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Series editors’ introduction

The Introductions to Applied Linguistics series

This series provides clear, authoritative, up-to-date overviews of the major areas
of applied linguistics. The books are designed particularly for students embarking
on masters-level or teacher-education courses, as well as students in the closing
stages of undergraduate study. The practical focus will make the books
particularly useful and relevant to those returning to academic study after a
period of professional practice, and also to those about to leave the academic
world for the challenges of language-related work. For students who have not
previously studied applied linguistics, including those who are unfamiliar with
current academic study in English-speaking universities, the books can act as
one-step introductions. For those with more academic experience, they can also
provide a way of surveying, updating and organising existing knowledge.

The view of applied linguistics in this series follows a famous definition of
the field by Christopher Brumfit as

The theoretical and empirical investigation of real-world problems in which
language is a central issue.
(Brumfit 1995: 27)

In keeping with this broad problem-oriented view, the series will cover a range
of topics of relevance to a variety of language-related professions. While
language teaching and learning rightly remain prominent and will be the central
preoccupation of many readers, our conception of the discipline is by no means
limited to these areas. Our view is that while each reader of the series will have
their own needs, specialities and interests, there is also much to be gained from
a broader view of the discipline as a whole. We believe there is much in common
between all enquiries into language-related problems in the real world, and
much to be gained from a comparison of the insights from one area of applied
linguistics with another. Our hope therefore is that readers and course designers
will not choose only those volumes relating to their own particular interests,
but also use this series to construct a wider knowledge and understanding of
the field, and the many cross-overs and resonances between its various areas.
Thus the topics to be covered are wide in range, embracing an exciting mixture
of established and new areas of applied linguistic enquiry.
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The perspective on applied linguistics in this series

In line with this problem-oriented definition of the field, and to address the
concerns of readers who are interested in how academic study can inform their
own professional practice, each book follows a structure in marked contrast to
the usual movement from theory to practice. In this series, this usual progression
is presented back to front. The argument moves from Problems, through
Intervention, and only finally to Theory. Thus each topic begins with a survey
of everyday professional problems in the area under consideration, ones which
the reader is likely to have encountered. From there it proceeds to a discussion
of intervention and engagement with these problems. Only in a final section
(either of the chapter or the book as a whole) does the author reflect upon the
implications of this engagement for a general understanding of language,
drawing out the theoretical implications. We believe this to be a truly applied
linguistics perspective, in line with the definition given above, and one in which
engagement with real-world problems is the distinctive feature, and in which
professional practice can both inform and draw upon academic understanding.

Support to the Reader

Each chapter concludes with a list of questions to help readers review the
contents and reflect on some of the key issues. The book also provides a
glossary of key terms.

The series complements and reflects the Routledge Handbook of Applied
Linguistics edited by James Simpson, which conceives and categorises the scope
of applied linguistics in a broadly similar way.

Ronald Carter
Guy Cook

Reference

Brumfit, C. J. (1995) Teacher Professionalism and Research. In G. Cook and B. Seidlhofer
(eds) Principle and Practice in Applied Linguistics. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
pp- 27-42.
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Part |

Introduction

There are many ‘introductions’ to second language acquisition (SLA) theory and
research (e.g. Ellis, 2008; Ortega, 2009; Gass and Selinker, 2001). These books aim
to survey the research and theory that has investigated and explained how learners
acquire an additional language. The field of SLA is dynamic and growing and
doubtlessly there is a continuing need for an updated survey. However, that is not
the purpose of this book. Our aim is to draw on SLA theory and research to examine
pedagogical issues and problems. Our starting point is not SLA but language
pedagogy. We want to explore to what extent various pedagogical practices are
supported by what is currently known about how learners acquire another language.
Thus we are not seeking to ‘apply’ SLA to language pedagogy but rather to ‘use’ it
as a resource to investigate the kinds of claims that characterize pedagogical
accounts of how to teach a language.

Language teaching is an inherently practical affair while SLA constitutes a research
discipline. As Hirst (1966) pointed out:

To try to understand the nature and pattern of some practical discourse in terms
of the nature and patterns of some purely theoretical discourse can only result in
its being radically misconceived.

(p- 40)

In terms of language teaching, ‘practical discourse’ refers to the moment-by-moment
decisions that teachers make in the process of conducting a lesson and that manifest
themselves in teaching-as-interaction. In making these decisions, teachers typically
draw on their ‘practical knowledge’ of what works in a specific instructional context
— knowledge shaped more by experience than study. ‘Theoretical discourse’
embodies the ‘technical knowledge’ that is available in expository accounts of
teaching and learning. It consists of statements about what and how to teach and the
theoretical rationale for these. Language teachers may also draw on this technical
knowledge both in planning a lesson and in implementing it in the classroom,
although teachers’ primary concern with practical action does not readily allow for
the application of technical knowledge. ‘Technical knowledge’, however, is important.
It serves as a resource that teachers can use when planning a lesson and also, less
easily, when coping with the exigencies of real-time teaching. It also provides a body
of information that teachers can draw on to reflect on their teaching and to experiment
with new possibilities.

This book explores ‘technical knowledge’ about teaching and learning. This type
of knowledge itself, however, is not monolithic. The kind of technical knowledge
found in teacher guides is fundamentally different from the kind of technical
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knowledge found in published research about language teaching and learning. We
refer to the former as ‘pedagogic discourse’ and the latter as ‘research-based
discourse’. The differences are evident in their epistemological bases. Pedagogic
discourse draws on authors’ prior knowledge of such discourse and on their own
practical experience of teaching a language. As Underhill (in Scrivener, 2005) wrote
in his general introduction to the MacMillan Books for Teachers ‘we take a “Learning
as you go approach” in sharing our experience with you’ (p. 9). Pedagogic discourse
is intended for teachers and thus is written in a form that is accessible to this
audience. Its aim is to be ‘practical’ - to offer suggestions for what might work in the
classroom. Research-based discourse, in contrast, draws on well-established
formats for conducting and reporting confirmatory and descriptive research in order
to demonstrate validity or trustworthiness. It is intended for fellow researchers and
although it may propose a number of ‘practical’ applications, it is primarily directed
at theory-testing or theory-building. Frequently, it is couched in language that is not
accessible to outsiders. However, in Hirst’s terms both pedagogic discourse and
research-based discourse constitute ‘theoretical discourse’.

This book is an exploration of the relationship between the pedagogic discourse
found in teacher guides (e.g. Harmer, 1998; Hedge, 2000; Ur, 1996; Scrivener, 2005)
and in the research-based discourse found in published SLA research. It seeks to
examine the proposals for teaching found in the guides in the light of the findings of
SLA research. It delves into the theoretical assumptions that underlie the practical
proposals found in the guides and then attempts to evaluate these through reference
to SLA research.

In adopting this approach, we were aware of a number of problems. First, the
distinction between pedagogic discourse and research-based discourse is not
always clear-cut. Some (but certainly not all) authors of the teacher guides are familiar
with SLA theory and research findings and drew on these in shaping the advice they
offered teachers. We struggled at times with deciding what constituted ‘pedagogic
discourse’ and ‘research-based discourse’. For example, some of the writings of one
author of this book (Rod Ellis) are both ‘pedagogic’ and ‘research-based’. Clearly
there are hybrid discourses. Many SLA researchers also position themselves as
teacher educators. We resolved this problem by electing to focus on a well-defined
set of teacher guides and practical articles about language teaching whose intended
audience was clearly teachers, on the one hand, and books and articles plainly
intended to provide information about SLA and primarily directed at researchers or
would-be researchers, on the other.

Another problem is that the teacher guides do not always agree about specific
proposals although, on the whole, we did find a high level of commonality in the
positions they adopted. There is, for example, general agreement that teachers
should avoid excessive metalanguage when teaching grammar and that they should
use a variety of corrective feedback strategies when correcting learner errors. In part,
the recommendations for teaching found in guides appear to reflect received opinion
about what constitutes effective teaching. SLA researchers also do not present a
uniform picture. In particular, there are clear differences in how interactionist—
cognitive theories and Sociocultural Theory view second language (L2) acquisition.
We have attempted to address these differences by pointing them out and by offering
alternative evaluations of the pedagogic proposals we discuss.

In short, this book aims at what Widdowson (1990a) termed a ‘conceptual
evaluation’ of a set of established pedagogic practices as reflected in the pedagogic
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literature through reference to what is currently known about how learners learn an L2.
The aim is not to demonstrate that established pedagogic practices lack validity but
rather to submit them to scrutiny. We have attempted to make use of one type of
theoretical discourse (research-based discourse about SLA) to examine the claims
found in a different type of theoretical discourse (pedagogic discourse). Our hope is
that in this way it will be possible to achieve a symbiosis to the mutual benefit of each.

We are aware that the tentative conclusions that we arrive at as a result of our
evaluation will not always be accepted by either teacher educators or SLA
researchers. Many of the issues we address are controversial. The conclusions we
offer reflect our interpretations of both the nature of the pedagogic proposals and the
SLA research. Other interpretations and, therefore, other conclusions are doubtlessly
possible. But by offering our own views we hope to stimulate debate between those
engaged in these two types of theoretical discourse.

In line with our stated purpose, the majority of the chapters in this book take as
their starting point a specific pedagogic construct or proposal, which is then
considered from the perspective of SLA research. However, we feel that it will help
readers not familiar with work in SLA if they are given a brief introduction to SLA. This
is the purpose of the chapter in this opening section of the book - to set the scene
for the subsequent chapters by providing the reader with a general background in
SLA. To this end the chapter offers a brief historical survey of SLA, tracing the
development of SLA over the five or so decades since its inception. Then, drawing
on a general survey of work in SLA, it presents a number of general principles about
instructed second language learning. These principles will serve as a point of
reference for the evaluation of the specific pedagogical issues addressed in the
chapters that follow.
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1 Instructed second
language acquisition

As a field of study, SLA is relatively new. While there had been interest in L2
learning for a long time, the empirical study of how an L2 is actually learned
began relatively recently, dating from the 1960s when some of the first studies
were undertaken. We begin by tracing the development of SLA from the early
years to today, move on to consider key areas of research in SLA and conclude
with a number of general principles of instructed SLA.

Behaviourist vs mentalist accounts of L2 learning

Interest in investigating L2 learning empirically originated in the challenges to
behaviourist theory. This viewed L2 learning as the same as any other kind of
learning, including L1 acquisition. It treated language learning as a mechanical
process of habit formation, which involved ‘conditioning’ (i.e. the association
of an environmental stimulus with a particular response produced automatically
through repetition and with the help of reinforcement). This view of learning
was challenged by Chomsky (1959) in his review of Skinner’s Verbal Behaviour.
Chomsky argued that L1 acquisition was distinct from other kinds of learning
and could not be explained in terms of habit-formation. He staked out a strong
case for viewing it as a mental rather than a behavioural phenomenon. Learning
happened inside the learner’s head and was driven by an innate capacity for
language (what Chomsky then called the ‘language acquisition device’). Verbal
behaviour was simply a manifestation of what had been learned not the source
of learning. This led a number of applied linguists to ask whether L2 learning
was a matter of behaviourally induced habits or a mental phenomenon
governed primarily by internal mechanisms.

Behaviourist accounts of learning viewed old habits as an impediment to the
formation of new habits. Applied to L2 learning this meant that the learner’s
L1 was a source of interference, resulting in errors. According to mentalist
accounts of L2 learning, however, learners draw on their innate language
learning capacity, to construct a distinct system, which came to be called
‘interlanguage’ (Selinker, 1972). Learning was seen not as the accumulation of
correct habits but as an organic process of gradual approximation to the target
language. It followed from such a position, that errors were not just due to the
influence of the L1 but also the product of the learner’s ‘creative construction’
of the L2. The competing claims of behaviourist and mentalist accounts of
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learning led to research that investigated: (1) the nature of the errors that
learners produced and (2) whether L2 learning was a matter of accumulated
habits, or a process that involved stage-like progression in the acquisition of
specific grammatical features.

Early research in SLA provided clear evidence that many of the errors that
learners produced were intralingual rather than interlingual. That is, to a large
extent they were universal (i.e. all learners irrespective of their L1 background
make the same errors). Such errors were the product of omissions (e.g. ‘She
sleeping’), additions (e.g. “We didn’t went there’), misinformations (e.g. “The
dog ated the chicken’) and misorderings (e.g. “What daddy is doing?’) — see
Dulay et al. (1982). These errors, it was claimed, were ‘developmental’ in the
sense that they arose as a result of the learner attempting to confirm or
disconfirm hypotheses about the target language on the basis of limited
experience (Richards, 1971). Furthermore, many of the errors L2 learners were
seen to make were the same as those found in L1 acquisition, suggesting that
they would disappear in due course. In other words, errors were no longer
viewed as evidence of non-learning but as part and parcel of the natural process
of learning a language.

Early SLA research also involved case studies of naturalistic L2 learners (i.e.
learners who were learning through exposure to the L2 rather than through
formal instruction) — see, for example, the longitudinal studies reported in
Hatch (1978a). These descriptive studies provided evidence about two
important characteristics of L2 acquisition. They showed that learners mastered
grammatical morphemes such as English plural-s, past tense-ed, and third
person-s in a fixed order suggesting that they had their own built-in-syllabus,
which they followed irrespective of differences in their L1 or the linguistic
environment in which they were learning. Also, and arguably more importantly,
they did not master such features one by one but rather gradually, often taking
months to fully acquire a specific feature. The acquisition of structures such as
English negatives and interrogatives was characterized by a series of transitional
stages as learners approximated step by step to the target structure. For
example, an early stage in the acquisition of negatives typically involved using
‘no’ before a verb (e.g. ‘No coming today’), followed later by the use of ‘not’
after an unmarked auxiliary verb (e.g. ‘He do not come’) and finally the use of
‘not’ after auxiliary verbs correctly marked for tense and number (e.g. ‘He did
not come yesterday’).

The case studies of naturalistic learners also provided evidence of three
other general aspects of L2 acquisition. Some learners — adults as well as
children - elect for a ‘silent period” during which they function only as listeners.
After time when they have acquired some L2 resources through listening, they
begin to speak. Their early speech often consists of formulaic chunks - either
complete routines such as ‘I don’t know’ or patterns which have one or more
empty slots (e.g. ‘Can I have a — ?°). Subsequently, researchers have suggested
that L2 acquisition proceeds when learners are able to break down these fixed
chunks into their parts and in so doing discover their grammatical properties.
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In other words, they bootstrap their way to grammar. As this takes place
learners start to produce their own ‘creative’ utterances, but these typically
involve both structural simplification (i.e. they omit grammatical words and
inflections) and also semantic simplification (i.e. they omit content words when
these can be inferred from the context). For example, they produce sentences
such as ‘Mariana no coming’ when meaning ‘Mariana isn’t coming today’.

Interlanguage theory

These findings could not be explained by a behaviourist view of learning. L2
learning was clearly not a matter of externally driven habit-formation but
rather a learner-driven, organic process of gradual development. This led to the
claim that learners possessed an interlanguage (Selinker, 1972) — that is, they
constructed an internal system of rules that was independent of both the
learner’s L1 and the target language and which evolved gradually over time.
Subsequent research was directed at uncovering the characteristics of this
interlanguage. These are summarized in Table 1.1. It should be noted, however,
that some of the claims made by early interlanguage theory have subsequently
been challenged. For example, not all SLA researchers now agree that
fossilization occurs. Some current theories of L2 acquisition emphasize that
learning never ceases completely as small changes are ongoing in any person’s
language system (Larsen-Freeman and Cameron, 2006).

Input and interaction

The recognition that 12 learning is best explained in terms of interlanguage
theory led researchers to ponder what role the linguistic environment played.
Self-evidently, learning can only take place when learners are exposed to input.
In the 1980s, researchers began to ask questions such as “What kind of input
are learners exposed to?’” and ‘How can interaction facilitate the process of
interlanguage development?’ These are questions that have continued to inform
SLA right up to today.

Early research on input focused on foreigner talk. This was the special
register that native speakers adopt when talking to non-native speakers.
Research showed that under some circumstances native speakers resort to
ungrammatical foreigner talk — for example, they delete copula be, omit
auxiliaries and articles, use the base form of the verb and special constructions
such as ‘no + verb’. Interestingly, many of these features of foreigner talk are
the same as those observed in learners’ interlanguage. However, not all
foreigner talk is ungrammatical. Simplifying input to make it comprehensible
to learners need not entail ungrammatical modifications. Teachers rarely use
ungrammatical foreigner talk.

The input addressed to L2 learners, even when it was grammatical, was
found to be characterized by a number of ‘modifications’. That is, when native
speakers addressed learners, in comparison to when they addressed other



8 Introduction

Table 1.1 Interlanguage theory

Key premises Description

Learners construct a system of ~ The rules constitute ‘an interlanguage’. They account for the
abstract linguistic rules, which errors that learners make and they are systematic (i.e.
underlie comprehension and learners behave in accordance with the rules they have
production constructed). An interlanguage is a ‘system in its own right’.

Learner grammars are permeable An interlanguage grammar is unstable. It is amenable to
penetration by new linguistic forms and rules and thus
evolves over time. The new rules may be derived internally,
as when a learner overgeneralizes an existing rule, or
externally through exposure to the target language input.

Learner grammars are transitional Learners constantly revise their interlanguage grammars,
which therefore manifest an ‘interlanguage continuum’. This
is reflected in identifiable stages in the acquisition of specific
grammatical features.

Learner grammars are variable At any one stage of development, the language produced by
learners will display systematic variability (e.g. they will
sometimes say ‘She no coming’ and sometimes ‘She is not
coming’). This is because the learner has access to both an
‘old’ rule and a ‘new’ (more target-like) rule. Variability is
systematic in the sense that identifiable factors such as who
the learner is speaking to or the time available to plan an
utterance influence which feature the learner accesses.

Interlanguage development A number of key strategies have been identified —

reflects the operation of cognitive  simplification, overgeneralization and L1 transfer (no longer

learning strategies viewed as causing ‘interference’ but as one of many
resources learners draw on).

In using their interlanguage, Faced with having to communicate ideas with limited linguistic

learners may draw on resources, learners draw on such strategies as paraphrasing,

communication strategies word-coinage, code-switching and appeals-for assistance.

Interlanguage systems may Fossilization occurs when learners’ interlanguage stops

fossilize developing short of the target language rule. This accounts

for why most L2 learners fail to achieve full target language
competence. However, this premise is controversial as some
SLA researchers argue that development never ceases
completely.

native speakers, they typically spoke more slowly, paused more, used simpler
high-frequency vocabulary, used full forms rather than contractions (e.g. ‘She
is coming’ rather than ‘She’s coming’), moved topics to the front of a sentence
(e.g. ‘John, I like him’) and avoided complex subordinate constructions.
Researchers such as Hatch (1983) suggested that such modifications might
help learners by making it easier for them to process the input and making
grammatical features more salient. Another key finding was that these
modifications were dynamic. Teachers, for example, were shown to vary in the
extent to which they modified their input depending on the proficiency of
learners: the more proficient the learners, the fewer the modifications.

Other researchers began to examine the interactions that learners participated
in. Long (1981), for example, reported that the native speakers he investigated
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were more likely to make interactional modifications than input modifications
when speaking to L2 learners. Interactional modifications involved both the
management of discourse and the repair of communication problems. Examples
of the former are the various strategies native speakers use to make a topic
salient — for example, by starting an interaction with a question and by treating
topics simply and briefly. In the case of the latter, researchers focused on the
negotiation of meaning. They identified sequences of talk consisting of a
‘trigger’ (i.e. an utterance that caused a breakdown in communication), an
‘indicator’ where a speaker signals he/she has not understood and a ‘response’
where an attempt is made to resolve the problem. Such negotiation, it was
suggested, helps learners’ comprehension and provides them with input for
learning, as this example illustrates:

NS: we got a plant

NNS: plant

NS: yeah, um it’s kind of like a fern, has a lot of big leaves; it’s in a pot
(Pica, 1992)

This research on input and interaction led to two hypotheses that spawned
further research and that also had a marked influence on language pedagogy.
Krashen’s (1985) Input Hypothesis claimed that L2 acquisition takes place
when a learner is able to understand grammatical forms that are a little more
advanced than the current state of the learner’s interlanguage. Krashen argued
that L2 acquisition was input-driven; that is, output (speaking or writing)
played no role in acquisition. He claimed that all that was needed to ensure
successful learning was comprehensible input and a low affective filter (i.e.
learners were motivated to attend to the input and were not prevented from
doing so by anxiety). Long’s (1983b) Interaction Hypothesis also emphasized
the importance of comprehensible input but argued that this is best achieved
through interaction, especially when problems arose and meaning was
negotiated. Later, Long (1996) revised the hypothesis to allow for other ways in
which negotiation could assist acquisition — through the feedback that learners
received when their errors led to communication problems and through the
modified output they produced when learners self-corrected (as illustrated in
the example above). Long was responding to Krashen’s Input Hypothesis by
arguing that output had a role to play in acquisition.

The role of output

The claim that input alone was responsible for acquisition contradicted the
pedagogic assumption — explicit in many mainstream methods — that learners
need plenty of production practice. It was challenged by Swain (1985), who noted
that learners in immersion programmes (i.e. programmes where the L2 was
taught by using it as the medium of instruction for teaching the content of other
school subjects) failed to achieve high levels of grammatical accuracy even though
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they were exposed to plenty of comprehensible input. Swain argued that compre-
hensible output, where learners were pushed to produce in the 12, was also
needed. Later, Swain (1995) identified a number of ways in which output could
assist acquisition: (1) it served as a consciousness-raising function by helping
learners to notice gaps in their interlanguages, (2) it provided a means for testing
hypotheses about the L2 and (3) it helped to develop metalinguistic understanding
of L2 rules when learners talked about their own output. Swain subsequently
referred to this last function as ‘languaging’. She and her co-researchers conducted
a number of studies that showed that talk about language did indeed contribute
to acquisition. It should be noted, however, that the kind of output that Swain
was talking about was not the same as that which arises in grammar exercises but
rather in the performance of various kinds of communicative tasks.

The role of consciousness

Krashen’s Input Hypothesis was based on the assumption that 1.2 acquisition
was a subconscious process; that is, learners automatically and naturally
acquired new L2 features as a result of comprehending the input they were
exposed to. Long’s early Interaction Hypothesis also viewed L2 acquisition as
not requiring any conscious attention to grammatical forms in the input.
However, the later version of the Interaction Hypothesis and Swain’s Output
Hypothesis both claimed that L2 acquisition is, in part at least, a conscious
process. They drew on work by Schmidt (1990, 2001), who presented a strong
case for a role for consciousness in L2 acquisition.

Schmidt first pointed out that the term ‘consciousness’ needs to be carefully
defined. He distinguished consciousness as ‘intentionality’ and as ‘attention’.
Learning can take place both intentionally when learners make a deliberate
attempt to learn something or incidentally when they are focused on meaning
rather than form and pick up something through exposure to input. This is an
important distinction as one way of distinguishing different approaches to
language teaching is in terms of whether they cater to intentional or incidental
learning. Schmidt argued that irrespective of whether learning is intentional or
incidental it involves consciousness at the level of attention. That is, in order to
learn, learners need to notice specific forms in the input and also learning is
facilitated when they notice the gap between an interlanguage form and the
equivalent target language form in the input. Schmidt’s claims about the
importance of conscious attention have since become known as the Noticing
Hypothesis. It has led to studies that have investigated whether: (1) learners do
notice linguistic forms in the input and (2) whether this results in learning. These
studies have shown that learners tend to notice some features (e.g. lexis and
word order) but are less likely to notice others (e.g. morphological features such
as third person-s). This finding has been used to explain why many learners fail
to acquire some grammatical features. For example, they do not notice features
such as third person-s because they are semantically redundant (i.e. they do not
convey any additional meaning in a sentence) and thus they do not acquire them.
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The Noticing Hypothesis has also informed research that has investigated the
conditions that are likely to promote noticing. Long (1996), for example,
proposed that the negotiation of meaning directed learners attention to those
linguistic forms that they used incorrectly. That is, it induced both noticing and
noticing-the-gap. Other researchers experimented with various ways of
highlighting problematic features in the input that learners were exposed to (e.g.
by embolding them in a reading passage) in order to increase the likelihood of
learners paying attention to them. VanPatten (1996) argued that learners will rely
on default input processing strategies, unless their attention is specifically directed
at the target language forms needed to comprehend a sentence correctly. For
example, the First Noun Principle states that learners will automatically assume
that the first noun in a sentence is the agent, which works in a sentence such as:

Mary bit the dog.
but not in a sentence such as:
The dog was bitten by Mary.

VanPatten proposed that to overcome such default strategies, a special type of
instruction, which he called Processing Instruction, was needed. This directs
learners’ conscious attention to the grammatical markers that signal that the
default strategy is inoperable. In the case of passive sentences, these are the use
of ‘be’, the past participle, and ‘by’.

However, the role played by consciousness remains controversial. Krashen has
continued to insist that L2 acquisition is essentially a subconscious process. Also,
some studies have suggested that this might indeed be the case — at least to some
extent. Learners do seem to be able pick up some features of which they have no
conscious awareness. Schmidt (2001) later modified his original claim (i.e. no
noticing, no learning) by suggesting that learning is more likely to occur when
learners attend consciously to linguistic forms (i.e. more noticing, more learning).

Explicit and implicit L2 knowledge

Schmidt (1993) also suggested a third way in which consciousness figures in 1.2
learning — in terms of the conscious understanding of linguistic forms and rules
that learners develop. This is different from noticing as it entails an explicit
representation of L2 features and rules (i.e. explicit L2 knowledge). Running
throughout the history of SLA has been a concern for the role that explicit L2
knowledge plays in learning. In the 1990s, however, this particular issue began
to receive detailed attention.

Just about all theories of L2 acquisition acknowledge the distinction between
implicit and explicit knowledge. By and large these theories have addressed
how learners develop implicit L2 knowledge as this is the type of knowledge
that is considered primary, in the sense that it is required to become a fluent,
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competent user of an L2. But SLA researchers have also, increasingly, been
concerned with how explicit knowledge can assist the development of implicit
knowledge. This is, of course, a key issue for language pedagogy as teachers
need to know what value there is in teaching explicit knowledge of the L2.

Table 1.2 provides definitions of these two types of knowledge in terms of
their key characteristics (see R. Ellis, 2005). There is disagreement about how
best to conceptualize implicit knowledge. Some theorists view it as ‘symbolic’
in nature (i.e. as consisting of ‘rules’). Other theorists view it as simply a
network of ‘connections’ and ‘procedures’, some of which become so firmly
ingrained that they give the appearance of ‘rules’. Controversy also exists
regarding the role of age in the development of implicit knowledge. Some
researchers argue that once learners are past a critical age (often given as the
beginning of puberty) they lose the ability to acquire implicit knowledge and
thus must rely on explicit knowledge. Other researchers, however, maintain
that the ability to acquire implicit knowledge declines gradually with age but
does not entirely disappear. We will put these issues aside for now and, instead,
focus on the issue crucial to language pedagogy — the relationship between
explicit and implicit knowledge.

Three very different positions have been advanced to explain the relationship
between explicit and implicit knowledge:

1 The non-interface position (e.g. Krashen, 1981; Paradis, 1994)
This draws on theory and research that shows that implicit and explicit L2
knowledge involve different acquisition mechanisms, are stored in different
parts of the brain (Paradis 2009), and are accessed in performance by means
of different processes, automatic vs controlled. It claims that explicit
knowledge cannot transform directly into implicit knowledge as it is
neurolinguistically distinct.

2 The strong interface position (e.g. DeKeyser, 1998)
This claims that explicit knowledge can transform into implicit knowledge
through practice. That is, learners can first learn a rule as a declarative fact
and, then, by dint of practising the use of this rule in controlled and
communicative activities, construct an implicit representation, although this
need not entail (initially, at least) the loss of the original explicit representation.

3 The weak interface position (e.g. R. Ellis, 1994; N. Ellis, 2005)
The weak interface position exists in three versions, all of which acknowledge
the possibility of explicit knowledge assisting the development of implicit
but posit some limitation on when or how this can take place. One version
posits that explicit knowledge can transform into implicit knowledge
through practice, but only if the learner is developmentally ready to acquire
the linguistic form. The second version sees explicit knowledge as
contributing indirectly to the acquisition of implicit knowledge by assisting
‘noticing” and ‘noticing-the-gap’. The third version proposes that learners
can use their explicit knowledge to produce output that then serves as ‘auto-
input’ to their implicit learning mechanisms.
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Table 1.2 Key characteristics of implicit and explicit knowledge

Characteristics Implicit knowledge Explicit knowledge

Awareness Learner has no conscious Learner is consciously aware of
awareness of linguistic norms but linguistic norms.
does intuitively know what is correct.

Type of knowledge Implicit knowledge is ‘procedural’;  Explicit knowledge is ‘declarative’;
that is, available for automatic it consists of ‘facts’ about language
processing. that are only available through

controlled processing.

Systematicity Implicit knowledge is variable but  Explicit knowledge is often
systematic. anomalous and inconsistent as

learners may have only a partial
understanding of a linguistic feature.

Use of L2 knowledge  Implicit knowledge is only evident  Explicit knowledge is used to

when learners use it in monitor L2 production; it is used
communication. when learners lack the requisite
implicit knowledge.

Self-report Implicit knowledge consists of Explicit knowledge can be reported.
internalized constructions and Reporting requires access to
procedures that cannot be directly metalanguage.
reported.

Learnability There may be age limits on Explicit knowledge is learnable at

learners’ ability to acquire implicit ~ any age.
knowledge (i.e. a ‘critical period’).

These different positions afford very different views about the role that language
pedagogy should play in L2 acquisition, which we will consider in Chapter 4.
Briefly, advocates of the non-interface position argue that nothing — or very
little — is to be gained by instruction directed at explicit knowledge, while
advocates of the strong interface position consider that it is helpful (and in the
case of older learners maybe even necessary) to first develop learners’ explicit
knowledge and then help them to proceduralize this through practice. Advocates
of the weak interface position propose that instruction should be predominantly
directed at developing implicit knowledge through communicative activities
but that explicit instruction can assist its development indirectly by making
learners aware of their linguistic problems. The interface positions and the
associated pedagogic proposals continue to be debated today.

Social perspectives on L2 acquisition

The research that we have considered to date was based on a psycholinguistic
view of L2 acquisition. That is, it was primarily concerned with explaining the
cognitive processes involved. In recent years, however, a debate has arisen
centred around the general approach to theory-building in SLA with some
researchers viewing SLA as essentially a cognitive enterprise and others seeing
it as a social phenomenon. As Firth and Wagner (2007) put it:
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It appears that SLA has, over the last decade in particular, undergone a
bifurcation between a cognitive SLA (which is being termed mainstream in
a number of publications)...and a sociocultural/sociointeractional SLA.

(p- 804)

What view of 1.2 acquisition does sociocultural/sociointeractional SLA offer?

In fact, a social perspective was not entirely missing from early SLA research.
Schumann’s (1978) Acculturation Theory was closely linked to interlanguage
theory. It proposed that the speed in which and the extent to which learners’
interlanguage developed depended on the degree to which they acculturated to
the target language community, which in turn depended on the social distance
between the learners’ social group and the target language community. Social
distance was determined by such factors as the social status of the two groups
(i.e. whether or not they were ‘equal’, whether both groups welcomed
assimilation and the extent to which the two groups shared the same social
facilities). The theory claimed that where there was minimal social distance,
learners advanced quickly and were less likely to fossilize and that where the
social distance was great, learning was slower and learners were more likely to
develop a pidginized (i.e. highly simplified) variety of the target language.
Schumann’s theory, however, received limited support from studies that
investigated the relationship between social distance and success in L2 learning.
Also, it was essentially a deterministic theory, failing to acknowledge that
learners are not just subject to social conditions but also through their own
agency can create social contexts that are favourable to learning.

Other social theories of L2 learning emphasize the learner’s contribution to
the social context in which learning takes place. Norton (2000), for example,
proposed that the learner’s social identity plays an important role in creating
opportunities for learning. Her Social Identity Theory is concerned with the
relationship between power, identity and language learning. Norton saw social
identity as multiple, contradictory and dynamic. To obtain the ‘right to speak’,
learners need to be able to see themselves as legitimate speakers of the L2. To
achieve this they may need to challenge the social identity that is often thrust
upon them by target language speakers and to assert the right to communicate
on an equal basis by insisting on a social identity that confers a non-subservient
status. Norton illustrated her theory in research on adult female immigrants to
Canada. In some cases, these women were successful in establishing a social
identity that afforded them opportunities to speak and thus to learn; in other
cases, they were not successful and withdrew from contact with native speakers.

Both of these theories examine the social conditions that promote contact
with target language speakers and afford opportunities to learn. However, they
do not specify what these opportunities are. That is, they do not consider the
actual interactions that learners participate in and how these ‘shape’ learning.
Sociointeractional theories, in contrast, seek to do just this. They view
interaction not just as a source of input but as a socially negotiated event. They
claim that to understand how learning takes place in interaction it is necessary
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to examine the social context in which interaction occurs and the social
relationships of the interlocutors. Furthermore, they see learning not as
something that happens as a result of interaction but as taking place within
interaction itself. That is, learners create their own linguistic resources (which
may or may not correspond to target language norms) in the course of achieving
inter-subjectivity with other speakers (who may or may not be native speakers)
and in so doing demonstrate acquisition taking place in flight.

The theory that has most clearly articulated this view of L2 learning is
Sociocultural Theory (SCT). This draws on the work of Russian psychologist
Lev Vygotsky, who argued that learning arises when an expert (i.e. a teacher)
interacts with a novice (i.e. a learner) to enable the novice to perform a task
collaboratively that the novice is incapable of performing independently. When
this happens, the expert and the novice jointly construct a zone of proximal
development (ZPD). SLA researchers such as Lantolf (2000a) have proposed
that interaction is therefore essential as it mediates L2 learning. They see
learning as manifesting itself first in social interaction and only subsequently
becoming internalized. Initially, development takes place with the help of the
‘scaffolding’ provided by an interlocutor; subsequently what has been learned
is internalized and thus is available for self-regulated use. SLA researchers have
also proposed that ZPDs do not require the assistance of an expert; they can
arise in interaction between learners. Swain (2006), for example, explored how
the ‘languaging’ (i.e. talk about language) that arises in tasks that invite learners
to collaborate in selecting linguistic forms to achieve a communicative outcome,
helps to construct ZPDs that give rise to learning and to subsequent internal-
ization of new linguistic forms.

Research based on sociointeractional theories has tended to be qualitative in
nature. That is, it consists of the detailed analysis of interactional sequences
involving learners, frequently employing the techniques of Conversational
Analysis to describe the orderliness, structure and sequential patterns of the
interactions. In this respect it differs from mainstream SLA, which has preferred
quantitative methods to describe different aspects of interaction or experimental
methods, to examine cause-and-effect relationships between aspects of
interaction/input and learning. Swain’s research, however, although firmly
sociocultural in orientation, combines qualitative and quantitative approaches
as it aims to investigate not just learning-in-flight but also the extent to which
internalization has occurred.

Instruction and L2 acquisition

Much of the early SLA research was motivated by the wish to improve language
pedagogy. Researchers believed that if they were able to provide accurate
descriptions of learner-language and how it changed over time and if they
could then develop theories to explain what they found, they would be in a
position to make sound proposals about how to teach an L2. In other words,
they believed that for instruction to ‘work’, it had to be compatible with how
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learners learn. They also recognized, however, that there was a need to
investigate the effects of instruction on learning empirically. Such research had
a two-fold purpose: it provided a means of testing the claims of specific
theoretical positions and it might contribute to better, research-based pedagogy.

Instruction can be non-interventionist or interventionist. Non-interventionist
instruction aims to create the conditions for acquisition to acquire naturally.
This can be achieved either by providing the learner with plenty of
comprehensible input or by means of task-based teaching, where learners
perform a variety of input-based and production-based tasks, all of which have
a primary focus on meaning rather than form (Ellis, 2003b). Non-interventionist
instruction, therefore, is meaning-focused instruction (MFI). Interventionist
instruction involves the direct teaching of specific linguistic forms — typically by
means of explicit instruction combined with some form of input-based or
production-based practice. Interventionist instruction is typically referred to as
form-focused instruction (FFI).

Meaning-focused instruction (MFI)

MFI is premised on the assumption that the development of true competence
in an L2 (i.e. implicit knowledge) is best catered for through the incidental
learning that takes place when learners are engaged in processing input and
output in communicative contexts. Such contexts can be created in a variety of
ways — through exposure to comprehensible input as in the Natural Method
(Krashen and Terrell, 1983) or extensive reading programmes, through
content-based language teaching, or in immersion programmes. It is the last of
these that has been subject to closest scrutiny.

Immersion programmes were first introduced in Canada but have since
sprung up in all parts of the world (see Johnson and Swain, 1997). There are
different types of programmes (e.g. early vs late immersion; immersion
programmes for majority language or minority language students) but they all
have in common an attempt to develop L2 proficiency by teaching a range of
normal school subjects through the medium of the L2. The Canadian
programmes were reviewed by Swain and Lapkin (1982) and by Genesee
(1984). These reviews showed that learners in these programmes developed a
normal standard of L1 proficiency (despite being educated in the L2) and
demonstrated the same or better level of academic development. They tended
to have less rigid ethnolinguistic stereotypes than students in regular school
programmes. They also manifested a high level of L2 proficiency, developing a
native-like control of discourse. However, immersion learners did not typically
develop high levels of grammatical proficiency and did not always demonstrate
an ability to use the L2 in sociolinguistically appropriate ways. In sum,
immersion programmes lead to considerable communicative skills and
confidence in using the L2, but not to high levels of linguistic competence.

This led researchers to suggest that although incidental learning does occur
in MFI, there are limitations. They noted that when learners are primarily
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engaged in communicating, they fail to pay attention to grammatical features
that are not important for realizing their meanings and, like classroom learners
in general, have limited opportunities for production in the L2. As a result,
they fail to require non-salient or redundant features. In some respects, then,
immersion learners manifest the same characteristics as many untutored
learners — their speech remains, to a degree, ‘pidginized’.

SLA researchers have continued to maintain the importance of MFI for
developing communicative ability. Currently, this is reflected in proposals for
task-based language teaching (TBLT) (Ellis, 2003b; Samuda and Bygate, 2008).
This is an approach to teaching that emphasizes holistic vs discrete learning,
learner-driven rather than teacher-centred education and communication-
based vs form-focused instruction (Van den Branden et al., 2009). However,
TBLT does not entirely exclude attention to form. Rather, it proposes that
attention to form should be embedded in the communicative interactions that
tasks give rise to. This has come to be referred to as ‘focus on form’, defined by
Long (1991) as follows:

Focus on form overtly draws students’ attention to linguistic elements as
they arise incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or
communication.

(pp.- 45-46)

Researchers have investigated how focus on form takes place in MFI (e.g. Ellis
et al.,, 2001) and also whether it has an effect on L2 learning (e.g. Loewen,
2005). There are strong theoretical reasons for claiming that focus on form is
not just facilitative of learning but may even be necessary. The research shows
that it arises frequently in teacher-led MFI but less commonly in MFI activities
performed by learners in small groups. There is growing evidence that it does
result in learning.

Form-focused instruction (FFI)

There is a rich history of research investigating FFI in SLA. FFI research in the
1960s was ‘method’ oriented; that is, it investigated the relative effectiveness of
different methods, in particular those that aimed at teaching grammar explicitly
(e.g. grammar-translation and the cognitive-code method) or implicitly through
controlled practice exercises (e.g. the audiolingual method). These studies were
largely inconclusive: they failed to find any clear difference in the learning
outcomes of the different methods. In the 1970s, researchers adopted a different
approach to investigating FFI. They sought to compare groups of instructed
learners who were presumed to have received FFI with groups of untutored
learners. Long (1983a) reviewed a number of such studies and concluded that
the instructed learners achieved higher levels of proficiency. Pica (1983)
adopted a slightly different approach. Basing her study on the finding that
there was a natural order of acquisition for English grammatical morphemes,
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she investigated three different groups of learners (an instructed group, an
untutored group and a mixed group), to see whether there were any differences
in the accuracy with which they produced the same set of morphemes. She
reported no overall difference in the accuracy orders of these groups but she
did note that the groups differed in the accuracy with which they produced
specific morphemes (e.g. the instructed group produced plural-s more accurately
than the untutored group). Other studies in the 1970s and 1980s also found
that the order of acquisition was not affected by instruction. Thus, while the
research indicated that FFI resulted in higher levels of achievement, it also
suggested that it did not affect the overall process of L2 development.

The results of these early FFI studies led researchers to propose that FFI was
beneficial but needed to be made compatible with the learning process. One
way in which this might be achieved was by ensuring that the target of the
instruction was ‘teachable’. That is, it had to be directed at a target feature that
learners were developmentally ready to learn. Pienemann (1989) reviewed a
number of studies that showed that FFI was effective if it took account of the
learners’ developmental stage but was not effective if it did not. However, it is
difficult to see how this can be applied to everyday language teaching as
teachers have no ready way of determining which target features their students
are ready to learn.

Subsequent FFI research has shifted tack. Rather than asking ‘Does FFI have
an effect on L2 learning?” it asked “What effect do different types of FFI have
on L2 learning?’ The various types of FFI that were investigated were based on
theories of L2 learning. For example, VanPatten (1996) argued that the goal of
FFI should be to assist learners to abandon default processing strategies and
that to achieve this it was necessary to direct learners’ attention to key
grammatical markers in the input, rather than to try to elicit the correct target
features in production. He and his co-researchers (and other researchers)
conducted a series of studies comparing the effects of structured input (i.e.
input specially designed to induce processing of a grammatical structure) and
traditional production activities. While these studies produced results that
were not entirely uniform, they did point to the general effectiveness of input-
based instruction, which was shown to result in learning no matter whether
this was measured by comprehension or production tests. Other studies,
however, indicated that production-based instruction can also be very effective,
especially if this focused not just on linguistic form but also on form-function
mapping (i.e. the meanings realized by different target forms). Harley (1989)
and Day and Shapson (1991) investigated the effects of instruction consisting
predominantly of functional, production activities and reported results,
indicating that this kind of instruction resulted in increased accuracy in the use
of the target features in free production. Recent studies by Swain and her
co-researchers (e.g. Swain and Lapkin, 1998) have also produced results that
show that production can assist learning.

Yet another set of FFI studies set out to investigate competing theoretical
claims regarding the role of corrective feedback in L2 learning and the type of
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feedback most likely to promote learning. Corrective feedback was found to
help learning. Different studies have shown that both feedback that provides
learners with the correct target language form and feedback that prompts
learners to self-correct their own errors can be effective.

FFI has also been conceptualized more generally in terms of whether it is
implicit or explicit in nature. This distinction cuts across the various other
types of FFL. That is, input-based instruction, production-based instruction
and corrective feedback can all be distinguished in terms of whether they
involve implicit or explicit instructional activities. While the implicit/explicit
distinction can be defined in different ways, the essential difference lies in
whether the instruction involves rule explanation/guided discovery of the rule
(in the case of explicit instruction) or whether it leaves it to learners to work
out what the target is (in the case of implicit instruction). Norris and Ortega
(2000) reported an analysis of FFI studies of implicit and explicit instruction.
They found that explicit FFI was more effective than implicit FFL

The goal of much of this research has been to establish which type of FFI is
universally more effective. However, there are reasons to believe that in fact
this may not possible. The effectiveness of different types of FFI has been
shown to depend on: (1) the linguistic feature that is the target of the instruction
and (2) the instructional context. For example, a number of studies indicate
that whereas explicit instruction is more effective than implicit instruction in
the case of simple grammatical structures, the opposite can be true for complex
structures. However, as De Graaff and Housen (2009) pointed out ‘no generally
agreed definition or metric of structural complexity exists’ (p. 739). Also,
Spada and Tomita’s (2010) meta-analysis of studies that had investigated the
effects of FFI on simple and complex structures failed to support the claim that
the type of structure interacts with the type of instruction. Thus, no clear
conclusions can be drawn yet about the effect of instruction on linguistic
features of different complexity. The research is clearer where the instructional
context is concerned. The findings of studies of corrective feedback are
indicative of the importance of taking the instructional context into account.
For example, Lyster (2004) found that in a French immersion context, prompts,
which pushed learners to self-correct, were more effective than recasts, which
provided learners with the correct form, while Lyster and Mori (2006) found
the opposite in a Japanese immersion programme in the United States, where
learners were more oriented to attend to form. There is also a third factor that
can influence the effect of FFI — the individual learner. This will be considered
in the following section.

This plenitude of FFI studies helps to illuminate when, why and to what
extent FFI is effective. However, as De Graaff and Housen (2009) noted ‘it is
hard to formulate generalizable conclusions, and even more difficult to
formulate implications or recommendations that are relevant to, and useful
for, teaching practice’ (p. 742). In part, this is because FFI is a very complex
phenomenon. In part, it has to do with problems with the research. Not only
has the same type of instruction been operationalized in very different ways in
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different studies, but also the learning that results from the instruction has also
been measured differently. This makes it very difficult to compare results across
studies. Nevertheless, some findings are clear cut (i.e. FFI does benefit learning!)
and the research has certainly led to a much better understanding of the factors
that influence the success of FFI and provides an empirical basis for examining
proposals for teaching grammar found in handbooks for teachers.

Individual differences (IDs) in language learning

In all the above sections, we have been concerned with the universalistic aspects
of L2 acquisition. But there is also a rich history of research into individual
learner differences. In fact, much of the research predates the inception of SLA
as a field of study. Carroll, for example, began his work on language aptitude
(i.e. the special ability believed to be important for learning an L2) in the 1950s.
Horwitz (2000) noted a marked shift in the way in which individual
differences have been viewed over the years. Much of the earlier research
regarded learners as either innately endowed with or lacking in language
learning skills. They were seen as ‘good’ or ‘bad’, ‘intelligent’ or ‘dull’,
‘motivated or unmotivated’. One of the main purposes of the early research was
to identify those learners likely to be successful if selected for a foreign language
course. This research focused on developing tests such as the Modern Language
Aptitude Battery (Carroll and Sapon 1959) in order to predict which individual
learners would be successful. From the 1970s, however, researchers became
more concerned with identifying the characteristics of those learners who were
‘good language learners’ in order to provide guidance to other learners about
how best to learn. Researchers now viewed learners as possessing different
kinds of abilities and predispositions that influence learning in complex ways.
The bulk of research into individual learner differences, however, has
continued to examine the relationship between different learner factors (e.g.
language aptitude, learning style, personality, motivation, language anxiety)
and language achievement or proficiency. A typical study involved correlating
measures of an ID factor with measures of language learning. Such studies
enabled researchers to identify which ID variables were most influential in
language learning. It became clear that two factors — language aptitude and
motivation — were strongly related to learning outcomes. These two factors
function independently. That is, learners who are strong in language aptitude
do not necessarily possess a strong motivation to learn and vice versa. The
most successful learners are those who are strong in both language aptitude
and motivation. Much of the research was also directed at defining and
measuring constructs such as ‘language aptitude’ and ‘motivation’. These are
highly complex factors and it is, therefore, not surprising to find different
theoretical perspectives and a range of instruments for measuring them. L2
motivation research, in particular, has evolved considerably over the last forty
years, from the early work of Gardner and Lambert (1972) on the roles of
instrumental and integrative motivation in the Canadian context with its two
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official languages (English and French), to the current work on the situated and
dynamic nature of motivation and the role played by how learners view an L2
in terms of their ‘ideal’ selves (Dornyei, 2005). There has also been growing
interest in how teachers can enhance those factors that are mutable — such as
motivation — (e.g. Dornyei and Csizér, 1998).

In general, however, research into individual differences has taken place
alongside and separate from mainstream SLA research, where the primary
concern has been with the processes responsible for L2 acquisition (e.g. noticing
and noticing-the-gap). One reason for this is that universalist and differential
approaches have distinct agendas: the former seeking to explain the mechanisms
responsible for the commonalities observed in the process of language learning
(e.g. the ‘natural’ order and sequence of L2 acquisition), the latter directed at
examining how and why learners differ.

It is, however, clearly important from the perspective of language pedagogy
to develop an understanding of how individual factors affect the way in which
a learner responds to and performs specific instructional tasks. While such
research is limited, it is now beginning to appear. Learner factors such as
language aptitude and language anxiety have been shown to influence the
extent to which learners benefit from instruction. For example, Erlam (2005)
found that language analytic ability was not related to gains resulting from
deductive-type instruction but was to gains from an inductive type. Again,
though, results have not been consistent. Other studies (e.g. DeKeyser, 2000)
suggest that more explicit types of instruction favour adult learners with higher
levels of analytic ability. Manolopoulo-Sergi (2004) proposed that the type of
motivation — whether it was extrinsic or intrinsic — would influence how learners
processed input. That is, intrinsically motivated learners could be expected to
process input in a more elaborated, deeper manner. Evidence in support of this
claim was available in a study by Takahashi (2005), which showed that
Japanese learners of English were more likely to report paying attention to the
linguistic aspects of complex requests if they were intrinsically motivated.

Researchers have also had a long-standing interest in the learning strategies
that individual learners employ (see, for example, Oxford, 1990, 2011).
Learning strategies are the techniques that learners employ when engaged in
intentional language learning. Examples are ‘grouping’ (i.e. classifying items to
be learned into meaningful units), ‘practising’, ‘setting goals and objectives’,
‘taking risks’ and ‘asking for clarification’. The choice of such strategies defines
the approach that a learner consciously adopts to learning an L2. Researchers
have used a variety of methods, including questionnaires, learner diaries and
interviews to investigate the strategies that learners report using. Studies have
also examined the relationships between learners’ reported use of learning
strategies and their achievement or proficiency in an L2 in an attempt to
identify those strategies that are more effective. In addition, there have been
ongoing attempts to discover the strategies used by the ‘good language learner’
(i.e. by learners who are acknowledged to have been very successful in learning
an L2) (e.g. Gan et al., 2004). Such research is of obvious value to language
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pedagogy as it opens up the possibility of training students in the use of those
strategies that have been shown to promote L2 learning. A number of training
studies have been conducted in the last twenty years (see the review of these in
Hassan et al., 2005). However, these have produced somewhat mixed results
in part because there is still no clarity as to which strategies or combination of
strategies are the important ones for language learning. Also, it is not clear
what role such strategies play in incidental as opposed to intentional learning.

Principles of instructed language learning

This brief historical review shows how SLA has grown into a highly complex
subdiscipline of applied linguistics. It has spawned a plethora of theories that
address the linguistic, cognitive, social and psychological aspects of L2 learning.
It has employed a variety of research methods — descriptive, ethnographic,
correlational and experimental. It has produced findings documenting different
aspects of learner language and the factors that influence its development.
While these findings are not always easy to interpret and are often apparently
contradictory, they do provide a basis for identifying a set of general principles
that can inform the role that instruction plays in L2 learning. Drawing on Ellis
(2003a), we conclude this chapter with a brief account of these principles,
which we will refer to in subsequent chapters.

Like the principles proposed by Long (2006), the Principles of Instructed
Language Learning constitute design features that are motivated by SLA theory
and research findings. Long distinguished ‘principles’ and ‘procedures’, arguing
that whereas the former constitute ‘language teaching universals’, the latter
consist of a ‘potentially infinite range of options for instantiating the principles
at the classroom level’ (p. 376). In the account of each principle that follows,
we have suggested a number of ‘procedures’ for implementing it.

Principle 1: Instruction needs to ensure that learners develop both a
rich repertoire of formulaic expressions and a rule-based competence

Proficiency in an L2 requires that learners acquire both a rich repertoire of
formulaic expressions, which cater to fluency and their immediate functional
needs as well as knowledge of underlying rules that enable them to use the 1.2
‘creatively’. Traditionally, language instruction has aimed at developing rule-
based competence but, arguably, formulaic expressions are more important in
the early stages of language learning. A complete language curriculum needs to
ensure that it caters to the development of both formulaic expressions and rule-
based knowledge.

Principle 2: Instruction needs to ensure that learners focus on meaning

As we have seen, there is now ample evidence to show that meaning-focused
instruction (MFI) is highly effective in enabling learners to develop fluency and
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confidence in using an L2. MFI is also seen as a means of developing learners’
linguistic resources in the L2. Immersion programmes, content-based language
teaching and task-based language teaching all constitute ways of providing
learners with the input and interactional opportunities they need to develop the
implicit knowledge required for effective communication. However, this
principle does not preclude the need for attention to form. We have pointed
out that MFI does not guarantee high levels of linguistic accuracy. Thus, to be
effective, instruction must also direct attention onto form, as proposed by the
following principle.

Principle 3: Instruction needs to ensure that learners also focus on form

There is now a widespread acceptance that acquisition also requires that
learners attend to form. As we have already noted, some theories of L2
acquisition consider such attention is necessary for acquisition to take place.
Instruction can cater to a focus on form in a number of ways:

Through the explicit teaching of grammar.
By means of consciousness-raising tasks that assist learners to discover
grammatical rules for themselves and to develop an explicit representation
of them.

¢ Using input-based or production-based practice activities.

® By means of ‘focus on form’ techniques (i.e. methodological options that
induce attention to form in the context of performing a meaning-focused task).

e FFI can involve an intensive focus on pre-selected linguistic forms or it can
offer extensive attention to the forms of a range of features through
corrective feedback in task-based lessons.

Principle 4: Instruction needs to be predominantly directed at
developing implicit knowledge of the L2 while not neglecting explicit
knowledge

Given that it is implicit knowledge that underlies the ability to communicate
fluently and confidently in an L2, it is this type of knowledge that should be the
ultimate goal of any instructional programme. How then can it be developed?
There are conflicting theories regarding this (see earlier discussion of the
interface positions). Irrespective of these different theoretical positions,
however, there is a clear consensus that learners need the opportunity to
participate in communicative activities to develop implicit knowledge while
there is also a case for teaching explicit knowledge. First, explicit knowledge is
useful for monitoring and, given time, also for formulating messages. Second,
according to the weak interface hypothesis, explicit knowledge can facilitate
the processes of noticing and noticing-the-gap. Accordingly, instruction needs
to be directed at developing both implicit and explicit knowledge, giving
priority to the former.
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Principle 5: Instruction needs to take into account the order and
sequence of acquisition

One of the key findings of SLA is that learners manifest an order and sequence
of acquisition that is to a large extent universal and reflects the gradual process
of acquiring grammatical features. How, then, can instruction take account of
this gradual process? There are a number of possibilities:

e Adopt a zero grammar approach, as proposed by Krashen. That is, employ
a task-based approach that makes no attempt to predetermine the linguistic
content of a lesson.

e Ensure that learners are developmentally ready to acquire a specific target
feature. However, this is probably impractical as teachers have no easy way
of determining where individual students have reached and it would
necessitate a highly individualized approach to cater for differences in
developmental levels among the students.

e Focus the instruction on explicit rather than implicit knowledge as explicit
knowledge is not subject to the same developmental constraints as implicit
knowledge.

It should be noted, however, that not all researchers accept that there are
developmental constraints on what learners can learn and, therefore, what can
be successfully taught. The strong interface position claims that explicit
knowledge of a grammatical structure can be converted into implicit knowledge
at any time, given the right amount and type of practice. Similarly, Sociocultural
Theory rejects the view that L2 acquisition progresses along a relatively
predetermined mental path. Chapters 3 and 4 provide a discussion of this issue.

Principle 6: Successful instructed language learning requires
extensive L2 input

As we have already noted, much L2 learning is incidental rather than intentional
and this requires access to massive amounts of input. It can be claimed with
confidence that if the only input students receive is in the context of a limited
number of weekly lessons based on some course book, they are unlikely to
achieve high levels of L2 proficiency. How then can teachers ensure their
students have access to the extensive input they need? Teachers need to:

e Maximize use of the L2 inside the classroom. Ideally, this means that the L2
needs to become the medium as well as the object of instruction, especially
in a foreign language setting. However, this does not mean that the L1 has
to be excluded entirely. See Chapter 8 for a detailed discussion of the role of
the L1 in the L2 classroom.

e Create opportunities for students to receive input outside the classroom.
This can be achieved most easily be providing extensive reading programmes
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based on carefully selected graded readers, suited to the level of the students,
as recommended by Krashen (1989). Learners can also seek out opportunities
to experience the language outside class time and need encouragement and
guidance in how to do so.

Principle 7: Successful instructed language learning also requires
opportunities for output

The importance of creating opportunities for output, including what Swain
(1985) has called ‘pushed output’ (i.e. output where the learner is stretched to
express messages clearly and explicitly), constitutes one of the main reasons for
incorporating tasks into a language programme. Controlled practice exercises
typically result in output that is limited in terms of length and complexity.
They do not afford students opportunities for the kind of sustained output that
theorists argue is necessary for interlanguage development. Classroom research
has shown that extended talk of a clause or longer in a classroom context is
more likely to occur when students initiate interactions in the classroom and
when they have to find their own words. This is best achieved by asking learners
to perform tasks as these provide them with the opportunity to perform a
range of language functions associated with initiating as well as responding
roles in interaction.

Principle 8: The opportunity to interact in the L2 is central to
developing L2 proficiency

Hatch (1978b) famously put it ‘one learns how to do conversation, one learns
how to interact verbally, and out of the interaction syntactic structures are
developed’ (p. 404). Thus, interaction is not just a means of automatizing existing
linguistic resources but also of creating new resources. What then are the
characteristics of interaction that are deemed important for acquisition? Johnson
(1995) identified four key requirements for an acquisition-rich classroom:

¢ Creating contexts of language use where students have a reason to attend to
language.

e Providing opportunities for learners to use the language to express their
own personal meanings.

¢ Helping students to participate in language-related activities that are beyond
their current level of proficiency.

e Offering a full range of contexts that cater for a ‘full performance’ in the
language.

Creating the right kind of interaction for acquisition constitutes a major
challenge for teachers, especially in teacher-centred classrooms. One way is to
exploit the interactive opportunities afforded by small group work. When
students interact amongst themselves, acquisition-rich discourse is more likely
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to ensue although there are also a number of dangers (e.g. excessive use of the
L1 in monolingual groups and exposure to interlanguage errors).

Principle 9: Instruction needs to take account of individual differences
in learners

There are a number of ways in which teachers can adapt their teaching to take
account of individual learner differences. One way is by matching the instruction
to suit individual learners. However, this is not practical in many teaching
situations as learners vary in so many different ways. However, teachers can
cater to learner variation by adopting a flexible teaching approach involving a
range of different instructional activities. They can also use simple learner-
training materials (e.g. Ellis and Sinclair, 1989) to make students more aware
of their own approaches to learning and to develop their awareness of
alternative approaches. They can try to increase the range of learning strategies
at learners’ disposal and to assist learners to achieve self-regulation. Strategy
training — despite the problems referred to earlier — may help to make learners
more flexible in their approach to learning. Finally, but perhaps most
importantly, teachers need to find ways of fostering motivation in their students
(see Dornyei, 2001). They should accept that it is #heir responsibility to ensure
that students are motivated and stay motivated and not just blame a lack of
motivation on their students. While it is probably true that teachers can do
little to influence students’ extrinsic motivation, there is a lot they can do to
enhance their intrinsic motivation.

Principle 10: Instruction needs to take account of the fact that there is
a subjective aspect to learning a new language'

This principle is based on a much broader view of what is involved in learning
an L2 and draws on the ideas about social identity discussed earlier. It
acknowledges that language teaching involves much more than developing
students’ linguistic and communicative abilities. It also involves developing
them as people. As Kramsch (2009) noted ‘language...is not just an unmotivated
formal construct but a lived embodied reality’ (p. 4). Kramsch argued that
learners have the opportunity to develop their subjective selves by taking on
new identities and even a new personality. Learning an L2 can change how
people view reality and how they see the world around them when the new
language enters into their lives and transforms them. For Kramsch, teaching a
new language needs to cater to the ‘construction of perceptions, attitudes,
beliefs, aspirations, values’ (p. 7). Also, it needs to encourage learners to
examine the practices and beliefs of their own world-view critically.

Kramsch suggested a number of ways in which instruction can help develop
what she called ‘symbolic competence’ in learners. Teachers need to become
‘critical educators’ and learners to become politically, socially and personally
aware. This requires instructional activities that encourage language play and
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emotional identification with the language. One way in which this can be
achieved is through the introduction of literature and creative writing into the
L2 curriculum.

Principle 11: In assessing learners’ L2 proficiency it is important to
examine free as well as controlled production

Norris and Ortega (2000) conducted a meta-analysis of FFI studies. A meta-
analysis is a statistical procedure that enables researchers to compare the
relative effectiveness of two types of instruction. Its advantage is that it
examines a large number of studies and thus can show which type of instruction
is overall the most effective. The meta-analysis demonstrated that the extent of
the effectiveness of instruction is contingent on the way in which it is measured.
They distinguished four types of measurement:

metalinguistic judgement (e.g. a grammaticality judgement test)
selected response (e.g. multiple choice)

constrained constructed response (e.g. gap-filling exercises)

free constructed response (e.g. a communicative task).

AW =

They found that the magnitude of effect was greatest in the case of (2) and (3)
and least in (4). Yet, arguably, it is (4) that affords the best measure of learners’
L2 proficiency, as it is this that corresponds most closely to the kind of
language use found outside the classroom. The ability to get a multiple choice
question right amounts to very little if the student is unable to use the target
feature in actual communication. Free constructed responses are best elicited
by means of tasks.

Conclusion

A fundamental assumption of this book is that good teaching is teaching that
proceeds in accordance with how learners learn. Instruction that is not
compatible with the way L2 acquisition takes place cannot be successful.
Thus, the goal of ‘SLA-for-language pedagogy’ must be to: (1) to provide a
clear and usable account of how learners acquire an L2 both outside and inside
classrooms and (2) propose how instruction can take account of what is
known about L2 acquisition.

This is not an easy enterprise, however, in part because SLA has grown into
an epistemologically diverse area of enquiry affording varying and sometimes
conflicting accounts of the same phenomena. Thus, there is no simple SLA
recipe that can be applied to language pedagogy. Our approach, therefore, has
been to try to draw out of the review of SLA in the first part of this chapter a
set of general principles that can guide decision making in pedagogy. In the rest
of the book, we will explore these principles and the SLA research that informs
them in greater depth as we examine specific issues in language pedagogy.
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Note

1 This principle was not included in the original list of ten principles published
in Ellis (2003a). It was added because we recognize that the other principles
focused on how instruction can assist the development of linguistic or
communicative competence and there is a need to recognize that language
instruction can — and in many cases, probably should — have wider goals.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. What are the ‘competing claims of behaviourist and mentalist accounts of
L2 learning’?

2. What evidence is there to support the claims that learners develop an
‘interlanguage’?

3. What are the implications of Interlanguage Theory for language teaching?

4. What is meant by claiming that ‘L2 acquisition is input driven’? To what

extent is this claim justified?

5. What kinds of input facilitate L2 acquisition?

6. In what ways can ‘output’ (i.e. learner production) also contribute to L2

acquisition?

7. Schmidt distinguishes two senses of ‘consciousness’ — ‘intentionality’ and

‘attention’. Explain the difference and then consider which of these is more

important for acquisition.

What is a ‘default processing strategy’? Think of examples.

9. The interface positions address the relationship between implicit and
explicit knowledge in L2 learning. Briefly describe each position and then
discuss which one you favour and why?

10. In what ways can social factors influence how learners acquire an L27?

11. How ‘learning’ is conceptualized differs in cognitive-interactionist and
Sociocultural Theory. Explain the difference.

12. The chapter distinguishes two types of language instruction — meaning-
focused instruction (MFI) and form-focused instruction (FFl). Give examples
of instructional activities characteristic of each type. What does SLA tell us
about the effectiveness of the two types?

13. In what ways can individual difference factors such as language aptitude
and motivation affect L2 learning?

14. Discuss each of the Principles of Instructed Language Learning in terms of
your own experience as a learner or a teacher. Do you consider some of the
principles more important than others?

15. Is there an additional principle of instructed language learning you would
like to propose?

2



Part Il

Language pedagogy and SLA:
an external perspective

The purpose of this book is to evaluate different aspects of language pedagogy
through reference to SLA research. These aspects have been drawn from what we
refer to as an ‘external’ and ‘internal’ view of language pedagogy.

When we adopt an external view, we see teaching in terms of the overall approach
(e.g. traditional, weak communicative, strong communicative language teaching),
curricular goals (e.g. Type A and Type B syllabus), materials for realizing these goals,
classroom activities (e.g. ‘exercises’ or ‘information gap tasks’), methodological
procedures, viewed either in macro terms (e.g. accuracy vs fluency based) or in
micro-terms (e.g. the provision of opportunities to plan prior to performing a task)
and devices for measuring student progress. The external view of language teaching
is enshrined in handbooks for language teachers (e.g. Harmer, 1983; Ur, 1996).
These describe and sometimes prescribe how teachers can teach. They provide
blueprints for actual lessons. The external perspective is realized in the lesson plans
that teachers devise — as statements about what and how to teach. When teachers
contemplate and discuss language teaching they are likely to adopt an external view.

The internal view requires us to adopt Allwright’s (1984) dictum - ‘interaction is the
fundamental fact of language pedagogy’. That is, we need to treat teaching as an
interactional event — or, more properly, as a series of interactional events. Teachers
talk to students. Students sometimes talk to teachers and, in some classrooms, talk
to each other. How is all this talk accomplished? What kinds of speech events do
teachers and students enact when they talk to each other? In what way does
classroom talk vary from one interactional event to another? What are the factors
that cause this variation? Most crucially, what kinds of talk are most likely to promote
language learning?

In this section of the book we will focus on evaluating a number of pedagogic
constructs that belong to the external perspective. Perhaps the clearest example of
such a construct is the ‘method’ construct. A method is defined in terms of the content
teachers are supposed to teach and the methodology for teaching it. Methods exist
as the descriptions found in books on language teaching (e.g. Richards and Rodgers,
1986, 2001). The method construct serves as the ideal starting point for investigating
how SLA can inform an external perspective on language pedagogy. Subsequent
chapters focus on a number of other pedagogic constructs — linguistic syllabuses
(Chapter 3), explicit instruction (Chapter 4), comprehension-based vs production-
based instruction (Chapter 5) and task-based language teaching (Chapter 6) — all of
which embody theoretical notions about what and how to teach.
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2 The method construct and
theories of L2 learning

Introduction

Traditionally, language teaching has been conceptualized in terms of ‘methods’
and ‘approaches’. These terms are not quite synonymous. ‘Method’ is used to
refer to a set of clearly defined techniques and procedures for teaching a language.
In contrast, the term ‘approach’ refers to a set of general principles that can
guide the choice of specific techniques and procedures. Examples of ‘methods’
are Grammar Translation, the Audiolingual Method, Total Physical Response,
the Silent Way and Community Language learning. Examples of ‘approaches’
are Communicative Language Teaching and Task-Based Language Teaching.
However, the distinction between a method and an approach is, at best, a fuzzy
one. Methods are generally underpinned by theories of language and language
learning and the general principles that these provide. Similarly, ‘approaches’
entail the use of specific techniques and procedures although these are not so
narrowly prescribed as in a ‘method’. In this chapter, we will not make a
distinction between these two terms but use ‘method’ as the general cover term.

Readers might like to google language teaching methods; they will find clear
evidence of the prevalence of viewing language teaching in these terms as well as
brief descriptions of the various methods/approaches that have been proposed
over the years. Thus the method construct constitutes a good starting point for our
exploration of language pedagogy and second language acquisition research. After
all, one way of evaluating the claims of different methods is by examining to what
extent they are compatible with what is known about how learners learn an L2.

Anthony (1963) provided a framework for examining different methods/
approaches. Somewhat confusingly, this framework consists of three central
constructs: approach, method and technique. He used the term ‘approach’ to
refer to the theory of language and learning that underlies a particular method/
approach. The second construct, ‘method’, refers to the ‘overall plan for the
orderly presentation of language material’ and covers what is now called
‘design’ (the objectives, choice of content and how this is organized).
‘Techniques’ consist of the ‘particular trick, stratagem, or contrivance used to
accomplish an immediate objective’. Anthony saw these three constructs as
interconnected levels of conceptualization — that is, ‘techniques carry out a
method which is consistent with an approach’ (p. 63).

Richard and Rogers (1986, 2001) provided descriptions of a number of
different methods based on Anthony’s framework. Kumaravadivelu (2006)
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proposed classifying these methods into those that were: (1) language-
centred, (2) learner-centred and (3) learning-centred. Language-centred
methods are organized around linguistic forms (usually grammatical
structures) which are systematically practised with a focus on accuracy.
Learner-centred methods are directed at meeting the learner’s linguistic and
communicative needs. Like language-centred methods they also preselect
and practise specific elements of language. Both of these types of methods
cater to intentional language learning. Learning-centred methods define the
content to be taught in non-linguistic terms (e.g. tasks or topics) and aim to
promote the social and cognitive processes involved in learning. They cater
more for incidental learning.

Table 2.1 uses Anthony’s framework to provide brief descriptions of three
specific methods, one from each of Kumaravadivelu’s types: (1) the Audiolingual
Method was popular (especially in the United States?) in the 1950s and 1960s
and continues to exert an influence on language pedagogy up to today; (2)
Communicative Language Teaching first appeared in the 1970s and has had a
major impact on thinking about language teaching since;? (3) Task-based
Teaching attracts considerable attention today, largely because of the support
it has received from SLA.

Problems with the method construct

Prior to the 1990s the method construct served as the major way of
conceptualizing language teaching. Since then, it has come under attack as
both impractical and theoretically unsound. For many teachers and teacher
educators, it is no longer seen as constituting an adequate basis for the design
and implementation of a language teaching programme.

Practical issues

There are a lot of methods for teachers to choose from. In the first edition of
their book Approaches and Methods in Language Teaching, Richards and
Rodgers (1986) discussed eight methods (but also mentioned a number more).
In a later version of the same book published in 2001, the number discussed in
detail doubled. Thus, the most compelling issue facing teachers is to decide
which method to adopt. One possibility — one that educational research (e.g.
Goodlad, 1982) suggests is all too common - is that teachers opt to teach in
accordance with how they were taught. There are two problems with this.
First, teachers may simply elect to adopt the techniques they experienced
themselves as learners with no real understanding of the underlying principles
that inform them. Second, the techniques may not be appropriate for the aims
of the course or the needs of the learners. A second possibility is to undertake
some form of evaluation of the different methods in order to determine which
one is best suited to a particular group of learners. This calls for knowledge of
the criteria that can be used to conduct such an evaluation.
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Richards and Rodgers (1986) outline the questions that need to be asked when
evaluating methods. These questions, however, are directed more at the
professional evaluator than the teacher faced with the task of choosing a
method. For example, teachers are unlikely to be able to answer a question
such as ‘How does the method compare with another method (e.g. when used
to attain a specified type of competency)?” Also, none of the questions address
what we would see as the central question — “To what extent are the methods
compatible with what is known about how learners learn a second language?’
Richard and Rogers go on to suggest the kind of data needed to conduct an
empirical evaluation of methods — descriptive data, observational data,
effectiveness data and comparative data. Again, though, teachers are unlikely
to have the time and may not have the skills needed to collect such data, analyse
it and reach a conclusion about which method to employ. In short, it is unlikely
that a busy teacher will be able to undertake the kind of evaluation that
Richards and Rodgers have in mind. Thus, any evaluation that teachers
undertake will probably be based on their experience as learners and teachers
and on their beliefs (often not explicit) about how languages are learned. There
is, though a clear need here — to make available to teachers information about
what method evaluation studies have shown. We will attempt to provide such
information for two of the theories shown in Table 2.1 later in this chapter.

Once teachers have selected a method, they face another problem — they
need to be able to implement the method successfully in their classrooms.
‘Method’ is essentially an ‘external’ construct; it comprises descriptions of a set
of techniques. The teacher needs to execute the techniques and this requires
making countless and immediate decisions ‘online’. In other words, the method
construct needs to be ultimately understood in terms of the processes that arise
in the classroom — what we call the ‘internal’ view of teaching. Mackey (1965)
made a similar distinction when he noted that ‘method analysis determines
how teaching is done by the book; teaching analysis shows how much is done
by the teacher’ (p. 139).

To illustrate the problem that can arise when implementing a technique, let
us consider one teacher’s attempt to conduct the kind of drilling recommended
by the Audiolingual Method. The teacher, who was very experienced in
teaching this method, wished to elicit a plural sentence pattern from a beginner-
level learner in an ESL class. Below is an extract (taken from Ellis, 1984b) from
the actual lesson. The teacher adopts a standard technique of the Audiolingual
Method, namely asking questions designed to elicit the target pattern (‘“These
are + plural N’) and contrasting this with another pattern (‘This is a singular
N’). The first point to note is that this learner fails to produce the complete
target pattern in any of her turns. The teacher responds to the difficulty the
learner experiences by attempting to scaffold the correct pattern (e.g. “These
are = in turn 6), by providing the complete pattern for the learner to imitate
(‘These are rulers’ in turn 13) and by explicit correction (‘Not “a”” in turn 16).
These are all standard audiolingual techniques of ‘reinforcement’ but they are
not successful. The episode concludes with the teacher accepting the learner’s
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partial production of the pattern (turns 18 and 19). What we see happening
here, then, is the teacher working hard to elicit the correct response but failing.
This raises two questions. The first is ‘Is this bad audiolingual teaching?’
Arguably it is not, as the teacher was responding to the learner’s obvious
frustration with this drill (which is quite evident when listening to the audio
recording of the lesson). The second is “Why did this learner fail to produce the
correct pattern given all the support she was given?’ To answer this question it
is necessary to know something about the process by which learners acquire an
L2 grammar (see Chapter 1). The key point, however, is that teachers are not
just implementers of a technique. They have to negotiate its implementation
with their learners by reacting to the learners’ responses and adjusting their
own behaviour turn by turn.

Extract 1:

1. T: Now, Tasleem.
2. T: What is this? (T. holds up pen.)
3. S: This is a pen.
4. T: What are these? (T holds up two pens.)
5. S: This are a pen.
6. T: Theseare ___ ?
7. S: Are pens.
8. T: What is this? (Teacher holds up a ruler.)
9. S: This is a ruler.
10. T: What are these? (Teacher holds up two rulers.)
11. S: This is a...are...
12. S: This are a rulers.
13. T: These are rulers.
14. T: What are these?
15. S: This are a rulers.
16. T: Not ‘a’.
17.T: Theseare __ ?
18. S: Rulers.
19. T: Rulers.

Teaching by method, then, is problematic in two major ways. First, it requires
teachers to decide which method to employ. This requires teachers to possess
the knowledge, skills and time needed to evaluate methods, which in many
instances they are unlikely to have. Of course, this problem can be circumvented
if the method is chosen for the teacher — for example, by selecting a textbook
that embodies the method and mandating its use in the classroom. However,
this does not prevent the second problem from arising, namely that classroom
exigencies may result in the teacher failing to implement the techniques as
required by the method. This suggests that there may be something
fundamentally wrong with the ‘method’ construct.
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Theoretical issues

There have been a series of attacks on the method construct starting in the late
1980s (Pennycook, 1989; Kumaravadivelu, 1994; Richards, 1996; Bax 2003).
These attacks were based on the postmodernist perception that teaching was
and ought to be more of a bottom-up than a top-down affair informed by the
needs of learners and teachers working in specific sociocultural contexts.
Teacher educators argued that no single method is appropriate for all situations
and that, in any case, teachers never simply implement the blueprint specified
by a particular method, but rather ‘construct’ teaching fluidly in accordance
with their understanding of what works for the particular students they are
teaching on particular occasions — as the above extract illustrates.
The method construct were seen as limited in a number of key ways:

® By and large, methods only address how to teach relative beginners; they do
not cater to instruction for more advanced learners. Thus they cannot serve
as a basis for teaching learners of all proficiency levels.

® The method construct assumes that there is a universal way in which to
teach all learners, ignoring the fact that learners are individuals, with
different needs and different ways of learning. For example, learners vary in
perceptual learning style (Reid, 1987), so a method such as the Audiolingual
Method that insists on the primacy of teaching oral before written language
will not suit learners with a preference for a visual learning style.

e It also takes no account of the sociocultural milieu in which the teaching
takes place; that is, it assumes that the aims and techniques of the method
are equally relevant to all classrooms, irrespective of the economic, political
and social context in which the teaching is taking place. For example, a
number of commentators (e.g. Bax, 2003; Littlewood, 2007) have pointed
out that Communicative Language Teaching is not compatible with the
beliefs and traditions that inform teaching in many Asian countries and, as
a result, teachers face major obstacles in its implementation. It has been
suggested that the imposition of a method, such as CLT, that originated in
the West, constitutes a form of ‘technocratic imperialism’ (Sampson, 1984).

e It positions the teacher as being in thrall to the chosen method. That is, it
deprives the teacher of autonomy by requiring him/her to teach in accordance
with the prescriptions and proscriptions of the method. Thus it denies the
importance of teachers’ own practical experience of what constitutes
effective teaching.

® As such, it deprofessionalizes teachers by discouraging innovation and
reflective teaching.

These criticisms led to the claim that ‘method is dead’ (or ought to be) and to
proposals for a ‘postmethod pedagogy’. Kumaravadivelu (2001) rather grandly
proposed that this could be conceptualized in terms of a ‘three-dimensional system
consisting of the parameters of “particularity”, “practicality” and “possibility™’
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(p. 538). Particularity refers to the need to ensure that language pedagogy is based
on ‘context-sensitive knowledge’. Practicality involves enabling teachers to
develop their own theories of teaching based on their practical experience.
Teaching needs to be based on a ‘teacher-generated theory of practice’ (p. 541).
Possibility refers to the importance of awareness of the sociopolitical factors that
shape learners’ identities and of actively helping them transform themselves by
resisting social inequality (see the account of Norton’s Social Identity Theory in
Chapter 1). Kumaravadivelu emphasized that in a postmethod pedagogy both
teachers and learners are autonomous.

It should be clear from these proposals for a postmodern pedagogy that the
emphasis has shifted from ‘techniques’ to ‘approach’ (to use Antony’s terms).
That is, Kumaravadivelu defines a postmodernist approach in terms of a set of
abstract axioms or maxims that can guide teachers in selecting and implementing
instructional activities. He does go on to suggest the ‘actions’ that teachers and
learners can perform but there is clearly a reluctance to propose specific
techniques. Indeed, the essence of a postmodern pedagogy is that the teachers
are left to decide on the nuts and bolts of actual practice for themselves. As
Kumaravadivelu (2001) put it, teachers ‘theorize from their practice and
practice what they theorize’ (p. 541).

Postmodern pedagogy is not without its critics, however. Block (2001)
noted that:

While method has been discredited at an etic level (that is, in the thinking
and nomenclature of scholars) it certainly retains a great deal of vitality at
the grassroots, emic level (that is, it is still part of the nomenclature of lay
people and teachers).

(p- 72)

He might also have added that not all scholars have dispensed with the
construct. Indeed, task-based language teaching grew out of the theorizing and
research of SLA scholars. Nor is it really clear that the proposals for a
postmethod pedagogy are really so incompatible with the method construct.
Bell (2003) suggested that it might be better to view method and postmethod
as dialectically related — ‘method imposes practices top-down; postmethod
constructs practices bottom-up’ (p. 332). That is, methods have value in that
they equip teachers with both the practical tools needed to teach and a sense of
belief in what they are doing, while postmethod pedagogy encourages teachers
to guard against over-routinization. Bell also pointed out that the method
construct is, in fact, far from dead. He noted that many of the principles of a
postmethod pedagogy advanced by Kumaravadivelu are in fact part and parcel
of current proposals for teaching language through communication. In a post-
postmodern pedagogy, therefore, there is arguably a place for the method
construct. Klapper (2006), following his own survey of a number of mainstream
methods,? saw merit in familiarizing teachers with these methods on the
grounds that ‘the study of different approaches focuses attention on how
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theory and practice is integrated and thus is fundamental to the process of
reflective continuing professional development’ (p. 123). Klapper’s own
approach — a wise one — is not to reject the method construct but rather to
present each method and then to consider the problems with it.

Evaluating and investigating methods

There are many ways in which the method construct can be subjected to
evaluation. Our concern in this section is limited to examining how SLA can
inform our understanding of the strengths and limitations of teaching-viewed-
as-method. We will consider two questions:

1 To what extent are specific methods compatible with how an L2 is learned
in an instructed setting?

2 What do studies that have compared different methods show about their
relative effectiveness?

To answer these questions we will focus on two specific methods that have had
a considerable influence on language teaching in general — the Audiolingual
Method and Communicative Language Teaching. We will examine to what
extent each of these methods is compatible with the principles of instructed
language learning introduced in Chapter 1 and then examine a number of
comparative method studies that investigated the effectiveness of these methods
in relation to other methods.

The Audiolingual Method

This method grew out of the work of structural linguists such as Fries and the
experience of teaching languages to army personnel during the Second World
War. Fries (1948) described the approach adopted in an article written for the
first issue of Language Learning. This involved:

* Drawing up descriptions of the target language patterns, using native
speakers as informants.

e Carrying out a contrastive analysis of the patterns in the learners’ L1 and
those of the target language to provide a basis for selecting and grading the
patterns to be taught.

® Preparing materials to teach the target language patterns.

The method was later underpinned by behaviourist learning theory. Brooks
(1960) and Lado (1964) outlined the psychological principles that they believed
needed to be followed to ensure successful implementation of the method.
These emphasized that learning consisted of changes in behaviour brought
about by experience, that language learning was a mechanical process of habit
formation, that old habits (i.e. L1 habits) would interfere with the development
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of new (L2) habits, that learning proceeds by analogy rather than analysis and
that, therefore, there is no need to teach grammar explicitly, and that errors
were to be avoided at all costs. The specific techniques were based on these
principles; they involved mechanical pattern practice, the use of ‘reinforcement’
to address errors whenever these occurred, memorizing dialogues and the
avoidance of explicit grammar teaching. They also emphasized developing oral
skills first and limiting the teaching of vocabulary until the patterns had been
firmly established.

Theoretical evaluation

Table 2.2 evaluates the Audiolingual Method in terms of the Principles of
Instructed Language Learning. It should be clear that, in the main, the AM
does not accord with these principles. In particular, the AM fails to acknowledge
the learner’s own contribution to learning and the importance of providing
opportunities for meaning-focused language use. It is also limited by its
rejection of explicit instruction. The emphasis on teacher-controlled drilling
will inevitably lead to a highly restricted form of classroom interaction
consisting of initiate-respond-follow-up (IRF) exchanges — as illustrated in
Extract 1. As a result, learners are exposed to a very limited input and have no
real opportunity for pushed output in contexts where they can express their
own personal meanings. The emphasis on error avoidance also fails to
acknowledge that 1.2 learning is a slow, organic process, with errors not only
inevitable but potentially facilitative of learning as learners test out their
hypotheses. In short, the insistence on viewing language in terms of structural
patterns and of viewing learning in terms of behaviourist learning theory is
highly limiting.

Audiolingualism came under attack in the 1960s as a result of Chomsky’s
(1959) critique of behaviourism and experimental and clinical evidence
showing that language development was biologically as well as environmentally
determined (Lenneberg, 1967). As we saw in Chapter 1, studies of L2 learners
demonstrated that grammatical structures were not acquired as ‘accumulated
entities’ — as habit-formation theory assumed - but in stages, involving
transitional constructions that all learners manifested on route to the target
language pattern. In other words, how L2 learners learn simply does not
conform with the psychological principles on which AM was based. Nor does
it with the finding that early L2 acquisition is primarily lexical in nature.

Perhaps the overriding problem with the AM rests in the fact that it fails to
cater for transfer appropriate learning (TAP). Lightbown (2008) defines this
as follows:

The fundamental tenet of TAP is that we can better remember what we have
learned if the cognitive processes that are active during learning are similar
to those that are active during retrieval.

(p- 27)
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The AM engages learners in highly controlled language production. It positions
learners as responders to stimuli. Clearly, this is of very limited use if the goal
is to prepare learners to participate in spontaneous face-to-face communication
where they will need to play an initiating as well as a responding role. The TAP
predicts, correctly, that learners taught by the AM will have difficulty in using
the L2 for purposes of everyday communication.

It is, however, worth standing back to ask whether AM is entirely worthless.
Many learners were taught with the AM and although they often failed to
develop the ability to communicate easily and freely, they did learn something.
Does memorization and repetition play no role in language learning? Is learning
patterns through controlled production practice totally without value? Is
‘reinforcement’ not a useful teaching strategy for dealing with errors? Clearly
memorization is important for language learning, although perhaps more so
for vocabulary than for grammar. It constitutes a learning strategy that many
‘good language learners’ make use of. Cook (1994) staked out the case for
repetition in language learning, noting that it occurs commonly in caretaker—
child discourse and contributes to L1 acquisition. A number of studies (e.g.
Weinert, 1987; Myles et al., 1998) have reported that classroom learners learn
ready-made chunks as a result of engaging in controlled practice activities
directed at teaching them specific grammatical structures. That is, teaching
patterns may not result in the acquisition of the underlying structures but it
may result in learners internalizing formulaic sequences that are of
communicative value to them (see Principle 1 in Chapter 1). SLA research also
provides evidence in support of ‘reinforcement’ (relabelled ‘corrective
feedback’), although this is seen as more likely to contribute to learning if it
occurs when learners are focused on meaning rather than form (Lightbown,
2008). Thus, although audiolingualism may not pass muster as a ‘method’,
some of the ‘tricks’, ‘strategems’ and ‘contrivances’ that constitute its
‘techniques’ can contribute to learning and, indeed, continue to figure in
contemporary language teaching.

Empirical evaluation

A key tenet of the Audiolingual Method was that language learning proceeds
by means of analogy rather than analysis and that, therefore, there was no need
to teach explicit grammar rules. This tenet directly contradicted other methods
that were popular at the time, namely Grammar Translation and the Cognitive
Code Method, both of which emphasized the importance of deductive
instruction involving the provision of explicit rules. The ‘language teaching
controversy’ (Diller, 1978) led to a number of large-scale empirical studies
designed to establish which approach - the inductive approach of the AM or
the deductive approach of Grammar Translation and the Cognitive Code
Method — was the more effective.

In the Colorado Project, Scherer and Wertheimer (1964) compared the
Grammar Translation Method and the Audiolingual Method. They investigated



Table 2.2 Theoretical evaluation of the Audiolingual Method

Instructed Language
Learning Principles

Audiolingual Method

1. Instruction needs to ensure
that learners develop both a
rich repertoire of formulaic
expressions and a rule-based
competence.

2. Instruction needs to ensure
that learners focus on meaning.

3. Instruction needs to ensure
that learners focus on form.

4. Instruction needs to be
predominantly directed at
developing implicit knowledge
of the L2 while not neglecting
explicit knowledge.

5. Instruction needs to take
account of the order and
sequence of acquisition.

6. Successful instructed
language learning requires
extensive L2 input.

7. Successful instructed
language learning also requires
opportunities for output.

8. The opportunity to interact in
the L2 is central to developing
L2 proficiency.

9. Instruction needs to take
account of individual
differences in learners.

10. Instruction needs to take
account of the fact that there is
a subjective aspect to learning
a new language.

11. In assessing learners’
proficiency, it is important to
examine free as well as
controlled production.

AM is directed at ‘behaviour’ not ‘competence. It aims to
teach ‘patterns’ (i.e. the underlying structure of specific
utterances) but in fact may succeed only in teaching formulaic
expressions.

It is doubtful if mechanical drills and the rote-memorization of
dialogues focus learners’ attention on meaning.

The drilling clearly does focus attention on form. This is
achieved entirely through production-based practice.

AM seeks to develop ‘habits’ which can be seen as analogous
to ‘implicit knowledge’. However, the nature of the instructional
activities makes it unlikely that implicit knowledge results as
learners are primarily focused on form. AM sees no merit in
teaching explicit knowledge.

AM claims that learning is entirely environmentally determined.
It assumes that learners will master the patterns in the order in
which they are taught. There is no recognition that learners
may go through a ‘silent period’ or that early L2 speech is
predominantly lexical.

The only input learners receive — at least in the early stages —is
in the form of drills and dialogues. This is not likely to create an
input-rich learning environment.

AM is entirely output-based. That is, it assumes that learners
learn through producing patterns correctly. However, the
output they produce is very controlled; there is no opportunity
for ‘pushed output’.

Interaction is entirely controlled by the teacher; initiate—
respond-follow-up exchanges are likely to dominate. There is
no opportunity for learners to express their own personal
meanings or to engage in a ‘full performance’ in the language.

AM treats all learners the same. However, Lado (1964) did
acknowledge the importance of motivation, seen as the ‘need
and urge to communicate through language’ (p. 34). ltis
unlikely, however, that pattern-drilling and memorization foster
such a motivation.

No account is taken of this — language learning is
conceptualized purely in linguistic terms.

Lado (1964) emphasized that testing needed to focus on
assessing learners’ ability to produce the patterns of the target
language correctly by means of selected response and
constrained constructed response items. He is dismissive of
tests involving metalinguistic judgements and sees limited value
in tests involving free constructed responses (e.g. a written
composition).
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beginner-level, college-level students of L2 German over a two-year period.
The Audiolingual Method proved superior at the end of the first year in all tests
with the exception of a translation test. However, at the end of the second year,
no overall significant difference between the two methods was found. While
the Audiolingual Method group did better at speaking, the Traditional Method
group did better in reading, writing and translation. In other words, each
method resulted in learning products that reflected its instructional emphasis.
The Colarado Project initiated a critical appraisal of the claims of the
Audiolingual Method (Hayn, 1967).

The Pennsylvania Project (Smith, 1970) compared the effects of three
methods — (1) ‘traditional’ (i.e. Grammar Translation), (2) ‘functional skills’
(essentially the Audiolingual Method), and (3) “functional skills plus grammar’
— on beginning and intermediate French and German classes at the high-
school level. Student achievement in the four skills was evaluated at mid-year
and at the end of the year using a battery of standardized tests. The results in
general showed no significant differences between the three methods, except
that the ‘traditional’ group was superior to the other two groups on two of
the reading tests. After two years, the ‘traditional’ group again surpassed the
‘functional skills’ group in reading ability but did significantly worse on a test
of oral mimicry. No differences were found in the students’ performance on
the other tests.

In the Gothenburg/Teaching/Methods/English (GUME) Project (Levin,
1972), six studies, all similar in design, were carried out comparing the Implicit
Method and the Explicit Method. The Implicit Method is described as
corresponding to ‘an inductive-oriented audiolingual method” and the Explicit
Method as corresponding to ‘a deductive-oriented audiolingual method’ with
the grammatical explanations provided in English (i.e. the L2) in some studies
and in Swedish (the L1) in others. By and large, no significant differences
between the implicit and explicit school groups were found. In some groups
very little learning was evident, but even in those where learning did take
place, the type of instruction made no difference. In the case of an older group
of high school students, a clearer advantage was found for the Explicit Method.
Also, the adult learner group benefited most from the Explicit Method. In both
of these groups, the explicit explanation of grammar points was provided in
Swedish. Levin concluded that the main results ‘tend to support the cognitive-
code learning theory’ (p. 193) but only at the upper secondary school and
adult learner levels. However, none of the group differences were statistically
significant.

These studies were all carefully designed studies (for their time) and yet they
failed to provide a clear demonstration that one method was superior to
another in terms of overall language proficiency. While short-term differences
were sometimes evident, these disappeared over the long term. What was clear
was that the claims made by advocates of the Audiolingual Method — namely
that learners would achieve far higher levels of proficiency especially in oral
skills — was not borne out. Indeed, if anything, the results pointed to a slight
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superiority for methods that included explicit instruction, at least where older
learners were concerned. Perhaps, the most reasonable conclusion to draw
from these studies, however, was that the choice of method did not matter.
This was one reason why the ‘method construct’ began to fall out of favour,
first with researchers (see Allwright, 1988) and later with teacher educators
such as Kumaravadivelu (1994).

These projects also pointed to some inherent problems in conducting large-
scale comparative method studies. We will reserve consideration of these until
we have completed our examination of the other method — Communicative
Language Teaching.

Communicative Language Teaching

Communicative Language Teaching emerged at a theoretical level in the 1970s
(Wilkins, 1976; Brumfit and Johnson, 1979; Widdowson, 1978) and at the
same time in published materials for learners (Abbs and Freebairn, 1982). A
weak and strong version of the communicative approach can be distinguished
(Howatt, 1984). The aim of both is to develop ‘communicative competence’
but they differ in how this is to be achieved.

It is the ‘weak’ version of CLT that is described in Table 2.1. This is
predicated on a Type A syllabus (White, 1988) that itemizes features of
communication to be taught and employs a traditional ‘accuracy’-oriented
methodology (Brumfit, 1984) to teach it. It draws on theories and descriptions
of language that emphasize the functional and social side of competence (e.g.
Hymes’ (1971) model of communicative competence and Halliday’s (1973)
functional grammar). These afford a clearly defined content for specifying
what is to be taught, as in the notional functional syllabuses that began to
appear in Britain in the 1970s (Wilkins, 1976). The accuracy-oriented
methodology used to teach this content is typically ‘PPP’ (present—practice—
produce), a borrowing of the procedures used in the pre-communicative era.
However, Brumfit (1984) proposed an alternative — produce—present—practice
— which involved starting with a communicative task in order to identify
learning problems that could then be addressed through presenting and
practising specific linguistic features. In effect, the ‘weak’ version of CLT differs
from traditional approaches to language teaching only in minor ways.

The ‘strong’ version offers a far more radical alternative to traditional
approaches. In this version, no attempt is made to specify the teaching content
in terms of a set of gradable linguistic items. Instead, the content consists of a
set of ‘tasks’, which the teacher and students carry out in the classroom. The
methodology is fluency oriented — directed at getting students to use language
for communication rather than to practise correct usage. As Hughes (1983)
pointed out, the strong version is predicated on the principle that classroom
language learning will proceed more efficiently if it occurs in a similar way to
‘natural’ language learning. The preferred label for the strong version today is
‘task-based language teaching’ (see Table 2.1).
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Theoretical evaluation

Given the differences between the weak and strong versions of the CLT, it is
clearly necessary to evaluate them separately. The focus of the theoretical
evaluation in this chapter will be on the weak version. The strong version will
be examined in detail in Chapter 5. Table 2.3 presents an evaluation of weak
CLT in terms of the Principles of Instructed Language Learning.

Weak CLT is far more successful in satisfying the principles than the
Audiolingual Method. Interestingly, the mainstream literature on CLT makes
almost no reference to research on L2 acquisition. Key publications (e.g.
Widdowson, 1978; Brumfit and Johnson, 1979) are almost entirely devoid of
references to SLA. CLT was driven by theoretical constructs drawn from
linguistics and sociolinguistics and by the practical language teaching experience
of teachers. Yet, many of the proposals emanating from them were very
compatible with what is known about how learners acquire an L2. It was not
until later that advocates of CLT began to draw on the findings of SLA research
to provide a rationale for proposals that had originated from other sources.

The compatibility of CLT and SLA is perhaps most evident in the suggestions
advanced for instructional activities and how they should be implemented - i.e.
the ‘methodology’ of CLT. Johnson (1982), for example, proposed four
principles that could guide the design of ‘communicative exercises’:

® The information transfer principle (i.e. transferring information from one
medium to another).

® The information gap principle (i.e. the transferring of information from one
person to another).

® The jigsaw principle (i.e. the assembly of information from different sources
and different people).

® The task dependency principle (i.e. the completion of one task requires the
successful completion of a prior task).

These principles pre-date work by SLA researchers on ‘tasks’ designed to
promote L2 acquisition but are very similar to the ‘dimensions’ that Long and
Crookes (1987) had in mind, when they argued the need for ‘organizing tasks
in terms of their potential for second language learning on the basis of
psycholinguistically motivated dimensions’.

In one major respect, however, weak CLT is limited. Teaching notions and
functions is likely to result in the learning of some useful formulaic sequences
and thus provides a sound basis for the early stages of L2 learning. It is doubtful,
however, whether it will result in the rule-based knowledge needed to use the 1.2
creatively in later stages. What is missing from weak CLT is any account of how
grammatical competence is to be developed. For example, although it places
great importance on ‘interaction’, there is no explanation of how this fosters
grammatical competence. Indeed, CLT methodologists appear to see ‘interaction’
as catering to ‘fluency’ rather than ‘accuracy’. It serves as the means for using



Table 2.3 Theoretical evaluation of weak CLT

Instructed Language
Learning Principles

Weak version of communicative language teaching

1. Instruction needs to
ensure that learners develop
both a rich repertoire of
formulaic expressions and
rule-based competence.

2. Instruction needs to
ensure that learners focus
on meaning.

3. Instruction needs to
ensure that learners focus
on form.

4. Instruction needs to be
predominantly directed at
developing implicit
knowledge of the L2 while
not neglecting explicit
knowledge.

5. Instruction needs to take
account of the order and
sequence of acquisition.

6. Successful instructed
language learning requires
extensive L2 input.

7. Successful instructed
language learning also
requires opportunities for
output.

8. The opportunity to
interact in the L2 is central
to developing L2
proficiency.

9. Instruction needs to take
account of individual
differences in learners.

10. Instruction needs to take
account of the fact that
there is a subjective aspect
to language learning.

11. In assessing learners’
proficiency, it is important to
examine free as well as
controlled production.

A notional/functional approach provides a framework for
systematically teaching formulaic expressions. For example, the
function of ‘requesting’ is realized by such patterns as ‘Can | have
.77 and ‘Would you mind ...?" It is uncertain whether it provides a
basis for teaching the generative rules of grammar that make
creative language use possible.

Learners’ attention is focused on both semantic and pragmatic
meaning of linguistic forms. However, a primary focus on meaning
only occurs in the free production stage of a lesson; in other
stages, the primary focus is on form.

Focus is directed at the oral and written form of formulaic
sequences — both routines (i.e. ready-made chunks) and patterns
(i.e. chunks with one or more empty slots).

The aim is to develop the ability to use the L2 correctly, fluently and
naturally. However, the fact that the activities are largely controlled
or guided makes it more likely that learners will develop automatized
explicit knowledge than implicit knowledge. No attempt is made to
develop explicit knowledge of grammatical features.

[t can be argued that weak CLT achieves this as it makes no attempt
to teach grammar. There are no obvious psycholinguistic constraints
on the acquisition of formulaic sequences. The acquisition of
morpho-syntactic features is left up to the learner.

CLT materials (e.g. Abbs et al., 1975) provide much more extensive
input than audiolingual materials, in part because there is less control
of vocabulary. However, input still remains somewhat limited.

The teaching of speaking and writing figures strongly in CLT. Tasks
that create ‘a condition of unexpectedness’ and also satisfy the
‘task dependency principle’ (Johnson, 1982) are likely to push
learners to use resources that are at the limits of their competence.

Opportunity to interact is central in weak CLT. The ‘practice’ stage
of the lesson is likely to result in highly restricted interaction but the
‘produce’ stage creates opportunities for a ‘full performance’ of
the language. Group work ensures that learners play an initiating
as well as a responding role.

The literature on CLT (e.g. Brumfit and Johnson, 1979) makes no
mention of adapting instruction to suit individual learners.

No account is taken of this — the focus of weak CLT is the
development of communicative competence.

Proposals for communicative tests were forthcoming (e.g. Morrow,
1979). Communicative tests assess ‘performance’ and are ‘holistic’
rather than discrete points. In terms of Norris and Ortega’s (2000)
four test types, a communicative test assesses ‘free production’.
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the language that has been previously presented and practised ‘communicatively’.
There is no recognition of the need for learners to attend to form while they are
interacting and no suggestions for how this might be promoted methodologically.

In short, weak CLT lacks a principled basis for developing grammatical
competence. Subsequently, this was remedied as notional/functional syllabuses
were abandoned in favour of hybrid syllabuses that included a grammar
component. Also, due in part to the growing influence of SLA on language
pedagogy, proposals were forthcoming for how interaction could be made to
work for the acquisition of grammar as weak CLT morphed into strong CLT
(i.e. task-based teaching).

Empirical evaluation

The disappointing results of the global method studies carried out in the 1960s
led to disillusionment with such studies. It is, therefore, perhaps not surprising
that there have been relatively few studies that have attempted to compare
CLT with other methods. The results of these studies are difficult to synthesize
as CLT was not implemented in a consistent fashion — reflecting the fact that it
is more of an ‘approach’ than a ‘method’. We will focus here on a number of
studies that investigated weak CLT, leaving a consideration of studies of strong
CLT to Chapter 6.

One of the earliest studies compared communicative language teaching and
traditional teaching. Savignon (1972) investigated three university classes of
French as a foreign language. All three classes received the same number of
hours of traditional form-focused instruction. However, one group had an
additional ‘communicative hour’ where they performed tasks, another group
an extra ‘cultural hour” and the third group spent the extra hour in a language
laboratory. There were no differences among the three groups on measures of
grammatical proficiency, but the communicative group outperformed the other
two groups on measures of communicative ability. This study suggests that a
mixture of traditional and communicative instruction is more effective than
purely traditional instruction.

The advantages of combining traditional and communicative instruction have
been confirmed by other studies. Montgomery and Eisenstein (1985) compared
the gains in the proficiency of two groups of learners. One group attended
regular ESL classes aimed primarily at improving grammatical accuracy. The
other attended the same classes but also enrolled in a special oral communication
course, involving field trips that gave them opportunities to communicate in
English. The proficiency of both groups improved but the learner