.

Overallfocus of instruction
Is the instruction in the transcripr best described as:

Structure-based, where a whole lesson or segment of a lesson is organized
around a specific feature of the language and error correction is frequent;
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Communication-based, where the lesson focuses primarily on meaning and
the communication of messages. Error correction may be provided bu it is
usually briefand in the midst of an ongoing activiry.

| Input
What type of input is provided in each transcripe? Is iv:

Comprehensible input, where meaning is the clear priority in the interaction

and no specific aspect of the language seems to be rargeted. How would you”

assess the quality of the comprehensible inpuc in terms of the variety and
richness of the language used, the accuracy of the teacher’s use of English, the
kinds of modifications the teacher makes in making the language
comprehensible? _

or . oL
Structured input, where the learners’ attention is explicitly drawn to a
~ specific feature of languiage, sometimes with meralinguistic ‘terminology
and explanations? R .. . .

Feedback

In each transeript, what types of corrective feedback types are provided?

Clarification requests, where the teacher indicates to the learner that an
utterance has been misunderstood or that there is an error in it and that 2
repetition or a reformulation is needed;

Recasts, where the teacher repears a student’s utterance, using correct forms
g

where the student has made an error, butr does not draw artention to the error
and mainrains a central focus on meaning;

Elicitations, where the teacher uses questions to elicit completion of studences’
utcerances, asks questions to elicic correct forms, or asks students ro
reformulate cheir utterances; .

Metalinguistic feedback, where the teacher points to the nature of the error by
commenting on or providing information abour the well-formedness of a
student’s utterance (for example, ‘Can you see where you made a mistake?’).
This can also include metalanguage (for example, ‘It’s singular not plural’).

Transcripr 1

French-speaking students in a grade 5 £FL class (ages 10-11) in Quebec are
interviewing two older students in grade 7 (ages 12--13), who have come to
visit their class. These older students had the same teacher (i.e. Catherine)
when they were in grade 5 two years earlier. Students in the class address their
questions to the older students individually (i.e. to Beatrice or Myléne) or to
both at once.

Some information relevane to the topic of discussion: A rypical homework
assignment for these classes is to watch a parricular television program or to
spend a certain amount of time on the phone speaking English with a
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‘telephone partner’ who is another student in the class. Another activity
which is referred to is the creation each week of a ‘kid of the week’ poster,
honouring one student in the class. Each student and the teacher write
something funny or complimentary about the chosen student on a poster
which shows drawings or photos of the student.

(T represents the teacher and S represents a grade 5 student. For the two
visiting grade 7 students, M represents Myléne and B, Beatrice.)

When you're older, do you want kids?
No. _
Why not? You say that like you're sure. Why not?
We want no troubles.
I agree. Whart abour you Beatrice?
Two, [wantwwo, | :
You want two kids?
IfIcan, Iwant one and one. AR
That would be nice if you can order what you want. I'll me one .
girl all-dressed and one vc% toasted. That would be nice if you
nocE order them, right, in a restaurant. I want my girl ten years
old and the boy 12 years old. No babies. Alright, interesting
question Marianne. Geneviéve.,
For the both.
Both of them.
Were you the phone partner before?
For one week eh? They were phone partners. Beatrice.
Beatrice. When you get—
When you got—it’s past.
When you got the poster did youum ... 2
Did you get it the same time? Like the same week?
No. .
No, I don't think so eh? Yves.
Mylene, did you watch Cosby show?
Here you mean?
Yes.
Do you warch it sometime? In front of the TV? And then the
family watches too. All right.
What did you fike the best?
Kate and Alley.
You preferred Kate and Alley? Interesting. But it’s not on now.
Mare.
Who's have uh, the—
Wheo was the first to get the kid of the week poster?
I was.
You were the first one in group? Ah ha. Annie-Claude. Phil?
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When you're phone partners, did you talk long time?

When you were phone pareners, did you talk for a long time?

Yes. My first one I talked for 25 minures.

The very first one you did eh? I remember that. I said ro the kids
five minutes for phone conversations and the first time—who was
your partner? Do you remember who your partner was?
Marie-France.

Marie-France. Oh boy. She was funny. Oh God whata clown thac
girl was. Remember her doll show and tell? She was so funny. We
were laughing so much I was crying. Her first phone parmer
homework she talked for 45 minutes, first time. Annick.

When you are in—

When you were—

Were in chis program (?)

No, it was Kate and Alley.

We had a different show to watch: Wmmm mmn_ EH% wcﬁ Kate E.&

“Alley is not on now, so that’s why we watch Cosby. OK. frand the

past is (writing on board)

wes S o

was. Are, the pastis e

were

were. Wereyou, not areyou. Not, I am, am1ics was 1. Caroline.

Transcript 2

"T'his was also recorded in a grade 5 class (age 10). The students and teacher
are discussing the ‘telephone parmers’ homework.

T

— U2

ab»_;m,_]mcns_gm,..]mp_]m

Telephone partners. Vincent and Victoria did you talk on the
phone last night? Yes? Charlie and Nathalie . . . well Charlie and
Narhalie. . . Yes? Eric and Christian?

Yes.

You're going to lose your chair if you continue. . . all right . .. OK.
Next . . . what do you have to report about telephone parmers? Do
you have new partners? Anything interesting happen?

Yes, 1 talk 15 minutes with Christian . . . super funny at the phone.
Who's super funny you or Christian?

Her...n...him. .

Yea?

... her.

Yea? Does he rell jokes?

Yes (2 voices) ;.. Row. .. row.

What? [ don’t undersrand.

Oh well, that’s Christian. All right, Vicroria?

(inaudible)

OK... Yes:

(inaudible) ... 35 minutes.

109
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Yes...abour...and.
Does he ralk a fot on the phone?
Yes.
He talks more on the phone than in class?
Ah ... yes.
Oh, good. All right, Marl?
(inaudible) . . . partner. . . we were talking abour. . . there on the
phone.
They were on the phone the same rime as you?
Yes.
Talking to you?
..thing...sameline...

In English or French?

one...inEnglish. e , o
So you just say, Ifyou're going to insult me, insult me in English at
least eh?’

And Mark . .. Mark he... ah, Annie, Annie. .. heah

No sometimes in French but ah, in French . .. in ah, and the other .

" Eh?

And Mark...he...ah, Annie, Annie. .. he ah

Annie, that’s your sister?

Yesand ... Mark, he was yelling . . . on the phone ...and ... back
and he was yelling.

Mark was yelling?

Yes. u

Quier. Mark yelled? Ahh! We know a secrer? OK, inreresting,
Annie?

I talked to Eric. I talked 15 minutes, I think he . .. Ithink he . . .
with Mark . . . just like Matchew . .

He talked like Marchew?

No, just like Matthew his parmer . . .

Transcript 3

This was recorded in a class of grade 10 students (age 15} who had been taking
English as a second/foreign language classes for a few hours a week since grade
5 (age 10). The activiry involves students beginning to work on a homework
assignment. The teacher works either with individuals or with the whole

group.

T

S
T
S

Keep thatand passicon . .. (handing our homework sheets).
Come on!

(mutters and coughs)

Shh! Which tense is chac?

Present?
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What do you change present to?

Aht

What rense is that? Whar tense is thae? <oz finished? You can start
your homework.

(no response)

Mary isa he? Ahah ... Whar tense is thar? What do we change
past to? Whar's the past perfect of the verb have? Mary did you do
your homework?

(no response)

Canwewrite uh . .. the same?

No, no, you can write it on the sheet. I¢’s not necessary to, it’s not
necessary, you can just write it on that. . . save uh save your
money . . . How many people are not mmarmm with the

Em&ﬁ_uomn% OK, Go on..

.ﬁmnﬁmm_ students raise their rmb%u
‘Which tense is that?
‘Uh...uh...present?-

What rense is char?

- {no response) : -

Something wrong?

Yes.

I think youd betrer take another look. How you doing? Ah, past,
must change to, always look back ;. you're not sure.

Past.

Which one? This one? Yeah?

(no response)

This is past . . . simple past. OK. Who is talking?

(no response)

Right. OK. So, wait. (sighs) Stéphane! Stéphane! Stéphane! What
verb is thae?

Can you tell me. Excuse me?

What verb is it? Just tell me the name of the verb.

Have?

Have. What verb is chat?

Know.

Which is which verb?

Yeah, I know ... too. .. because, you change past, for past perfect.
Righr.

Oh...

Butr why did you pur,

Have had a party?

Yes!

Hein?

Had had .

111



112

Q\u,m__. ?.:.:\.mhﬁ _c:n.\_ \hz :._:_g._n. :..\..un.x:.:h

S E%

S

SRR

-

-

Hv Ao

VSRR I 7 QU I 7 QN I 7 R I N N 2 e B e B e B

Had /aed/ had .

Uh, you got a problem. Ooh? what's the past participle of go?
(group grumbles)

Have gone.

Shh! How many people are still not finished with the blackboard
exercise?

(some raise hands)

OK. .. couple of more minutes. When you're finished, do the
sentences on the sheet. If you don’t finish it in the class, you have to
finish for homework. So I suggest you start working. Write, yeah
numbers one to twenty.

Can we answer on the same sheer?

Yes. You can use the sheer. You don’t have to use the piece of paper..
(muttering) i &

mE& to ... sald o . . when énruﬁ said to 2?;. do we n_umzmm it

gm_ .

OK, for each sentence o . . . what' UBE Eozmau We couldnt. N
apostrophe T, Guy?

(Guy stops doing whatever it was)

Thank you.

(group laughs)

No, the possessive, your . . . right? [ have my pencil? You have your
pencil? We have .

Your?

Not your. It’s either said to me or tells me nor rells to.

Uh...

And what tense is that . . . said?
Past?
Yeh...everybody...EvERY..
Oh.

OK2? Is there anyone who's still not finished with the blackboard?
Luc...

(group laughs)

Really

Yep.

Well, if you'd stop ralking.

(class laughs)

What tense is char? What do you change it to?

What tense is that?

Past tense of the verb do. No, I did my work. She did. quesTions?

Oh ...

It’s not necessary to use a sheet of paper. You know. Yes, you can do

it on the sheet. Save yourself some money, it’s not necessary to .
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S (inaudible)

T Boy, you're really zipping along there, aren’t you Guy?

S Haha.

Summary of transcripts

The three transcripes differ in several ways. The first two transcripts represent
lessons which have meaning as their primary focus and the third eranscripris
a lesson in which form is emphasized. However, the first two transcripts also
differ from one another in important ways. Below is a summary description

of the three transcripts with reference to the specific features outlined on
pages 106-7.

The segment of the lesson presented in Transcript 1 represents instruction:

- which is best described as communication-based. The ‘emiphasis in. this
activity is on communicating messages where meaning is the clear priority in

-the interaction. Thus, the type of inpur provided is noEmernﬂEm input.

This does not mean that there is no corrective feedback. On the contrary, the
reacher often i interrupts briefly to provide students with feedback on their
errors. As seen in the transcript, the teacher’s corrective feedback also varies.

She uses recasts several rimes and also clarification requests, elicitations, and
metalinguistic feedback. None of these corrective strategies interferes with
the overall focus on meaning and communication.

Transcript 2 represents a lesson in which there is an exclusive focus on
meaning. No particular aspect of language is targeted and there is virtually no
corrective feedback provided. When the teacher does provide correction, it is
almost always in response to the content and not the form of a student’s
utterance. Thus, this segment represents a communicarion-based lesson but
differs quite.considerably from Transcript 1 in that there is no attention to
language form. The type of input provided is comprehensible inpu.

Transcript 3 differs significantly from Transcripts 1 and 2. In this lesson the
emphasis is on a particular grammarical form and there is considerable
meralinguistic instruction. Thus, this segment is best described as structure-
based and there is a considérable amount of structured inpus. The teacher’s
corrective feedback is also primarily meralinguistic with very few recasts or
elicitations. .

Activity
Observing how you respond to students’ errors

Even experienced teachers may discover differences berween whar they rhink
they do and what they actually do in their classrooms, and the experience of
observing themselves (on video) or examining their language behaviour (via

11
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audio-recordings) can be quite revealing. For example, some teachers report
that they never (or rarely) correct students’ errors. Afrer observing themselves,
however, they discover that they do give feedback on error but in ways which
are different than they had expected. For example, a teacher may never
provide metalinguistic explanations when students make errors but may
instead react with a variety of facial expressions, gestures, or shifts in
intonation. In this activity, focus on your error-correction behaviour by
following the instructions below.

In a class you are teaching:

1 Choose an activity which is reacher-centred but where students have
opportunities to speak frequently.

2 Video oraudio-record 20 minutes of this mnaiaﬁ

3 Listen to the Hmno&_bm Focus your attenition on %rnﬁrnw you provide
learners with feedback on the forms ﬁrn% use to express ﬁrn:,_mm?mm How
often do you do this?. ..

4 Are there particular errors that you always (or almost always) correct? Are
theré others that you do' not correct—either because you chose not to
correct or because you did not notice them at the rime?

5 Do you have a rendency to react to different erross in different ways (for
example, do you respond to vocabulary errors more often or in ways that
differ from the frequency and type of correction you give when
grammarical errors are made)?

6 How do you draw learners’ attention to their errors? Do you provide the
corrrect form, for example through recasts? Or do you create an
opportunity for students to self-correce, for example, through elicitation,
requests for clarification, or simply by a gesture or facial expression that
draws their attention to a problem? Do you vary your error-correction
procedures or do you tend to use the same procedure all the time?

After this self-observation and analysis, think about what you have learned
abourt your approach to error correction. Were there any surprises? Did you
discoveran error-correction strategy thar you were unaware of using? Perhaps
you discovered a particular strategy that seemed to be more mmm.mnﬁ_sw than

another. If so, you might consider doing the follow-up activity described
below.

1 Video or audio-record another lesson.

O

Use only one error-correction strategy in this lesson (ora portion of it).

[~

In another lesson (or portion of it), use a different error-correction strategy
and record this as ém:
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(Note: Use a similar activity for both error-correction strategies).

4 Watch orlisten to the tapes to see if there are any differences in the studencs’
responses to the different types of error correction. You will probably need
to do this several times.

[n addition to (or instead of) recording your own teaching, you mighr
consider observing and recording the class of another teacher.

Summary

In this chaprer we have described some of the ways in which different features
of second language instruction can be characterized. We have presented
descriptions and examples of how classrooms differ in terms of their overall

instructional focus, and the type of input and corrective feedback, and you

~ havehadan om@oﬂcEQ to observe your own reaching béhaviour. Ini Chapter
G we will examine some of the classroom research which has investigated
relationships between second language _mmEEm and different types of
_:mﬁﬁnmom& input, inreraction, and corrective mmn&vmnw
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Classroom observation schemes
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Long, M. 1980. “Inside the “black box": Methodological issues in classroom
research on language learning.’ Language Learning 30/1: 1-42.

Malamah-Thomas, A. 1987. Classroom Interaction. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Spada, N. and M. Fréhlich. 1995. The Communicative Orientation of
Language Teaching Observation Scheme: Coding Conventions and Applications.
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Macquarie Universiry.

Wajnryb, R. 1992. Classroom Observation Tasks: A Resource Book for Language
Teachers and Trainers. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
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SECOND LANGUAGE
LEARNING IN
THE CLASSROOM

Five proposals for classroom teaching

R _..,._..Hwn teaching methodologies - in ﬁrm classroom’ ﬂmnmnzﬁﬁm which' Smnmm

; ﬁammnnﬁm& in Chapter 5 differ because they reflect different %noﬂﬂn& views

concerning the most effective way to learn a second Hm:mcmmm in classroom
settings. :

‘Hrmoﬂmm have _ummz Eomo%&, for the best way [o learn a sécond _m.;mCmmm in
the classroom and teaching methods have been developed to implement them.
Burt the only way to answer the question “Which theoretical proposal holds
the greatest promise for improving language learning in classrooms settings?’
is through research which specifically investigates relationships berween
teaching and learning,.

Both formal and informal research are needed. Formal research involves
careful control of the factors which may affect learning. Ir often uses large
numbers of teachers and learners in order to try to limit the possibility that
the unusual behaviour of one or two individuals might create a misleading
impression about what one would expect in general. Researchers doing this
kind of work mustsometimes sacrifice naturalness in order to ensure that only
those factors under investigation are different in the groups being compared.

Informal research often involves small numbers, perhaps only one class with

-one teacher, and the emphasis is not on whart is most general bur rather on
what is particular abourt this group or this reacher. While formal research may
add strength to theoretical proposals, informal research, including that carried
out by teachers in their own classrooms, is also essential. Itis hardly necessary
ro rtell experienced teachers thar what ‘works’ in one context may fail in
anocther.

In rhis chapter, we examine five proposals for classroom teaching, provide
examples from classroom interaction to illustrate how the proposals get
translared into classroom practice, and discuss how the findings from some of
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the formal research in sra fit them. For each proposal, a few relevant studies
will be presented, discussed, and compared with one another. The labels we
have given these proposals are:

1 Geritright from the beginning

2 Say what you mean and mean what you say
3 Justlisten...and read

4 Teach whar is teachable

5 Gerirrightin the end

1 Get it right from the beginning

The ‘Ger it right from the beginning’ proposal for second language reaching
probably best describes the way in which many of us were taught a second
language in school. It includes the traditional approaches ancmm& in.
QE@SH 5—grammar mmm:mHmDoD m:& Mﬁnror:q:m_ mmmunomnwnm

The examples below reflect mcm_crbmc& wmsmcmpmm ﬂmmnr:._m The mamrmmz is.
on the oral language, but students rarely use the language spontaneously.

Teachers avoid lerting beginning learners speak m.mm@ vnnmcmm this would
allow them to make errors. The errors, it is said, could become habis. So it is
better to prevent these bad habits before they happen.

Example 1

(A group of 15-year-old students involved in an exercise based on the simple
present of English verbs.)

S1 And uh, in the afternoon, uh, T come home and uh, uh, I uh,
washing my dog.

T Iwash.

S1 My dog.

T Every day you wash your dog?

S1 No. [ben]

S§2 1l w'a pas de chien! (= He doesn’t have a dog!)

S1 Non, mais on peut le dire! (= No, bur we can say we do!)

Clearly, in this case, the student’s real experience with his dog (or even the fact
that he did or did not have a dog) was irrelevant. Whar mattered was the
correct use of the simple present verb!

Example 2
(A group of 12-year-old learners of English as a foreign language.)

T Repearafter me. Is there any burter in the refrigeraror?
Class Is there any butter in the refrigeraror?

T There's very litde, Mom.

Class There's very little, Mom.
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T Arethereany romatoes in the refrigerator?
Class Are there any tomatoes in the refrigeraror?
T There are very few, Mom.

Class There are very few, Mom. (etc.)

Pure repetition. The studencs have no reason to getinvolved or to think about
what theyare saying. Indeed, some students who have no idea whar the sentences

mean will successfully repeat them anyway, while their minds wander off to
other things.

Research findings

Many adult learners, especially those with good meralinguistic knowledge of
their own language, express a preference for structure-based approaches.
Audiolingual mwwnom%mm were used successtully with highly motivated adult

L learness in training programs for government personnel in the United Stares.
" However, there is little classroom research to support such approachies for:
~ students in ordinary school programs. - In fact, it was the frequent failure of

traditional grammar cranslation and audiolingual methods to produce

- fluency and accuracy in second Janguage learners which led to the

development of more communicative approaches to teaching in the first
place.

Supporters of communicative language teaching have argued thatlanguage is
not learned by the gradual accumulation of one item after another. They
suggest that errors are a natural and valuable part of the language learning
process. Furthermore, they believe that the mocivation of learners is often
stifled by an insistence on correctness in the earliest stages of second language
learning. These opponents of the ‘Get it right from the beginning’ proposal
5 ) g prop
- - 1 J
argue that it is betrer to encourage learners to develop ‘fluency’ before
‘accuracy’. .

Recently, some researchers and educators have reacted to the trend toward
communicarive language reaching and have revived the concern that allowing
learners too much ‘freedom’ without correction and explicit instruction will
lead to early fossilization of errors. Once again we hear the call for making sure
that learners ‘get it right from the beginning’.

Unfortunately, litde research has been done to test the hypothesis that a
primary emphasis on form in the early stages of second language learning will,
in thelong run, lead to higher levels of linguistic performance and knowledge
than that which is achieved when the primary emphasis is on meaning in the
early stages. In order to do such research, it is necessary to compare groups
which are similar in all respects excepr for the type of instruction they receive.
However, it is not easy for researchers to find proper comparison groups. On
the one hand, there are many parts of the world where one finds only traditional

119



120

Second language learning in the clussroom

types of language teaching, with their emphasis on learning meralinguistic
information.and performing accurately from the beginning. In these setrings,

there are no classrooms where the teaching places Hrn primary emphasis on
meaning in the early stages of learning. OD the other hand, the widespread
adoption of communicarive language teaching in recent years has meant thar,
in other parts of the world, it is very difficult to make comparisons with
classrooms which are primarily form-oriented because such classes simply do
not exist. Nonetheless, some findings from second language classroom
research do permirt us to assess the effect of instruction which is strongly
oriented to the *‘Ger it right from the beginning’ approach. These include
descriptive studies of the interlanguage development of second language
learners in audiolingual programs (study 1), and studies of the development
of second language proficiency in classroom learners who have received
different amounts of form- and Bmmz_bm.“ummnm Emﬁ:pn:ou {studies m and mv

. .m.umn‘? 1: \m:b\uawﬁhﬁ& pattern drill

In the late 1970s, Patsy Lightbown and her no:mqumm in D:nvmnu Om:m%r_

"carried out a series of 5535&5& and nmomm&mnaonm; investigations into the

effect of audiolingual instruction on the second language interlanguage

~.development of francophone ESL learners, aged 1116 (Lightbown 1983,

1987). Students in these programs typically participated in the types of rote
repetition and pattern practice drill we saw in examples 1 and 2.

The researchers compared aspects of the learners acquisition of English
grammarical morphemes (such as plural -sand the progressive -ing) with the
‘matural’ order of acquisition by uninstructed second language learners. The
results indicared several differences berween the ‘natural order’ and the order
in which these classroom learners produced them. These findings suggested
thatthe type of instruction provided, a Hmmimw diet ofisolated pattern practice
drills, contributed to the alterations in the learners’ narural interlangnage

&9&5@52: However, while learners were able to producea wm:uncr:. mo:s )

(i.e. the -ing form} with a high degree of accuracy for a time after their
instruction had focused on i, the same form was produced with considerably
less accuracy (and frequency) when it was no longer being pracrised in class
and when another form (i.e. third person singular simple present) was being
drilled instead. These findings provided evidence that an almost exclusive
focus on accuracy and pracrice of particular grammatical forms does not mean
that learners will be able to use the forms correctly outside the classroom drill
serting or to continue to use them noﬂnn&v\ once other forms are introduced.

Not ms%:,ﬁna_% this type of instruction did notseem to favour the development
of fluency and communicative abilities eicher,

Stidy 2: Grammar plus communicative practice
Sandra Savignon (1972) scudied the linguisticand communicarive skills 0f 48
college students enrolled in French language courses ar an American university.



Second language learning in the classroom”

The students were divided into three groups, all of which received the same
number of hours per week ofaudiolingual instruction where the focus was on
the practice and manipulation of grammatical forms. However, the ‘com-
municative group had an additional hour perweek devored to communicative
tasks in an effort to encourage practice in using French in meaningful,
creative, and spontaneous ways; the ‘culeural group’” had an addirional hour
devoted to acrivities, conducted in English, which were designed to "foster an
awareness of the French language and culeure through films, music, and art;
and the control group had an addirional hour in the language laboratory doing
grammar and pronunciation drills similar to those Sr:“r they &a in mrm:
nqimm class periods.

Tests ro measure learners’ linguistic and communicarive abilities were adminis-
tered beforeand after instruction'to see if there were any significant differences

between groups on ﬁrmmm Measures. The tests of ° _EquQn competence included
avariety of grammar tests, teachers’ evaluations om speaking skills, and course -
grades. The tests of B:,E:ENR&%.qq:m@mmmmnm included measures of m:manw ,

and of the ability to understand and transmitinformation in a variety of tasks,

which included: (1) discussion with a native mmm&ﬁnh of French, (2) interviewing

a native mwm&ﬁn of French, (3) the reporting of facts about oneself or one’s
recent activities, and (4) a description of ongoing activiries.

The results revealed no significant differences berween groups on the linguistic
" competence measures. However, the ‘communicarive group’ scored significantly
~ higher than the other two groups on the four communicative tests developed
for the study. Savignon interprets these results as support for the argument
thatsecond language programs which focus eny on accuracy and form do not
give students sufficient opportunicy to develop communication abilities in a
second language. .

Study 3: Grammar plus communicative practice

In asimilar study, Carol Zomﬂaoﬁm&‘ and Miriam Eisenstein (1985) followed
a group of adulc learners receiving an additional communicative compohent
to their regular, grammar-based _:mcﬁnao:. This group was cornpared to one
which received only the grammar course. The researchers reported thar
beginner and intermediate-level ESL learners engaging in communicative
acrivities in addition to their regular, required grammar course made greacer
improvements in accent, vocabulary, grammar, and comprehension than did
learners who received only the required grammar course. Somewhar un-
expectedly, thearea of greatestimprovement for the group g gerting real world’
communicative practice was in grammarical accuracy.

Interpreting the researc!

The studies reviewed above provide evidence to support the intuitions of -

teachers and learners thar inscruction based on the ‘Ger it right from che
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beginning’ proposal has important limirations. Learners receiving audio-
lingual or grammar-based instruction are often unable to communicate their
messages and intentions effectively in a second language. Experience has also
mroé: that primarily or exclusively grammar-based approaches to teaching
do 7ot guarantee thart learners develop high levels of accuracy and linguistic
knowledge. In fact, it is often very difficult to determine whar such learners
know about the targer language; the classroom emphasis on accuracy usually
resules in learners who are inhibited and will not ‘take chances’ in using their
knowledge for communication. The results from these studies support the
claim ﬁrmﬁ learners benefit from opportuniries for communicative practice in
contexts where the emphasis is on understanding and expressing meaning.

It is important to emphasize thac in the Savignon and the Montgomery and
Eisenstein studies, all subjects received their regular, grammar-focused
instruction and differed only in terms of the presence or mmummmnm ofanadditonal
-~ communicative practice component. In other’ éo&m ﬁrnmm studies offer

support for the hypothesis that EmmE:mLumm& instruction is advantageous,
“not that form-based instruction is not. The contributions of communicative

practice and grammar-focused instruction will be discussed in more derail in
. relation ro the “Teach what is teachable’ and ‘Ger it right in the end’ proposals.

2 Say what you mean and mean what you say

This is the theoretical view underlying the reacher—student behaviour in the
rranscript from classroom B (in Chapeer 5). Based on the interactionists
hypothesis, advocates of ‘Say what you mean and mean whar you say’
emphasize the necessity for learners to have access to meaningful and
comprehensible inpurt through conversational interactions with teachers and
other students. They argue that when learners are m?nu the ovmoﬂcmﬁN ©0
engage in meaningful activities, they are no::um:ma to :mmommﬁn for meaning
that is, to express ¢ and clarify their intentions, thoughts, opinions, etc., in a
way which permits them to arrive ata murual understanding. This is especially
true when the learners are working rogether to mnnoamrmr a particular goal,
for example in rask-based instruction. Hrm negotiation, in turn, they claim,
leadslearners to acquire thela anguage forms—thewords and the qEEBmDnm_
structures—which carry the meaning they are atrending to.

Negotiation for meaning is m_nnoﬁwrmw& through a variery of modifications
S&ﬁr naturally arise in interaction. For example, learners will ask each other
or their teacher for clarification, confirmartion, repetition, and other kinds of
informartion as they attempt to negotiate meaning. This can be seen in the
transcripts from classroom B.

Look for cases of negotiation for meaning in the examples below and compare
thiswith m,_n mxmz:&mm m:ﬁs forthe ‘Ger i :&: fromthe vmq:d:sq @8@8&
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Example 3

(The teacher and students from classroom B (pages 98-100). Students are
checking answers on a writeen task.)

S Meand Josée, we don't have the same as her.

T Thart’s fine. Yeah, because there’ll be different answers.
S Why...uh, wedo thatwith a partner?

T Simply so you can consult.

(In examples 4, 5, and 6, a group of 12-year-old studenrs are discussing with
their teacher a questionnaire about their pess.)

Example 4

'S The fish is difficult to wash?

T mar is &mmmnc_ﬂ o émmru

S Yes. _ :

T Fish... Or not so &»mmnz_n Fmr are n:mmn:: to émmwzu dSumE

youruh... [question]?

S Doyou rm<n an animal? Yes, I do. Do you ever mnma it? Yes, —
T Doyou wboﬁﬁ&mn ‘feed’ means? :

S Ah,no.Itsuh...?

T To givefood toit.

Example 5

T How often do you walk your dog?
S Never.
T Why?

S Because I don't have a dog,.
Lm.kaw%\m 6

S And whatis feed’

T Feed? To feed the dog?

S Yes, butwhen I don’t havea. .

T Ifyoudon’t have a dog, you skip the question.

Example 7

(Students from n_mmmnooﬁ B, doing a morning warm-up acriviry.)

T How are you doing this morning?
S$1 TI'm mad!

S2 Why?

T Oh boy. Yeah, why?

S1 Because this morning, my father say no have job this morning.
T Your father has no more job this morning? Or you have no job?

S1 My father.
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Howditferentthese m%mmﬁbmm are from the essentially meaningless interaction
often abserved in classrooms where the emphasis is on ‘getting it right from
the beginning’. Such genuine exchanges of information must surely enhance
students’ motivation to participate in language learning activities. Burdo they,
as advocates of this position claim, lead ro successful language acquisition?

Research mm&mmm

Mostof the research which has direcely examined the * Say what you mean and
mean what you say’ proposal has been descriptive in nature, focusing on such
issues as: How does negotiation which takes place in classrooms differ from
that observed in natural sertings? How does teacher- versus student-centred
classroom organization contribute to differences in conversational interaction?
Do task types contribute to different kinds of interactional modifications?
Several scudies have also examined relationships berween modifications in

- conversational intéraction and comprehension. Some récent research. has

taken the next step and explored the effects of interaction on the acquisition
of specificlinguistic features. Here are a few studies relevant to the interactionist
proposal.

Study 4: Group work and learner language .
One of the earliest studies to measure the different types of interaction
patterns in second language settings was carried out by Michael Lon gand his
colleagues (1976). In their study with adult learners of English as a foreign
language in Mexico, differences in the quantiry and quality of student language
in group-work versus teacher-centred acrivities were investigated. They
found that the students produced notonlya greater quantity buralso a greater
variety of speech in group work than in teacher-centred activities. Not
surprisingly, in the teacher-centred activities, the students primarily responded
to the teacher’s questions and rarely initiated specch on their own. In conrrast,
Jearner language in group-work activity was filled wich questions and
responses and many more occasions where learners rook the initative tos peak
spontaneously. In addition, the learner-centred acrivities led to a much
grearter variety of language functions (for exam ple, disagreeing, hypothesizing,
requesting, clarifying, and defining).

Although this study was small, involving only two pairs of learners and two
40-minute lessons, it was one of the first studies ro suggest how opportunities
for more group-work interacrion may be beneficial for second language
learning.

Study 5: Learners talking to learners

Patricia Parter examined the language produced by adulrfearners performing
a task in pairs. There were 18 subjects in the study: 12 non-native speakers of
English whose first lan guage was Spanish, and 6 native English speakers. The
non-nartive speakers were intermediate or advanced learners of English.
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Each subject was asked to parricipate in separate discussions with a speaker
from cach of the three levels. For example, an intermediate-level speaker had
a conversation with another intermediate-level %mmrnh with an advanced-
level speaker, and with a native speaker of English. The investigator wanted
to compare the speech of native and non-native speakers in conversations as
well as o compare differences across proficiency levels in these conversarion
pairs.

Learners talked more with other learners than they did with native speakers.
Also, learners produced more talk with advanced-level than with intermediate-
level partners, partly because the conversarions with advanced learners lasted
longer. Porter examined the number of grammatical and vocabulary errors
and false starts and found that learner speech showed no differences across
contexts. That is, intermediate-level learners did not make any more errors
with another intermediate-Jevel speaker than they did with an advanced or
native speaker. This is a particularly i interesting finding because it calls into
question the argument that learners need to be exposed to a native-speaking
model (i.e. teacher) at all rimes if we are to ensure that they produce fewer
errors.

Overall, Porter concluded thar although learners cannot always provide each
other with the accurate grammatical input, learners can offer each other
genuine communicative practice which includes :nmoam&o: of meaning.
mﬁuwoﬂmmm of the ‘Say what you mean and mean what you say’ proposal argue
 that itis precisely this negotiation of meaning which is essential for language
acquisition. (See Long mz& Porter 1985 for ?D.rmm discussion.)

Stucy 6: Learner language and proficiency level

George Yule and Doris Macdonald (1990) investigated whether the role chat
different-level learners play in a two-way communication tasks led to differences
in their interactive behaviour. In order to do this they set up a rask which
required two learners to communicate information about the location of
different buildings on a map and the roure o get there. One learner, reférred
to as the ‘sender’, had a map with a delivery route on it, and this speaker’s job
was to describe the delivery route to the other learner so that he or she could
draw the delivery route on asimilar map. The rask was made more challenging
by the face that there were minor differences becween the cwo maps.

To determine whether there would be any difference in the nature of the
interactions according to the relative proficiency of the 40 adult participants,
different types of learners were paired together: one group which consisted of
high-proficiency learners in the ‘sender’ role and low-proficiency learners in
the ‘receiver’ role, and another group with low-proficiency ‘senders’ paired
with high-proficiency ‘receivers’.
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The results showed that when low-proficiency learners were in the ‘sender’
role, the interactions were considerably longer and more varied than when
high-proficiency learners were the ‘senders’. The explanation provided for
this was that high-proficiency ‘senders’ tended to act as if the lower-level
‘receiver’ had very litle contribution to make in the completion of the task.
As aresult, the lower-level ‘receivers’ were almost forced to play a very passive
role and said very litcle in order to complete the rask. When lower-level
learners were in the ‘sender’ role, however, much more negotiation of meaning
and a greater variety of interactions between the two speakers took place.
Based on these findings, the researchers argue that reachers should sometimes
place more advanced students i in less dominant roles in paired activities with
lower-level learners.

- Study 7: Interaction and comprehensibiliry _

_In.one of the studies ro investigare effects of different input conditions on
SO SRR _noawamrmmm_o: Teresa Pica, Richard Young, and Catherine Uozqu (1987).
" found that modified interaction led ro higher levels of noEeranob than

modified input. In their study, 16 adult learners were asked to follow

- instructions and complere a task under one of rwo different conditions. In the

modifed- input group, the students listened to a script read by a-native
speaker. The script had been simplified in a number of ways to facilitate
comprehension. For example, there were repetition and paraphrasing, simple
grammatical constructionsand vocabulary, and so on. In the modified interaction
group, the learners listened to a script which contained the same information,
but which had norbeen simplified in any way. Instead, as learners listened to
the script being read, they were encouraged to ask questions and seek verbal
assistance when they had any difficulty following the directions.

Learners who had the opportunity to engage in interacrion—ask clarification
questions, and check their comprehension as they were listening to the
instructions—compreherided much more chan the students who received a
simplified set of instructions to do the task but had no opportuniry to interact
while completing it.

Study 8: Interaction and second language development

Alison Mackey (1999) carried out one of the few studies which has directly
examined the effects of different types of interacrion behaviours on second
language learning. In this study, adult learners of zs1 were involved in
different communicative tasks with nadve speakers of the rarger language.
The rasks were designed to provide contexes for learners to produce question
forms.

Group 1 included learners who interacted with native speakers. In these
interacrions, inpur was modified as the participants sought to clarify their
meaning, Learners in group 2 did not engage in conversarional interactions
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with native speakers. Instead they observed the interactions berween the
learners and native speakers in group 1. Group 3 included learners and native
speakers who participated in the same communicative tasks as group 1, but
the input the learners received was premodified. That is, the native speakers
used language which had been simplified and scripred to match a level of
language which was comprehensible to the learners. There was no negotiation

of meaning berween speakers in this group. The resules indicated thatlearners

who engaged in conversational interactions produced more advanced
question forms than learners in the two other experimental mmo_,%m.

Study 9: Interaction with recasts
In another study, Alison Mackey and Jenefer Philp (1998) looked mmmE atthe
development of question forms in relation to negotiated interaction. In this

- research, the focus was on a ﬁﬁﬂnima mmmﬁcﬁm of interaction, recasts. As :

- described in Chapter 5, recasts are mmmmmwaummm of alearner’s urterance which
involve changing one or more cornponents of the utterance while maintaining

the meaning. In their study, Mackey and Philp were interested in discovering .

whether adult learners who received interactionally modified 9@5 with
recasts were able toadvance in their immediate production of question forms
more than learners who received Eﬁnmmnﬂon&:\ modified input without

recasts. The results showed that learners who were at more advanced stages of

“question development benefited more from interaction with recasts than they
.did from interaction withour recasts. Learners who were at less advanced
_stages of question developmentdid notdifferaccording to the &ﬁm ofinteraction
they were exposed to.

_ Interpreting the research

The research described above (and other related research) investigating the
factors which contribure to the quality and quantdity of interactdons berween
second language learners has provided some very useful informartion for
teaching. OQBE@H the early work of Long and his colleagues (1976)and the
findings of Porter (1986), and of Yuleand Macdonald (1990) have contribuced
to a betrer understanding of how to organize group and pair work more
effecrively in the classroom.

The Mackey and Philp studies are among the few which have been designed
1o measure mmnomm language development in relation to different aspects of
conversational interaction. Eoémﬁwh the measure of second language learning
in both studies was the learners’ immediate production following ﬁrmmm
interactions. It is therefore difficule to draw any conclusions as to the long-
cerm benefits of conversarional interaction. Furthermore, because these
studies were designed as one-on-one pair-work activities berween trained
native mﬁnmrm.a and non-native speakers focusing on a single mEEEmcn&
feature, it is also difficult to relate the findings to the kind of interactions
which take place in classrooms.

4
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Some have argued that while recasts may contribute positively to learners’
immediate production in pair-work situations, they are less likely to be effective
in regular second language classrooms. Recasts may be more salient in patr
work, particularly if only one form is recast consistently. In the second
language classroom, however, teachers’ recasts are not usually focused on only
one form. Furthermore, when the instrucrional focusison expressing meaning
through subject-marter instruction, the teachers’ recasts may not be perceived
by the learners as an attempr to correct their language form bur rather as just
another way of saying the same thing (see Chapter 5, pages 104, 105-6,
113-14, and Lyster 1998 for further discussion).

3 Justlisten. .. and read

- This proposal is based on the assumption that it is not necessary to drill and
- . memorizelanguage forms in order to learn them. However, unlike the inter-
- -actionists’ emphasis on providing oppertuniries for interaction of the kind we

saw in some of the excerpts in the ‘Saywharyou mean and mean what yousay’
proposal, the emphasis here is on providing comprehensible input through

listening and/or reading activities.

Read example 8 to gera feel for how this theory of classroom second language
learning can be implemented.

Example 8 .
It is the English period ata primary school in a French-speaking area
of New Brunswick, Canada. Students (aged 9-10) enter the
classroom, which looks very much like a miniature language lab, with
individual work spaces arranged around the perimeter of the room.
They go to the shelves conraining books and audio-cassertes and selecr
the marerial which they wish to read and listen o during the next 30
minutes. For some of the timie the teacher is walking around the
classroom, checking that the machines are running smoothly. She does
not interact with the students concerning what they are doing. Some
of the students are listening with closed eyes; others read actively,
pronouncing the words silently. The classroom is almost silent except
for the sound of tapes being inserted or removed or chairs scraping as
students go to the shelves to select new tapes and books.

Justlisten . . . and read’ is one of the most influential and most controversial
approaches to second language reaching because it not only says that second
language learners need not drill and pracrise language in order to learn i, but
also that they do not need to speak at all, excepe to get other people to speak
to them. According ro this view, itis enough to hear and understand the targer
language. And, as you saw in the classroom description above, one way to do
this is to provide learners with a steady diet of listening and reading comprehen-
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sion activities with no (or very few) opportunities to speak or interact with the
teachér or other learners in the classroom.

The material which the students read and listen to is not graded in any rigid
way according to a sequence of linguistic simplicity. Rather, the program
planners grade materials on the basis of whar they consider intuitively to be at
an appropriate level for the different groups of learners, because a given text
has shorter sentences, clearer illustrations, or is based on a theme or topic that
is familiar to the learners.

As noted in Chapter 2, the individual whose name is most closely associated
with this proposal is Stephen Krashen, particularly with his hypothesis that
the one essental requirement for second _mnagmm mn@EmEom is theavailability

of nogwmmrmum_zm 5@5 ﬁﬂnmm_;mn Hommu

s Hﬂmmmmhnr findings

Several studies which are Rmnﬁﬁﬁ to mﬁm wﬁowOm& include: A: research in

nxmeanﬁ& comprehension-based ESL programs in Canada; (2) research

investigating the effects of the “Total physical response’ method of second
language reaching; and (3) research in Canadian Frenchi immersion programs.

Study 10: Comprehension-based instruction for children

Example 8 wasa description of a real program which was developed in experi-
mental classes in a French-speaking region in Canada. From the beginning of
their ESL inscruction in grade 3 (aged 8), these francophone students only
listen and read during their daily 30-minute st period. There is no oral
practice or interaction in English at all. Teachers do not ‘teach’ but provide
organizational and technical support. Thus, learners receive native-speaker
inpur from tapes and books UE virtually no interaction with the teacher or
other learners.

Patsy Lightbown and Randall Halter investigated the second language
development of hundreds of children in this program and compared these
findings with the second language development of those in the regular, aural-
oral Est program. All the students (experimental and comparison) began
learning ESL at grade 3 and the study reported on their performance at
grade 5. Their resules revealed that learners in the comprehension-based
program learned English as well as (and in some cases berter than) learners in
the regular program through grade 5 (Lightbown 1992). This was true not
only for their comprehension skills but also for their speaking skills. This
comes as something of a surprisesince the learners in the innovative programs
never practised spoken English in their classes. However, a fallow-up study in
grade 8 revealed that students who continued in the comprehension-only
progiam- were not doing as well as students in a program that included
speaking and writing components, teacher feedback, and classroom interacrion,

1
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Studdy 11: Total physical response

One of the best-known variations on the ‘Just listen . . . and read’ proposal is
the second language teaching approach called ‘Toral physical response’ (TPR).
In trr classes, students—children or adults——participate in activities in
which they hear a series of commands in the target language, for example:

“stand up’, ‘sit dowr’, ‘pick up the book’, ‘pur the book on the table’, ‘walk to

the door’. For a substantial number of hours of instruction, students are not
required to say anything. They simply listen and show their comprehension
by their actions. This instruction differs from the comprehension-based
instruction described in study 8 and from Krashen’s theoretical version of
‘Just listen . . . and read’ in an important way: the vocabulary and structures
which learners are exposed to are carefully mnm&m& and organized so that learners

deal with marerial which gradually increases in complexity and each new

lesson builds on the ones before. Krashen, of course, would not recommend

“structural grading burt only thar. reachers modify ﬁ_._n: m@nmnr o ensure..
_.mE&Q.;m comprehension. _

TPR Emm.&@.n_ovnm by James Asher, whose research has shown that students -

can develop quite advanced levels of comprehension in the language withour

‘engaging in.oral practice (Asher 1972). When studencs begin to speak, they

talce over the role of the reacher and give commands as well as following them.
Itis clear chart there are limitations on the kind of language students can learn
in such an environment. Nevertheless, Asher’s research shows that, for
beginners, this kind of active listening gives learners a good start. It allows
them to build up a considerable knowledge of the language withour feeling

the nervousness that often accompanies ﬁrm first attemprs to speak the new
language.

Study 12: French immersion programs in Canada

Other research which is often cited as relevant ro the ‘Justlisten . . . and read’
proposal comes from Canadian French immersion programs, which have
been described by Krashen as communicative mmbmammm Hnmn?:m par excellence.
The reason for this is that the focus in French immersion is on meaning
through subject-matter instruction and the provision of rich, comprehensible
input. In many ways, Krashen could not have asked for a berrer laborarory to

-~ test his &.ﬁo@ What have the studies shown?

First, there islirtle doubr that the overall findings provide convincing evidence
that these programsareamong the mostsuccessful large-scale second language
programs in existence. ﬁmmBnnm develop fluency, functional mv%ﬂnm, msm
confidence in using their second language. There is, however, a growing
awareness that French immersion learners fail to achieve high levels of
performance in some aspects of French grammar even after mncﬁp_ years of
full-day exposure 1o the second _mzoCmqm in these programs {Harley mmm
Swain 1984). Hrnnm are several wo&&_m @%_mmmuosm mOn this.
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Some researchers argue very explicitly that French immersion shows that
comprehensible inputis notenough. They believe thar the learners engage in
too lictle language production because the classes are largely reacher-centred.
Studentsspeak relatively little and are rarely required to give extended answers
(Swain 1985). This permits students to operate successfully wich their
incomplete knowledge of the language because they are rarely pushed o be
more precise or more accurate. When students do speak, communication is
quite satisfactory in spite of numerous errors in their speech. Because students
share the same interlanguage, they have no difficulty understanding each
other. Teachers are also very nm@mEm ofunderstanding the mﬁcam:a HTmammoE,
there is lictle need for negotiation of meaning.

Other observers have suggested that the students need more form-focused
instruction. This is based WE.&\ on mxmm:BmDn& studies in which theaddition
of form-focused instruction in French immersion classes has been shown to

benefit learners (see studies 22,23 and 24 cb&nn nrm Dmn it Dmvﬁ in the end’ _
proposal, pages 146-8). Ir has also been o_ummﬂa& that cercain linguistic

features rarely or never appear in the _mnmcwmm of the teacher or the students
in these content-based instructional environments (Swain, 1988}. Furchermore,
the presence in the classroom of other learners whose Sﬁmlmsmcmqmm are
influenced by the same first language, the same learning environment, and
the same limited contact with the targer language outside the classroom,
mabkes it difficult for an individual learner to work out how his or herown use
of the language differs from the rarger language.

Other more recent studies which explore the “Justlisten . . . and read’ position
include ‘input flood’, ‘enhanced input’, and ‘input processing’ studies. In this
research, efforts have been made to draw the second language learners
attention to language forms in different ways, for example, providinglearners
with high-frequency exposure to specific language features, enhancing the
fearures in some way, and/or providing explicit instruction. The emphasis in
all cases, however, is on getting the learners to notice language forms in_the
input, not on getting them to practise producing the forms.

Study 13: Input flood

Martha Trahey and Lydia White Cowuv carried out a study with young
francophone learners (aged 10-12) in intensive EsL classes in Quebec. The
goal of this research was to determine whether high-frequency exposure to a
particular form in the instructional inputwould lead to better knowledge and
use of that form by the scudents. The linguistic form investigated was adverb
placement in English (see Chaprer 4, Table 4.3 (page 87) ro see how English
and French rules differ). For approximately 10 hours over a two-week period,
learners read a series of short texes in which they were exposed to literally
hundreds of instances of adverbs in English sentences—so many thar the
investigators referred to this study as an ‘input flood’. There was no teaching of

1
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adverb placement nor was any error correction given. Instead, students
simply read the passages and completed a variety of comprehension acriviries
based on them.

The results showed that although learners benefited from this exposure to
sentences with adverbs in all the correct positions, their knowledge was in-
complere. Learners developed a better understanding of whar was grammarical
in English adverb placement (for example, they could correctly place adverbs
at the beginning and end of sentences like ‘Quickly the children leave schoo!’
or “The children leave school quickly’) and they learned that English, unlike
French, allows the adverb berween the subject and the verb (“The children
quickly leave school’). However, they continued to view sentences such as
“The children leave quickly school’ as correct. This assumption is based on the
facr that in French, it is grammartically acceprable to place an adverb between
the verb and the direct object. The: students’ inability to recognize that
adverbs in this position are ungrammarical in English sug Mmmm that exposure
t0 many instances of correct Boa&m in the instructional inpur could help
them add something new to their interlahguage, but not to get rid of an error
based on their first language. Lydia White (1987) has argued thar although
exposure to language- input -may provide learners with information mvo_.: :
what #s possible in the second language, it fails to provide them with
information aboutwhat s noz possible. Thus, more explicitinformation about
whar is not grammartical in the second language may be necessary for
particular features in the learners’ continued development. This is discussed
in more detail in the section ‘Get it right in the end’.

Stucly 14: Enhanced input

A related study with learners in intensive Esi classes was carried out by Joanna
White (1998). She examined the acquisition of possessive determiners (for
example, his/her), also through an inpur flood. Learners in grade 6 {aged
1112 years) received approximately ten hours of exposure to hundreds of
possessive determiners through a package of reading materials and comprehen-
sion activities provided over a two-week period. The major difference berween
this study and that of Trahey and White described above is that the reading
passages were designed to draw the learners attention to the possessive
determiners which were embedded in the texts. This was done through
typographical enhancemenrt. That is, every time a possessive determiner
appeared in the texts, it was either in bold type, underlined, ialicized, or
written in CAPITAL LETTERS. The assumption was that this would lead the
learners to notice the possessive dererminers in the midst of all the other
language inpur.

Comparison of the performance of learners who had read the typographically
enhanced passages with that of learners who read the texts withour enhancement,
showed little difference in their knowledgeand use of these forms. In interprering
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her results, White questions whether the enhancementwas sufficiently explicic
to draw the learners’ attention to possessive determiners.

Enhancing the input. -

Study 15: Input processing
In a series of studies, Bill VanParten and his colleagues (VanPatten and
Cadierno 1993, VanParten and Sanz 1995) have investigated whether guided
‘and more directed exposure to language forms in the inpur can lead learners
to higherlevels of knowledge and performance. In chis research, adultlearners
of Spanish as a second language received instruction on different linguistic
forms, for example, object pronouns. VanPatten had found that English-
-speaking learners of Spanish tended to treat the object pronouns which precede
the verb in Spanish as if they were subject pronouns. Thus, a sentence such as
‘La sigue el sefior’ [literally ‘her (object) follows the man (subject)’] was
interpreted as ‘She follows the man.’

One group of learners received explicit explanations abour object pronouns,
as well as serictly comprehension-based practice. That s, through a variety of
focused listening and reading activities, learners were required to pay
attention to how the targer forms were used in order to convey meaning. For

xample, they heard or read a sentence such as “La sigue el sefior’ and had to
choose which picture—a man following a woman or a woman following a
man—corresponded to the sentence. VanPartten calls this ‘processing instructior’.
Asecond group of learners also received explicitinformation about the targer
forms but instead of processing instruction, they engaged in production

o

practice, doing exercises to practise the forms being raught.

After the instruction, learners who had received the comprehension-based
processing instruction not only achieved higher levels of performance on the

133



34

Second language learning in the classroom
o L=

comprehension rasks than learners in the production group, t rm% also performed
aswell on production tasks.

Interpreting the research

The results of the French immersion research confirm the effectiveness of
comprehensible input. Students develop not only good comprehension (in
reading and listening), but also confidence m:m.mznmg in French. However,
research does not support the argument that an exclusive focus on meaning
in comprehensible inputis enough to bring learners to high levels of accuracy
in their second language. Indeed, the fact that French immersion learners
continue to make the same linguistic errors after years of exposure to the
second language in classrooms which provide a great deal of comprehensible
input is a challenge to the claim thart language will take care of :mm:., aslongas
meaningful nonHmrnnEEm input is wBSnmn& R _

The resules of the research on noﬁ_ummrmsm_oz vmmnm ESL in Omsmmm also
mumoﬁn_m some m_._wwoﬁ for Krashen's comprehensible input hypothesis. It is
important to keep in mind that the learners in the comprehension-based
studies were beginner-level learners and the follow-up study suggested that
more msimbnn from a teacher was needed to ensure that their second
language skills continued to &mi,w_ow Learnersin these noEmhmrmumEm based
programs, like the French immersion learners, had considerable gaps in their
linguistic knowledge and performance. And their @mmmozdmbnm was eventually
surpassed by that om students who had opportunities to use the language
interactively and to receive some careful form-focused intervention later in their
development.

The Tpr results also show great benefits for learners in the early stages of
development. Krashen says of TpR that it prepares learners to go out into the
target-language community to getmore comprehensible inpurwhich, he says,
will carry their language acquisition further.

Theinput flood and enhancement studies provide further evidence that second
language learners may not be able to discover what is ungrammarical in their
own interlanguage if the focus is always on meaning, even if the frequency and
mm:mbnmomnoﬂmnngo&m_mwmw:nﬁmmmm&. _

The results of the ‘processing instruction’ studies show grearer benefits for
comprehension practice over production practice. However, this research
points to the benefits of a focus on language form within input-based

nstruction. In this approach, learners” attention was drawn explicitly to
form—meaning relationships.

In summary, comprehension-based programs appear o be benehcial in the

development of basic comprehension and communicative performance in
the early stages of learning (particularly in situations where learners have no
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other contact with the targer language apart from in classroom situartions).

But they may nor be sufficient to get learners to continue developing their
second language abilities to advanced levels. In particular, comprehension-
based instruction may make it difficult for learners to discover and eliminate
patterns already presentin their interlanguage tharare not grammatical in the
target language.

4 Teach what is teachable

The researcher most closely associated with this view is Manfred Pienemann.
He and his associates tried to explain why it often seems that some things can
be raught successfully whereas other things, even afrer extensive or intensive
Hmun_‘:: 'seem to remain unacquired. Hrm:,. research provides evidence that
some. rDmEmsn structures, for example, basic sentence word order (both
_m:dm_m ME& complex) &mﬁ&o? alonga particular &mﬁ_omamzﬁ& path. These.
structures are called &mﬁm\@gmmx&\ Sfeatures. The m@&omamsﬂ& stages of
question formation which we saw in ﬂrmwﬂmm 4 are based on this research.
Pienemann claims that any attempt to teach a ‘stage 4’ word-order pattern to
learners at mmmmm 1" will not work because learners have to pass EBCmr stage
2> and get to ‘stage 3’ before they are ready to acquire what is at ‘stage 4. (See
Pienemann 1985, Pienemann, Johnston, and Brindley 1988.)

The underlying cause of the stages has not been fully explained, but there has
‘been considerable research showing that they may be based at leastin parton
learners’ developing ability to process (unconsciously analyse and organize)
certain elements in the stream of speech they hear.

‘Researchers supporting this view also claim that certain other aspects of
language—for example, vocabulary—can be raughr at any time. A learner’s
success in learning these variational features will &mmmm& on factors such as
motivarion, intelligence, and the quality of instrucrion.

While this line of research has the potential to inform classroom rteachers
about which language features are ‘developmental’ (and thus reachable only
ina mEmn mm@cgnmv \5& which are ‘variatonal’ (and thus teachable atvarious
poings in learner language development), there is much work to be done
before the findings of this research can lead to recommendartions aboue
whether mmanc_.ﬁ forms can be taught and when.

In example 9 below, we see a teacher trying to help students with question
formarion. The students seem o know whar the teacher means, but the level
of language the teacher is offering them is beyond their current stage of
development. A look back at Chapeer 4 will show you how far the studentsare
from where the teacher would like them to be. The scudents react by simply
answering the question or accepring the reacher’s formulation.

i
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Example 9
Students in intensive st (11-12-year-old French speakers) interviewing a
student who had been in the same class in a prev .

in Chaprer 5, pp. 107--8

S1 Myléne, where you put your ‘Kid of the Weelk’ poster?
T Where didyou put your poster when you gor it?

S2 In my room.

(two minutes later)

S3 Beatrice, where you put your ‘Kid of the Week’ poster?
T Where didyou put your poster?

S4 My poster was on my wall and it fell down.

In example 10 below, the student is using a fronting’ strategy which is typical
of stage 3 learners. That is, the mﬁ.&m:ﬂ simply places moBmmrEm (in this case

~“is') at the beginning of the sentence bur does not change the rest of the
- sentence. The teacher’s correction leads the student to imirate’a stage 4
~question. In example 11, the same situation appears. This time, roémﬁm the

correction leads not to an imitation or a reformulation of the question, but
simply to an answer. .

Example 1 0
(The same group of students engaged in ‘Famous person’ interviews.)

S1 Isyour mother play piano?

T “Isyour mother play piano?’? OK. Well, can you say ‘Is your
mother play piano? or ‘Is your mother a piano player?”?

S1 ‘Isyour mothera piano player?’

52 No.

Example 11
{Interviewing each other about house preferences.) -

S1 Isyour favourite house is a split-level?

S2 Yes.

T You're saying ‘is’ two times dear. ‘Is your favourite house a split-
level?’

S1 Asplit-level.

T OK

Example 12
(‘Hide and seek’ game.)

S Where the teacher books are?
T YWhere are the teacher’s books?
S Where are the tea—rthe teacher boo
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Here the student asks a stage 3 question, the reacher m_oﬁmnm a stage 4 cor-
rection, and the student is mEm to imitate the stage 4 @cmm:om Note, roﬁ@ﬁ
that the student still does not pronounce the wOmmmmmEm %, something which.

French speakers find very difficult.

Research findings

The “Teach whatis reachable’ view is one which claims thatwhile some features
of the language can be taught successfully at various points in the learners
development, other features develop according to the learners’ internal
schedule. It also claims thar although learners may be able to produce more
advanced forms on tests or in very restricted pedagogical exercises, instruction
cannot change the ‘natural’ developmental course. The recommendarion is

1o assess the learners’ &m<&ow5n:ﬁ& level and teach what would narurally

- come next. Let us examine some studies érmnr rmﬁm Hmmﬁmm mFm E%o&mma

,m.&iu\ 16: ;\NS\R&‘ to Nmazu
In a study of the acquisition of German as a mmnob& language, zmmmnm&
Pienemann (1988) investigated whether instruction permitted learners to ‘skip’
“a stage'in the natural sequénce of development. Two groups of Australian
university students who were at stage 2 in their acquisition of German word
order were taught the rules associated with stage 3 and stage 4 respectively.
The instruction took place over two weeks and during this time learners were
provided with explicit grammatical rules and exercises for stage 4 constructions.
The resules showed that the learners who received instruction on stage 3 rules
moved easily into this stage from stage 2. However, those learners who
received instruction on stage 4 rules did not move into this stage. They either
continued to use stage 2 behaviours or they moved into stage 3. That is, they
were not able to ‘skip’ a stage in the developmental sequence. Pienemann
interprets his results as support for the hypothesis that for some linguisric
structures, learners cannot be taught what they are not ‘developmentally ready’
to learn.

Study 17: Teaching when the time is right

Catherine Doughty (1991) examined whether particular aspects of relacive
clause formation would benefit from instruction ata time when learners were
developmentally ‘ready’ to learn them. Twenty adult university students of
English as a second language were divided into three groups: two experimental
and one control. On the basis of a placement rest, Doughty concluded thar
all learners were developmentally ready to acquire relative clauses. All groups
received exposure to relative clauses over a period of ten days through a series
of computer-delivered reading lessons. During these lessons all learners were
asked to read the passages p:mm answer a variety of noEmmmrmmﬂom questions
which focused on reading skills such as skimming and scanning.

™~
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For the experimental groups, two instructional techniques were added 1o the
reading comprehension exercises. These were presented to the learners by
means of an additional ‘window’ on the learners’ computer screens. One
experimental group received instruction which clarified the meaning of the
relative clauses. This included both vocabulary assistance and paraphrases of
sentences in the reading comprehension texts. The other experimental group
recetved instruction which focused on rules for forming relative clauses. This
included a combination of explicit grammarical rules and on-screen sentence
manipulation. The control group simply read the sentences containing relative
clauses and answered the comprehension questions.

All learners were pre-tested immediately before the inseructional treatment
and post-tested after ten days of the mAuOME.n\ mstruction with qu:,m_ to relative
clauses. .

The results an<mm,_n& aclear mn?.muﬁmmn forboth G%mzamnnt Qmocwm nou%mann_ |

" tothe control group. Thatis, learnérs who had received the additional instruction

in relative clause formation—regardless of whether it was meaning-focused
or rule-focused—outperformed the control group. Doughty concludes that

instruction on relative clauses made a difference when it was provided ac the

time when learners were ‘developmentally ready’ to learn them.

Study 18: Can question formns be taught?

Rod Ellis (1984) studied the effects of instruction on the acquisition of @cmmmcs
forms by 13 esvlearners (aged 11-15). In this study, learners were given
instruction ata time when they were considered to be ‘developmentally ready’
to acquire wh- question inversion rules. Their ‘readiness’ was assessed on the
basis of classroom observations which revealed that they had begun to ask
questions, including w#- questions, but that they had not mastered rules for
inversion. The learners received three hours of instruction. In the first hour
the teacher asked a series of wh- questions while referring to a wall poster, and
students were asked to respond. In the second hour, the students asked
questions (again referring to the wall poster), and the teacher correcred them
when they made errors. In the third hour, the teacher ‘fired questions at the
pupils” about the wall poster.

After the instruction, students participated in a oral acrivity in which they
asked questions prompted by a picture ofa classroom scene and cue cards with
wh-words on them. The group resules showed litrle effect for instruction on
thelearners’ development of question forms, although some individual learners
did improve substantally.

Study 19: Developmental stage and the influence of the first language

in our own work, we have also investigated the acquisition of questions in
relation to learners’ developmental ‘readiness’ (Spada and Lightbown 1999).1n
this study, students (aged 11-12) in intensive EsL classes received high-
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frequency exposure to question forms which were one or ewo stages beyond
their developmental stage. Learners who were judged on oral pre-tests to be
atstage 2 or 3 in their question formation were given high frequency exposure
to stage 4 and 5 questions in the instrucrional input.

The materials which contained the more advanced question forms were
designed to engage the learners in primarily receprive practice. There was no
student produiction and thus no corrective feedback, nor was there any explicic
instruction on question formation. We were interested in discovering whether
stage 3 learners (i.e. those considered to be developmentally ‘ready’) would
benefic more from the high frequency exposure to stage 4 and 5 questions
than the stage 2 learners (i.e. those who were not yet developmentally ‘ready’).

Learners’ performance on the oral post-test measure indicared no advantage

for thestage 3 learners. In fact, therewaslirde progress for either group. However, _
. on one of the written measures (i.e. the preference task), there was évidence:
tha all students had some knowledge of stage 4 and 5 questions. A more

derailed examination of the learners’ performance on this task showed that
students tended to accepr stage 4 and 5 questions when the subject of the

sentence was a pronour (for example, ‘Are you a'good student?’ “When are -

you going to eat breakfast?’). When the subject of the sentence was a noun,
however, there was a tendency for students to reject higher stage questions (for
example, ‘Are the students watching TV? “What is your brother doing?’). As
we saw in Chapter 4, this pattern in the students’ performance appears to be
directly tied to a question formation rule in their first language. That is, in
French, questions with nouns in subject position are oz inverted (for
example, *Peur-Jean venir chez moi?’ = ‘Can John come to my house?’) In
French questions with pronoun subjecs, however, inversion is permitted (for
example, ‘Peut-il venir chez moi?” = ‘Can he come to my house?’).

These results indicate that instruction which is timed to martch learners’
developmental ‘readiness’ may move them into more advanced stages but
their performance may still be affected by other factors. In this study frst
language influence seems to be responsible for the learners’ inability to
generalize their knowledge of inversion o all questions.

Interpreting the research

The results of these studies present several problems for assessing the “Teach
what is teachable’ proposal. A closer look at some of the procedural problems
in the research should shed some light on the seemingly contradictory
findings. It seems possible, for example, that the three hours provided in the
Ellis scudy were not enough to cause changes in learners’ interlanguage
systems. Further, there is the possibility that the type of instruction was not
sufficiently form-focused. There was no explicit instruction. In addition, in

the limited description of the rype of instruction provided in Ellis’s study, it

7
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seems that the learners had exposure to wh-questions in the teacher’s modelling
but few opportunities to produce questions themselves and to receive feedback
on their errors. Furthermore, in contrast to the type of artentive listening
required for input processing or TPR instruction, students in these studies
could perform classroom tasks successfully without having to notice exactly
how the teacher’s sencences {questions, in this case) were formed.

The Spadaand Lightbown study also did not include any explicit instruction
in the formation of questions. Learners were simply exposed to a high
frequency of correctly formed higher stage questions in the input. In this way,
the learners may have been more similar to those involved in the input flood
experiments or the control group in Doughty’s study: they received increased
‘exposure’ but not much ‘instruction’ and in the end did not perform as well
as those learners who received more focused instruction. Explicitinstruction
might have led to more positive results, particularly if the instruction had
consisted of contrastive information about inversion in English versus French
questions with regard to nouns and pronouns.

It seems reasonable to conclude thar, because the instruction provided to the
experimental groups in the Doughrty and Pienemann studies was more explicit,
their studies provide a more reliable test of the “Teach whatis teachable’ proposal.
Nonetheless, itis important to note some of the weaknesses in these studies as
a test of this pasition. For example, in Doughty’s, no direct comparison was
made berween learners who were not‘developmentally ready’ to learn relarive
clauses and those who were. Further, in both studies, only the short-term
effects of instruction were measured. Because of this, there is no way of
knowing whether instruction had any permanent or long-term effects on the
learners’ developing interlanguage systems. In Pienemann’s study, results
were reported for only a small group of learners. In later studies, however,
similar results were reported with other learners.

In concluding this section, it is important ro note that there is ocher research
which is sometimes said to offer counter-evidence to the claim thar it is beneficial
to teach what is developmentally next. For example, a series of studies have
used the Accessibility Hierarchy for relative clauses in English (sec Chaprer 4,
Table 4.2, page 83) o determine second language learners’ progress in their
acquisition of relative clauses. Several researchers have reported that when
low-level learners (for example, learners using relative clauses only in subject
position) are taught relative clauses which are several stages beyond their
current level, they not only learn what is raught, they also acquire the relative
clause position berween the one taughc and the one(s) they already knew. In
some instances they even learn how to use relative clauses beyondthe level they
were taught (see Ecliman, Bell, and Nelson 1988: Hamilton 1994).

On the surface, these findings appear to contradict Pienemann’s claim thac
learners should be taught whar is ‘next’. However, itis also possible thar the
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basis for the developmental paths of different linguistic features varies.
Doughry suggests, for example, that once learners have learned to use relative
clauses in one position (usually the subject position), there is no constraint on
their ability to learn the athers. What all the studies of relative clause teaching
and learning have in common is that learners acquire the relacive clauses in an
order very EELE to the accessibility hierarchy. That is, whether or not they
learn what is raught, they make progress by learning subject, then direce
object, then indirect object, and so on.

Clearly, the "Teach what is teachable’ position is of great potential interest to
syllabus planners as well as teachers. Future research will help to determine
the extent to which developmental sequences need to be taken into account
in planning lessons and Bmﬂmim,_m for second language learning.

E M Qmw it Enm&w in the SSN

Huaovo:mbﬁm of the ‘Get i Emrﬁ in mrn end’ position recognize an E%E.EE_

role for form-focused instruction, but they do not assume that everything has
to be raught. Like advocates of the ‘Say what you mean and mean what you

'~ say and the “Just listen . . . and read’ positians, they have concluded that

many language features—from pronunciation to vocabularyand grammar—
will be acquired naturally if learners have adequate exposure to the language
and a motivation to learn. Thus, while they view comprehension-based, content-
based, task-based, or other types of essentially meaning-focused instruction
as crucial for language learning, they hypothesize that learners will do better
if they also have access to some form-focused instruction. They argue that
learners will benefitin terms of both speed and efficiency of their learning and
also in terms of the level of proficiency which they will eventually Rmnr

Proponents of this position also agree with advocares of the 'Teach what is
teachable’ position that some things cannot be taught if the teaching fails to
take the student’s readiness (stage of development) into account. This proposal
differs from the “Teach whar is teachable’ proposal, however, in thatitemphasizes
the idea that some aspects of language must be taught and may need ro be
raught quite explicitly. There are a number of situations in which guidance—
form-focused instruction or corrective feedback—are expected to be especially
desirable. For example, when learners in a class share the same first language
and make an error thatis the result of cransfer from that shared language then
all the learnersin a group will tend to make the same error, and since the error
is not likely to lead to any kind of communication breakdown, it will be
virtually impossible for learners to discover the error on their own. We can see
thisinexample 13, where francophonelearners of English are having difficulties
with adverb placement.

1

4
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Example 13

Examples 13, 14,and 15 are taken from a classroom where a group of 12-year-
olds arelearning English. In example 13, they are engaged in an activity where
scrambled sentences are reordered to form sensible ones. The following

sentence has been placed on the board: ‘Sometimes my mother makes good
cakes.’

T Another place to put our adverb?

S1 After makes?

T After makes.

52 Before good?

T My mother makes sometimes good cakes.
S3 No.

- T No, wecan't do that. Ir sounds yucky.
S3 Yucky! .
T U_mmcmnsm Horrible. Righe?

S4 Horrible!

This hardly a typical grammar lesson! And yet mrm mE&nbmm attention is _umEm
drawn to an error virtually all of them Abmﬁﬁm ﬂunm%nmm of French) make in

mb&;r

‘Get it right in the end’ also differs from “Just listen . . . and read’ in that it is
assumed that learners will need some guidance in learning some specific
fearures of the target language. Furthermore, it is assumed that what learners
learn when they are moncﬂum on _mDEEmm itself can eventually lead to changes
in their Emmlmnacmﬂmm systems, not just to an appearance of change brought
about by conscious attention to a few details of form. On the oﬁrnn hand, the
supporters of this proposal do not claim thar teaching particular language
points will prevent learners from making errors. Nor do they assume thart
learners will be able to begin using a form or strucrure with complete accuracy
assoonasitis taught. Furchermore, they do notargue tharthe focused reaching
must always be done in a way which involves explicit explenarions of the point
or that learners need to be able to explain why something is right or wrong.
Rather, they claim that the learners’ atcention must be focused on how their
language use differs from that of a more proficient speaker. As we will see in
the examples below, teachers mustlook for the right momento create increased
awareness on the part of the learner—ideally, ar a time when the learner is
motivated to say something and wants to say it as clearly and correctly as
possible.

Example 14

(The students are practising following instrucrions; one student instrucrs,
others colour.)

S1 Make her shoes brown. _
T Now, hershoes. Are those Mom’s shoes or Dad’s shoes?
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S2 Mom’s.

T Mom’s. How do you know it’s Mom'’s?
S1 Because it’s bershoes.

French-speaking learners of English have difficulty with 4is and ber because
French possessives use the grammatical gender of the object possessed rather
than the natural gender of the possessor in selecting the appropriate possessive
form. The teacher is aware of this and—briefly, withour interrupting the
activity—helps the learners ‘notice’ the correct form.

m..&aa%.\m 15

(The students are playing ‘hide and seek’ with a dolf in a doll’s house, asking
questions until mrm% find outr where ‘George’ is hiding.)

81 Is Qmonm isin the _:::m room?
T Yousaid ‘is’ two times dear. Listen to you—you mEa Mm George is
- "in? Look on the w.omﬂ_ Is Omonn in the’and then you say the
name of the room.
S1 Is George in theliving EGBV
T Yeah.
S1 Twin!

Note that the teacher’s brief correction does not diseract the student from his

pleasure in the game, demonstrating that focus on form does not have to
interfere with genuine interaction.

Proponents of ‘Get it right in the end’ argue thar it is sometimes necessary to
draw learners’ attention to their errors and to focus on certain linguistic
(vocabulary or grammar) points. However, itis different from the ‘Geritright
from the beginning’ proposal in acknowledging that it is appropriate for
learners to engage in meaningful language use from the very beginning of
their exposure to the second language. They assume that much of language
acquisition will develop mmﬂ:m:% out of such language use, without moD.b&
instruction which focuses on the language itself.

This proposal differs from the “Just listen . . . and read’ and “Say what you
mean and mean what you say’ proposals because it is not assumed thar
comprehensible input and meaningful interaction will be enough to bring:
learners to high levels of accuracy as well as fluency. Researchers who support
this proposal argue that learners can benefit from, and sometimes require,
explicit focus on the language.

Research findings

In recent years, there has been an increasing interest in examining issues
related to this proposal, leading to both descriptive and experimental studies.

1
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rwm_:a@ 20 Artention to \@_3: i1 communicative ESL
Nina Spada (1987) examined the effects of differences in instruction on the
English language proficiency of 48 adule learners enrolled in a six-week

intensive course. All learners received communicative instruction, thar is,

instruction which focused primarily on meaning-based practice and
opportunities to use the second language in creative and spontaneous ways.
However, some teachers focused more on grammar than others. For example,
the teacher in class A spent considerably more time teaching g grammar than
did the teachers in classes B and C. In class B, the mﬁ:mmua attention was

“frequently drawn to specific linguistic features, but this was done while

students were engaged in communicative activities, not as a separate lesson.
In class C, attention was rarely, if ever, drawn to specific linguisrtic features.

The learners were given a number of proficiency tests before and after
instruction. This included: (1) a listening no::uamrm:m_on test; (2).a reading
no_ﬁmanrmcm_om test; (3) an oral interview/i interactiontask; (4) chEEm-&gohnm -
grammar fest; GV a Bz_ﬁwwm nrn:nm discourse test; msm au a moQo_EquDn
test.

The results showed thar learners in class A (the ones who received more
grammatical instruction) performed m:mr&% better on the grammar test than
learners in classes B and C. Furthermore, the results indicated thatlearners in
class A improved more than the other classes on some of the other measures
as well (listening, speaking, and discourse tests). It was particularly interesting
to note that learners in class B performed best in terms of both accuracy and
Huency on the oral interview/interaction task. In this class, scudents were
often encouraged to pay attention to the formal aspects of their speech while they
were engaged in communicative practice. Spada concluded thar instruction
which focuses primarily on meaning (i.e. iscommunication-based), butallows
for a focus on form within meaningful contexts, works best.

Study 21: Form-focus experiments in ESL
In Quebec, we have investigated the effects of form-focused instruction and
corrective feedback on the development of specific linguistic strucrures in che

English of francophone students participating in intensive ESL programs for
five months in grade 5 or 6 (aged 10-12).

Accordingto the findings ofa descriptive study involving almost 1,000 students
in 33 classes, these programs can be considered to be essentially communicarive.
There is no structural syllabus for these classes, and language features tend o
be learned as they come up in communicative interaction. The emphasis of
the teaching is on activities which focus on meaning rather than form,
opportunities for spontaneous interaction, and the provision of rich and
varied comprehensible input. Learners develop listening comprehension,

fluency, and communicative ability in English, but they mD: have problems
with linguistic accuracy and complexity (Lightbown and Spada 1994).
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The experimental studies involved a smaller number of classes. In these
studies, the effects of form-focused instruction and corrective feedback on
WO mm_,dn:mmn linguistic features were examined: adverb placement and
mcmmﬁos mom:um:om In the first study, Lydia White selected adverb placement
for investigation because of the differences berween English and French
which have been discussed (see study 13 in “Just listen . . . and read’, pages
131-2). The hypothesis was thar learners would persist in using adverb
placement rules consistent with French (their first language) if they were not
explicitly told how rules for adverb placement differ in English and French.
Questions were selected for the second study because they have been extensively
investigated in the literature and considerable comparison darta are available,
particularly with regard o mn@EmEOD sequences.

Both the experimental MS& the noamwnmom eroups were tested before the

‘experiment began. Q:d-ﬁmme ‘and both groups were tested ‘again when the

period of special instruction had énded (post-test). The mx@m:mnnbnr_ groups
received approximately eight hours of instruction over a two-week period.
This included some explicit RmnEbm of the grammartical rules associated with
each structure as well as corrective feedback. The teachers of the experimental
groups were provided witha mmnWmmn of teaching marerials and a clear set of
procedures to follow. The comparison group teachers were asked to teach a
different structure, one which was not the focus of the experiment, so that the
comparison group learners would be familiar with the tasks and activities thar
were used in the testing procedures. The studies included immediate, delayed,
and long-term/follow-up post-tests. For the adverb study the test rasks were
written, and in the question formation study the tests included both written

and oral tasks.

The resulrs of the adverb study revealed thatlearners who received inseruction
on adverb placement dramatically cutperformed the learners who did not
receive instruction on adverbs. Thiswas found on all tests in both the immediate
and delayed post-tests (immediately following instruction and six weeks
later). In the follow-up tests a year later, however, the gains made by the
learners who had received the adverb instruction had disappeared and their
performance on this structure was like that of uninstructed learners (Whire

1991).

In the question formation study the instructed group also made significantly
greater gains than the uninstructed group on the written rasks immediarely
following instruction. Furthermore, the instructed learners maincained their
level of knowledge on later testing (six weeks and six monthsafter instruction).
Focus on form also contributed to improvements in oral performance on
questions.

The difference in long-term effects of the two studies may be due to adifference
in the availability of the rarget forms in the classroom input learners were
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exposed to. Analysis of classroom language showed that adverbs were extremely
rare in classroom speech, giving learners little opportunity to maintain cheir
newly acquired knowledge through continued exposure and use. In contrast,
there were hundreds of opportunities to hear and use questions every day in
the classroom. Once learners had been given some focused instruction, it
seems they were able to continue to advance in their knowledge and use of
questions (Whirte, Spada, Lightbown and Ranta 1991; Spada and Lightbown
1993).

Study 22: Focusing on past tense forms in French immersion

As mentioned earlier in this chaprter, there is a growing belief that learners in
content-based programs such as French immersion programs need more
opportunities to focus on form and receive corrective feedback. There has
been a call for more classroom research of the type exemplified by memrnm 22,
Muu and 24 to &mﬁmHBEm roé, &):m can best be mnnoawrmrm& .

Birgic mmlm% (1989) examined the effects of a functional ﬁumaomnr o mHmBan

teaching on a particularly problematic area of grammar for English-speaking
learners of French—the contrastive use of two past tense forms: imparfair
(roughly, the habitual ordescriptive past, forexample ‘Ma mére k@alﬁnmo uvent
de son enfance’ [My mother often mwomﬁ about her childhood}), and passé
composé (roughly the simple or narrative past, for example ‘Hier jai parlé avec
les autres éleves’ [Yesterday I spoke with the other students]).

Grade 6 immersion students (aged 11-12) were given instruction on the use
of these past tense forms through teaching materials which encouraged their
use in a variety of function-based practice activities. No explicit grammarical
rules were provided, nor was there an emphasis on corrective feedback. The
intention was to create opportunities, activities, and tasks which would expose
students to more input containing both verb forms, and encourage more
productive use of both forms. The experimential teaching materials were used
over an eight-week period. Learners were tested on their spoken and written
knowledge of the rmparfair and passé composé before the instructional treatment
began, eight weeks later, and again three months larer.

Harley found thar learners in the experimental classes outperformed learners
in the comparison classes on the immediate post-tests on some of the written
and oral measures. Three months later there were no significant differences
berween the two groups. However, both had continued to improve, and
Harley found thar teachers in the comparison classes had spenta considerable
amount of time focused on passé composé. Thus, this study seems to confirm
the value of some guided practice with particular language forms within
content-based instructional programs.
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Study 23 Focusing on the conditional in French immersion

Elaine Day and Stan Shapson (1991) examined the effects of form-focused
instruction with grade 7 students (age about 12 or 13} in French immersion.
The feature of French grammar which was taught was the conditional mood
of the verb, for example in sentences such as ‘Si je gagnais la loterie, je partirais
en voyage' (IfIwon the lottery, 1 would go away on a trip).

Students in the experimental classes received several hours of focused instruction
on the conditional over a period of 5-7 weeks. The students in the control
group continued with their usual classroom routines, that is, they continued
to encounter French mainly in the context of learning their general school
subjects (science, mathemarics, history, etc. through the medium of French).

Special reaching materials were prepared for the experimental classes by the
team of Hmmmmmnwmnm They consisted of: (1) group work which created situations

- fortheuseofthe nODmEo:& in bmﬁE.& comumunicative &Emﬁobr Amv written.

and oral exercises to reinforce the use of the conditional i in more formal,
structured situations; and (3) self-evaluarion activities to encourage students
to develop conscious awareness of their language use. Oral and written tests
were administered before the ifistriictional treatmnent, iminediately after the
instruction (five to seven weeks later), and at the end of the school year.

Learners in the experimental classes outperformed those in the control classes
on the immediate post-tests for the written, but not the oral, rasks. They were
still doing berter than the control group on the follow-up post-tests administered
several months lacer.

Stuidy 24: Focusing on sociolingwistic forms in French immersion
Roy Lyster (1994), also working in French immersion programs, carried our
a study which examined the effects of form-focused instruction on the
knowledge and use of sociolinguistic style variations in three classes of grade
8 French immersion students (about 13 years old). One of the main features
examined in his study was the distinction between the use of second person
singular forms #2 and vous in French. The former is used to indicate informal-
ity and familiarity while the latter is used as a formal marker of polireness.
Prior to instruction, immediately after, and again one month later, the learners
were rested on their ability to produce and recognize these forms (in addition
to others) in appropriate contexts.

The instruction took place for an average of 12 hours over a five-week period.
During this time, students in the experimental classes were given explicic
instruction insociostylistic variation and engaged in guided practice activiries
thar included role plays in a variety of formal and informal contexts and
correcrive feedback from teachers and peers. Students in the two comparison
classes continued with their regular instruction withoutany focused instruction
or guided practice in using sociolinguistically appropriate forms. On the
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immediate post-test, learners in the experimental classes significantly out-
performed learners in the comparison classes on both writeen and oral production
tasks and the muldple-choice test. Furthermore, these benefits were maintained
when learners were tested a month later.

Study 25: Focusing on verb form in content-based science classrooms

Catherine Doughty and Elizabeth Varela (1998) carried out a study with a
group of Esv learners who also received second language instruction via
content-based reaching. One class of middle-school students (11-14 years
old) from a variety of first language backgrounds received correcrive feedback
on past tense and conditional verb forms in English in their science class. That
is, while they were engaged in oral and written work related to a series of
science reports, the teacher corrected their errors in past tense and conditional
forms—both explicitly and implicitly. Students were tested on their wsoéwmawﬂ

~of these verb forms prior to the experiment and they were post-tested six -

A ‘,__.émmwm _mﬁﬂ. and again rwo months later. Their wmnmoﬂwmbnm was. non%mc.m& fo

* thatofa group of students who were in another science class doing the same
science reports but who did not receive corrective feedback on past tense

forms. The resulrs showed that students who received the corrective feedback

had>made more progress in using past and conditional forms than the

comparison group on both the immediate and delayed post-tests.

Study 26: Focusing on form in learner—learner interaction

Most of the research which has examined the potential benefits of drawing the
learners’ attention to language form has been done in teacher-centred
classrooms. However, some work has investigated whether learners can
provide each other with information about language (and corrective
feedback) when interacting in group work. Forexample, recentwork has been
carried our to explore the Vygotskyan notion that learners can make progress
in the second language through collaborative interaction. Maria Kowal and
Merrill Swain (1994) asked students (abour 13 years old) in a grade 8 French
immersion class to participate in a paired task which led them to focus on
form. In this type of task, referred to as dictogloss (Wajnryb 1990), students
listen o a short but dense passage which is read twice at normal speed. While
they listen, they take notes, and later they work in pairs or groups to
reconstruct the passage. In this study, students completed four dictoglosses
overa two-month period. In order to reconstrucr the passages, they had to pay
attention to how their meaning was expressed and to prepare their rext so that
it could be assessed by the whole class afterwards. The results of the study
showed tharstudents were successful in providing each other with information
abourlanguage form and corrective feedback while engaged in a communicative
task.




Second language learning in the classroom

Interpreting the research

The overall results of the studies described above provide support for the
hypothesis that form-focused instruction and corrective feedback within
communicative second language programs can improve learners' use of
particular grammarical features. The results also show, however, that the
effects of instruction are notalways long-lasting, For example, in the intensive
EsL studies, the positive effects of form-focused instruction on adverb placement
had disappeared ayear later. Yer, the positive effects of this type of instruction
and corrective feedback for questions were maintained in the long-term
follow-up testing. These results might be explained in terms of the frequency
of use of the two linguistic structures in regular classroom inpur after the
experimental treatment had ended—question forms oceurred much more
frequently. Thus, opportunities for continued use may have contribured to
“the conrtinued improvement in.the learners’ use of questions over time.

‘Evidence from classroom observations suggests that students did not receive -

. any continued exposure to adverbs in classroom materials and activities once
the experimental period was over, and it is not surprising that they failed to
maintain the improved performance levels. _

These results of the research into form-focused instruction within com-
municative language teaching also suggest that form-focused instruction may
be ‘more successful with some language features than wich others. The
successful learning of the #1/vous distincrion in Lyster’s study could be due to
the factthatlearning tuand vousis essentially a matter oflearning two important
vocabulary items and thus may have been less difficult to learn than more
complex syntactic features. For example, Harley found that instructed
learners continued to experience difficulty with the passé composélimparfait
contrast where the form—meaning relationship is more complex.

The implications of classroom research
for teaching

Many questions have been raised by the research which has been done to test
the hypotheses which the different proposals represent. Although there s scill
much work to do, it is possible to speculate on the ‘sirangest contenders’ on
the basis of the classroom research findings so far.

One thing is clear. Some exceptionally gifted learners will succeed in second
language learning regardless of the method. In the schools of the world, the
most widely applied method is no doubrt the grammar translation method.
Most of us have met individuals whose mastery of a foreign language is based
largely on their experience in such classes. Similarly, audiolingual classes

roduced some highly proficient second laneuage learners. However, we also
P AHgaly prof ! sHag .
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know—ifrom personal experience and research findings—that these methods,
when experienced in the absence of opportunities to use the language for
meaningful interaction, leave many learners frustrated and unable to
participate in ordinary conversations. No doubt grammar translation and
audiolingual approaches will continue to be used, bur the evidence suggests
that ‘Ger it right from the beginning’ does not correspond to the way most
successful second language learners have acquired their proficiency. On the
other hand, in throwing out contrastive analysis, feedback on error, and
metalinguistic explanations and guidance, the ‘communicative revolution’
may have gone too far.

There is increasing evidence that learners continue to have difficulty with
basic structures of the language in programs which offer no form-focused

- instrucdon. This calls into question the ‘Juse listen . . . and read’ proposal,

which in its strongest form nort only claims no benefit from form-focused

instruction and correction, but suggests thar such form focus can mnEm:%

interfere with second language &9@0@505 There is good evidence that
learners make nobm&mm&_m progress in both comprehension and production
in strictly comprehension-based programs. However, we do not find support

- for the- argument thar if second Hmbm:mmm learners are $imply mxmomm& to

nogmamrmbm%_m inpur, language acquisition will take care of itself.

There are similar problems with the “Say what you mean and mean what you
say proposal. As noted earlier in this chapter, opportunities for learners to
engage in conversational interactions in group and paired activities can lead
to increased fluency and the ability to manage conversations in a second
language. However, the research also shows that learners in programs based
on the ‘Say what you mean and mean what you say’ proposal, where there is
no guided focus on form, continue to have difficulty with accuracy as well.
wnnmcmm this appro ach emphasizes BnmE:m and actempts to simulate ‘nagural’
communication in conversaiional interaction, the students focus is naturally
on wharthey say, not how to say it. This can result in a situation where learners
provide each other with input which is often incorrect and incomplete.
Furthermore, when feedback on error takes the form of recasts or repetitions
only, it may be interpreted by the learners as a continuarion of the conversation.
Thus, programs based on the "Say what you mean and mean what you say’
approach are incomplete in that learners’ gains in fluency and conversational
skills may not be marched by their development of accuracy.

It is important to emphasize that the evidence to supporr a role for form-
focused instruction and corrective feedback does not suggest a recurn to the
‘Get it right from the beginning’ approach. Research has demonstrated that
learners do benefit considerably from communicarive interacrion and instruction
which is meaning-based. The results of research into French immersion,

content-based courses, and intensive gs1 research are strong indicarors thar
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learners develop higher levels of fluency through primarily meaning-based
inscruction than chrough rigidly grammar-based instruceion. The problem
remains, however, that certain aspects of linguistic knowledge and
performance are not fully developed in such programs.

Unfortunately, research investigating the “Teach what is reachable’ proposal
1s not yet at a point where it is possible to say to teachers: ‘Here is a list of
linguistic features and the order in which they will be acquired. You should
teach them in this order.” The number of features which researchers have
investigated in experimental studies within this framework is simply far too
small. Furthermore, there has been no strong evidence that teaching according
to the developmental sequences will improve the long-term results in language
learning. However, this Eowoﬁm does serve to help teachers set realistic

expectacions abour the ways in which Fmgmhm Enmlm:mcmqm Bm% nrmbmnw in

HmmTOEmm to Instruction.

In the ‘Get it lmrﬁ intheend’ vom,:_ou the mermma is EESE% on meaning
but those who hold this position argue that theré is a role for mo:.:-moncmmm
instruction and correction. The research relevant to this proposal has shown

that second language learners benefit from form-focused instrucrion which is -

provided within communicative contexts. The challenge is to firid the balance
between meaning-based and form-focused activities. The right balance is
likely to be differentaccording to the characteristics of the learners. The learners’
age; metalinguistic sophistication, motivation, goals, and the similaricy of the
rarget fanguage to a language already known need to be taken into account
when decisions are made abour the amount and type of form-focus to offer.

Birgit Harley (1993) has offered some suggestionsabout how to identify features
for form focus. In her review of research in French immersion programs, she
argues that form-focused instruction is needed for those features which:
(a) differ in non-obvious or unexpected ways from the learners firstlanguage;
(b) are irregular, infrequent, or lack perceprual salience in the second language
inpug; and (c) do not carry a heavy communicative load. The features she
targets as prime candidates for form-focused instruction in French second
language instruction are:

— gender distinctions

— lexical distinctions across first language and second language (for example,
mistaking ‘temps’ for time, instead of ‘Theure’ as in ‘Savez-vous le temps
[weather]?’ instead of ‘Savez-vous ["heure?’)

— distinctions in the use of “avoir’ and ‘écre’

— various features of the verb system such as the use of the imparfait,

conditional, and third person plural agreement in the present tense
— distinctions berween r and vous.

Y
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On the other hand, Harley claims many other features can be learned without
form-focused instruction. These include: high-frequency vocabulary irems,
features which are phonologically salient, and grammatical patterns which
are congruent with the learners first language.

The results from research in intensive esL programs point to the need for

form-focused instruction when features in the second language differ from

the learners’ first language in subde ways, parricularly when the information
about these differences is not available in the regularly occurring input (for
example, adverb placement). At times, it may be necessary to provide explicit
information about how learners’ first languages contrast with the target
language. This may be particularly important in classrooms where all the

students share the same first language. This information need not be

prolonged or non.%mnmﬁm& and can be quickly and easily incorporated into a
lesson in which the primary focus is on meaning and communication. The

‘research on corfective feedback in French immersion discussed in Ormmﬁnm 5

v% Lyster and Ranta (see pages 103—6), and mvwrn: feedback and instruction
in content-based st (study 25, page 148) provides particularly strong support
for such a recommendation.

Summary

Classroom data from anumber of studies offer support for the view that form-
focused instruction and corrective feedback provided within the context of
communicative programs are more effective in promoting second language
learning than programs which are limited to a virtually exclusive emphasis
either on accuracy or on fluency. Thus, we would argue thar second language
teachers can (and should) provide guided, form-based instruction and corrective
feedback in cerrain circumstances. For example, reachers should not hesitate
to correct persistent errors which learners seem not to notice without focused
attention. Teachers should also be especially aware of errors that the majority
of learners in a class are making when they share the same first language
Um&munocbn_ and they should not hesitate to pointout howa particular structure
in a learner’s first language differs from the target language. Teachers might
also try to become more aware of those structures which they sense are just
beginning to emerge in the second _mnqcm.mn development of their students
and provide some quF.n_ instruction in the use of these forms. It may be
useful to encourage _mmBQm to take part in the process E\ creating activities
which draw the ﬁrm: ateention to the forms they use in communicative
activities, by developing contexts in which they can provide each other with
feedback, and by encouraging them to ask questions abour language forms.

Decisions about when and how to provide form focus musr rake into account
differences in learner characreristics, of course. Quite different approaches

ikt a st
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would be appropriate for, say, trained linguists learning a fourth or fifth
language, young children beginning their schooling in a second language
environment, haaumﬁﬁzﬂm d,__-TO cannot H.QM:M Mﬁﬁw Wrire ﬂrmmﬁ own ~u,ﬂmcm.mﬂu
and adolescents studying a foreign language for a few hours a week at school.

It could be argued that many teachers are quite aware of the need o balance
form-focus and meaning-focus, and that recommendations based on research
may simply mean that sLA research has confirmed currenc classroom pracrice.
Although this may be true to some extent, itis hardly the case tharall teachers
have a clear sense of how best to accomplish their goal. [tis not always easy to
step back from familiar practices and say, ‘I wonder if this is really the most
effective way to go abour this?’ Furthermore, many teachers are relucrant to
try outclassroom practices which go against the prevailing trends among cheir
“colleagues or in their educational contexts. Many teachers still work in environ-
~ ments where there is an emphasis on accuracy which: virtually. excludes
+ spontaneous _mbmcmqﬂ use in the classroom. At the same time, the introduction

of communicative language teaching methods has sometimes resulted in a |

complete Emnﬁou of attention to form and error correction in second megmm
teaching. But it is not necessary to choose berween form-based and meaning-
based instruction. Rather, the challengeis to find the best balance of these two
orientations. Which features of language will respond best to form-focused
instrucrion, and which will be acquired without explicit focus if learners have
adequate exposure to the language? Which learners will respond well to
meralinguistic information and which will require some other way of focusing
attention on language form? When should corrective feedback be offered and
when should _nmana be allowed to focus their attention on the content of
their utterances? Continued classroom-centred research, including the informal
research which teachers can do in their own classrooms, should provide us
with further insights into these and other importantissues in second language
teaching and learning.
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POPULAR IDEAS ABOUT
LANGUAGE LEARNING:
FACTS AND OPINIONS

In the Introduction, we presented a number of commounly expressed opinions
‘about how languages are learned. We asked you to indicate how strongly you -
" agreed with these opinions. Now that you have read about some of the theory-
"and research in second language acquisition, take another look at those ideas.

Have you changed your mind about the importance of imitation or group- -

work, or whether starting second language instruction early is really the best

approach? Or do you feel thatyour views about s1.a have only-been confirmed

by the discussion in the preceding chaprers? S

To conclude this introduction to sLA research, here are our own responses to
these popular ideas about language learning.

1 Languages are NQERK mainly through imitation

Tt is difficult to find support for the argument that languages are learned
mainly through imitadon. For one thing, learners produce many novel
sentences that they could not have heard before. These sentences are based on
the learners’ developing undersranding of how the language system works.
This is particularly evident with children who say things like: T'm hiccing up
and T can’t stop’ and ‘Tt was upside down bur I turned it upside right’ orwith
second language learners who say “The cowboy rided into town’ or "The man
that I spoke to him is angry.” These examples and many others provide
_evidence thar language learners do not simply internalize a grear list of
imitared and memorized sentences.

This does not mean, however, that imitation has no role tw play in language
Jearning. Some children imirate a great deal as chey acquire their first language.
Yer their language does not develop faster or better than that of children who
rarely imitare. Furthermore, children do notimitate everything they hear, but
often selectively imitate certain words or structures which they are in the
process of learning.
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Second language learners also produce many sentences thac they could not
have heard. In this way, they are like children learning their first language.
Some second language learners may find chat they benefic from opporrunities
to imitate samples of the new language, and imitation is clearly important in
developing proficiency in pronunciation and intonation. For some advanced
learners who are determined to improve their pronunciation, careful listening
and imitation inalanguagelaborarory can be veryvaluable. Bur for beginning
learners, the slavish imitation and rote memorization that characrerized
audiolingual language approaches to language teaching led many learners to
adead end. ,Eﬁd\ could recite bits of perfectly accurate language, but the lack
of practice in struggling to understand and make ﬂrmammrﬁm “underscood in
genuinely meaningful interaction left many learners with little more than a
collection of sentences, waiting for the moment érnb Hromm seniences SoﬁE

,. : _um zmnm&

R 2 buﬁma& N\.QSN@ correct u\csﬁh n@&&ﬂg when N\u&\

make grammatical errors

There is considerable variation in the extent to which parents correct their
children’s speech. The variation is based partly on the children’s age. When
children are very young pre-schoolers, parents rarely comment on grammatical
errorsalthough they may correct lapses in politeness or the choice of a word that
doesn’t make sense. As children reach school aee, parenrs often correct the
. ge, p
kinds of non-standard speech that they hope their children will outgrow, for
£ * . 3 b
example, ‘Me and Fred are going outside now.’ The parents own
sociolinguistic background is also a source of variation in the amount and
kind of correction they engage in. Some parents hear nothing wrong in the
1 ] 3 . TR .
grammar of “That’s the boy who I gave my books to” while others will insist
on ‘to whony'.

Nevertheless, extensive observations of parents and children show that, as a
rule, parents tend to focus on meaning rather than form when they correct
children’s speech. Thus, they may correct an incorrect word choice, an
incorrect statement of the facts, or a rude remark, bur they either do not
notice or do not react to errors which do not interfere with successful
communication. What this tells us is thar children cannot depend on
consistent corrective feedback in order o learn the basic structure (the word
order, the grammatical morphemes, the intonation patterns) of their
language. Fortunately, they appear to be able ro acquire the adult form of the
language with littlz or no explicir feedback.
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The case for second language learners is more complex. While it is clear chat

older children and ma:_ﬂm can acquire a great deal of language withour any
formal instruction, the evidence suggests that, withour correcrive feedback
and guidance, second language _ﬂ:ﬂmwm may persist in using certain
ungrammatical forms for years.

3 People with high 1Qs are good language learners

The kind of intelligence which is measured by 1q tests is a good predictor for
success in classrooms where the emphasis is on learning about the language
(for example, grammar rules and vocabulary items). In addition, people who
do well on 1Q tests may do well on other kinds of tests as well. However, in
natural language learning settings and in classrooms. where language
acquisition 93:.”& interactive language use is Edmrpmhwmm_ research has

‘shown that _mmama with a wide variety of intellecrual abilities can ‘be

successful language learners. This is especially true if the skills which are
assessed are oral communication skills rather than metalinguistic knowledge.

4 The most important factor in second language
&n&&&.m&cﬁ SUCCESS 1S MOoLtivation

Everyone agrees that learners who want to learn tend ro do better than those
who don’t. Bur we must guard against too strong an interpretation of this.
Somertimes, even highly motivated learners encounter grear difficulties in
improving their mastery of the language. We know, for example, thar learners
who begin learning a second language as adults rarely achieve the fluency and
accuracy that children do in first language acquisition. This failure to achieve
native-like ability cannot be taken as evidence that adult second language.
learners are not motivated to learn the language. We also know tharinagroup
of highly motivated second language learners, there are always those who are
more successful than others. This is sometimes due to differences in language
learning aptitude and in how the instruction interacts with individual
learners’ styles and preferences for learning.

Clearly, teachers have no infAuence over a learner’s incrinsic motivation for
learningasecond language. Learners come into our classrooms from different
backgrounds and life experiences, all of which have contriburted to their
actitudes roward and motivation to learn the target language. The principal
way that teachers can influence learners’ motivation is by making the
classroom a supportive environment in which students are stimulated,
engaged in activities which are appropriate to their age, interests and cultural
backgrounds, and, most wawoﬁm:ﬁg where mEn_nma Can experience success.
This in turn can contribute to positive motivation, leading o stll greater
success. _
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5 The earlier a second language is introduced
in school programs, the greater the likelihood of

STCCess 1l Nm.%.:mm%

The decision abour when to introduce second or foreign language instruction
must depend on the objectives of the language program in the particular
social context of the school. When the objective is native-like performance in
the second language, then it may be desirable to begin exposure to the
language as early as possible. The research evidence is fairly strong that only
ﬂro._wn éro begin second language learning at an mm&» age will m<m:ﬂcm&% be
indistinguishable from native m@nmrma

However, even in cases where such high levels of skill are targeted, it is
imporrant to recognize certain m_mmm?mwﬁmq@ ofan early start, mmvmﬁm:%érm: 3
an early start i mmnosm language means &Eﬂ children have little opportunity
to continue to develop their knowledge of their frst _m:m:mmn.. Subtracrive
bilingualism may have lasting negative consequences. For children from
minority-language backgrounds, programs promoting the development of
the first language achome and atschool may be more important for long-term
success in the second language than an early starrin the second language itself.
Research shows thata good foundation in the child’s first language, including
the development of literacy, is a sound base ro build on. Children who can
begin their schooling in a language they already know will have more self-
confidence, will be able to learn more effectively in the early school years, and
will notlose valuable time in a period of limbo during which they struggle just
to understand what is happening in the classroom.

Clearly, for many children, there is no opporrunity to have cheir early
schooling in their first language. They are members of a small minority group
where it is not practical for schools to offer them an educational program in
their first language, or they live in jurisdictions where legislation has
mandated a single language of education for all children, regardless of their
background. For these children, it is crucial to have sensitive educators who
respect the children’s difficulty, who encourage parents to maintain the home
language, and who understand that second language learning takes time and
efforr.

For foreign language instruction or for second language instruction where the
level of proficiency which is targeted is not native-like performance by all
students, the situation is quite different. When the goal of the educadional
program is basic communicative skill for all studenrs, and where there is a
strong commitment to maintaining and developing the child’s first language,
it can be more efhcient to begin second language reaching later. Older
children (for example, 10-year olds) are able to carch up very quickly on those
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who began earlier (for example, at 6 or 7 years old) in programs offering only
afew roca aweek ofinstruction. This is especially trueif the foreign language
course includes a period of more intensive exposure to the new _mbq:QO >=

school programs should be based on realistic estimartes of how _onq it B_Sm to

Jearn a second language. One or two hours a week — even for seven or eight
years - will not ?o&cnm very advanced second language speakers. This n: ip-
feed’ approach often leads to frustration as FE.:Qm _..m& that they have been
studying foryears' without making much progress. Sadly, they are sometimes
right abour this.

6 Most &n&m mistakes which second language
learners make are due to inter ference .\?:S N&ma\

first lang h&a,mm

AR ﬁ,& transfer of patterns from ﬁrm native mmzm:mmm is cb&ocvﬂm&% one Eﬁ. ﬁrn
. major sources of erross in learner language. However, there are other causes

for errors too, one of which is overgeneralization of target-language rules. For

. example, research has shown that second language learners from mhm.mnm:ﬁ
 first-language _umnwa_‘ozmam often make the same kinds of errors when |

learning a _,um:_nz_mn second language. In such cases, second-language errors
are evidence of the learners’efforts to discover the structure of the rarger
_m:mﬂmam itself rather than attempes to transfer patterns from their first
language. Interestingly, some of these errors are remarkably similar to the
rEn_m of errors made by first language learners.

These observations are a strong indicarion that second language learning is
not simply a process of putting second-language words into firse-language
sentences. Research has also shown thataspects of the second language which
are different from the fitst language will not necessarily be acquired larer or
with more difficulty than those aspects which are similar.

On the other hand, when errors are caused by the overextension of some
partial similaricy berween the first and second languages, these errors may be
difficult to overcome. This may be particularly problematic if learners are
~ frequently in contact with other learners who make the same errors.

7 Teachers should present grammatical rules one at
a time, and learners should practise examples of
each one before going on to another

Language learning is not simply linear in its development. Learners may use
a particular form accurately ar stage x (suggesting thar they have learned that

form), fail to produce that form ar stage v, and produce it accurately again at
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stage z. The decline in accuracy may show thatlearners are incorporating new
information abour the language into their own internal system of rules. An
mxm:im of this would be when learners who have learned the past tense form
‘went’ as a memorized ‘chunk’ learn to use the regular -ed inflection for past
tense marking. At this point, they stop using ‘wentand produce ‘goed’. Once
learners become aware of the exceptions to the -ed past tense rule, they begin
to use ‘went’correctly again. This provides evidence that language development
is not just adding rule after rule, but integrating new rules into an existing
system of rules, readjusting and restrucruring uncil all the pieces fi.

Some structure-based approaches to teaching are based on the false assumption
that second language developmentislinear. This can be seen in the organization
of textbooks which introduce a particular language fearure in the first unit
and reinforce it in several mzvmm@:w:m units before moving onto the next

 fearure. This isolated presentation and wnmnsnm of one structure ara time does

not provide Hmmmnm; with an omwOHEEQ o discover how Bmmmnnbﬂ _m:m:mqm .
features nob%mnm \5& nodﬂmmw in Do:d& _m;mcmmn use.

8 Teachers M\SN&& N,m&n\.q &ﬁ»&m Nam%&&%m structures
w.w\.wﬁm ncamc\mx o7nes

Research has shown that no matter how language is presented to learners,
certain structures are acquired before others. This suggests that it is neither
necessary nor desirable to restrict learners’ exposure to cerrain linguistic -
structures which are perceived in linguistic terms to be ‘simple’ — particularly
when this involves the isolated presentation, ordering, and practice of
‘simple’ to ‘complex’ features.

At the same time, there is no doubr that second language learners benefit from
the efforts of native speakers and fluent bilinguals to modify their speech to
help second language learners underseand. This modified speech conrains a
variety of linguistic structures, but omits complex forms. It also includes a
range of conversational adjustments which enable second language learners
to engage in interacrions with native and more advanced speakers of the
second language more easily. Teachers, like parents, appear to be able to

increase the complexity of their language intuitively as the learner’s proficiency
increases.

Teachers must also be aware, however, that some linguistic forms are so rare
in their everyday speech thatlearners have very little opportunity to hear, use,
and learn them if the teacher does not make a point of providing them. These
are not necessarily difficult or complex forms, however. Aswe saw in Chapter
6 (pages 131-2), in study 13 carried out in intensive communicative ESL
classes in Quebec, teachers almost never used adverbs!
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9 Learners errors should be corrected as soon as
they are made in order to prevent the formation of

bad habits

Errors are a natural part of language learning. This is true of the dévelopment
ofa child’s first language as well as of second language learning by children and
adults. The errors reveal the patterns of learners’ developing interlanguage
systems —showing where they have overgeneralized a second language rule or

where they have inappropriately memmmﬁmm a first language rule to the second
language.

When errors are mmhﬁmﬁnur especially when they are shared U% almost all
students in a class, it is useful to bring the problem to the learners’ artention.

- This does not mean learners should be expected to adopr the correct formor
- structure _Eﬁm%mﬂm_% or nonmaﬁmmn_% Iftheerrorisbased ona Qmﬁ_owgm:nm._
_ pattern, the correction may only be useful when the learner is nmm&w foric. Hﬁ

may ﬁ.—._.ﬁm hmﬂﬁhhm many ﬁmeDEODm

- Teachershave aresponsibility to help learners do theirbest, and thissometimes
means drawing their attention to mﬂ.&mﬁnnﬁ errors. Excessive feedbacl on error

can-have a negative effect on motivation, of course, and teachers must be
sensitive to the way their students react to correction. The kind of correction
which is offered will also vary according to the specific characteristics of the
students. Children and adults with lictle education in cheir first langnage will
not benefi greatly from sophisticated metalinguistic explanations, but
university students who are advanced learners of the language may find such
explanations of great value. Immediate reaction to errors in an oral commun-
ication setting may embarrass some students and discourage them from speaking,
while for others, such correction is exactly what is needed to help them notice
a persistent error at just the moment when it occurs. The research on
corrective feedback dees show that, in classrooms which are content based
(for example, immersion classes), feedback which is given exclusively or
principally in the form of conversational “recasts’ passes unnoticed. Learners
may not recognize it as correction unless the teacher has a method of
signalling to the student—rhrough tone of voice, a gesture, or facial expression
—which says to the student, ‘I think I understand whatyou are sayingand I'm
telling you how you can say it better.”
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10 Teachers should use materials that expose students

only to language structures which they have
already been taught

Such a procedure can provide comprehensible inpur of course, but—given a
meaningful context—Iearners can comprehend the general meaning of many
forms which they nmh.ﬁmmb_% have not ‘mastered’ and, indeed, may never have
produced. Thus, restricting classroom second language materials to those
which contain little or nothing which is new may have several negative
consequences. There will undoubtedly be a loss of motivation if mE&maa are
not sufficiently challenged. Students also need to deal with ‘real’ or ‘authentic’
material if they are eventually going to be prepared for language use outside
the- classroom. They do this first with the teacher’s guidance and then
Eammnbanbﬁq Restricting mﬁamuﬁm 0 m”ﬂw g?mmm_u €XpOsuLE to &._n anguage
extends their dependency.. e

When a particular form is introduced for the first rime; or when the teacher
feels there is a need for correction of a persistent problem, it is appropriate to

use narrow-focus materials which isolate ene element in a context where -
other things seem easy. But it would be a disservice to students to use such

marterials exclusively or even predominantly. We should remember chat

learners who successfully acquire English outside classrooms cerrainly are

exposed to a variety of forms and structures which they have not mastered.

11 When learners are allowed to interact freely
(for example, in group or pair activities), they
learn each others mistalkes

There is good evidence that, if the tasks are well designed, learners working in
groups get far more practice in speaking and participating in conversations in
group work than they ever could in a teacher-centred class. Somewhat
surprisingly, the research has also shown thar learners do nor produce any
more errors in their speech when talking to learners at similar levels of
proficiency than they do when speaking to learners ar more advanced levels or
to native speakers. This research also shows, however, thar learners at similar
levels cannot provide each other with information which would help o
correct those errors. Some other studies show that tasks can be devised in such
a way that learners working together can discover information or knowledge
abour the second language they didn’t know they had. In order for this to
happen, the tasks must be carefully planned and the learners must have access
to the correct language forms they are trying to discover.



Popular ideas abour language learning: H_mma and opinions

Group work is a valuable addition to the variety of activities which encourage
and promote second language development. Used in combination with
individual work and teacher-centred activities, it plays an important role in
communicative language teaching.

12 Students learn what they are taught

Clearly, second language learners can only learn the language they are exposed
to. Butitis certainly notthe case that students learn everything theyare raught
or that they eventually know only what they are taught. Some teaching
methods typically give learners the opportunity to learn only a very restricted
number of words and sentence types. Even when the language reaching
method provides much richer language input, the fact ﬁrmn moEm%Eq is
“taught or made available in the input momm not mean learners will acquire it
_,Eqrn away. For mxmBEnu some. aspects of the second language develop
mnmoa_zo to ‘natural’ sequences of development and mmmhnmnm may be more
likely to F_Eﬁ certain language features when-they are developmentally
‘ready’. Thus, attempts to teach aspects of language which are too far away
from the learner’s current stage of development S_: usually be frustrating.

Other aspects of language, however, for example, vocabulary, can be raugheat
any time, as long as the learners are interested in the opportunity to fearn and
the teaching Em&aomm are appropriate to the learner’s age, interests, and
learning mﬂimm Forrunately, research has also shown that _mﬁ,nma canlearna
great deal that no-one ever teaches them. They are able to use their own
583& carning mechanisms to discover many of the complex rules and
relationships which underlie the language they wish to learn. Students, in this
sense, may be said to learn much more than they are taught.

Conclusion

Knowing more about second language anEm_Don research will not ﬂm: you
whatto mo inyour classroom tomorrow morning. We hope, however, that chis
book has Eoﬁam& you with information érmnr encourages you to reflecr on
your experience in teaching. We hope, in addition, %mm this reflection will
contribute to a betcer Eummaﬂmz%bq of your responsibilities as a teacher and
those of your students as language _nm:gmhm.

As we have seen, language learning is affected by many facrors. Among these
are the personal mrﬁmnmm:msnm of thele earner, the structure of the native and
targer languages, owmoQE:Dmm for interaction with mmmmrﬁm of the target
?:q:pqﬂ m:& access to correction and form-focused instruction. It is &m&
&3” anrna do not have control over all these factors. However, a better
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understanding of them will permic teachers and learners to make the most of

Hrmaﬂmmrmw%gaﬁomn%m::%m23:wwonmmmmmowﬂmmnrm:mmm&_mai:mu
second language. _
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GLOSSARY

We have included in this glossary only those items which have a special or
technical meaning in second language acquisition research and second
language teaching. The definitions are intended to reflect the terms as we use
them in this voow. Other writers may give different interpretations to some of
them. As a rule, we have not included words for which definitions can readily
be found in a dictionary (for example, interlocurtor, empirical).

accuracy order: The relative accuracy of grammartical forms in learner language.
For mxmb%_mu learners are often more accurate in using plural-s than in using
possessive-5. Some researchers haveinferred thatan accuracy order isequivalent
to a sequence of acquisition.

American Sign Language (ASL): The gestural language used by many North
Americans who are deaf or who interact with deaf persons. Itisa true language,

with complex rules of structure and a rich <0nmvEE all expressed &ﬁocm?
motions of the hands and body.

Eiﬁ.&mﬁmﬁmm approach: Audiolingual teaching is based on the behaviourist
theory of learning and on structural linguistics. This instructional m@maomnw
.nm%rmmﬁmm the formation of habits ﬁrnocmr the practice, memorization, and
repetition of grammatical structures in isolation from each other and from
contexts of meaningful use.

bebaviourism: A psychological theory that all learning, whether verbal or non-
verbal, takes place through the establishment of habits. According to this view,
when learners imitate and repeat the language they hear in their surrounding
environment and are positively reinforced for doing so, habit moHBmzon (or
learning) occurs.

child-directed speech: The language which caretakers address to children. In
some cases, this language is simpler than that which is addressed to adults and
also may involve slower speech, more repetition, and a large number of
questions.

classroom observation scheme: A toal (often in the form of a grid) which consists
ofaset of predetermined categories to describe teaching and learning behaviours.

cognitive maturity: The ability to engage in EoEnB-mo?Emu mmmcnzomu and
complex memory tasks.
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communicative competence: The ability to use language in a variety of settings,
taking into account relationships between speakers and differences in situations.
The term has somerimes been interpreted as the ability to convey messages in
spite of a lack of grammatical accuracy.

communicative language reaching (CLT): crr is based on the premise that
successful language learning involves not only a knowledge of the structures
and forms of a language, but also the functions and purposes that a language
serves in different communicative settings. This approach to teaching
emphasizes the communication of meaning over the pracrice and manipulation
of grammadcal forms. ~ -~ C
competence: Chomsky used this term to refer to knowledge of language. This
is contrasted with performance, which is theway a person acrually uses language
— whether for speaking, listening, or writing. Because we cannot observe
competence directly, we have to infer its nature from performance.

comprebensible input; A term introduced by Stephen Krashen to refer to language
which a learner can understand. The language may be comprehensible in part
because of clues such as gestures, situations, or prior information.

comprehension-based instruction: A general term to describe a variety of second

language programs in which the focus of instruction is on comprehension rather
than production (for example, Total Physical Response).

connectionism: A theory which views language as a complex system of units

which become interconnected in the mind as they are encountered together.
‘T'he more often units are heard or seen together, the more likely it is thar the

presence of one will lead to the activation of the other.

content-based instruction: Second language programs in which lessons are
organized around topics, themes, and/or subject-matter rather than language
points (for example, French immersion programs).

Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (C4H): The can predicts that where there are
similarities between the first and second languages, the learner will acquire
second language structures with ease; where there are differences, the learner

‘will have difficulty. .

controlgroup: In experimental studies, a group of learners which, ideally, differs
from the experimental group only in terms of the single factor which the
researcher is investigaring, Performance of the control group is used to show
that the factor in question is the best (or only) explanation for changes in the
experimental group.

corrective feedback: An indication to a learner that his or her use of the rarget
language is incorrect. This includes a variety of responses that a language
learner receives. Corrective feedback can be explicit (for example, ‘No, you
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should say “goes”, not “go”™) or implicit (for example, ‘Yes, he goes to school
every day’), and may or may not include metalinguistic information (for example,
‘Don’t forget to make the verb agree with the subject’). |

correlation: A statistical procedure which compares the frequency or size of
different factors in order to determine whether there is a relationship berween
the two. For example, if the students with the highest grades in French also
spend the greatest number of hours doing their homework, this would be a
positive correlation. It is important to keep in mind, however, that correlation
does not imply that one of the variables causes the other. Successful learners
may spend more time on homework because it gives them a fecling of
accomplishment.

creative construction: A theory that second language acquisition is a process by
which a learner constructs his/her own rule system (i.e. internal representations)
for the language being learned. These internal representations are thought to
develop slowly in the direction of the full second language system in predictable
stages. Creative construction emphasizes the similarity of learners from different
first language backgrounds and minimizes the importance of transfer.

Q)NHSN Period Hypothesis (cPH): The Amaomo_m& that there.is a specific and,
limited time period for language acquisition. There are two versions of the
cer. The strong version is that if a language is not learned by puberty the

biological endowment which permits successful language acquisition will not.

be available. Thus the learner will have to use general learning mechanisms
which are not designed for language acquisition and thus notas successful. The
weak version is that, even though the same learning mechanisms are involved,
second language learning will be more difficult and incomplete after puberty
because most learners have neither the time nor the motivation to reach the

high level of mastery which a child reaches.

cross-sectional study: A research method in which subjects at different ages and
stages of development are studied. Inferences about sequences which would
apply to the development of individual learners are sometimes drawn from
cross-sectional studies. This contrasts with longitudinal studies.

descriptive study: Research which does not involve any manipulation, change,
or intervention in the phenomenon being studied. The researcher’s goal is to
observe and record what is happening. This contrasts with experimental study.

developmental error: An error in learner language which does not result from
first language influence but rather reflects the learner’s gradual discovery of the
second language system. These errors are often similar to those made by
children learning the language as their mother tongue.
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developmentalfeatures: Those aspects ofalanguagewhich, according to Pienemann
and his colleagues, &9&5@ in a particular sequence, regardless of | input variation
or Emﬂ.cg_om& intervention.

developmental sequences: The order in which certain features of a language (for
example, negation) are acquired in _mumcm,mm learning. Also called &w@&%ﬁmﬁi
stages.

display question: A question to égnr the asker already knows the answer.
Teachers often ask these questions (for example, “What colour is your shirt?’)
not because they are genuinely interested in the answer, but rather, to get the
learner to display his or her knowledge of the language.

enhanced input: Input which is altered in an effort to make it more salient to
learners. It can be more or less explicit, ranging from explicit metalinguistic
comments to typographical enhancement (bo/d ty jpe or underlining) or exaggerated
stress in speaking,

EsL: English as a Second Language. This refers to the learning of English for use
in a setting where English is the principal bmnmcwqm‘. (for example, immigrants
Hmmggm English in Britain).

mk.hmgnmmui study: Research which is designed to study the role or impact of
one or more very specific variables. A strictly experimental study would have
‘experimental’ and ‘control’ groups which differ from each other only in the
presence or absence of one variable. In educational research, it is often difficult
to create all of the conditions which permit a study to be termed as a ‘genuine’

experimental ME&N In this book, the term is used in a non-technical sense to
refer to research in which an attempr has been made to investigate a single
variable in an educational setting.

field independent/field dependent: This distinction has been used to describe
people who differ in their tendency to see the ‘trees in the forest’. That is, some
people (called field independent’) are very quick to pick out the hidden figures
in a complicated drawing. Others (called ‘field dependent’) are more inclined
to see the whole drawing and have difficulty separating it into parts.

first language (mother tongue, native language, L1): The language first learned.
Many children learn more than one language from birth and may be said to
have more than one mother tongue. The abbreviation L1 is often used.

Joreigner talk: The modified or simplified language which some native speakers
address to second language learners. A special category of foreigner talk is
teacher talk.
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foreign language learning: This refers to the learning of a second (or third, or
fourth) language in a context where the target language is not widely used in
the community (for example, learning French in China). Thisis often contrasted
with second language learning, i.e. where the language being learned is used in
the communirty (for example, learning Italian in Florence).

\mqﬁﬁax \mah&mhm learning setting: A setting in which second language learners
receive instruction and opportunities to practise. In this context, efforts are
often made to develop the learner’s awareness of how the F:.mcmmn system
works. Typically, this type of learning takes place in the n_ﬁmnooB

Jorm-focused instruction: Instruction which draws artention to the mogam and
structures of the language within the context of communicative interaction.
This may be done by giving metalinguistic information, simply highlighting
the form in question, or by providing corrective feedback.

formulaic patterns or routines: These are expressions which are learned as
unanalysed wholes of ‘chunks’ (for example, ‘How old are you?’).

fossilization: Nﬁmlaxmﬁaﬂmm patterns which seem not to change, even after
‘extended exposure to or instruction in' the target language. The term may also
be'used to refer to errors which occur, somewhat unexpectedly, in the second
language performance of proficient speakers S&mm they are Emm or under
mmmmmﬁm ,

%mmaﬁm question: In contrast to display questions, genuine questions : are m&.ﬁ&
when there is a focus on information: the asker does not know the answer in
advance (for example, “What did you do at the weekend?’). _

grammar translation: An approach to second language teaching which is
characterized by the explicit instruction of grammatical rules and language
analysis through the use of translation.

grammatical morphemes: Morphemes are the smallest units of language that
carry meaning. A simple word is a morpheme (for example, ‘book’) but when
we talk about ‘grammatical morphemes’ we are usually referring to smaller
units which are added to words to alter their meaning (for example, the - in
books to indicate plural) or function words (for example, ‘the’) which are
ordinarily attached to another word.

immersion program: An educational program in which a second language is
taught via content-based instruction. That is, students study subjects such as
mathematics and social studies in their second language. In these programs,
the emphasis is on subject matter learning, and lictle time is spent focusing on
the formal aspects of the second language. Typically, students in immersion
programs all share the same first language. |
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informal language learning serting: A setting in which the second Mmbmammn isnot
taught, but rather, is learned naturally, i.e. ‘on the Hovu or ‘in the streets’, through
informal conversations and interactions with native speakers of the language
being learned.

information processing: This psychological theory compares the human brain
to a computer. It includes the idea that the brain has a very large capacity to
store information in Hrm long term, but a more limited capacity for information
which requires our attention. After a cerrain amount of practice, things which
at first required attention become automatic, Hmmﬁbm more attention available
for focus on something else. |

innatisn: A theory that human beings are born with some basic knowledge
about Hmbm:monm in general that B&mmm it possible to mnt the specific language
of the environment.

input: The language which the learner is exposed to (either wrirren or spoken)
in the environment.

instrumental motivation: See integrative motivation.

integrative motivation/instrumental motivation: This distinction contrasts
‘motivation for second language learning which is based on a desire to know
more abour the culture and community of the rarget language group and even
a desire to be more like members of that group (integrative motivation) with
motivation which is more practical, such as the need to learn the _mumzwmn in
o&nH togeta better Hov OEQEEEB_ Boﬂﬁﬁobv _ _

interactionism: A theory that __mbmcwmm mn@EmEou is based both on learners’
innate abilities and on opportunities to engage in conversations, often those in
which other speakers modify their speech to match the learners com-
munication requirements. The innate abilities are not seen as being specific to
language or language acquisition.

interlanguage: The learner’s developing second language knowledge. It may
have characteristics of the learner’s first language, characreristics of the second
language, and some characteristics which seem to be very general and tend to
occur in all or most interlanguage systems. Interlanguages are systemaric, but
they are also dynamic, continually evolving as learners receive more inpur and
revise their hypotheses about the second language.

Jjudgements of grammaticality: Responses to the question ‘Is this a correct [or
acceptable] sentence of English [or another language]?’ In answering such
@cmmﬂobm we are asked to focus on the form (grammar) of the sentence rather
than on its meaning.

L1:See first language.
L2: See second language and rarget language.
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language acquisition: This term is most often used interchangeably with lenguage
learning. However, for some researchers, most notably Stephen Krashen, acqui-
sition is contrasted with learning. According to Krashen, acquisition represents
‘unconscious’ learning, which Hm_ﬁmm place when attention is focused on meaning
rather than language form.

language acquisition device (LAD): A metaphor for the innate knowledge of the
‘universal’ principles common to all human languages. The presence of this
knowledge permits children to discover the structure om a m:\mm Mmmq:mmn on
the basis ofa relatively small amount of input.

language learning: In this book, this term is a general one which simply refers
toalearner’s developing knowledge of the target language. In Stephen Krashen's
terms, however, ‘learning’ is contrasted with ‘acquisition’, and is described as a
‘conscious’ process which occurs when the learner’s objective is to learn abour

the language itself, rather than to understand messages which are conveyed -

through the language.

longitudinal study: A study in which the same learners are studied overa period
of time. This contrasts with a cross-sectional study.

_ ummaﬁzhuw&m& instruction: See communicative language teaching.

Nxmwabamﬁaan awareness: The ability to treat language as an object, for mxmBEm
rnEm able to define a word, or to say what sounds make up that word.

38&%3‘ input: Adapted speech which adults use to address children and native
speakers use to address language learners so that the learner will be able to
understand. Examples of modified inpur include shorter, simpler sentences,
slower rate of speech, and basic vocabulary.

modified interaction: Adapted conversation patterns which proficient speakers
use in addressing language learners so that the learner will be able to
understand. Examples of interactional modifications include comprehension
checks, clarification requests, and self-repetitions.

morpheme: See grammatical morpheme.

native-like: Theability to comprehend and produce a second language ata level
of performance which is hardly distinguishable from that of a nazive speaker.

native speaker: A person who has learned a language from an early age and who
has full mastery of that language. Native speakers may differ in terms of
vocabulary and stylistic aspects of language use, but they tend to agree on. the
basic grammar of the language.

natural order: See developmental sequences.
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negotiation of meaning: Interaction between speakers who make adjustments
to their speech and use other techniques in order to facilitate communication.
See also modified interaction.

obligatory contexis: Places in a sentence where a particular grammarical form is
required if the sentence is to be correct. For example, in the sentence “Yesterday,
my brother renta car’, the speaker has created an obligatory context for the past
tense by the use of ‘yesterday’, but has not correctly supplied the required form
of the verb. R e

order of acquisition: See developmental sequences.

overgeneralization error: This type of error is the result of trying to use a rule in
a context where it does not belong, for example, putting a regular -e4ending
on an irregular verb, as in ‘buyed’ instead of ‘bought’,

paztern practice drill: An audiolingual teaching technique in which learners are
asked to practise sentences chosen to represent particular linguistic forms.

performance: The language that we actually use in listening, speaking, reading,
writing. Performance is usually contrasted with competernce, which is the knowl-
edge which undetlies our ability to use language. Performance is subject to
variations due to inattention or fatigue whereas competence, at least for the
mature native speaker, is more stable.

rate of develgpment: The speed at which learners progress in their language
development.

second language: Any language mﬁrmm_ﬁrmb the __mnmdpmumcmm@ learned. The

‘abbreviation L2 is often used.

significant difference: This is a technical term which refers to differences
between groups which, according to a variety of statistical tests, could not be
due to chance. Such differences can be small or large. Their ‘significance’ is due
to the consistency of the differences as well as its size.

simplification: Leaving out elements of a sentence, as when all verbs have the
same form regardless of person, number, tense, for example, ‘I go today. He go
yesterday.’

structural grading: A technique for organizing or sequencing material in a
textbook or lessons. The basis for the organization is a gradual increase in
complexity of grammatical features.

substitution drill: An audiolingualteaching technique in which learners practise
sentences, changing one element at a time, for example, ‘I read a bool<’; ‘T read
a newspaper’; ‘I read a story’.
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subtractive bilingualism: The first language is partially or completely lost as a
second language is acquired. This is often the result of learning a second
language when one’s first language skills are not fully developed.

target language: The language which is being learned, whether it is the first
language or a second (or third or fourth) language.

task-based instruction: Instruction in which classroom activities are ‘tasks’
similar to those which learners might engage in outside the second or foreign
Fsmﬁmmm classroom. Tasks ma ay be complex, for nmeEmu creating a school

newspaper, or more limited, for example, making a phone call to reserve a train
ticket. |

teacher talk: See modified input and foreigner ralk.

transfer: Learner’s use of patterns of the first language in second language
sentences. Also called ‘interference’.

Universal Grammar (UG): Children’s innate linguistic knowledge which, it is
hypothesized consists of a set of principles common to all languages. This term

has replaced the earlier term \aahxahm acquisition device in work based on.

OWoBmE‘ s theory of language acquisition.

uptake: A learners immediate response to corrective feedback on his/her

_.:HnH m.Dnmm.

s_azame:& g@h&:ﬁ In contrast to the developmental features in the framework
developed by Pienemann and his colleagues, variational features (for example,
vocabulary; some grammatical morphemes) can be learned at any point in the
learner’s development.

zone of proximal development (zPD): The level of performance which a learner
is capable of when there is support from interaction with a more advanced
interlocutor.
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